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ABSTRACT 

Educational governance is critical for optimal institutional performance and providing 

the best educational environment for children to grow. Unfortunately the principles and 

practice of governance varies, and also depends on the clear understanding of what 

governance is and how it impacts institutions. While monitoring of educational governance is 

necessary, there is a dearth of proper tools especially in developing countries. A major 

research was undertaken in Meghalaya state in India to develop a practical strategy for 

assessing governance. The objectives, tools, the methodology for the study are presented and 

some findings given. The methodology is simple and efficient, and will help in identifying 

deficiencies in educational governance, that could be rectified. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Good governance in education systems promotes effective delivery and education 

services (Lewis & Pettersson, 2009). Good governance in education offers constitutional and 

legal frameworks that support education for all as well as providing legal mechanism that 

enables to address issues of education equity, standard of accountability and transparency 

participation and oversight for the public services. Conceptually, the role of a Governing 

Body, as the term indicates, is to govern the institution by giving directives to the Chief 

Executive Officer (CEO) and staff to administer and excel, so that the pupils, their parents 

and teachers are proud of their institution. 

 Although governance has been the focus of a considerable body of literature on 

democratic transition and consolidations, data to support the claim that the concept is a useful 

one has been lacking (Hyden et al, 2005). Further despite wide usage in different contexts the 

concept of governance itself has tended to be confused, misused or abused (Alcantara1998). 

Boards do not and cannot manage day to day operations of institutions (Ecker,2005; Stoesz 

2000). 
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     As part of her doctoral thesis, the author developed a methodology for assessing the 

knowledge, practice and effectiveness of governance in educational institutions in Meghalaya 

state, India, during 2009-10. In this paper, a brief outline and utility of this method is 

presented with a few results. 

 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 

The Eastern Khasi Hills District of Meghalaya was chosen for the present research. 

The study population consisted of all Secondary, Higher Secondary Schools and Colleges 

operated by churches, or any other agencies or groups and privately individuals in this 

geographic area. According to these records there are altogether 30 Colleges and 225 schools, 

of which 8 colleges and 69 schools are operated by the two major religious churches, viz., 

Catholics and Protestants. The rest were run by government, other religious groups and 

private agencies. 

     Based on the variation in the size of the institution, sponsorship, coeducational or unisex, a 

stratified random sample of 11 Catholic and 13 Protestant educational institutions were 

chosen with probability proportional to size. A matched random sample of 12 institutions was 

chosen from the others to act as a control. All these institutions were approached and the 

cooperation of the Governing Body (GB) was sought for this research. The Church 

authorities, chairpersons of the GB and heads of institutions were explained on the objectives 

of the research and all of them gave their full support in the formulation of data gathering 

tools and in provided the necessary data. 

After an extensive review of literature on governance in educational institutions, it was 

decided to develop four Research proformae: 

(1) To describe the institution  in terms of its pupils, teachers, infrastructure, amenities 

and facilities for students and teachers, discipline, performance in public 

examinations, provision for extracurricular and co-curricular activities, and rating by 

the general public and parents. 

(2) To describe the profile of the GB  in terms of size, gender, age, skills, frequency and 

manner of conducting regular and special meetings, usual and unusual agendas, 

duration and quorum of meetings, interactions with stakeholders and other features. 

(3) To elicit the feedback from the GB on their understanding of governance, the issues it 

should address, and their assessment of the governance as it impacted on the 

institution; and lastly 
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(4) To assess the views from the institutions regarding governance and suggestions for 

enhancing the effectiveness. 

The research proformae were designed to act as an interview checklist, and made 

computerizable. There were both structured and open ended items, and adequate space given 

to record the responses verbatim when necessary, both as spontaneous and after probing. 

There were two respondents from the GB: the chairperson and another experienced member. 

Like wise there were two respondents from the Institution: the head/CEO and a senior 

faculty. The researcher personally carried out the interviews after making proper rapport, and 

fixing a convenient time and place to have a leisurely and indepth interview. Several sessions 

were needed in a few instances to complete the data collections. Profuse notes were made and 

additional comments recorded. All were most cooperative and provided the needed data. 

    Plans were made to transfer the data from proformae to Microsoft Excel Sheets, and carry 

out routine screening for errors and incompleteness. Further, all the information were 

summarized into a 25-items checklist, separately for the GB feedback and profile, and for the 

Institutional profile and feedback (vide annex 1 and 2). For each item, 3 grades, Good, Fair 

and Poor, were defined and scored as 4, 3 and 2. The total scores therefore ranged from 50 to 

100, and further summarised into 3 categories as Good, Fair or Poor, dividing the range into 

thirds.   The total score of the GB was correlated with the total score of the Institution to 

determine the relationship of governance to institutional performance. This relationship was 

measured for specific parameters describing the institutions, and for the combination in 

multivariate analysis. Percentages, Means with Standard Deviations, Correlation and 

Regression Coefficients, as well as Multiple Regression analyses were carried out and 

subjected to statistical Significances of the differences  

 

FINDINGS 

Only a few selected findings relating to governance will be presented and discussed. 

Good Governance depended significantly on the number and qualifications/skills, gender and 

age balances in the GB, as well as the on the leadership roles of the GB chairperson and 

others, and on their interactions with the parents, teachers and other stakeholders. The 

respondents made it clear in many ways that while the existing governance was reasonably 

good and supportive of the Institution, there was a great need to make changes both in the 

composition and functioning. Many valuable suggestions were made, and the methodology 

seemed appropriate and effective in obtaining the necessary data to improve governance. 
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Governance did impact institutional outcomes up to 60% the rest depending on institutional 

leadership, infrastructure, and human resources, beyond what the GB/MC decided. 

Mission and vision statements varied significantly by church affiliation, and as compared to 

controls as seen from Table 1  

 

Table 1:   Mission & vision of institution according to church affiliation 

Mission & vision 

Church Affiliation Total 

  Catholics Protestants Other 

Poor 1(9.1%) 8(61.5%) 4(33.3%) 13(36.1%) 

Fair 2(18.2%) 3(23.1%) 2(16.7%) 7(19.4%) 

Good 8(72.7%) 2(15.4%) 6(50.0%) 16(44.4%) 

Total 11(100.0%) 13(100.0%) 12(100.0%) 36(100.0%) 

The Catholics show the best profile followed by Others, and lastly the Protestants. These 

differences were statistically highly significant(p<0.01). 

The strong support from the Church is clearly seen from Table 2 

Table 2: Supporting body of institution according to church affiliation 

Supporting body 

Church Affiliation Total 

  Catholics Protestants Other 

Poor 0(0.0%) 1(7.7%) 3(25.0%) 4(11.1%) 

Fair 2(18.2%) 1(7.7%) 4(33.3%) 7(19.4%) 

Good 9(81.8%) 11(84.6%) 5(41.7%) 25(69.4%) 

Total 11(100.0%) 13(100.0%) 12(100.0%) 36(100.0%) 

Good support is noted for 80% or more as compared to only 40% among others, the 

difference Statistically different(p<0.05) 

Another indicator of good governance is the serious attention given to institutional concerns 

as presented in the Annual reports during governing board meetings. as displayed in Table 3 

Table 3: Annual reports of Institution According To Church Affiliation: 

Attention to 

Annual reports 

Church Affiliation Total 

  Catholics Protestants Other 

Poor 4(36.4%) 1(7.7%) 1(8.3%) 6(16.7%) 

Fair 7(63.6%) 12(92.3%) 8(66.7%) 27(75.0%) 

Good 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 3(25.0%) 3(8.3%) 

Total 11(100.0%) 13(100.0%) 12(100.0%) 36(100.0%) 

While almost all institutions are rated fair, good attention is paid in Other institutions, and 

quite poorly in the Catholic institutions. 

The opinions of the institutional authorities on their governance is shown in Table 4 
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Table 4. : Opinions of the institution on the character of functioning of their GB 

 

Opinions  

Church Affiliation Total 

  Catholics Protestants Others 

Poor 1(9.1%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 1(2.8%) 

Fair 5(45.5%) 5(38.5%) 7(58.3%) 17(47.2%) 

Good 5(45.5%) 8(61.5%) 5(41.7%) 18(50.0%) 

Total 11(100.0%) 13(100.0%) 12(100.0%) 36(100.0%) 

Almost all institutions have rated their governance as good or fair. 

The prime objective in this research was the relationship of governance to institutional 

performance. The findings are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5: Relationship of total scores of GB and the institution 

Institutional 

total  grade 

Total grade  of GB/MC Total 

Good Fair Poor 

Good 10 2 1 13 

Fair 3 5 4 12 

Poor 0 4 7 11 

Total 13 11 12 36 

 

It is seen that in 22 out of 36 institutions (60%) the GB score and the institutional score 

were consistent (G-G, F-F or P-P). There were 7 institutions which were better 

(governance poor but institution good or fair) and 7 institutions which were worse despite 

good governance (G-F or F-P). 

A scatter diagram and regression analyses were done and diagrammatically shown in 

Figure I 
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Relationship between Total GB Score & Total Institution Score 
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The correlation coefficients and their statistical significances are given in Table 6 

 

Table 6  : Correlation between GB & institution scores according  to specific categories 

Category r P 

I.  Type of Institution:     

(a). School +0.574 0.001 

(b). College +0.969 0.007 

II. Size of School (Total Pupils):     

(a).Poor +0.355 0.194 

(b). Fair & Good +0.697 < 0.001 

III. Type of School:     

(a). Co-educational:  +0.672 < 0.001 

(b).Unisex +0.666 0.036 

IV. Type of Category:     

(a).Church +0.724 < 0.001 

(b).Control +0.068 0.833 

 

     It is interesting to note the highly statistical significance in relation to Church related 

institutions, by size, coeducational, regardless of school or college.   
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The regression coefficients as given in Table 7 further support the strong influence of 

governance on institutional outcomes 

Table -7: Unstandardized Regression Coefficients & statistical significance 

 

Independent (predictor) variables 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error 

(Constant) 21.746 14.971   

Total GB Score .643 .181 3.547 .001 

College=0; School=1 -.825 2.388 -.346 .732 

Size of School (Total Pupils) Poor=0; Fair& 

Good=1 
6.444 2.024 3.184 .003 

Co-ed=0; Unisex=1 .825 1.927 .428 .672 

Control=0; Church=1 .065 1.940 .033 .974 

 

The results of the research are concluded with a sample of focus group discussions, which 

were enlightened and provided a consensus opinion on the governance. 

  A sample focus group discussion held among institutional staff        

The group discussed the functioning and effectiveness of the GB, and debated on the 

frequency of meetings, and full participation of all members. While the GB needs to meet at 

least quarterly, some felt more frequent meetings might help in monitoring certain 

administrative aspects of the institution, such as in appointment of teachers, financial 

irregularities, etc.  

There was lively discussion on the need for the GB members not merely attend the meeting, 

but interact with the teachers and other staff of the school and also have an opportunity to 

meet the students’ parents. It was unanimously agreed that it is vital to have a healthy 

interaction between teachers, parents and GB/MC members. A good rapport among them will 

help shed light on the in-depth problems faced by the teachers and parents, which will then be 

addressed during the GB/MC meetings. It was also suggested that apart from the formal 

meetings held, the GB/MC members should interact well with the principal of the school to 

identify the practical problems and needs of the students. 

The participants discussed the important role of the GB/MC in ensuring a sound financial 

basis for the running of the institution. It was generally agreed that the GB/MC should 
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strengthen the fund position to be able to meet the salary of teachers according to the revised 

pay scales. In this connection, the group felt that the leadership role of the Chairman was 

crucial not just to   preside over the meetings but also to frame the agenda moderate proper 

discussions and to take the final decision on any matter.  

There was some discussion on the need to take speedy action on important issues without 

neglecting the other long run decisions made by the GB/MC. Lastly, It was suggested by all 

that the supporting papers of GB/MC meetings along with the agenda should be intimated to 

the members well ahead of time, at least 1 week or 2 weeks before the date o the meeting.   

 

DISCUSSION 

A Governing Board should focus on the “Ends” or “Goals” of the organization rather 

than on “Means” (processes) (Mueller, 1993).The Governing Board then sets certain 

parameters, particularly financial and ethical, within which the organization operates. The 

primary legal and moral obligations of boards is to ensure ethical conduct and finances of the 

organization are being allocated appropriately are (Gregoire, 2000: Ecker,2005).The Principal 

or Headmaster/Headmistress of the organization is empowered to see that the goals of the 

organization are implemented through the staff to achieve the objectives  (Wallis 1989: Ojo 

& Olaniyan 2008). Board meetings then become a time in which the vision of the 

organization is nurtured, goals reached are celebrated, goals unreached are examined, vision 

is refined and goals recalibrated or renewed (McCallum, 1997). 

There are several methods of carrying out ongoing evaluations, depending on time, funds, 

and reliability and validity of data collected through various means.( Rao & Richard, 2008)). 

It also requires baseline data and choice of appropriate control groups.(Park,2009; Henn et al, 

2006).). Among qualitative and quantitative methods available, due to great variation in the 

church-operated educational institutions in terms of infrastructure, governing bodies’ profiles, 

historical background, etc., rather than using a case-study approach, the best possible design 

was to carry out an in depth interview survey on a carefully chosen stratified random sample 

of church-operated institutions, matching them with a control group. As an alternative, one 

could perhaps adopt a longitudinal cohort study design where one prospectively follows up a 

sample of institutions, observing the actual functioning and correlating institutional 

performances with valid evidence of governance. While ideal, this is not practical and further 

such a research design carries with it several biases and difficulties in generating the true 

picture (Rao & Richard,2008). During this  research, many advantages in the present research 
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design was seen as it allowed leisurely, comprehensive, reliable and true picture of 

governance through detailed in depth interviews with at least two representatives from the 

institution and two from its governing body. Participative research has been found to be more 

successful and in this research, all the data gathering instruments were developed in 

collaboration with some of the governing board members and institutional authorities.(Ozer 

et al,2010;Gullan et al, 2009)  

Non response can be a major problem in any study, particularly in interview  surveys  

(Forthofer et al, 2007), and this was fully avoided in this research through prior appointments 

and suitable introductions  to establish good rapport and  cordiality which  enabled the 

researcher to avoid   incomplete or unsatisfactory information. No doubt there were delays 

and in some cases multiple appointments, but all this resulted in a more complete and useful 

data. The fact the entire data were collected by a single investigator adds to the uniformity 

and standard methodology, ensuring that any interviewer biases were avoided, and a balanced  

assessment of governance made(Taylor et al, 2006; Somekh & Lewin, 2005). Taking into all 

these factors to control for sampling and non sampling/measurement errors, it was felt   that 

the methodology adopted   for the research was appropriate and valid. 
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