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ABSTRACT

Over the past three decades, India’s educational landscape has witnessed a paradigm shift from centralized administration
toward localized governance models, designed to empower communities and enhance accountability. This manuscript delves
into the evolution, implementation, and outcomes of decentralization initiatives in school governance, focusing on emerging
models such as School Management Committees (SMCs), Village Education Committees (VECs), and Public—Private
Partnerships (PPPs). Rooted in decentralization theory, the analysis examines legislative milestones—including the 73rd and
74th Constitutional Amendments, the Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA), and the Rashtriya Madhyamik Shiksha Abhiyan
(RMSA)—and situates them within the broader discourse on participatory governance. A mixed-methods approach was
employed: a quantitative survey of 100 stakeholders (teachers, parents, local administrators) across five diverse states,
complemented by thematic analysis of open-ended responses. Key findings indicate that while SMCs and VECs have
significantly improved transparency, resource mobilization, and localized decision-making, disparities in capacity, political
interference, and inequitable resource distribution persist. The study recommends targeted capacity-building programs for
committee members, streamlined fiscal devolution mechanisms, and strengthened safeguards against non-educational
influences. The conclusion outlines avenues for further research, underscores the limitations of the current cross-sectional
design, and highlights the potential for sustainable, context-sensitive governance reforms to bolster educational equity and

outcomes across India.
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Figure-1.Decentralizing Education in India
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INTRODUCTION

In the early years following independence, India’s education system was characterized by a top-down administrative model in which
the Ministry of Education at the central level and State Education Departments exercised near-absolute authority over policy
formulation, curriculum design, teacher recruitment, and resource allocation. This highly centralized framework, while ensuring
uniformity in certain aspects of education, often proved ill-suited to addressing diverse local needs, leading to stark disparities in
infrastructure quality, teacher performance, and student learning outcomes across regions. Recognizing these challenges, successive
policy interventions sought to devolve decision-making power to local stakeholders, premised on the belief that communities are

best positioned to identify and respond to context-specific educational challenges.

Evolution of Decentralization in India's Education
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Figure-2.Evolution of Decentralization in India’s Education

The constitutional impetus for decentralization emerged with the 73rd and 74th Amendments (1992), which institutionalized
Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs) and Urban Local Bodies (ULBs), respectively, and conferred upon them varying degrees of
responsibility for education-related planning and oversight. Building on this constitutional foundation, the Government of India

launched the Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA) in 2001, mandating the formation of School Management Committees (SMCs) for every
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government and aided school. The subsequent introduction of the Rashtriya Madhyamik Shiksha Abhiyan (RMSA) in 2009
extended decentralized governance mechanisms to the secondary level. Parallel to these national initiatives, several states—most
notably Kerala through its People’s Plan Campaign—embarked on ambitious decentralized planning exercises that empowered

Gram Sabhas to make critical educational decisions, from budget allocations to curricular adaptations.

This introduction frames the inquiry into decentralization of school governance through three lenses: political decentralization
(transfer of authority), administrative decentralization (delegation of functions), and fiscal decentralization (devolution of
resources). We then articulate the research objectives: to map the trajectory of governance reforms, to assess stakeholder perceptions
of emerging models (SMCs, VECs, PPPs), and to identify enablers and barriers to effective local governance. By setting this context,
the study advances our understanding of how decentralized structures can be leveraged to improve transparency, accountability, and

community engagement in the Indian school system.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Theoretical Foundations of Decentralization

Decentralization theory argues that devolving authority closer to the point of service delivery enhances responsiveness, fosters local
accountability, and improves the alignment of policies with community preferences. Rondinelli et al. (1981) distinguish among
political, administrative, and fiscal decentralization, each carrying unique design and implementation challenges. In the context of
education, Bray (1999) outlines how decentralization can facilitate innovation by allowing schools and communities to tailor

pedagogic approaches, resource usage, and accountability mechanisms to local conditions.

Policy Evolution in Indian School Governance

The 73rd and 74th Constitutional Amendments (1992) formally recognized PRIs and ULBs as institutions of self-government,
mandating their involvement in education, albeit with varying degrees of authority across states. The SSA framework (2001)
operationalized these amendments by requiring the constitution of SMCs—comprising parents, teachers, local elected
representatives, and community members—to oversee school development plans, financial management, and teacher attendance.
RMSA (2009) extended similar provisions to secondary schools, while policy documents repeatedly emphasized the principle of

“subsidiarity,” asserting that decisions should be made at the lowest feasible level.

Empirical Findings and Case Studies

Scholars have evaluated decentralization’s impact through both qualitative and quantitative lenses. Govinda and Bandyopadhyay
(2010) analyzed national SMC data and reported modest improvements in infrastructure and enrolment, although capacity disparities
among committee members led to inconsistent performance. Mehrotra and Pattnaik’s (2011) case study in Bihar revealed that VECs
enhanced community monitoring but faced challenges in mobilizing resources and maintaining sustained participation. In contrast,
Kerala’s People’s Plan Campaign showcased how well-resourced local bodies could enrich curricula with region-specific content,

though high administrative support was essential to sustain gains (Heller, Harilal, & Chaudhuri, 2007).

Emerging Models: Public—Private Partnerships
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In recent years, PPP frameworks have entered the governance discourse, particularly in underserved regions where private entities
partner with local governments to manage school operations. Sharma and Mukherjee (2018) evaluated PPP-run schools in
Chhattisgarh and found that while these models often deliver higher learning outcomes through professional management, they risk

exacerbating inequities if fee structures and admission policies are not carefully regulated.

Gaps and Research Imperatives

Despite a burgeoning literature, several gaps remain. First, most studies rely on single-state analyses, limiting cross-regional
comparability. Second, there is scant quantitative evidence on stakeholder perceptions across diverse contexts. Third, the interplay
between political interference and educational priorities is underexplored. This study addresses these gaps by surveying a stratified
sample of stakeholders across five heterogenous states to generate comparative insights into the strengths and limitations of

decentralization models.

SURVEY OF 100 STAKEHOLDERS

Sampling and Participant Profile

To capture diverse perspectives, the survey targeted 100 stakeholders evenly distributed across five states—Uttar Pradesh, Kerala,
Rajasthan, Maharashtra, and Assam—selected for their demographic, linguistic, and governance heterogeneity. Within each state,
one rural district and one semi-urban district were chosen based on literacy rates and PRI effectiveness indices. Participants included
30 government school teachers, 40 parents (both mothers and fathers), and 30 local administrators (PRI members and Block

Education Officers).

Instrument Design

The questionnaire comprised three sections: (1) Likert-scale items assessing perceptions of transparency, decision-making efficacy,
financial management, and satisfaction with local governance; (2) multiple-choice questions on awareness of SMC/VEC mandates;
and (3) open-ended prompts soliciting challenges, success stories, and recommendations. The instrument was grounded in the World
Bank’s decentralization framework (World Bank, 2000) and refined through pilot testing with 15 stakeholders, yielding a

Cronbach’s alpha of 0.82 for internal consistency.

Administration and Ethical Considerations

Enumerators received intensive training on ethical practices, including informed consent, confidentiality, and cultural sensitivity.
Data collection occurred between January and March. Written consent was obtained from all participants, and data were anonymized

prior to analysis. The protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Central University.

METHODOLOGY

Research Design
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This research adopts a convergent mixed-methods design, integrating quantitative survey data with qualitative thematic analysis to
triangulate findings. Quantitative data illuminate broad trends in stakeholder perceptions, while qualitative responses enrich

understanding of contextual nuances.

Quantitative Analysis

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations) were computed for key indicators (transparency, efficacy, resource mobilization).
One-way ANOVA tested differences across stakeholder groups (teachers, parents, administrators) and states. Statistical significance

was determined at p < 0.05.

Qualitative Analysis

Open-ended responses were coded using NVivo. Initial codes were derived inductively from the data, then grouped into overarching
themes: capacity constraints, political interference, community engagement, and innovation. Inter-coder reliability was established

at Cohen’s kappa = 0.87 through independent coding by two researchers.

Rigour and Validity

To enhance validity, methodological triangulation was employed—cross-checking quantitative trends with qualitative insights.
Member checking was conducted by sharing thematic summaries with a subset of participants for feedback. Audit trails documented

all analytic decisions to ensure transparency and reproducibility.

RESULTS

Quantitative Findings

1. Transparency: A mean score of 3.9/5 indicated high transparency in school governance processes, with Kerala reporting
the highest (4.4) and Uttar Pradesh the lowest (3.3). Public availability of meeting minutes and financial audit reports was
cited by 78% of respondents.

2. Decision-Making Efficacy: Overall efficacy averaged 3.6/5. Administrators scored highest (4.0), teachers intermediate
(3.8), and parents lowest (3.2). ANOVA confirmed significant inter-group differences (F(2,97)=5.24, p=0.007).

3. Resource Mobilization: Only 45% agreed that local committees could raise adequate funds for infrastructure upgrades,

with wide state variation (Kerala 62%, Rajasthan 38%)).

Qualitative Themes

e Capacity Constraints: Respondents across states reported a lack of formal training in financial management, legal
frameworks, and meeting facilitation, hindering effective committee operation.
e Political Interference: Frequent references were made to local political actors influencing agenda-setting and resource

allocation, sometimes diverting focus from educational objectives.
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e Community Engagement: Where NGOs or active civil-society groups supported SMCs/VECs, participation and
ownership were markedly higher, leading to successful initiatives such as midday meal enhancements and remedial
coaching programs.

o Innovative Practices: Examples included community-funded scholarship schemes in Rajasthan, locally curated

supplemental reading materials in Assam, and tech-driven attendance monitoring in Maharashtra.

Together, these findings underscore that while decentralized governance structures hold promise, their performance is contingent

upon contextual enablers such as capacity building, political neutrality, and civil-society partnerships.

CONCLUSION

This study provides compelling evidence that decentralizing school governance in India—through mechanisms such as School
Management Committees (SMCs), Village Education Committees (VECs), and Public—Private Partnerships (PPPs)—holds
significant promise for enhancing educational equity, accountability, and community ownership. Quantitative findings demonstrate
generally positive stakeholder perceptions of transparency and decision-making efficacy, while qualitative insights illuminate the
nuanced enablers and inhibitors shaping local governance outcomes. Crucially, these decentralized structures have created formal
avenues for parents, teachers, and community representatives to influence resource allocation, monitor school operations, and tailor

educational initiatives to local needs.

However, the effectiveness of decentralization is neither uniform nor automatic. Regions with robust capacity-building initiatives—
from targeted training workshops in financial management to mentorship programs linking veteran administrators with nascent
committee members—exhibited higher performance on governance indicators. Conversely, areas lacking systematic training
experienced committee meetings that were procedural but lacked substantive engagement, underscoring the need for sustained
investment in member competencies. Political interference emerged as a recurrent barrier, with local power dynamics occasionally
diverting educational priorities. Establishing clear codes of conduct, conflict-of-interest policies, and transparent complaint

mechanisms could mitigate these influences, ensuring that educational objectives remain paramount.

In sum, decentralization of school governance in India has moved beyond rhetoric into tangible practice, yet its transformative
potential hinges on nurturing local capacities, safeguarding against non-educational influences, refining fiscal mechanisms, and
embracing technology. Future longitudinal research should track the evolution of governance outcomes over time, assess the impact
on student learning metrics, and explore the scalability of innovative practices across diverse socio-economic contexts. By
addressing these dimensions, policymakers and practitioners can harness decentralized models to build more responsive, resilient,

and equitable educational systems nationwide.

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS

Scope:
This manuscript contributes a comparative, mixed-methods analysis of stakeholder perceptions regarding decentralized school
governance across five diverse states. By combining statistical trends with thematic insights, it offers policymakers, educational

planners, and practitioners empirically grounded recommendations for strengthening SMCs, VECs, and PPP frameworks.
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Limitations:

1. Sample Size and Representativeness: With 100 participants, the findings provide indicative rather than definitive
evidence; larger samples across more states would improve generalizability.

2. Cross-Sectional Design: The study captures perceptions at a single time point, precluding analysis of longitudinal changes
in governance effectiveness.

3. Self-Reporting Bias: Stakeholder responses may reflect social desirability or recall biases, particularly regarding
politically sensitive topics such as interference.

4. Scheme Overlap: As schools operate under multiple concurrent initiatives (SSA, RMSA, state-specific reforms),

disentangling the distinct impact of each decentralized model remains challenging.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the study offers a robust foundation for subsequent longitudinal research and policy

experimentation aimed at deepening decentralization’s impact on school quality and equity in India.
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