
INTRODUCTION
The school system in contemporary times forming environment is ailing due to several problems

and maladiesafflicting its functioning. The expectations from teachers are many but the school
administration and teachers fail to deliver due to multitude of problems they are experiencing in
performing their day to day tasks. They areencumbered with responsibilities such as without much
preferred training facilities value inculcation, raising standards of learning, enhancing functional
efficacy of the school and optimizing the use of resources. Teaching is becoming a stressful owing
due to increasing consciousness about quality of education, increasing competition, mounting pressure
on teachers and transition from conventional to online learning environment without much by the
way of teachers orientation. The overall scenario is changing so fast that many schools and individual
pupils are expediency problems related to quality and standard of education. It was against this
backdrop that the present study was focused on the problems afflicting principals, teachers, students
of secondary schools in project.

METHODOLOGY
The study was carried out in three randomly selected districts represented three socio-cultural

zones of the state as shown in fig 1. Interview schedule and questionnaire techniques were employed
for collecting data from targeted groups of principals and teachers. The interview and questionnaire
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Education is the most potent mechanism of the advancement of human being. The role of education in
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principals, 60 teachers and 240 students representing 12 schools offering 9th and 10th grade classes and
having a total population of 500 to 1000 children in the school.
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tools were was pre tested on five non respondents from each category. The data were then tabulated
and analysed using frequency, percentages and mean scores.

Fig. 1 : Sampling procedure of selected secondary schools of Punjab

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
Principals:

Fig. 2 depicts data pertaining to problems faced by principals and teachers of government and
private secondary schools. Fifty per cent of principals of private schools faced problems such as Lack
of proper planning of work; Lack of skilled staff; inadequate infrastructural support; Lack of social
contacts and conflicts with parents. One third (33.3 %) of them stated that ‘Lack of encouragement’ is

Fig. 2 : Problems as outlined by principals of Government and private schools
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leading to problems in the job. A low percentage (nearly 17 %) of them expressed that problems in the
job are due to lack of  freedomand free hand in heading their work. On the other hand 50 per cent of
GSPs stated that the problems they are facing could be attributed to ‘Lack of encouragement’. A very
low proportion of them (16.7 %) agreed to problems such as ‘Lack of proper planning of work’; ‘Lack
of skilled staff; Inadequate infrastructural support’; ‘Lack of social contacts; ‘No freedom for
independent work’ or Conflicts with parents. These observations indicate that relatively low proportion
(16.7 %) of principals from government schools faced problems as compared to their counterparts
from private schools. Interestingly none among both GSPs and PSPs faced any problem owing to male
dominance which is otherwise so visible in our society.

‘Inadequacies affecting school’s capacity for instructional delivering’ as reported by principals
of secondary schools are displayed in Table 1. The mean scores (±Standard deviation) for each
inadequacy is presented separately for teachers of government and private schools. Note that the
scores varied between zero to three (0-3) where zero score indicated ‘No shortage’; score 1 showed ‘a
little shortage’; score 2 pointed to ‘Some shortage’ and score 3 signified ‘A lot of shortage’.

Table 1 : Principals’ views about inadequacies/shortage afflicting school’s capacity for instruction
Perceptions of principals (N=40)

GSPs n=20 PSPs n=20Inadequacies/shortage
Mean
score

 SD Mean
score

 SD
t-value and level of

significance of difference
between GS and PS

1. Instructional materials (e.g., textbooks) 1.33 1.03 1.67 1.50 0.44 NS

2. School buildings and grounds 1.83 1.16 1.67 1.03 0.26 NS

3. Heating/cooling and lighting systems 1.83 1.12 1.33 1.21 0.48 NS

4. Instructional space (e.g., classrooms) 1.16 1.36 1.5 1.37 0.21 NS

5. Special equipment for handicapped

students

1.67 1.21 2.16 0.75 0.85 NS

6. Library materials 2.33 1.09 2.5 0.83 0.88 NS

7. Audio-visual resources 1.16 1.04 1.67 0.81 0.30 NS

8. Science laboratory equipment and

materials

1.33 1.16 2.16 0.40 1.97*

9. Computers 1.83 1.04 1.83 1.16 0.51 NS

10. Qualified teachers 2 1.54 1.67 1.36 0.39 NS

* Significant at .05 level of significance NS=Non significant

Government schools:
The comparison of mean scores of GSPs for adequacies/inadequacies for the ten aspects that

could affect schools’ capacity for instruction showed that ‘Instructional space’ (Mean score 1.161.36)
and ‘Audio-visual resources’ (Mean score 1.16±1.04) to be  little inadequate. The responses were
found to be more consistent for adequacy/inadequacy of ‘Audio-visual resources’ than that for
‘Instructional space. The next level of inadequacy was found for ‘Science laboratory equipment and
materials’ (Mean score 1.33±1.16); ‘Computers’ (Mean score 1.33±1.04) and instructional materials
(e.g., textbooks)’ (Mean score 1.33±1.03) and their responses appeared to be consistent across the
sampled schools. Inadequacy was also pointed out by the principals for ‘Special equipment for
handicapped students’ (Mean score 1.67±1.21); ‘School buildings and grounds’ (Mean score 1.83±1.16)
and ‘Heating/cooling and lighting systems’ (Mean score 1.83±1.12) and their responses seemed to be
steady, without much deviation from the average. Inadequacy was also indicated for ‘Qualified teachers’
(Mean score 2±1.54) which was believed to be affecting schools’ capacity for instruction. The ‘Library
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materials’ were found most inadequate (Mean score 2.33±1.09). The principals from various sampled
schools seemed to be consistent in their opinions about the inadequacy of ‘Library materials’ in their
schools.

Private schools:
A little shortage of ‘Heating/cooling and lighting systems’ (Mean score 1.33±1.21) and

‘Instructional space (e.g., classrooms)’ (Mean score 1.5±1.37) was indicated by the mean scores
obtained from the responses given by principals of private schools. The magnitude of inadequacy for
these two aspects was observed to be minimal amongst the ten aspects explored in the present study.
The aspects for which extent of inadequacy was found to be little higher were ‘Instructional materials
(e.g., textbooks)’ (Mean score 1.67±1.50); ‘School buildings and grounds’ (Mean score 1.67±1.03);
‘Audio-visual resources’ (Mean score 1.67±0.81); ‘Computers’ (Mean score 1.83±1.16); ‘Qualified
teachers’ (Mean score 1.67±1.36). The observations of principals of private schools were found to be
consistent for all the aspects showing insufficiency. The degree of inadequacy was found highest in
case of ‘Special equipment for handicapped students’ (Mean score 2.16±0.75); ‘Library materials’
(Mean score 2.5±0.83) and ‘Science laboratory equipment and materials’ (Mean score 2.16±0.40) with
consistency in responses.

Comparison of government and private schools :
Nine aspects out of ten that were explored for magnitude of inadequacy affecting school’s

capacity for instruction’ did not differ significantly (p<0.05) across government and private schools.
Both sets of principals found their schools deficient to the same level for the nine aspects. Only one
component i.e. ‘Science laboratory equipment and materials’ the inadequacy was significantly

Table 2 : Student related problems faced by the principals/headmasters of secondary schools (n=40)
GSPs (n=20) PSPs (n=20)

Students related problems faced by
the SPs Mean

score
 SD Mean

score
 SD

t-value and level of
significance of difference

between GS and PS

1. Arriving late in school 2.83 1.21 1.16 0.40 2.23*

2. Absenteeism 2.67 0.51 1.50 0.83 2.90**

3. Skipping class 1.83 0.83 0.67 1.21 1.38 NS

4. Violating dress code 2.50 0.54 1.67 0.81 2.07*

5. Classroom disturbance/indiscipline 2.67 0.51 1.83 0.83 2.90**

6. Cheating in examination 1.83 0.75 1 0.63 2.07*

7. Theft 1 0.81 1 0.89 0.67 NS

8. Intimidation or verbal abuse of

other students

2.67 0.81 1.33 1.03 1.86 *

9. Physical injury to other students 2.16 0.81 0.5 0.54 4.56**

10. Intimidation or verbal abuse of

teachers

2.16 0 0.67 0.81 4.00**

11. Physical injury to teachers 1 0.81 0.16 0.40 3.13**

12. Alcohol use/possession 0.5 0.51 0.16 0.40 0.62 NS

13. Weapon use/possession 0.81 0 0.33 0.81 2.98**

14. Inappropriate sexual behaviour 0.16 0 0.33 0.81 1.00 NS

15. Mobiles 2.67 0.81 1.50 1.04 1.53 NS

** Significant at .01 level of significance
* Significant at .05 level of significance NS=Non-significant
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pronounced for the private schools than government schools. The above observations of the principals
amply indicated that government and private schools are almost at par with reference to the magnitude
of various inadequacies affecting schools’ capacity for instruction.

Student related problems:
The data pertaining to ‘Problems’ being faced by the SPs with respect to their students’ are

reported in Table 2 The problems that principals of both government and private schools never faced
included Use/possession of weapon, ‘Alcohol use/possession’ and ‘Inappropriate sexual behaviour’.
Further, PSPs also reported that problems such as students causing ‘Physical injury to teachers and
to other students had never happened in their schools.

The rarely occurring problems in government schools as reported by the Principals included
‘Theft’ and ‘Physical injury to teachers’. Further, the rarely occurring problems of PSSs included
‘Absenteeism’; ‘Cheating in examination’; ‘Theft’; ‘Intimidation or verbal abuse of other students’
and ‘Mobiles’. The occasionally occurring problems as reported by GSPs included skipping classes,
cheating in examinations, physical injury to other students’ and intimidation or verbal abuse of
teachers. On the other hand the problems that were reported to be occurring occasionally among PSSs
included, ‘Violating dress code’ and ‘Classroom disturbance/indiscipline’. However, frequently
occurring problems as reported by GSPs included ‘Arriving late at school’; ‘Absenteeism’; ‘Violating
dress code’; ‘Classroom disturbance/indiscipline’; ‘Intimidation or verbal abuse of other students
and ‘Mobiles’. Further, none of the PSPs reportedly faced any problem frequently at the hands of
students. It can therefore be inferred from the above data that the students of private schools are less
problematic than students from government schools. Data in the table illustrates ‘Extent’ of problems
being faced by the principals and there is no problem which the GSPs are not facing at the hands of
their students. Whereas, PSPs reportedly did not face the problems such as ‘Skipping classes’,
‘Cheating’; ‘Thefts’; ‘Physical injury to teachers’; ‘Alcohol use/possession’; ‘Weapon use/possession
and ‘Inappropriate sexual behaviour’.

Principal’s opinions about Involvement of SSTs in non-teaching activities are presented in Table
3.  It was reported by 100 per cent GSPs that teachers are involved time to time in non-teaching
activities in addition to their mandatory job of teaching.  In contrast, only 33.33 per cent of PSPs
affirmed that teachers are involved in non-teaching activities. However, it was agreed by principals of
both government (100 %) and private (83.33 %) schools that almost all teachers accept these
responsibilities unwillingly. It could be inferred from the above data that non-teaching activities are
regularly assigned to GSTs and sometimes to PSTs. However, the acceptance of this duty is not
voluntary on the part of teachers and is literally thrust upon them. The activities conducted in village
like Gurpurab, Diwan (religious gathering), and examination duties and election duties. They are not
willing to do these duties. These findings were corroborated by various news items (The tribune
dated August 4, 2012 and Hindustan times dated Jan, 2012)

Table 3: Per cent distribution of principals with respect to their opinion about involvement of
secondary school teachers in non-teaching activities (N=40)

Principals response
GSPs (n=20) PSPs (n=20)Involvement of teachers in non-teaching activities
f (per cent) f (per cent)

6 (100.00) 2 (33.33)Regular involvement of teachers in non-teaching activities

- 4 (66.67)

- 1(16.67)Willingness of teachers for doing non-teaching activities

6 (100.00) 5 (83.33)
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Teachers’ views:
Little over one fourth of teachers from both government and private schools observed problems

due to ‘Inadequate infrastructural support’ (26.7%). ‘Lack of proper planning of work’ was considered
a problem by highest majority of both government (33.3%) and private (36.7%) school teachers. The
lowest rated problem of both government and private school teachers was ‘male dominance’. Relatively
more number of PSTs over GSTs expressed that they faced problems due to ‘Lack of encouragement’
and ‘No freedom for independent work’. Problems due to ‘Conflicts with parents’ were being faced by
more number of GSTs (16.7%) than by PSTs (13.3%).  The reverse was true owing to problem ‘Lack of
social contacts’, proportion being 6.7% for GSTs and 13.3% for PSTs. On the whole, relatively lesser
percentage of GSTs as compared to PSTs faced problems owing to eight listed reasons. ‘Lack of
skilled staff’ was not mentioned as a problem by either GSTs or PSTs. The results indicate that
principals of both government and private schools face more problems as compared to their teachers
in all schools.

Fig. 2 : Problems being faced due to various reasons by teachers of Government and private schools

Table 2 displays data regarding education components which need fresh proposals/change as
per the opinions of the teachers of secondary schools of Punjab.  Majority of teachers from both
government (93.33 %) and private (86.67 %) schools opined that no fresh change is needed in the
curriculum of secondary schools. Only 13.33 per cent of Private school teachers and 6.67 per cent of
government school teachers expressed that new curriculum proposals are the need of the hour. More
than half of the teachers from both government (53.33 %) and private (56.67 %) schools stated that
change/new proposals are needed for sports and extracurricular activities.  Similarly, little less than
half of the teachers of government (46.67 %) and private (50.00%) schools supported the view that
change/fresh proposals are required in this area of education. Almost equal percentage of teachers
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from government (46.67 %) and private (50 %) schools expressed the need for change/new proposals
in this area. Statistically significant (p<0.01) proportion of teachers from government(80 %) schools in
comparison to that from the private (53.33 %) schools were of the view that no fresh proposal is
required for Faculty development.  In contrast, a significant  (p<0.01) percentage of private school
teachers (46.67 %) emphasized the need for  fresh proposal for the Faculty development as compared
to only 20 per cent of government school teachers in favor of change. The above data indicated that
majority of the teachers irrespective of the type of school they are from believed that no fresh
proposals/changes are needed in the curriculum.  However, there was a slight leaning for fresh
proposals in the areas of ‘Sports’ and ‘Extracurricular activities’. As far as change in Faculty
development is concerned, the majority was for no fresh proposals, whereas private school teachers
were more inclined towards seeking fresh proposals/change/reforming in this dimension.

Table 4 : Teacher’s views about inadequacies/shortage affecting school’s capacity for instruction’
(N=60)

Perceptions of principals
GSTs (n=30) PSTs (n=30)

Inadequacies/shortage

Mean
score

 SD Mean
score

 SD
t-value and level of

significance of difference
between GSs and PSs

1. Instructional materials (e.g., textbooks) 1.06 1.38 1.63 1.32 1.61 NS

2. School buildings and grounds 1.26 1.14 1.53 1.13 0.90 NS

3. Heating/cooling and lighting systems 1.16 1.01 1.43 0.93 1.05 NS

4. Instructional space (e.g., classrooms) 1.03 1.32 1.63 1.32 1.75 NS

5. Special equipment for handicapped

students

0.43 0.72 0.9 1.06 1.98*

6. Library materials 0.66 0.84 1.36 0.99 2.93**

7. Audio-visual resources 0.7 0.98 1.26 1.33 1.86 NS

8. Science laboratory equipment and

materials

0.7 1.05 1.70 1.14 3.51**

9. Computers 1.63 1.09 1.73 1.20 3.70**
** Significant at .01 level of significance
* Significant at .05 level of significance NS= Non significant

Government schools:
It was reported by the teachers of the government schools that there is hardly any shortage for

the ‘Special equipment for handicapped students’: (Mean score 0.43±0.72); ‘Library materials’: (Mean
score 0.66±0.84); ‘Audio-visual resources’: (Mean score 0.7±0.98) and ‘Science laboratory equipment
and materials’: (Mean score 0.7±1.05).  It is evident that the standard deviation value for each of the
mean scores is more than the mean itself which indicates wide variation in the responses for the
categories of adequacies mentioned above. It could be observed that ‘Instructional materials (e.g.,
textbooks)’ (Mean score 1.06±1.38); ‘Instructional space (e.g., classrooms)’ (Mean score 1.03±1.32)
are considered ‘little inadequate’ by the GSTs. Further, the standard deviation values exceeded
respective mean values thereby indicating wide range of variation in the responses by teachers of
various schools.  GSTs reported little insufficiency of ‘Heating/cooling and lighting systems’ (Mean
score 1.16±1.01) and ‘School buildings and grounds’ (Mean score 1.26±1.14).  Availability of ‘Computers’
(Mean score 1.63±1.09) in the government schools turned out to be the most consistent shortage.

Private schools:
‘Science laboratory equipment and materials’ (Mean score 1.70±1.14) and ‘Computers’ (Mean
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score 1.73±1.20) were found to be the most inadequate resources in the private schools and the
reporting by the teachers in this regard seems to be consistent across various sample schools.
‘Library materials’ (Mean score 1.36±0.99) and ‘Audio-visual resources’ (Mean score 1.26±1.33) were
reported to be in ‘little shortage’ but definitely less than ‘Science laboratory equipment and materials’
and ‘Computers’ in the school. Teacher responses were more consistent for ‘Library materials’ than
for the ‘Audio-visual resources.  ‘Instructional materials (e.g., textbooks)’ (Mean score 1.63±1.32);
‘School buildings and grounds’ (Mean score 1.53±1.13); ‘Heating/cooling and lighting systems’
(Mean score 1.43±0.93) and Instructional space (e.g., classrooms) (Mean score 1.63±1.32) could be
grouped into ‘somewhat insufficient’ on the basis of the mean scores. The teacher responses in this
regard appear to be steady for all these insufficiencies in the private schools. ‘Special equipment for
handicapped students’ (Mean score 0.09±1.06) was also found to be a little inadequate, though it
seems to fluctuate broadly across sample schools as evident from the standard deviation value being
more than the mean score.

Comparison of government and private schools:
Five aspects i.e. ‘Instructional materials (e.g., textbooks)’; ‘School buildings and grounds’;

‘Heating/cooling and lighting systems’; ‘Instructional space (e.g., classrooms and Audio-visual
resources’ out of nine aspects of adequacies/inadequacies (Table 5) affecting school’s capacity for
instruction showed statistically non-significant differences in the mean scores of teachers’ responses
across government and private schools. For the remaining four aspects namely, ‘Special equipment
for handicapped students’; ‘Library materials’; ‘Science laboratory equipment and materials’ and

Table 5: Students’ views about teacher’s involvement in malpractices and their reasons for
disliking teachers (N=240)

Perception of students
GSSs

(n=120)
PSSs

(n=120)
Teaching malpractices

f (%) f (%)

Z Score and
significance of

difference GSs and PSs

Prevalence  of discriminatory practices 99 (82.50) 21 (17.50) 8.0**

Caste 7 (5.83) 1 (0.83) 1.5 NS

Gender 29 (24.16) 10 (8.33) 2.3*

Religion 21 (17.50) - -

Ethnic group 8 (6.67) - -

Regional (rural

background)

34 (28.33) 1 (0.83) 4.3**

Nature of

discrimination

Nothing to say 49 (40.83) 108 (90.00) 8.0**

During class 86 (71.6) 77(64.1) 0.9 NS

During free period 29(24.1) - -

Time for student-

Teacher interaction

Any time as needed 5 (4.1) 43 (35.8) 4.3**

Disliking for teachers 87 (72.50) 82 (68.33) 0.5 NS

Physical punishment 42 (48.27) 55(67.07) 1.6 NS

Poor quality of teaching 34 (39.08) 15(18.29) 0.4 NS

Reasons for

disliking the

teacher

n=169

Strict about school

norms

11(12.64) 12(14.63) 0.5 NS

** Significant at .01 level of significance
* Significant at .05 level of significance
NS Non significant
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‘Computers’, government schools were found to be significantly (p<0.01) less in shortage than private
schools. The above observations indicate that government schools are relatively better equipped in
their capacity for instruction than private schools.

Discriminatory practices:
An overwhelming percentage (82.5 %) of students from GSs affirmed the existence of

discriminatory practices of teachers whereas only 17.5 per cent of PSSs endorsed this observation.
The two sets of the students significantly (p<0.01) differed in their observation of discriminatory
practices of teachers.  Conversely, a significant (p<0.01) majority (90 per cent) of students from private
schools denied these practices in comparison to only 10 per cent of government school students who
believed so.  Exploration of nature of these discriminatory practices revealed that ‘Caste’ does not
occur as the reason for discrimination. Majority of students from GSs perceived ‘Gender’ (24.16 %)
followed by ‘Religion’ (17.50 %) as the basis of discrimination in contrast to their counterparts from
PSs who underplayed ‘Gender’ and ‘Religion’ being the reasons for discrimination. The two sets of
students differed significantly (p<0.01) for Gender factor, as the basis of discrimination.  It may be
noted that 40.83 per cent of students from GSs and 90 per cent from PSs reserved their opinions about
the issue of discrimination by teachers in the school.

Students’ perceptions about teachers’ involvement in malpractices and their reasons for disliking
teachers are presented in Table 4.34. The data pertains to lack of pupil-teacher interaction and reasons
for disliking teachers.

Time for student-teacher interaction:
Majority of students from both GSs (71.6 %) and PSs (64.1 %) reported that the interaction

happens with the teacher during the class only.  Nearly one fourth (24.1 %) of students from GSs
pointed out that teachers interacted with them during free periods, whereas none of the students from
private school endorsed this view.  A significant (p<0.01) proportion of students from PSs responded
that they could interact with the teacher any time as needed whereas only 4.1 per cent GSSs affirmed
this observation. The students’ response pointed out existence of discriminatory practices followed
by teachers in schools. The magnitude of such practices is much more pronounced in GSs as implied
by the affirmative response to this perception by overwhelming majority of students whereas, it exists
to a much lesser scale in private schools. The basis of discrimination is not caste in both the settings.
The factors which formed the basis of discrimination in GSs included ‘Gender’, ‘Religion’, physical
punishment and strictness in that order. These factors were either not present in PSs or minimally
present. Physical punishment emerged to be the biggest reason for not liking the teacher.  Majority of
the students perceived that they get time to interact with the teacher during the class though interaction
may also happen during free periods or any other time during school hours as per need.

Reasons for disliking teachers:
The reasons for disliking teachers revealed that ‘physical punishment’ was the predominant

reason for not liking the teacher (48.27% GSS and 67.07% PSS), followed by poor quality of teaching
as the reason expressed by 39.08 per cent and 18.29 per cent students from the government and
private schools.  The other reasons included teachers being strict about school norms (12.64 % GSS
and 14.63 % PSS).
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