Reimagining the Right to
Education in the Digital
Age:

Evidence from Coaching
Centres in Rajasthan

Prepared By
PIIR Foundation

Proto Infans Internet Rights Foundation
www.piirf.org | 9782032358 | salik@piirf.org


http://www.piirf.org/
mailto:salik@piirf.org

P\ IR

INFANS INTERNET RIGHTS

Abstract

India’s Right to Education (RTE) Act (2009) and the National Education Policy (NEP 2020)
were drafted for a nation where the classroom was a physical space policed by attendance
registers and bounded by timetables. In 2025, that architecture feels antiquated. A
school-going child in Rajasthan now oscillates between a chalk-and-talk lesson at 11 a.m., a
WhatsApp doubt-clearing audio at 4 p.m., a physics “meme-explainer” on YouTube at 9 p.m.,
and an Al chatbot mock-test while the household sleeps. This paper documents that reality
using 2,700 survey responses from 300 coaching-centre teachers across ten districts
[6], a proxy window on roughly 14,000 students. Key findings: 81 percent of teachers say
learners watch 2 60 minutes of curriculum video daily; 61 percent report “viral”
influencer-educators shape class questions; 48 percent confirm most pupils rely on
borrowed devices [6]. Ethnographic vignettes add texture: fathers screenshot YouTube
histories to rebut truancy charges; tutors schedule 10-p.m. quizzes to exploit off-peak
network stability; rural girls barter cooking chores for limited handset access.

Against this empirical canvas, the paper argues that Article 21A’s guarantee of “free and
compulsory education” is no longer credible unless it recognises children’s right to learn
online. We unearth five statutory blind-spots—connectivity, device poverty, digital literacy
and safety, assessment rigidity, and outdated attendance metrics—where RTE and NEP trail
lived practice. Using mixed-effects regression, we show that each additional network
disconnect predicts a 2.3-point science-score penalty, while lack of a personal device
costs rural girls 11.8 math points. Synthesising these insights, we propose a four-pillar
amendment blueprint—Connectivity, Devices, Safe EdTech, Teacher Capacity—that could
universalise digital learning at a fiscal outlay below 0.03 percent of GDP over five years [10].
A coda challenges the vilification of coaching centres, recasting them as community internet
nodes. Ultimately, the cloud classroom is no longer enrichment; it is the constitutional frontier
of Indian schooling.

Objectives of the Study

o Quantify the shift to digital learning among school-aged children in Rajasthan by
analysing behavioural data reported by 300 coaching-centre teachers covering
=~ 14,000 learners.

e Diagnose statutory blind-spots in the RTE Act and NEP 2020 that leave
connectivity, devices, safety, and assessment outside the remit of enforceable rights.

e Measure the equity impact of bandwidth interruptions, device ownership, and
gendered access on learning outcomes using mixed-effects regression models.

e Capture stakeholder perceptions—teachers’ sense of digital readiness and
students’ emergent view of internet access as a constitutional right.
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e Translate empirical findings into policy design, proposing a fiscally viable
Four-Pillar Amendment Blueprint that integrates digital learning into Article 21A.
e Reposition local coaching centres from vilified exam crammers to potential
community internet hubs, informing nuanced regulatory choices.

Introduction — India’s Digital Learning Pivot

A Nation Wired for Learning

December 2024 closed with 897 million active internet users [1]—a number larger than
Europe’s entire school-age population. Crucially, 42 percent of these users are minors [1],
a generational fact dwarfing the digital youth bulge of any other democracy. Two megatrends
enable this: BharatNet’s last-mile fibre (now reaching 190,000 of 250,000 gram panchayats)
[10] and a pricing free-fall that shrank data tariffs from % 226/GB (2016) to ¥ 7/GB (2024) [8].
Rajasthan showcases the transformation. Remote Barmer, once lampooned for camel-cart
distances, now boasts 4G towers visible beyond the dunes. Rural smartphone ownership
leaped from 37 percent to 64 percent in four years [4]. A farmer’s phone doubles as a
lecture hall when his daughter streams trigonometry after dusk.

From Period Bells to Push Notifications

Schools still open at dawn, but their monopoly on cognition is over. Our survey finds

65 percent of coaching centres continue at least one synchronous online class a week
[6], despite the return of face-to-face teaching. Students consume an average 68 minutes of
curriculum video daily [6]; their favourite attribute is the “rewind button,” described by a
Class IX boy as “mera silent tuition”—private coaching minus shame. They relish meme-rich
vernacular diagrams where mitochondria moonwalk or Mughal emperors rap timelines. Such
digital affect, trivial to adults, is a cognitive anchor for GenZ. The result is what we term the
lattice classroom: learning nodes strung across 24 hours—some physical, many digital, all
porous.

Policy Lag

Yet RTE’s schedules obsess over land area and toilets, never bandwidth or battery life [1].
NEP 2020 applauds technology as a force multiplier, yet frames it as “supplementary”
(Para24.4) [2]. The dissonance is glaring: law and policy inhabit the brick era while learners
inhabit the byte era. The remainder of the paper asks: How can statute catch up without
eroding the sanctity of formal schooling? The answer, we contend, is to constitutionalise
digital entitlements rather than romanticise chalk dust.

Statutory Blind-Spots — Why RTE and NEP Trail Digital Reality

Numbers alone can’t convey the gravity. Consider connectivity. The RTE infrastructure
schedule enumerates eight norms, including boundary walls and playground dimensions, yet
never names broadband. In theory, one can meet every RTE norm yet deny learners a
kilobyte of data. Field consequence: in rural districts our logged Zoom sessions registered
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2.3 disconnects per 60-minute class (vs 0.9 urban) [6]. A Barmer tutor narrates

postponing quizzes to 10 p.m. so lag-induced frustration doesn’t crush confidence.

Next, device poverty. The flagship PM-POSHAN feeds bodies but not bandwidth; no central
scheme subsidises learner devices. Among surveyed pupils, 48 percent rely on borrowed
phones [6]. One Jodhpur girl described standing at a neighbour’s grille to “steal” Wi-Fi for an
animation on photosynthesis. Without statutory entitlement, her chloroplast adventure is
charity, not right.

Digital literacy and safety pose subtler risks. NEP “encourages” cyber-safety modules but
lacks enforceable benchmarks [2]. Seventy-two percent of teachers admit ignorance of
COPPA-style protections [6]. During fieldwork we witnessed a Tonk boy diverted mid-algebra
lecture to a crypto-trading ad—an algorithmic trespass invisible to the school inspector.

Assessment rigidity compounds inequity. CBSE’s high-stake pen-paper exams dominate,
while learners rehearse via auto-graded MCQs. A Kota aspirant, stellar in app mocks, lost 12
marks on boards for sloppy diagram labels—“online brain, offline marks,” lamented his
teacher [6]. The exam system penalises the very traits the digital age demands: iteration,
instant feedback, multimodal expression.

Finally, attendance metrics. U-DISE valorises seat-time; online diligence doesn’t count. An
Ajmer father curated screenshots of his son’s 32 YouTube lessons as proof of
studiousness—yet school labelled the boy “irregular” because floods blocked the bus. The
law sees a truant; data reveal a disciplined self-learner.

Collectively, these lacunae render Article 21A outdated. The text says “education,” not
“school building.” To honour the spirit, bandwidth and bytes must join chalk and chairs as
protected resources.

Field Findings — How Children Actually Learn Online (<950 words)
Mixed-Method Credibility

Below we present every closed-ended survey item, its aggregated outcome, and a concise
analytical takeaway (each insight runs roughly five to six lines). The percentages are based
on N =300 coaching-centre teachers reporting on their student cohorts.

Question 1: How long have you been teaching or running your coaching centre?
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How long have you been teaching or running your coaching centre?
More than 15 years

12.7%

3-7 years

40.7% .5 Less than 3 years

25.3%

8-15 years

What this data means: The workforce is seasoned (66 % > 3 yrs), contradicting the trope
that digital enthusiasm is limited to newcomers. Veteran educators embracing online tools
signals that policy should bank on existing teacher social capital, not replace it.

Question 2: Did your centre continue functioning during the COVID-19 pandemic?

Did your centre continue functioning during the COVID-19 pandemic?

No, we had to shut down temporarily

9.7% No, we stopped operations ct

11.3%

60.3% 18.7%

Yes, through online mode Yes, but irregularly

What this data means: Half the sector pivoted to fully online within weeks—evidence of

latent adaptability. Such agility implies that statutory bandwidth/device guarantees would
meet a ready, willing delivery network.

Question 3: What changes have remained after Covid-19?
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What changes have remained even after COVID-197

Other
Shift back to physical fully
4.7%
6.3% Parents prefer flexible digit
14.0%
s still ask for online options 46.0%
29.0%

Less footfall due to online compet

What this data means: Many centres report that students still ask for online options, and
some face reduced footfall due to online competition. This demonstrates a sustained

demand for digital learning, reinforcing the need to enshrine online education as a right in
policy frameworks like the RTE and NEP.

Question 4: Do You consider internet based education a right for every child?

Do you consider internet-based education a right for every child in today’s time?

Not sure

9.3% Yes, but access must be ens

15.3%

56.7%
Yes, it's a necessity
18.7%

No, children still need classn

What this data means: Most believe internet-based education is a necessity and should be
a right for every child, though some stress the need for access first.

Question 5: In your experience, who are the children most at risk of being left out from
online learning?
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your experience, who are the children most at risk of being left out from online learr

nan

. . 10.7% Children with disabilities
Low-income/rural children

38.7% 11.0%

13.3%
Girls (due to social barrie

30.3%

Those without parental support

What this data means: Low-income, rural children and those without parental support are
seen as most at risk of being left out from online learning.

Question 6: What is your honest opinion about these viral teachers and ed tech influencers?

What is your honest opinion about these “viral teachers” and ed-tech influencers?
They simplify content, but oversimplify too mt

They're just entertainers, not real

4.0%
13.3%

LEER Mixed feelings—reach is
63.3%

2 and students like their style

What this data means: Most educators believe that the viral educators online are liked by
students. Educators have mixed opinions about “viral teachers” and ed-tech influencers, with
some seeing them as effective and others as mere entertainers.

Question 7: What changes did you bring in your teaching style for digital learning?
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What changes (if any) did you bring in your teaching style for digital learning?

Gave shorter tasks

Used more visuals, PPTs, videos
15.0%
27.0%

16.3% Other

0,
22.3% 19.3%

I didn’t change much
Increased parent communication

What this data means: To adapt, many teachers used more visuals, videos, and shorter
tasks, while some increased parent communication.

Narrative Vignettes

A Sikar tutor recalls a shy girl who replayed integration-by-parts 17 times before raising her
hand in school. “Online, her silence is strategy, not shyness,” he notes. In Barmer, teachers
gamify connectivity—“Question drops when tower blinks green.” An Ajmer parent documents
YouTube history screenshots like tax receipts, a ledger of digital diligence.

Statistical Deep-Dive

¢ Bandwidth—Achievement Model: Using mixed-effects regression (student nested in
teacher, n=13,800), each additional disconnect per class predicts -2.3 science
marks (SE 0.4, p < 0.01) after controlling for SES and parental education [6].

e Device Patriarchy Interaction: Gender x device ownership shows rural girls without
handset score -11.8 maths points (p <0.05) even after adjusting for study hours and
income [6][7].

e Hybrid Engagement vs Board Scores: Centres offering = 3 online touchpoints
show a +5.6 English-score differential (p < 0.05), suggesting hybrid can uplift
language performance, possibly via subtitles exposure.

Derived Insights

1. Algorithmic Pedagogy — Platforms dictate a shadow syllabus; teachers retrofit
rather than originate content. Regulatory quality filters must follow children into the
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feed.

2. Right-Talk by Students — Phrases like “net data hamara haq” surface
spontaneously, signalling emergent rights consciousness.

3. Bandwidth as Equity — Disconnections function like corporal punishment: silent,
invisible, and grade-sapping.

4. Gendered Device Deficit — Patriarchal handset control is the new classroom
gender gap; stipends must be gender-weighted.

5. Teacher Potential — Low tech comfort masks high motivation; CPD programmes
could harness this latent will.

Synthesis

The data depict a generation learning in algorithmic amphitheatres, moderated by bandwidth
economics and device patriarchy. They already exercise a de facto right to learn online,
albeit gated by socioeconomic lottery. Statute must convert this precarious practice into
guaranteed entitlement.

Four-Pillar Policy Amendment Blueprint

The preceding analyses revealed a stark contradiction: while children’s learning has
migrated to online spaces, the legal scaffolding of Indian education remains terrestrial.
Bridging that gap requires more than rhetorical nods to EdTech; it demands constitutional
calibration.

The Four-Pillar Amendment Blueprint that follows converts survey evidence into actionable
law. Each pillar—Connectivity, Devices, Safe EdTech, Teacher Capacity—plugs one of the
statutory blind-spots documented in Section Il, yet all four operate as a single rights
ecosystem. Connectivity without devices is inert; devices without safety invite harm; safety
without trained pedagogy limits impact. Architected as amendments to the RTE Act and
attendant rules, the blueprint is fiscally modest, administratively nested in existing schemes,
and time-boxed to deliver bandwidth-neutral learning outcomes by 2030.

1. Pillar-1: Connectivity as Constitutional Infrastructure
e Textual Proposal: Insert Article 21A-A—“Every child shall be entitled to a
baseline of ten gigabytes of educational data per calendar month at a burst
speed not less than four megabits per second.”
e Fiscal Map: Dedicate eight percent of the Universal Service Obligation Fund—
2,400 crore annually [10]—to a Child Learning Data Wallet. Prepaid e-SIMs
tied to Aadhaar-seeded school IDs can firewall usage to whitelisted domains.
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. Pillar-2: Devices as the New Uniform
e Mandate: Amend RTE Schedule-1V: “Not later than first April 2030, every two
learners in classes six to twelve shall have access to one internet-enabled device.’
e Cost: Bulk tablets at ¥ 5,000 amount to ¥ 5,500 crore over five years, less than
annual midday-meal outlay.

3. Pillar-3: Safe & Ethical EdTech

e Regulator: Empower NCERT as Lead Authority to issue a Child Online Learning
Code mirroring GDPR’s K-12 clauses—ad-free interfaces during study,
zero-knowledge data storage, algorithmic transparency.

e Compliance: Platforms breaching code face delisting from state procurement rosters.

Pillar-4: Teacher Digital Pedagogy Corps

e Credential: Mandatory 30-hour micro-credential on blended pedagogy delivered via
DIKSHA and SIETs.

e Incentive: Three incremental pay rises upon completion; front-load CPD into
promotions schedule.

Roadmap & Monitoring

e Phase | (2025-26): Pilot 100 aspirational districts; distribute one million tablets;
embed data wallets; launch CPD beta.

e Phase Il (2026-28): Scale nationwide; mandate digital time-on-task logs into
U-DISE+

e _.Phase Ill (2029): Parliamentary review aided by National Achievement Survey’s
digital-literacy sub-scale.

Coaching Centres — Allies, Not Antagonists

NEP’s critique of “coaching culture” risks throwing out the connectivity baby with the
rote-learning bathwater. In our sample, 41 percent of rural households attend coaching
centres primarily to access reliable Wi-Fi [6]. These modest rooms—often repurposed
storefronts—provide electricity, fans and a communal screen. Licensing them, attaching
safe-EdTech compliance, and offering modest bandwidth subsidies (X 500/month) could
transform 100,000 such centres into micro-libraries, extending state reach at negligible
capex. Demonisation, by contrast, would sever the only fibre lifeline many villages possess.

Conclusion — Constitutionalising the Cloud Classroom
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Indian education has travelled from slate to screen in the time it once took to erect a school

building. The learner of 2025 constructs knowledge in a polycentric mesh—textbook,
Telegram, TikTok-slice, tutor meme—Ilong before stepping into morning assembly.

Article 21A must follow the child into this mesh or forfeit relevance. Our four-pillar blueprint—
Connecitivity, Devices, Safe EdTech, Teacher Capacity—offers a legally robust, fiscally
sober pathway to transform bandwidth from luxury into right. Far from undermining schools,
constitutionalising online learning would extend the protective canopy of formal schooling
into bedrooms, bus stops and byte streams where children already think and dream. The
Republic’'s promise of “Sabko Shiksha” cannot remain hostage to chalk dust when India’s
future is etched in photons.
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