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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The manuscript delves into an important yet often underexamined area of educational governance in India—how democratic decentralization functions through grassroots institutions like School Management Committees (SMCs). Its relevance stems from the growing discourse around community participation and decentralized governance mechanisms in the developing world, particularly in the context of achieving equitable and quality education. By focusing on the operational realities of SMCs in Jharkhand, the paper attempts to bridge the gap between policy intentions and ground-level practices. Such an empirical exploration is valuable for both policymakers and education researchers who are seeking evidence-based insights into why certain school governance reforms succeed or falter. The work stands out for interrogating not just structural arrangements, but the lived experiences, agency, and challenges of stakeholders such as parents, teachers, and local representatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is comprehensive and appropriately sets the scope of the paper. However, its phrasing is slightly long and could benefit from conciseness. A suggested alternative could be:
"Decentralized Governance and School Management Committees in India: A Study of Grassroots Educational Administration in Jharkhand."
This version retains the essence while enhancing clarity and readability.
But at end it’s a decision of Authors and it’s up to authors that they may denied to change, it’s just a suggestion. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is informative and outlines the study's rationale, method, and broad findings. That said, it could benefit from some structural improvements. It reads more like an introduction than a tightly focused abstract. Specifically:

· The aims of the study should be clearly separated from the methodology and results.

· A brief mention of the key insights or findings—such as low SMC participation and the role of socio-economic factors—would add value.

· Redundancies in background context could be trimmed to focus more on what the research actually discovered.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is grounded in a solid theoretical framework, referencing key literature on decentralization, such as the work of Bray, Bardhan, and McGinn & Welsh. The paper effectively distinguishes between different forms of decentralization—deconcentration, delegation, and devolution—and applies these to the Indian context, especially within the school governance structure. However, the empirical section lacks depth in terms of analytical synthesis. While rich qualitative data is presented (e.g., field observations, FGDs), the findings would be more impactful if supported by thematic analysis or coded patterns.
Furthermore, while the paper critiques the top-down control within so-called decentralized structures, it stops short of proposing practical reform measures. The reader is left wondering: if SMCs are tokenistic or administratively co-opted, what can realistically be done to improve their function?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript demonstrates good engagement with both classical and recent scholarship, including international perspectives and Indian policy literature. References span from foundational texts (e.g., Coleman, Bardhan) to contemporary works (e.g., Kameshwara et al., 2023; Edwards, 2019), which adds credibility and context.
Still, the manuscript would benefit from a few additional references to comparative decentralization outcomes in other Indian states like Kerala or Himachal Pradesh—regions often cited for successful local governance models in education. This would strengthen the comparative and policy relevance of the paper.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is generally scholarly and coherent, but certain sections—especially the theoretical and analytical parts—are verbose and occasionally repetitive. Sentences are often long and packed with multiple ideas, which affects clarity. For example, paragraphs in the conclusion section could be more succinct and logically sequenced.
Suggested improvements include:

· Breaking complex sentences into smaller ones.

· Avoiding redundancy in restating legal frameworks (e.g., RTE Act) multiple times.

· Using more active voice to maintain engagement and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-intentioned and timely paper that sheds light on a crucial aspect of Indian educational governance. Its strength lies in blending policy review with empirical fieldwork, which adds depth and realism. That said, the manuscript would benefit from tightening its analytical focus, simplifying its language, and enhancing the discussion around implications and reform pathways. More reflective comparison across states or inclusion of successful SMC models could add value. Finally, a sharper conclusion that moves beyond restating findings to suggesting solutions would elevate the overall impact of the paper.
The paper has great potential but requires clarity in abstract, deeper thematic analysis of empirical data, attention to ethical issues, and improved language flow.
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