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Introduction: Needs, Rights
and Universal Education

As pointed out in the Preface, the workshop from which this book
has emerged is part of a larger research project on the issue of
child labour and the right to education, which is in turn one of the
components of the Institute of Development Studies (IDS)-based
research programme into social policy in the international con-
text in the twenty-first century. This essay is intended as an editorial
overview of the contributions to this book as well as of some of
the discussion that took place at the workshop.1

The question of children's needs and welfare has moved into
the centre stage in global debates as a result of years of activism
by organisations all over the world. The adoption of the United
Nation's Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), which has a
higher rate of ratification by the nations of the world than any
other convention, marks a new global awareness of the importance
of this problem. While the adoption of a rights-based framework
provides the basis for recognising a wide range of deprivations in
relation to children, it also draws attention to the enormity and
complexity of the challenges ahead.

Our purpose in convening this workshop was to explore the
issue of children's rights from a particular perspective: children's
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right to education in a context where child labour is widely seen as
a manifestation of poverty and the child's economic contribu-
tions to the household economy are thus seen as vital to meeting
the basic needs of the family. In this context, the workshop posed
the question: is there a conflict between the rights of the child to
education and the economic needs of the family? The counter-
positioning of 'needs versus rights' in the title of the workshop
was intended to provoke participants to think through their own
position on the inter-relationship between needs and rights in
societies characterised by extreme poverty and deeply-entrenched
forms of social exclusion. Are needs and rights convergent or di-
vergent, are they equally important or is there a hierarchical rela-
tionship between them? We will be drawing on the different ways
in which this question was addressed in the course of the work-
shop in the concluding section of this editorial.

Before we proceed to map out the themes of the contributions
to this volume, it is important to note that we use education to
refer essentially to formal primary schooling as well as non-formal
education programmes that serve as a bridge to formal schooling
for children or function parallel to the formal system. Further, the
contributions focus more on the provision of education, rather
than on specific aspects of pedagogy. Anumber of contributions
have, however, drawn attention to the quality of schooling touch-
ing upon pedagogy and classroom processes.

The Institutional Construction of Exclusion

It was clear from the papers presented at workshop that there is
no uniformity in either the social meaning or the lived experience
of childhood across the region. Rather, as might be expected, atti-
tudes to children, and the experience of childhood, vary signifi-
cantly by class, caste, religion and regional location. Given the
concern of the workshop with the forces of poverty, exclusion and
marginalisation, which were presumed to lie behind the phenom-
enon of child labour, and to partly explain the failure to universalise
the right to basic education, much of the attention of the work-
shop was focused on poorer families and communities. At the
same time, it was also clear from a number of presentations that
notions of childhood are not fixed and new ideas about what it
means to be a child are coming into existence, partly as a result of

L22aCED documentation is for educative purposes-for your reference and study only



globalisation and partly in response to more local forces. How-
ever, accepting that there are different models of childhood that are
culturally, economically and socially constructed does not neces-
sarily dilute efforts towards achieving universal education. Bissell,
for instance, argues that understanding nuances in the ways in
which local constructions interact with global constructions of
'ideal' childhood are necessary for designing effective social policy.

The papers presented at the workshop and included in this
volume draw on the experiences of India and Bangladesh to cover
various themes related to the problems of universalising education
in societies marked by poverty, discrimination and social exclu-
sion. One theme relates to the meaning and experience of child-
hood, particularly among poorer families, and the economic role
of children in their livelihood strategies. Central to this theme is
the problematic question of child labour and the extent to which it
prevents children from participating in school. However, we also
recognised that there are many children who are neither at school
nor at work. Their problems are not encompassed by the di-
chotomy between work and school. Exclusion in their case is partly
a question of sheer poverty, partly one of unresponsiveness of the
schooling system on offer, partly one of social discrimination (on
caste and gender grounds) and partly one of cultural exclusion
(tribal and religious status). Building on this, the second and third
themes explore patterns of social inclusion and exclusion across
the region, and the extent to which these are reproduced and exac-
erbated through the policies and practices of the formal educa-
tional system. Finally, a fourth theme relates to the interventions
which seek to address the problems of exclusion within the edu-
cational system, in some cases, through,attempts to revitalise state
provision, in others, through non-state attempts to compensate
for state failure and in yet others, through state and non-govern-
mental organisation (NGO) collaboration.

The analysis of these various themes can be seen through the
lens of an institutional framework (Kabeer 1994; Kabeer and
Subrahmanian 1999), which encompasses the main social sites in
which the various causal processes entailed in the exclusion of
large numbers of children from school are enacted. The family-
based household as the key site where decisions relating to children
and their well-being are taken is clearly central to this analysis. It
is here that many of the factors behind the decision to send, or not

L22aCED documentation is for educative purposes—for your reference and study only



to send, children to school are to be found (and conversely, the
decision to send, or not to send, children to work). However, such
decisions are not isolated from other aspects of household decision-
making nor are they purely household based: they reflect the
norms and values of the wider community within which the
household is located and the social and economic possibilities
which local contexts offer to different categories of households.
The community, and the presence or absence of community norms
and organisations conducive to children's participation in school,
is therefore another set of institutional considerations which fea-
ture frequently in the papers in this volume (see Subrahmanian
Chapter 9). Non-governmental organisations and social move-
ments play an important role in the wider community; creating
the demand for education in some cases, as with the left move-
ments in Kerala and the work of the M.V. Foundation in Andhra
Pradesh (Sinha Chapter 14), and in other cases, providing alterna-
tive systems of education for hard-to-reach children, as with
Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAC) in Bangladesh
(Chowdhury Chapter 12) and Concerned for Working Children in
Karnataka (Mahapatra).

Markets entered the debate through a number of entry points.
Labour is widely recognised as the key asset of the poor, and the
mobilisation of household labour in a variety of paid and unpaid
activities the essence of their livelihood strategies. Consequently,
the market for labour, particularly for child labour or for com-
modities produced with the help of children's labour, constitutes
an important aspect of the context in which household livelihood
strategies are devised and hence decisions about the utilisation of
children's labour taken. Some of the discussion at the workshop
touched on the possibility that economic liberalisation,
globalisation and increasing exposure to international market
forces had exacerbated the incidence of child labour. Certainly,
many of the most publicised cases of child labour, such as those
laid off from the Bangladesh garment industry as a result of the
Harkin Bill (see Bissell Chapter 2) were part of export-oriented
industries. However, it was also recognised that children worked
in a variety of activities, not all of them export-oriented and that
the most hazardous or exploited activities that children worked in
were not necessarily export-oriented. Indeed, as a paper presented
by Vidyasagar at the workshop, points out, the report of the Royal
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Commission on Labour in India (1933) testified to very similar
problems in the carpet-weaving industries in Uttar Pradesh as
prevail in the beedi-rolling industry in Tamil Nadu today. Thus it
can be argued that child labour preceded globalisation. Whether
it has been worsened by it, as was suggested by both Vidyasagar at
the workshop as well as elsewhere. (Swaminathan 1998) needs
further research before it can be placed on a firm empirical footing.

What Bissell's paper brings out very clearly is that globalisation
has thrown workers in the rich industrialised countries into direct
competition with workers in the poor, low-wage economies of the
South and the issue of child labour has come to symbolise the
politics of protectionism in the global competition for jobs (see
also Kabeer, (2000b) for a discussion of this from a gender per-
spective). The awareness of this dimension of the issue was very
evident in the contributions to the workshop discussions by some
of the participants from Bangladesh, a country that relies much
more on its ability to export for its future growth prospects. India,
with a much larger domestic market, is relatively more sheltered
from the threat of protectionism. The contextual politics of differ-
ent positions on the problem of child labour comes through viv-
idly in some of the papers. For Burra (Chapter 3), focusing on the
issue of child labour in the Indian context, the problem lies largely
in the collusion between government officials, local politicians,
big landlords and industrialists in ensuring the perpetuation of
child labour. Bissell, on the other hand, targets a largely northern
lobby of political actors, policy makers and so-called children's
rights advocates for misusing the CRC to force through an idealised
global construction of childhood which bears little resemblance
to the lives of the children in the Bangladesh garment industry.
Finally, Basu's paper (Chapter 4), which has been included in this
volume to address global dimensions of this discussion, deals
with the labour standards debate at the international level as it
relates to the issue of child labour. His argument, which supports
the points made by Bissell concerning the dangers of globalising
the ideal childhood, argues against the demand for globalised
labour standards. Instead, he suggests that labour standards can
be used as a more context-sensitive instrument to enable both
rich and poor countries to collaborate to eliminate child labour.

The institutional relevance of the market also surfaced in the work-
shop deliberations in relation to the private provision of education.
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The fact that better off families generally tend to send their chil-
dren to private schools has led to the coexistence of a privately
financed and largely better quality schooling system alongside a
publicly subsidised and poor quality one in both countries. How-
ever, the private provision of education is not only relevant to the
privileged sections of society. Examples were offered of poorer
families who preferred to make financial contributions and sacri-
fices to send their children to privately provided education or
tuition rather than settle for the free but poor quality public op-
tions. Nevertheless, despite several references to this issue, we
recognise that a major gap in both the workshop and in this book
is the absence of any explicit treatment of the role of markets in
the area of educational provision and it remains one of the issues
which will need further attention in future activities associated
with the research programme.

Finally, of course, there was much discussion on the pervasive
role of the state in the educational system. Despite the proliferation
of private and NGO provision, the participants at the workshop were
unanimous in the belief that the state had to remain the main pro-
vider of education, particularly at the primary level and particularly
for the poor. Consequently, the practices of the state in delivering
on this obligation, particularly its failure to provide equitable and
universal access to education, came in for critical scrutiny.

Poverty, Livelihoods and Social Exclusion

As Kabeer pointed out in her presentation at the workshop, the
concept of 'intergenerational contracts', one aspect of the implicit
contracts that spell out claims, duties and obligations between
different family members, is a useful organisational framework
for exploring varied and changing notions of the family, including
varied and changing notions and experiences of childhood.2 The
particular set of intergenerational contracts of interest to the work-
shop were those between parents and young children but it was
recognised that their definition and operationalisation would be
heavily influenced by the contract between children and ageing
parents. For Kabeer, the essence of the intergenerational contract
revolved around the needs of the human individual at the two
extremes of the typical life cycle where they experienced particular
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dependency: extreme youth and extreme age. In societies where
few institutional arrangements aside from the family-based or-
ganisations exist to care for individuals during these periods of
dependency, the norms and values of a community ensure that
children were cared for in their early years and in turn took re-
sponsibility for their parents in their old age.

However, she suggests that such contracts exist at two levels.
They exist at the level of society or of the community and repre-
sent a shared set of understandings about the duties and obliga-
tions that make up the relationship between parents and children.
At the same time, they are interpreted, and acted upon, by indi-
vidual parents and children in ways that might conform or depart
from the conventions of a particular community, particularly as
options other than those envisaged by the traditional contract
come into view or as other norms come to dominate. Indeed,
where such departures become widespread, it might be said that a
transformation is being effected in the social understandings of
the intergenerational contract. One of the peculiarities of the
intergenerational contract is the sequential distribution of the reci-
procity it can entail and hence the asymmetry of risk borne by
parents and children. Parents invest care, emotion and resources
in their children in the expectation that their children will recipro-
cate at a later stage in their lives when they are able to do so and
when their parents need it. There is always a risk that children will
not honour their obligations, but most traditional societies have
powerful social and economic mechanisms to ensure that this
does not occur.

The decision to educate children represents a significant shift
in the intergenerational contract for a number of reasons. First of
all, it requires parents to make a substantial investment of re-
sources and to postpone perhaps by several years the age at which
children start to contribute to the household economy. For fami-
lies living on the margins of survival, with very few resources to
fall back on, such a postponement may jeopardise their ability to
meet their basic needs. Their children are most likely to start work
while still young, initially in the form of expenditure-saving and
subsequently in income-generating activities, so that they begin very
early to share in the burden of their own costs of living. However,
even wealthier parents may only be able to afford a sizeable in-
vestment in children's education if they cut back on the number of
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children they have: what economists refer to as the 'quantity-quality'
trade-off. Fertility decline is consequently frequently accompa-
nied by a rise in levels of educational attainment in a population.

Second, however, investment in children's education also re-
quires a faith in the future which not all parents have reason to
subscribe to. It requires faith that the returns to education will be
sufficient to justify the sacrifices made to finance it. Many presen-
tations pointed out that acquiring the right certificate was only
one step in the process of realising its value. The better-paid kinds
of jobs required additional money to pay the necessary bribes or
social networks to provide the right contacts. Once again, it is
wealthier families who are more likely to accept the risk involved
in educating children because they are more certain to realise the
returns to their investment. However, both Kabeer and Subrah-
manian make the point that as economic and social life becomes
increasingly based on the written word and on recorded calcula-
tions, education at least in the minimal sense of basic numeracy
and literacy has become increasingly perceived, even by the poor,
as part of the necessary skills to survive in a changing world. Con-
sequently, as CINI-ASHA's contribution (Chapter 15) vividly dem-
onstrates, even among the very poor, parents are demonstrating a
willingnessto make the sacrifices necessary to send their children
to school. The question for policy makers then is who are the
children who continue to remain outside the educational system
and what explains their exclusion? The papers at the workshop
offer a number of different answers to this question, answers which
suggest somewhat differing responses on the part of those state
and civil society organisations who are struggling to universalise
the right to education. They also cast a somewhat differing light
on the relationship between needs and rights posed by the title of
the workshop.

While it is largely parents who are seen to make the decision
concerning children's education, a number of papers suggested
that children also had a role to play. Children's own views of their
contributions to their household economy and the value they
placed on education were addressed explicitly in a presentation
by Nieuwenhuys and in Bissell's paper, and also touched on by
Subrahmanian (Chapter 9) and Noble. While Bissell and Nieu-
wenhuys are dealing with very different contexts, what was com-
mon to their accounts of children's views was the degree of agency



demonstrated by children. In these different contexts, the childhood
that the children wanted for themselves contained play as well as
school, yet, at the same time, work was seen as an integral part of
their lives, particularly to help out parents who were clearly rec-
ognised to be struggling to make ends meet. However, children
also worked to meet their own needs, including paying for some
of the direct costs of attending school.

Bissell's paper also provides one set of insights into the views
of children on what it meant to be a parent and what it meant to be
a child. Some aspects of their testimonies resembled the views of
children from any part of society. Parents knew more, worked all
the time, made most of the decisions, and took overall responsi-
bility while children played, went to school and watched television.
Where they differed from children from more privileged backgrounds
was that these children had earned (or still did), part of the family
livelihood and many also shared the burden of responsibility for
family welfare and hence took some part in decision making. Clearly,
the intergenerational contract in these families required children
to shoulder some of the responsibility of meeting the basic needs
of the family and in turn gave them some say in the running of the
household in a way that is not the norm in affluent households.

However, despite the value and even enjoyment that the chil-
dren interviewed by Bissell expressed in relation to attending
school, they were only a minority of a much larger group of chil-
dren who had been dismissed from the country's garment factories
in the face of the threat of sanctions by the United States (US).
These were children whose parents had initially sent them to work
rather than to school. It was only when it became clear that the
majority of dismissed children were turning up in far more ex-
ploitative forms of work than the garment factories, that special
provisions were made for those still remaining in the factories.
What Bissell's paper points out is that despite being provided with
a stipend of 300 takas a month to attend these schools, most had
dropped out within year, because they could not afford to stay out
of full-time work. Similarly, while CINI-ASHA's study of families
whose children go to school points to the sacrifices parents as
well as children are willing to make in pursuit of education, the
study only covers those children and families that CINI-ASHA had
succeeded in reaching. Reaching children out of school and in the
world of work still remains an important challenge.
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Poverty was clearly an important factor constraining the fami-
lies of these children. In fact, Nambissan (Chapter 5) cites survey
data from India and Kabeer (Chapter 16) cites data from Bangladesh
which show that school participation (in terms of enrolment, at-
tendance and retention) is everywhere lowest among the poorest
sections of the population: casual wage labouring households and
the landless or land-poor. More than the direct costs of education,
it was the opportunity costs in terms of income foregone which is
likely to be a major factor in keeping the children of the poor out
of school. Children's work was seen to impinge on school partici-
pation in a variety of ways according to the nature of work that
children are engaged in as well as its intensity and regularity.

In certain cases, as Burra points out, children's exclusion from
schooling was part and parcel of the negation of all their rights as
individuals. These we're the children of bonded labourers who
were themselves offered up as bonded labour to pay off parental
debt. She also cites other cases where children have been sold by
parents into prostitution and to a variety of hazardous and degrading
forms of work which raised a strong question mark about the extent
to which parents were acting in the best interests of the child.
However, other papers focused on various other activities which
did not represent the same degree of exploitation, but nevertheless
prevented children from attending full-time schooling (Rajagopal)
or attending only irregularly or else dealing with the double burden
of work and school (CINI-ASHA). Subrahmanian points to the ir-
regularity of children's school attendance in drought-prone areas
where poorer households had to migrate in search of work during
the dry season. She also notes that parents sometimes sought to
diversify risk by sending one child to school and another to work.

However, poverty is not the only factor in keeping children out
of school. Various forms of social discrimination also play a role.
Gender inequalities, for instance, are not specific to any particular
social group but cut across religion, region, caste and class. They
reflect social norms against the education of girls, the practice of
early marriage which often foreclose their educational options,
the assignment of domestic chores from an early age to girls as
well as fears about the sexual risks girls face in attending an insti-
tution in the public domain (Rajagopal Chapter 13; Sinha). The
constraining role of Muslim orthodoxy on girls' education in Kerala
was also mentioned by Nieuwenhuys in her presentation at the
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workshop. However, the very rapid expansion of girls education
in Bangladesh leading to a closing of the gender gap in primary
education highlighted in Kabeer's chapter suggests that Islam as a
minority religion and Islam as a majority religion may impinge
very differently on girls' life chances.

Other forms of social exclusion revolve around caste, religion,
tribal and other forms of difference. As both Govinda (Chapter 7)
and Nambissan note, there is a vast social and cultural distance
between the world of school, which is largely run by members of
privileged sections of the community, and the homes and lifeworlds
of the children of lower caste or tribal or minority communities.
Despite the constitutional commitment to universal education,
schools can end up as sites of selective inclusion and exclusion.
Govinda argues strongly against the alienation and the lack of
ownership of marginalised sections of the community in relation to
the schooling environment. Nambissan elaborates on the exclu-
sionary nature of school cultures where socially vulnerable com-
munities are concerned. She points to the denial of tribal languages
in schools, derogatory representation of or silence about the cul-
tures of excluded groups in the curriculum, and the discrimina-
tory attitudes of teachers as some of the reasons why children
belonging to these communities drop out of the educational system.

The very constitution of schools, their rules and regulations,
makes the education of children from such communities a con-
stant struggle for their families (Sinha). Conventional educational
practices such as the giving of homework and punishment of those
who do not comply, discriminate, however unintentionally, against
such children. They were most likely to be first generation learn-
ers with no one at home to guide their work; they were least likely
to have the privacy needed to concentrate on homework; and they
were most likely to be sucked into various kinds of chores once
they returned home (Nambissan, Noble).

A number of papers also deal with the explicit and implicit rep-
resentations of the world of work in the world of the school as
another aspect of the process by which the children of the poor are
alienated from the formal educational system/Both Nambissan and
Talib (Chapter 6) note, in their respective papers, that standardized
curricula and approaches privilege certain lifeworlds at the expense
of others, usually of children of poor, labouring, and low-caste house-
holds. Talib touches on the experiences of children of quarry workers
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who attend the Delhi municipal school and points out that official
textbook knowledge and teacher attitudes both reinforce as natu-
ral the traditionally assumed opposition between school and work.
Talib describes schools as systems of 'symbolic control' which seek
to assimilate marginalised communities into the dominant cul-
ture through the way they are represented in the learning context.

Formal schooling thus promotes values that are alien to the
lifeworlds of children for whom work is an everyday reality. Can
the dichotomy between work and education be resolved? Talib
believes that the world of work could be integrated into the world
of school by drawing on its reflexive and creative aspects rather
than its mechanical and repetitive mode. He refers back to the
philosophy and approach of Nai Talim, or the Gandhian model of
basic education as an attempt to meaningfully integrate work and
education. Noble in her presentation pointed to the educational
aspects within work that children engage in, particularly the self-
development and self-esteem that they derive from labour. She
also saw work as preparing children for adult roles. Indeed, Noble
went on to observe that the negative attitudes of teachers to work-
ing children, as well as corporal punishment frequently meted
out to children in schools undermines their self-esteem and makes
their experience of education 'as hazardous' (if not more) as some
of the work children are engaged in. This view was one of the
more controversial ones discussed at the workshop, with many
arguing that the shortfalls of the education system, particularly class-
based biases, could not be considered adequate justification for
the perpetuation of child labour.

Given these factors, it may be more in keeping with reality to
interpret at least part of the failure to universalise primary educa-
tion as a self-imposed form of exclusion by parents and children
from socially-marginalised communities. Not all parents were
convinced of the actual value of schooling for their children. Further,
in the light of the alienating environment of the formal schooling
system, Subrahmanian's reference to children's own disinclina-
tion to go to school choosing to play or to help their parents instead,
may thus be interpreted as a preference by them for less oppres-
sive uses of their time.

There were clearly very different and contradictory views re-
garding the causes of child labour evident at the workshop. There
were differences between those who stressed poverty and the sup-
ply of child labour and those who stressed policy and provision in
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undermining the demand for education. There were other varia-
tions on these two broad sets of explanations, with some stressing
that poverty and inequality played an ideological rather than a
material role and that it shaped both the demand for education on
the part of the poor and socially excluded as well as shaping its
supply to these groups. These various arguments, and the empiri-
cal evidence for them, are summed up and analysed in Kabeer's
chapter. Her conclusion is that differences in explanation for child
labour and poor educational performance reflect differences in
levels of aggregation of the data utilised, differences in the socio-
economic contexts and the structure of opportunities and con-
straints they embody, and differences in time periods of the data
sets. Poverty does have a role to play in shaping the demand and
supply of child labour, but its role varies among different contexts,
socio-economic groups and over time. At the same time, there is
evidence to suggest that a strong commitment to social development
goals and the equitable delivery of education can overcome the
constraints of poverty for all but the most marginal groups.

Towards the Universalisation of Primary
Education: Some Lessons from the Field

Along with identifying the key factors which explain the failure to
universalise primary education in the subcontinent, the other aim
of the workshop was to identify a variety of interventions which
were seeking to address the problem. The dominant theme in this
part of the discussion related to the role of the state in the educa-
tional sector and the comparative-advantage of alternative forms
of provision. While most of the participants at the workshop agreed
with the position put forward by Burra that it was the responsibil-
ity of the state to protect the best interests of the child and hence to
ensure that education was universally available and accessible, it
was also widely agreed that the state had not performed its role
very satisfactorily.

Despite, or perhaps because of, rapid increases in enrolment
and education participation in India and Bangladesh, there was
widespread concern about the quality and design of the school-
ing system. While in Bangladesh and even more so in India, the
state sector still accounts for the much of educational delivery, in
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neither country has it delivered on quality of education. In both
countries, alternative NGO schooling has often achieved better
results (Govinda, Chowdhury). Private schooling as a sector was
not discussed in the workshop, partly because it was felt that those
who could afford it had already opted for such education, while it
is out of reach for those who cannot. There were also concerns
that the deliberate promotion of private education might lead to
the exacerbation of a dual education system, with public schools
offering free education for the poor but suffering resource short-
falls while well-resourced private schools offered high-quality
education to the children of the rich. While NGOs offer innovative
alternative models, the coverage is as yet small. A concern is that
by 'sub-contracting' NGOs to carry out education programmes,
the state sector is left to reproduce its hierarchical and often inad-
equate provision of education. Revitalising state provision by in-
corporating the lessons learnt from the NGO experience appeared
to be a promising way forward.

One question raised in relation to the earlier discussion about the
extent to which the schooling system itself reinforces pre-existing
patterns of exclusion, was whether this reflects the particular logic
of the model of universal education currently in force in the sub-
continent. The focus has been on one standard model of formal
schooling, which, it is argued, will provide all children with equal
standards of education and hence equal opportunities. It is thus
premised on the existence of norms, standards, practices and
procedures that are universally applicable. However, as we noted
earlier, some of the papers argue that it is precisely this standard-
isation which has tended to reproduce exclusion in a context of
marked social differentiation.

Standardisation of curriculum and teaching methods can also
render invisible diversities in learning effects across caste and
class. Govinda argues that learning effects are also socially condi-
tioned, and standards applied need to be sensitive to the ways in
which identities of exclusion and different lifeworlds can also
mediate the learning process, an argument also found in Talib's
contribution. Standardisation further implies a static conception
of children's lifeworlds, and the imposition of a unitary concept of
'ideal childhood' is far from a reflection of the diverse realities
that obtain in India and Bangladesh.

Given the relative successes of alternative models that are
community-based, and the poor quality of the state-provided formal
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schooling system, Govinda suggests that a strong case can be made
for pluralist forms of educational provision within an overall frame-
work of comparability or equivalence in educational standards rath-
er than a single, homogeneous model. Not only is this necessary
in the context of diversity, but it would also enhance the speed of
progress towards universal elementary education (UEE). Thus the
emphasis of education policy in these countries should be on na-
tional standards, and the state should ensure the regulation of
non-state providers within this framework as the optimal route to
overcoming inequalities in provision and distribution of resources.

Central to the debate on the most appropriate forms of school-
ing provision is the issue of quality of provision. For some, the
urgency of the problem necessitated a 'quantity-quality' trade off
in the matter of educational provision. In other words, the over-
riding priority was to expand participation in the schooling sys-
tem through a provision of at least minimally functioning schools
for all sections of the population. As Jhingran (Chapter 8) put it,
even assuring a roof over the children's heads and teachers who
attended school during the specified hours could constitute an
enormous stride forward in terms of quality in some parts of the
subcontinent. Once participation had been ensured, attention
could then be paid to improvements in quality.

However, an alternative view saw the two as interdependent:
that the quality of schooling is a precondition for expanding par-
ticipation and that quality relates to the content of the curriculum,
the pedagogic approach adopted and the availability of second-
ary facilities to encourage primary school attendance. It was
pointed out for instance that in Bangladesh there have been tre-
mendous increases in enrolments, participation in school and the
closing of the gender gap, but that many children are leaving pri-
mary school with very basic literacy or numeracy skills. In the face
of poor quality provision, Kabeer's examples of poor parents
choosing to opt out of government schools where they were en-
titled to free monthly rations of wheat in favour of private or NGO
schools where such provisions did not exist, assumes significance.
It indicates that the parents concerned valued quality of education
and were prepared to make the necessary financial sacrifices. In
India too, a Government of India report estimated that school
quality accounted for the non-participation of at least 22-25 per
cent children (Govinda).
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The quantity-quality debate was also played out in the NGO
sector. A major innovation led by the Shikshakarmi Project, and
subsequently adopted elsewhere, is the creation of a cadre of 'para-
teachers' from within the community—less qualified than gov-
ernment teachers—who can expedite processes of learning and
get children into school in one way or another. However, Nambis-
san raises a counter-question—in the long-term, how can these
teachers be integrated with the mainstream of teaching given their
own educational limitations? Pedagogical support to children is
essential especially in the early years of schooling, which are
marked by high rates of dropout in both countries, and the role of
teachers at that stage is also critical. The contributions from Ban-
erji (Chapter 11), Sinha and CINI-ASHA indicate that active educa-
tional support for first-generation, learners is particularly critical
to ensure that they do not drop out of school. Supportive inter-
ventions include extra tuition to help children who may not get
academic support at home, and the administration of achieve-
ment tests to assess the quality of education children receive. Fur-
ther, as Sinha, Nambissan and Subrahmanian all note, schools are
geared towards interaction with those parents who share a 'culture
of literacy' and exclude parents who are not literate or educated.
Interventions targeted at changing the exclusionary cultures in
schools are also essential.

There is a wider concern with the lack of vision in government
planning, where universalisation has been sought to be achieved
within extremely unrealistic time-frames that have led to confu-
sion in policy and passivity borne out of non-achievable targets.
As Govinda argues, lack of vision in government policy is often
transferred downward within the system, giving rise to conflicting
interpretations of policy at the field level. Sinha highlights ways in
which highly bureaucratic rules and procedures often push chil-
dren out of secondary schooling, through insistence on complex
transfer procedures between levels of schooling, and the procure-
ment of caste certificates that are required for Scheduled Caste chil-
dren to obtain scholarships to which they are entitled. The M.V.
Foundation has been critical in influencing government procedures
such as encouraging all-year admissions rather than once-a-year
admissions (Sinha), which facilitates inclusion of out-of-school
children who may be constrained from joining school at the be-
ginning of the academic year owing to farming work. Achieving
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convergence of policy and intervention between departments of
labour and education at all levels, from national to district and
sub-district, is still a concern in India (Jhingran), and a precondi-
tion for a comprehensive effort on education.

Govinda also raises the issue of appropriate resource target-
ing. For instance, he points out that the focus on targeting the nine
most educationally-backward states, a critical component of the
National Policy on Education 1986, has given way to the distribu-
tion of donor funds to educationally-backward districts all over
the country. This means that states like Tamil Nadu and Kerala
which have an above average education record are getting exter-
nal (donor) funds instead of focusing on the worst-off states. Shifts
towards sector-wide approaches to funding and management run
the risk of institutionalising pan-national standardised ap-
proaches, which may squeeze out indigenous initiative in design-
ing and developing contextually-appropriate programmes. On the
other hand, disparate donor-assisted projects develop parallel
administrative structures, fragmenting efforts to universalise edu-
cation. This gives rise to the continuing neglect of the main state
provision system at the expense of an integrated approach that
accounts for all providers, and further creates cleavages between
stakeholders in mainstream education and project management.
However, Jhingran notes that lessons are being continually learned
within government policy and programmes, and learning from
NGO partners is giving rise to experimentation with different ap-
proaches, including bridge schools that integrate out-of-school
children into formal schooling.

Sustaining the costs of educational provision is also a major
concern. As donor assistance has increased in the wake of the
Jomtien Conference of 1990, the education sector in both Bang-
ladesh and India have become increasingly dependent on exter-
nal funding. How the funding of education is made cost-effective
is an essential concern. Jhingran notes that an additional Rs 1400
billion is required over a 10-year period, and that annual expen-
diture on education needs to more than double that of the existing
levels of investment. Reducing the unit costs of education is also
necessary given that in India around 99 per cent of state budgets
are spent on teachers' salaries. Balancing cost-effectiveness with-
out sacrificing quality is an area in which government provision
can learn from NGOs. Non-governmental organisation models
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provide lessons in reducing the unit costs of education per stu-
dent as in the case of BRAC (Chowdhury).

Lessons from NGO interventions indicate that innovations in
(a) special mechanisms to reach the most excluded, (b) models
for providing quality education, (c) basic parameters for efficient
delivery, have been attempted, and these need to inform govern-
ment policy content and approaches. NGOs have also helped show
how communities can be mobilised to demand education, monitor
the functioning of the system, and reclaim ownership of develop-
ment resources delivered to them. M.V Foundation (Sinha) and
Lok Jumbish (Rajagopal) focus on the formal schooling system.
For the former this links in with their overall ideology which is
that the state must be responsible for the education of all children
and that schooling and not work must be central to the worlds of
children. BRAC's (Chowdhury) quality assessment tests are now
being adopted by government schools in Bangladesh, while
Pratham (Banerji) prepares children who are out of school for entry
into Mumbai's formal schooling system. Concerned for Working
Children's experimentation with pedagogy has also had a dem-
onstration effect on government schools and teachers, as Mahap-
atra noted in her presentation. ,

Can the state sector learn from NGO interventions, and can these
lessons be used to revitalise government provision? Some experi-
ences indicate that this is possible (Jhingran), although there is
also some healthy scepticism (Miwa Chapter 10 and Banerji). Can
NGOs revitalise government provision without rethinking the form
of partnership that exists between the two sectors? The relation-
ship is often marked by tension, a 'love-hate' bond, resentments
and lack of trust, which Miwa calls 'a complex and evolving pro-
cess'. Institutional constraints on the side of government include
frequent changes in personnel lack of institutional memory and
frequent changes in institutional arrangements for the manage-
ment of education. Miwa notes that the relationship between NGOs
and the government in Bangladesh has evolved over the years in
the direction of 'pragmatic' partnership, and despite mutual suspi-
cion, has led to some positive learning exchanges. This model
allows for new ways of learning to balance the demands of
standardisation with the vital lessons of innovation. Banerji notes
that Pratham's model of institutional partnership focuses specifi-
cally on strengthening the existing system, filling in the gaps as
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they are found, and incorporating government officials onto the
board of the organisation. However, as she argues, working with
government schools is less about 'revitalising' government provi-
sion and more about 'rethinking' provision in a more dynamic
way. Pratham's model of decentralised community-based school
development offers more than an NGO-government partnership
model, by ensuring a direct state-citizen engagement over uni-
versal primary education.

There are a number of state initiatives that aim to provide for-
mal education to marginalised communities addressing their spe-
cific social and cultural needs. These include para-teacher and
alternative schools in remote rural areas. While these initiatives in
schooling have addressed the issue of access to education, the
content and processes of school transactions, which influence qual-
ity of education, have received little attention (Govinda, Jhingran).
Non-governmental organisations also appear more concerned
with issues of access rather than quality. Is quality of schooling
likely to enter the arena of parental decision-making in invest-
ments in children's education? Where options appear to be avail-
able to households, as they seem to be in the CINI-ASHA study of
urban slums in Calcutta, parents have chosen the more costly
government-aided schools rather than the relatively inexpensive
municipal schools. This could be a commentary on parental per-
ceptions on quality.

The implications of the expansion of public schooling facilities
without addressing the issue of the quality of education on offer
have been viewed in different ways. On the one hand is Nambis-
san's view that non-formal, alternative and para-teacher schools
are clearly inferior systems of schooling and militate against the
principle of equity and social justice in education. On the other
hand, Govinda and Jhingran emphasise the need to urgently ad-
dress the goal of universal elementary education and of reaching
the hitherto unreached using multiple modes of delivery and di-
verse educational strategies for doing so. For Sinha the immedi-
ate need is to meet the growing social demand for education and
hence of exerting energies to first getting children to school. Miwa
takes a broader perspective acknowledging the need for short-
term strategies to meet the needs of children, but emphasises that
there should be a clear vision of education for all children.

Non-formal education (NFE) is also being increasingly seen as
an appropriate mode of delivery particularly for working children.
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Perspectives on NFE vary. On the one hand Burra is critical of what
she sees as the assumption by the state that some children will
work thereby necessitating NFE programme and schools that nomi-
nally accommodate both education and work. The philosophy of
M.V. Foundation insists that all children need to enter the formal
system, and hence sees space for non-formal programmes only as
adjuncts to the formal school and as supports that facilitate the
entry of children of the poor into the mainstream. For instance,
the need for academic support for first generation learners is be-
ing addressed by 'non-formal' strategies such as bridge courses
(M.V. Foundation, CINI-ASHA, Pratham) that prepare children for
entry into schools and remedial /learning centres that provide
pedagogic support (CINI-ASHA) to aid school performance.

Lok Jumbish in contrast highlights the need for multiple modes
of delivery of schooling and sees educational programmes out-
side the formal school as appropriate to 'balance work and educa-
tion' thereby addressing the reality of work in the lives of poor
children (Rajagopal). Noble in her presentation viewed NFE as
educational delivery systems that can provide relevant, skill-based
learning for urban working children. It should be remembered
that non-formal initiatives such as Lok Jumbish are efforts to ad-
dress the education of children, particularly girls, who have been
bypassed by the formal system. The attempt is to provide a mini-
mum package of education though there is a stated intention to
address the question of equivalence with the formal system.

The critical role of social mobilisation in articulating a social
demand for education by hitherto excluded groups and facilitating
their involvement in the functioning of schools is also emphasised
in a number of contributions. The experience of Lok Jumbish in
Rajasthan (Rajagopal), M.V Foundation (Sinha) and CINI-ASHA
provides instances of the manner in which communities can be
mobilised to ensure participation of hitherto excluded children in
schools. The state itself provides space for voluntary community
participation in schooling through local level structures such as
village education committees (VECs). Though Govinda refers to
the considerable degree of voluntarism that was seen during the
total literacy campaigns of the early 1990s, Subrahmanian's re-
search in a Karnataka village provides a sobering view of the 'state-
sponsored' community mobilisation through VECs. What emerges
from her contribution is that community participation is not a
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given nor can it be policy or programme driven. Histories of local
collective action as well as the nature of sectional interests and
leadership structures in a village situation define the extent to
which 'community' action is representative of larger community
needs and interests. Caste and class are critical factors in con-
straining participation of households in decision-making in edu-
cation (Subrahmanian).

Where considerable success in increasing school enrolments
is reported, community support especially for the education of
girls has been forthcoming (Rajagopal). However, this has fol-
lowed from considerable environment building and the involve-
ment of community organisations in schooling. Here the role of
outside interventions by Lok Jumbish and other NGOs in repre-
senting the interest of the marginalised groups has been significant.
Articulation of social demand for education through community
involvement in processes such as school-mapping and micro-
planning appears to have paid dividends in increasing school en-
rolments as the Lok Jumbish study (Rajagopal) indicates. However,
in a different context, the very same processes can be instrumen-
tal in nature and ignore or refuse to engage with local educational
needs (Subrahmanian).

The role of organised action for the spread of schooling among
excluded groups was also referred to by Nambissan, in the context
of the early spread of education among Dalit and tribal communi-
ties. This was largely possible because of the mobilisation of these
social groups on the basis of community identities for advancing
their secular interests in education and modern occupations. Thus
the mobilisation of socially-excluded groups increases their aware-
ness of the importance of education for their children and has
facilitated their access to schooling. However, intervention through
NGOs or organisations representing their interests plays a critical
role in facilitating this process.

Community-level institutions, particularly of minority or
marginalised groups, can influence social norms on the need for
formal education. Rajagopal highlights the importance of dialogu-
ing with institutions such as the maktabs and madrassas in the
larger attempt at redefining community norms in favour of educa-
tion. The Lok Jumbish experience with the Meos is an illustration
of the importance of addressing the perceived educational needs
of minorities.
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Needs versus Rights? Debates
About Child Labour and
the Right to Education

The logic behind the question posed in the title of the workshop
about the relationship between needs and rights stemmed from a
concern about how the right to education could be effectively
implemented in a context where children's economic activity is
believed by many to be a response to basic family need. We were
seeking to explore whether there was a conflict between the abil-
ity of a poor family to meet its basic needs and to send its children
to school and if so, which should take priority? Or, alternatively,
we were asking whether the right to education could be imple-
mented in such a way that a conflict did not arise. While all the
participants at the workshop were committed to the goal of
universalising education and to the elimination of child labour,
there were also very passionately held differences between them
as to how this should, or could, be achieved. We did not arrive at
any consensus on this question by the end of the workshop, but
we did succeed in clarifying where the differences lay. Our conten-
tion is that while there were a number of such differences, most of
them were of a secondary nature stemming from what we would
identify as the primary difference which related to how the ques-
tion of needs and rights were interpreted in relation to education
and child labour. We will try in this concluding section to provide
a flavour of the debate.

As we noted earlier, different participants gave very different
meanings to these two concepts, often bringing in other related
concepts as a way of clarifying their particular interpretation. Both
Niewenhuys and Kabeer gave the distinction a sociological inter-
pretation. For the former, the language of needs belongs to an
older era where those who were vulnerable or disadvantaged could
rely on the moral community to ensure that they were taken care
of. The language of rights, on the other hand, is an imperative of a
new, market-based society, where individuals interact on an im-
personal basis and certain rights have to be guaranteed to ensure
equality of opportunity. For Kabeer, the major social transforma-
tions that have accompanied the transition from a land-based to a
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cash-based economy had led to changes in the meanings attached
to education among the poor. As she points out, it has shifted from
being seen as a privilege for a small minority of the population to
a much more widespread 'need' for the majority, essential for sur-
vival in an increasingly literate world. In addition, for some sec-
tions of the poor, education is increasingly perceived as a guaran-
tor of rights, a means by which those previously disenfranchised
by their illiteracy can ensure their rights in a society where literacy
is a form of power.

However, neither of these interpretations was treated as par-
ticularly controversial in the context of the workshop because both
accounts sought to describe perceptions rather than to prescribe
action. The controversy centred instead on an alternative set of
interpretations, interpretations with very direct implications for
policy and practice, which we attempt to summarise here. One
side of the debate was eloquently articulated in Bissell's paper.
She makes a number of points. First of all, she notes that the needs/
rights distinction in social policy has often served to differentiate
how those who are at the receiving end of policy are constructed.
Are they treated as passive recipients, whose needs have to be
met, or as active participants, entitled to their rights? While needs
and interests are generally located at opposite ends of the spec-
tmm, the key to a child-centred social polity would be to link the
two. Children's right to education is inscribed in the CRC which, as
we noted, the majority of the world's nations have subscribed to.
However, children's right to education is only one of an ensemble
of rights upheld by the convention, It also upholds children's right
to an adequate standard of living as well as their right to participa-
tion, to be heard, on matters that pertain to their best interests.
Bissell argues that this requires us to derive the components of
social policy from, and even possibly pursue them through, the
active involvement of young people. Where this is not possible,
social policy should be grounded in a thorough understanding of
children's lives and livelihoods. Bissell's position derives from
her experience of a context where the children of the urban poor were
deprived of their most lucrative form of work as a result of a selec-
tive reading of the rights of children being enforced in their name
but without any understanding of their lives. The deprivation of
Bangladeshi children of their jobs in the country's garment factories
condemned the majority of those dismissed to far more exploitative
forms of economic activity than pertained in the industry.
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An alternative position, equally powerfully argued by Burra,
adopted a very different interpretation of the needs and rights
distinction. For Burra, the distinction between the need to work
and the right to education was, at one level, a false one. In a demo-
cratic society where all participants should have the skills and
knowledge necessary to take advantage of the opportunities of a
modern economy, education is increasingly a need, not just a right.
Children therefore have the need for, as well as the right to, educa-
tion. However, at another level, she suggested that the distinction
between needs and rights, and the way in which this distinction
was articulated, was indicative of very different positions on the
issue of poverty, inequality and child labour. A needs-based ap-
proach was essentially system-reinforcing. It was premised on
the idea that family need took precedence over the rights of the
child. It effectively accepted the existing reality as a given thereby
supporting a long-standing and inequitable status quo and
colluding with the intergenerational transmission of injustice.
Giving priority to the rights of the child was one way to challenge
this status quo and to ensure that future generations of children
could look forward to a future free from exploitation and equipped
with the means to realise their own potential. In social policy terms,
Burra's position meant that children's right to education was non-
negotiable suggesting that compulsion rather than persuasion
should underlie efforts towards universal elementary education.
Only by making education compulsory could parents be moti-
vated or compelled to remove their children from work and the
state pressurised to make available the requisite facilities to en-
sure that all children can go to school. Of course the debate on
whether compulsion or persuasion should underlie efforts to
universalise elementary education is a contentious one and as
Govinda observes, one that has no easy answers.

These two positions expressed, to a greater or lesser degree,
the views of most of the participants at the workshop. Stemming
from them were a number of other differences that have a bearing
on their practical implications. While most participants saw child
labour as a critical factor excluding children from participation in
education, one set of differences between them was on the defini-
tions and magnitude of the phenomenon of child labour. At one
end of the spectrum were those participants who believed that all
children outside school should be considered child labourers, or
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potential child labourers (Burra, CINI-ASHA, Sinha). This very in-
clusive definition clearly defined the problem as one of staggering
proportions. At the other, more restrictive end were the estimates
thrown up in national surveys (National Sample Survey, Census
of India) which employ more traditional definitions of work. These
suggest that there were around 11-25 million child labourers in
the early 1990s in India. However, such definitions are notori-
ously restrictive, overlooking significant forms of informalised
labour and hence can be seen as a serious underestimation of the
magnitude of the problem. In between these two extremes was
the fuzzy area of what constituted hazardous forms of labour and
what constituted non-hazardous; what were acceptable forms of
work for children and what were not. As Noble's presentation made
clear, some degree of arbitrariness does creep into any attempt to
make these categorisations. This was clearly not a problem for those
who believed that any child not at school was potentially a child
labourer but was clearly of importance for those who felt that cer-
tain forms of work could acceptably be combined with schooling.

While most participants at the workshop recognised the limita-
tions of valuing children's ability to act in their own interests, there
were differences in the value and meaning they attached to the
idea of children's right to participation, particularly in relation to
decisions which affected their own lives. What is the role of chil-
dren themselves in the construction of a 'child-centred policy'? A
number of participants agreed with Burra's point that neither chil-
dren nor parents could necessarily be entrusted to act in the best
interests of the child. Indeed there was plenty of evidence that
parents often acted in ways that positively damage the interests of
the child. And given how easily children could be manipulated by
adults, and by the NGOs that worked with them, it was difficult to
take their views on work and school at face value. Could children
know what the long-term consequences of decisions made in
childhood would be? Did parents from the middle classes, to
which many of the workshop participants belonged, ask their chil-
dren if they would prefer to work or go to school? Why then was
this option being offered to the children of the poor?

An alternative position, as stated by Bissell, was that children
had the capacity to act in the world and to change it and that this
capacity should be acknowledged and respected in attempts to
devise policies to promote their interests. While not all of those
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who supported this position necessarily believed that children
should be the final arbiters of their own interests, they did believe
that listening to children's views would make the right to educa-
tion a more sustainable one. As Mathur commented in the course
of the workshop, children tell you about aspects of their lives that
you would not otherwise know. Subrahmanian noted that chil-
dren often Voted with their feet' and she cited the helplessness of
parents whose children persistently ran away from school. The
argument here is that different children depending on their expo-
sure to adult responsibilities experience childhood in different
ways, and this would entail developing an education system sen-
sitive to the needs and perspectives of working children. Such a
view particularly emphasises short to medium-term strategies,
and recognises that unless children's rights to participate are taken
as central, change in the long-term in favour of children's rights is
not sustainable. The recognition of children's agency is particu-
larly considered important in terms of the de facto mantle of re-
sponsibility placed on children who are put to work early. And of
course, one major reason why the children of the middle classes
are not given the option between work and school is because a
different contract prevails between middle-class parents and chil-
dren. Middle-class parents, unlike parents from poorer house-
holds, are able to provide for their children's basic needs as well
as their education without any help from them. The children from
poorer households are forced to shoulder 'adult' responsibilities
from an earlier age and consequently become responsible for
themselves from an earlier age.

A fourth difference related to the approaches to universalising
education, which flowed from these two approaches, and the extent
to which families in need could adjust to the loss of children's earn-
ings once they went to school. The question here was, to what ex-
tent should the delivery of education incorporate different forms of
schooling (formal and non-formal) which provide poor households
with the option of meeting both needs and securing the rights of
their children? Or should parents be compelled to serve the best
interests of their child in the form of education? Different papers
provide different arguments along this needs/rights axis, both from
the point of view of NGO interventions as well as research. Sub-
rahmanian, for instance, notes that providing poor parents with a
hard option between work and school may force parents to opt for
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work rather than school, in a context where the economic benefits
of schooling are not readily accessible owing to discrimination in
labour markets, or the absence of investment in economic devel-
opment. As Bissell points out, children themselves associate in-
dependence with working and contributing to household survival,
especially where their contributions provide a very vital input
into family welfare. In such contexts, facilitating their participa-
tion in both may be the best way of securing their welfare, where
such choice to work is inevitable. Interventions like Lok Jumbish
in Rajasthan (Rajagopal) and BRAC (Chowdhury) provide educa-
tion services that facilitate the balancing of needs and rights.

However, others insist on the importance of cultivating the
school as the only context for the development of children's 'evolv-
ing capacities', and promoting education as the only avenue for
children, even at the cost of imposing such an agenda, through
compulsory policies. They see any attempt to compromise with
the needs of working children as tantamount to endorsing child
labour. Thus the entire NFE programme in India, designed to ac-
commodate the fact of child labour, merely helped to perpetuate
it while attempts to give stipends to children to get them out of
work and into school were likely to be limited in cover and dura-
tion. The only viable option was to make education compulsory,
to change social norms from acceptance of child labour to a situ-
ation where it was no longer regarded as tolerable and to ensure
sufficient state provision for every child to attend school.

These views are reflected in CINI-ASHA'S efforts among slum
dwellers in Calcutta and their study of households, which had
formerly sent their children to work and were now sending them
to school. The study shows the adjustments that parents, mainly
mothers, make in terms of taking on extra work burdens, reorgan-
ising household expenditure patterns and so on, in order that
children remain in school. As in the case of the experience of the
M.V. Foundation and Pratham, parental decision-making in favour
of education was influenced by the efforts of the organisation in
creating an enabling environment that encouraged children to go
to school.

Behind this perspective is the belief that unless family depen-
dence on children's contributions is broken by ensuring that chil-
dren get into some form of schooling and are removed from the
world of work, then there can be little progress in improving the

L22aCED documentation is for educative purposes—for your reference and study only



schooling system and the prospects of children. This is the logical
outcome of a belief that children's rights to education are non-
negotiable, and that if these rights are secured, family needs can,
and do, adjust in a manner that permit the full enjoyment of
children's rights. Evidence for the kind of adjustments that fami-
lies do make is provided in the paper by CINI-ASHA. Within this
view, school is seen as the only context for the development of
children's 'evolving capacities', and promoting education as the
only avenue for children, even at the cost of imposing such an
agenda, through compulsory policies. What emerges from the pre-
sentations on Pratham, M.V. Foundation as well as CINI-ASHA,
which are clearly some of the success stories in NGO interven-
tions in schooling of socially-excluded groups, is that multiple
strategies and organisational commitment are necessary to rede-
fine community norms away from work and towards schooling of
children. Context-specific approaches, however, raise the issue
about possibilities for replication, and provide an important area
for future research.

On the other hand Bissell provides vivid account of the costs
that children and their families bear when child labour laws are
forcefully implemented without a deeper understanding of the
lives of those most likely to be affected. Her paper highlights the
inability of many children from poor urban backgrounds to com-
bine work and school, and the greater urgency accorded to their
economic contributions, had led many to drop out of a special
educational scheme in urban Bangladesh despite the stipend pro-
vided for school attendance. One of the major reasons for CINI-
ASHA's success in this field is that the building of community support
through outreach campaigns was complemented with financial
support to households to meet part of the increasing educational
costs. In addition, providing bridge courses and learning centres
for children were strategies that provided academic and moral
support to facilitate the process of moving children out of labour
and into school.

The fifth area in which differences of view were articulated per-
tained to the quantity versus quality of provision debate. There is
no question that on both issues, there is a real sense of urgency.
Differences expressed pertained to the placement of priorities for
the achievement of universal education, and this in turn related to
the broader views held on the nature of the challenge. If the priority
is to end child labour then getting children into school, through
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compulsion if necessary, will take precedence over worrying about
the quality of education. Resources need to be targeted at expand-
ing provision. If, on the other hand, the priority is giving children
an education and their parents an incentive to send them to school,
then resources will have to diverted to making the curriculum
relevant and of high quality. Given the manifest failure of the stan-
dard schooling system to include hard-to-reach children, special
efforts need to be made in this area and particular attention given
to first-generation learners. Subrahmanian and Govinda both
made the point that quality and quantity cannot be separated, as
poor quality serves as a disincentive to enrolment. Subrahmanian
noted that high rates of failure in examinations alongside high
unemployment rates can put off many aspiring to secondary and
higher levels of education, thus eroding the incentive to send chil-
dren regularly and consistently to school. Thus, without provi-
sion of universal coverage and equivalent standards in terms of
quality, it is not feasible or just to penalise parents who do not
send children to school.

Conclusion

This workshop was intended to bring together a variety of stake-
holders from government, the research community, educational
service providers and non-governmental organisations from both
Bangladesh and India who were concerned with the inter-related
issues of child labour and the right to education. This is an area
that arouses strong feelings, given that it is the well-being and
future of children which is at stake. The eloquence and passion
with which workshop participants, many of whom disagreed fun-
damentally with each other, argued their case testified to the
strength of this feeling. At the same time, the apparent polarisation
between these different viewpoints should not obscure the fact
that there are many who feel a sympathy with different aspects of
both positions but feel the need to explore further the 'grey' area
which lies between them. The debate in other words was an ex-
tremely constructive one and we hope that this book will provide
a wider audience with a flavour of what it covered.

South Asia has some of the largest numbers of child labourers
in the world, as well as the largest numbers of children out of
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school. This partly reflects the magnitude of both its population in
general, as well of its population in poverty. At the same time, it
has pioneered a number of different educational models for ad-
dressing the problems of hard-to-reach children, models which
reflect a shared value given to the welfare of children and the need
to ensure their right to education, but very different philosophies
and modalities. If we can learn from these models and establish
which are more effective and under what circumstances, we believe
that the experience of South Asia will have made a major contribu-
tion to a problem which is challenging hearts and minds well
beyond its boundaries.

Notes

1. This discussion includes presentations at the workshop by N. Vidyasagar
'Child Labour in India: An Overview'; Olga Nieuwenhuys 'A Perspective
from India', Ruby Noble 'Children's Work under Hazardous Conditions:
The UNICEF Perspective in Bangladesh'; Amukta Mahapatra
'Universalising Education through Improving its Quality: "Panchayati
Toofan" and the Appropriate Education Programme in Karnataka'.

2. See Kabeer (2000a) for a published version of this account.
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