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Representation of Women in School Leadership
Positions in India

N. Mythili’

Abstract

Studies on the representation of women in school leadership positions are not
new. But, it remains unexplored in Indian context. The present study attempts
to fill this gap using all India and state level analysis of secondary data for all
school categories. Results show that women are under-represented in three of
the four school leadership positions in all school categories except in Primary to
Higher Secondary schools. Women as vice principals are represented higher in
20 states constituting 64 percent of total vice-principals. A state level aggregate
analysis shows that Kerala, Goa, Meghalaya and Delhi, show higher
representation of women as designated HMs, vice principals and principals.
They are followed by Daman & Diu, Karnataka, Gujarat, Chandigarh, Punjab
and Tamil Nadu. Positioning the results within the discourses of opportunities,
identity and privilege, it is theorized that representation of women in school
leadership positions is a function of school leadership position assigned, school
category and context. The policy implication for the study analyses the larger
context of the education system within which school leadership of women is
located. It is extremely crucial to reduce the confusion arising out of large
number of dysfunctional stand-alone school categories mostly with acting-
HMs. Larger schools with Primary level must be retained having sanctioned
school leadership posts and all vacancies filled to achieve gender equity.
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1. School Leadership of Women in the Context of Developing Countries

Ever since 1970s, school leadership is studied with great interest. Research on
women school leaders is no less explored since then (Shekshaft, 1987; Gorgan, 1996;
Limerick and Lingard, 1995; Ozga, 1993). Issues reopen from time to time due to
changing economic, social and political situations. Regardless of the widespread
debates, study and activism, teaching is not a feminized profession in many developing
countries. In Tanzania, 12.7 percent of secondary school principals are women; 8
percent of secondary school principals in Vannatu were women; in Soloman Islands and
Papua New Guinea, only 2.9 percent of secondary school principals were women (Jane,
et.al., 2010). Even though 75 percent of teachers are women, only 28 percent of
elementary school principals are women and 14 percent of high school principals are
women in Arab (Arar, 2010). Women make up the majority of the degree recipients in

educational leadership, but hardly any ascend to leadership positions (Martin, 2011).

Studies' indicate that social, religious and cultural orthodox stereotypes in the
larger societal context influence the representation of women in the education system in
the form of family constraints, violence, career break due to child care responsibilities,
sexual orientation, gender, identity and culture, gender discrimination, notion around
the ethics of care, passive racism and marginalization of ethnic minority. Inequality of
opportunity, lack of leadership preparation and negative perception about accepting the
leadership position of a woman in the work place also impacts the representation of

. . .. 2
women in school leadership positions”.

The monoculture of power (Blackmore, 1999) causes overt and covert practices

on the career of women (Woods, 2005). Some overt practices are: promotion of men as

! Kruger, 1996; Mc Lay and Brown, 1999; Addi Raccah and Ayalin, 2002; Addi Raccah, 2002; Cubillo
and Brown, 2003; Coleman, 2003; Fritzgerald, 2003; Arar, 2010; Trinidad and Normore, 2005;Mutopa
and Shumba, 2006; Weyer, et.al, 2007; Mwebi, 2008; Chabaya, 2009; Lugg and Tooms, 2010; Jane,
et.al, 2010; Gaus, 2011; Aslanargun, 2012; Brinia, 2012; Panigrahi, 2013; Miller, 2013; Kyriakoussis
and Saathi (n.d.); Kyriakoussis and Saathi et.al (n.d.); Sperandio and Kagoda (n.d.); National College
of School Leadership, UK. n.d.

2 Bass,1981; Shekshaft, 1987; Dorsey, 1989; Chase, 1995; Limerick and Lingard, 1995; Blackmore,
1995&1999; Ozga, 1993; Coleman, 2003; Preciurumantuntu et.al.,2012; Gewirtz, et.al, 1995; Benham,
1997; Bolam, 1999; Lugg & Tooms, 2010; Martin, 2011; Smith, 2011; Abu-Tineh, 2012; Popescu and
Gunter, 2011; Makura, n.d; Jane, et.al, 2010.
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secondary school heads and women as primary school heads only to fulfill the
requirement of affirmative action (Marshall, 1985) and; non-recognition and mis-
recognition of achievements of women leaders (Fuller, 2013). Covert practices include
a compulsion for women to maintain a male persona while practicing female
community building skills, lack of formal and informal networks (Martin, 2011);
discouragement for women to apply for university education which is a pre-requisite for
principal’s post in Bangladesh (Sperandio, 2011) and; glass ceiling and glass wall
effects in Israel for those who develop Arab schools (Shipra, et.al., 2011; Metz and
Neely, 1998).

Cubillo and Brown (2003) in their review of studies, suggest three models to
study the reasons for under-representation of women in school leadership positions,
namely, deficit model, internal barriers model, and culture and traditions. In the deficit
model, women are seen to be trained and educated up to the level of men rather than be
valued for what they might bring into the field. The internal barriers theory implies the
perception that women lack confidence, competitiveness and have the fear of failure,
which are due to the historical dominance of men over women. They also argue that
unfamiliarity with the territory rather than lack of confidence results in lack of
knowledge about ‘rule of the game’ that rise the initial fear. The virtual exclusion of
women from the male dominated world of educational management for long is

attributed to this cause.

The culture and traditions affect the ways in which women leaders operate at
macro, meso and micro levels. First, the socio-political macro level refers to the
hegemonic traditions and cultures that often strongly influenced by religious customs,
beliefs and norms in which women are obliged to accept positioned by circumstances.
At the meso level, power-relations within organizations, in particular, the hierarchical
paternalistic nature of most educational institutions affects the representation of women,
even if they allow as they bind the women to practice the traditional familial roles of
caring and concern with the staff welfare, as aunts, as senior, single women with senior
status but with little powers, or as daughters who are allowed some privileges. At the

micro level, concerning the individual herself, women’s perceived lack of self esteem, a
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consequence of traditional male hegemony at the macro level, patriarchal culture, and

climate at the meso level and dutiful compliance to socialization and societal norms
(ibid).

In Indian context, the macro level constraints are drawn by reviewing the studies
conducted in this area. According to Ramachandran (2008), formal education alone is
not adequate to empower women and neutralize the accumulated distortions of the past.
The content of education and context in which it is imparted and the ‘intangible’ inputs
are also equally important (ibid). Despite recognizing the importance of school
leadership while addressing systemic constraints for school leadership (Govinda, 2002;
NUEPA, 2010; GOI and Planning Commission-12" Five Year plan, 2013) and few
research studies on effective schools referring to the importance of school heads
(Sujatha, 2011; European Union, et.al., 2011) also overlook the critical role of women,

gender differences as well as gender equity in school leadership.

At the meso and micro levels, the culture and traditions affecting the leadership
of women are deeply rooted in the practices situated at the macro level culture and
traditions. Women are considered as aptly suited to teaching profession that provides an
additional source of income for the family without disturbing patriarchy (Jandhyala
et.al, 2014; Jandhyala and Ramachandran, 2015). Women are constrained by social
class, norms and family mores about the choice of jobs (Banerjee, 2002) especially
affecting the income of women who are from lower income families (Shenoy-Packer,

2014, p. 63).

Notwithstanding the sudden upsurge and thrust on school leadership
development in India, leadership of women as a special focus area of research and
development remains largely unexplored till date. The present study attempts to fill this
gap by making a beginning in this direction. It focuses on the issue of representation of
women in school leadership positions in Indian context by raising the question: 7o what
extent women are represented in different school leadership positions within the

hierarchy of school categories in India?

Page | 4



N. Mythili

2. Theoretical Underpinnings for the Study

A few conceptual underpinnings identified in the electoral-race in the Indian
context serves to understand the pertinent issues related to school leadership of women,
thus, substituting for the lack of conceptual constructs in Indian context. These refer to
women’s attitude influencing their representation: women want to be leaders and that
there is no significant difference in the aspirations of women who have children and
those who do not; the economic development does not beget female leadership;
women’s broadening career paths have not led to a proportional increase in female
leaders; further, women begin to aspire leadership position only if they see other women
filling similar positions; an aversion to competition or preference for non-competitive
environments may limit the women from occupying leadership positions. (Pande and
Ford, 2011 p. 4). Against the backdrop of the above concepts, theoretical framework for
understanding the representation of women in school leadership positions is adopted for

the present study.

Three sets of discourses are identified for deriving the plausible reasons for
differential representation of women in various school leadership positions. They are:
discourses of Opportunity, Privilege, and Identity (Fitzgerald, 2003). The discourse of
opportunity refers to the achievement of women in acquiring and exercising leadership
roles largely influenced by personal, professional and systemic strategies. The discourse
of the privilege implies the majority of women who succeed in the mostly male
dominated cultures such as schools have achieved a level of status and privilege. The
discourse of identity discusses the difference, diversity, and ethnic groups. In Indian
context, discourse on identity also encompasses making a choice between different
alternatives available amongst parallel leadership positions in the same cadre in the

education system (ibid).
3.  Methodology

The study was carried out at all India and state levels using the secondary data
from UDISE for the year 2012-13. According to the data, as high as ten school

categories with or without regular vacancies in the leadership positions as well as
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designated school heads are in India. It was also found that the school leadership
position is hierarchical in nature depending on the school category. As the pattern of
school education is not uniform in all states, an iterative process was adopted to clean
the data. It led to an understanding that representation of women is not just a
comparison with men in leadership positions but depends on other systemic factors.
This resulted in developing a distinct methodology to study the representation of

women in school leadership positions. A brief description is presented herewith.

Stepl: Understanding Field Realities and Matching Secondary Data

Most of the Primary schools (I-V standards) do not carry the post of designated-
Head Mistress (D-HM). They are managed by in-charge or acting Head Mistriess (A-
HMs). Designated HM’s position is usually found in secondary schools (I/VI-X
standards) and sometimes in very large sized elementary schools (I-VIII standards).
Vice Principals (VP) and Principals’ (P) position are meant for schools having senior
secondary schools (I/VI/IX to XII standards). The U-DISE data shows that there is more
than one school head in large schools in which elementary, secondary and/or senior
secondary schools are functioning together. Therefore, separating the school categories
and matching with school head positions having decision making power constituted the
first step. For example, if the principal is the head of a senior secondary school having 1
to 12 standards, there will be in-charge Head Mistress/Master (HM) at secondary and
primary levels working under the Principal. This helped to address the issue of overlap
and/or double counting of school heads observed in the secondary data. It resulted in

significant cleaning of the data.

Step 2: Representation of different School Categories in India

There are 10 school categories (refer Table 1), out of which, nearly 57 percent
are P-Only schools; 17.99 percent are P+UP schools and; 9.8 percent are UP-Only
schools. Even though the representation of UP+S+HS and P+UP+S+HS school
categories is as low as 3.82 percent and 2.29 percent, respectively, they have been
considered for the study because of two reasons. First, they are large-sized school

categories starting from primary/upper primary upto senior secondary level. Second,
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they have designated school leadership position of vice principal and principal mostly
with regular appointments. Categories such as HS-Only, S+HS, S-Only and UP-Only
and HS-Only are stand-alone schools, mostly without a regular position of a designated

school head. Hence, these schools are not considered for analysis.

Table 1: Representation of School Categories: All India (figures in percent)

School category* | Representation Common names used Considered/
Not Considered
for the study
P only 56.93 Primary (1-5 standards) _
P+UP 17.99 Elementary (1-8 standards) Considered
P+UP+S+HS 2.29 Higher secondary (1-12 standards)
UP only 9.82 Upper primary (6-8 standards) Not Considered
UP+S+ HS 3.82 Higher secondary (6" to 12"
standards)
P+UP+S 2.12 Primary to Secondary (1 to 10™
standards) Considered
UP+S 243 Composite high or secondary
school (6" to 10" standards)
S only 2.55 Secondary or High School (9-10
standards)
S+HS 1.38 Higher secondary (9-12 standards) | Not Considered
HS only 0.67 Higher Secondary (11-12
standards)

(*Henceforth only standard forms will be used for school categories such as P+UP, P+UP+S, etc.).

Step 3: Representation of States in different School Categories

The U-DISE data shows all 35 states and Union Territories as having P-Only
and P+UP school categories. 97 percent of states have PUP+S+HS, UP+S+HS and UP-
Only schools (34 states). Except Tamil Nadu and Mizoram, all other states have
P+UP+S schools (94.3 percent). UP+S school category is found in 80 percent of the
states (28 states). UP+S schools are considered for analysis because they have
designated school leadership position, essential for ensuring the universal access to
schooling, opportunity for the completion of the entire school-stage up to 10™ standard.

A 75 percent cut-off is applied in considering a state with a particular school category
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having a designated school head. The present study considers P-Only, P+UP, UP+S,
P+UP+S, P+UP+S+HS and UP+S+HS school categories (Table 2).

Table 2: Representation of States in different School Categories in India

School Category | No. of states | Percentage | States without School Category

P only 35 100.0

P+UP 35 100.0

P+UP+S+HS 34 97.1 Mizoram

UP only 34 97.1 Chandigarh

UP+S+ HS 34 97.1 Mizoram

P+UP+S 33 94.3 Mizoram and Tamil Nadu

UP+S 28 80.0 A&N Islands, Chandigarh, Dadar & Nagar Haveli,
Lakshadweep, Mizoram, Sikkim and Tamil Nadu

S only 26 74.3 West Bengal, Tripura, Sikkim, Rajasthan,
Puducherry, Delhi, Arunachal Pradesh,
Chandigarh, Lakshadweep

S+HS 25 71.43 West Bengal, Tripura, Sikkim, Odisha, Nagaland,
Mizoram, Goa, Chandigarh, Andhra Pradesh, Delhi

HS only 23 65.7 West Bengal, Uttarakhand, Uttar Pradesh, Tripura,
Sikkim, Rajasthan, Odisha, Madhya Pradesh,
Lakshadweep, Delhi, Chandigarh, Arunachal
Pradesh

States not considered against different leadership positions in different school
categories are summarized in Table 3. Reasons for not considering are either due to the

absence of data or near absence of a school category in that particular state or both.
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Table 3: States Not Considered for Studying the Representation of Women in
School Leadership Positions
School Acting HMs * Designated HMs Vice Principals
Category Principals
P only Delhi (34)
P+UP Delhi (34) Delhi (34)
P+UP+S+HS | Delhi, Mizoram (33) A& N Islands, | Mizoram (34)
Mizoram (33)
UP only Chandigarh, Delhi (33)
UP+S+ HS Delhi Mizoram (33) Mizoram (34) | Mizoram(34)
P+UP+S Delhi, Mizoram Mizoram and Tamil
Tamil Nadu (32) Nadu (34)
UP+S A&N Islands, Sikkim, A&N Islands, Sikkim,
Chandigarh, Dadar and Chandigarh, Dadar and
Nagar Haveli, Delhi Nagar Haveli, Delhi,
Lakshadweep, Mizoram, | Lakshadweep, Mizoram,
Tamil Nadu (27) Tamil Nadu (27)

(Numbers in the brackets represent the total number of states considered for the study). (*Hence forth, the
acronym HM used in the text refers to Head Mistress).

In sum, representation of women in different school leadership positions in
India depends on five major factors viz., representation of school categories; positional
hierarchy of school leadership such as acting HM, designated HM, vice principal or

principal and; representation of men in school leadership positions.

Step 4: Matching School Leadership Position with School Categories

School Leadership position refers to the headship in a particular school category
with a designation assigned by the departments of education in the respective states and
UTs. Broadly, there are four types of school Leadership positions in India, viz., acting
HMs, designated HMs, vice principals, and principals. They are hierarchically arranged

leadership positions matching with the hierarchy of school categories.

Acting HMs are those in the school leadership position where there is no
designated Head or sanctioned post, or where the vacancy of a designated post is not yet

filled through regular appointment. Usually a senior teacher is nominated as the acting
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HM. Designated HM is a regular appointment meant for P+UP schools which are large
sized, UP+S and P+UP+S schools. Vice Principal and Principal posts also refer to
designated school leadership position in senior secondary schools such as P+UP+S+HS
and UP+S+HS. Appointments for regular positions are made through an open selection

process or promotion basis depending on the seniority and state’s policy.

Step 5: Categorising into Under, Higher and Equal Representation of Women in school

leadership position in the States

Analysis was carried out at national and state levels for all leadership positions,
separately, using percentage analysis considering the appropriate school categories as
discussed above. A comparison was made between the percentage of women and men

school heads to understand the notion of representation.

A cut-off point at 50 percent is used to understand the nature of representation of
women in school leadership positions as higher, equal and under-representation. The
rationale for choosing the 50 percent mark is based on the following: Firstly, the
principle of equality of opportunity is applied to study the representation of women,
which is also followed in most of the studies reviewed and discussed above. Secondly,
ensuring gender equality is a way of legitimising the unique contribution of women
arising from their different life experiences, values and attitudes which are traditionally
associated with feminine attributes while promoting the merit principle for improving
quality of education (Paul, 2010). Thirdly, fair or substantive equality of opportunity
not only gives scope for open competition but also fair access to qualification required
for success. This addresses the issues of class, caste, sex, and social circumstances’.
Fourth, Right to Equality is a first Fundamental Right listed in the Indian Constitution.
Hence, it justifies to say that 50 percent be used as the cutoff point to make three
distinct categories while studying the nature of representation of women vis-a-vis men’s

representation in the respective school leadership positions. Accordingly,

3 https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/equal-opportunity/ (accessed on 17" May 2017).
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the representation of women below 50 percent in a particular school leadership position
is called Under Representation (UR) of women school heads. A representation of
women above 50 percent in a particular school leadership position is referred to as
Higher Representation (HR) of women school heads. Lastly, an exact representation of
50 percent of women in the school leadership position is called Equal Representation

(ER) of women school heads.

Similarly, a comparison between the representation of women teachers and men
teachers is also made to study the extent of faminisation of the teaching profession in

which these women are situated in different school leadership positions in India.

Further, in studying UR states, the first rank was given to the state with the
lowest representation of women school heads in the leadership position considered for
study. In case of HR states, the first rank was given to that state having the highest
representation of women in the school leadership position which is being studied. No
rank was assigned to ER states. A zero was assigned to that state where women teachers
existed without any woman or man in the leadership position being studied. In other
words, though they were retained in the study, no ranking was assigned to these states
and was marked NA (Not Applicable). For example, NA was assigned in A & N Island

because the data did not reveal any vice principal in that state.
4.  Analysis and Discussion of Results

A detailed analysis of data was carried out at the national and state levels
considering the school categories identified for the purpose. An aggregate analysis for

all states was also carried out.
4.1 Representation of Women in School Leadership Positions: All India

At the all India level, women are under-represented than men do in most of the
leadership positions and school categories except in P+UP+S+HS schools as vice
principals. Women are also higher represented as acting HMs in P+UP+S+HS schools.
There is an under representation of women as designated HMs at secondary level and as

principals at senior secondary level in all the school categories. Results also show that
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there is a higher representation of men teachers in all school categories when compared
to women teachers except in P+UP+S+HS (see Appendix 2 for details). This is similar
to the pattern observed in other developing countries where teaching profession is not

yet feminized (see Table 4).

Table 4: Representation of Women in different School Leadership Positions and
Women Teachers: All India

School Leadership School Category (figures in percentages)

Position Ponly |P+UP |P+UP+S+HS |[UPonly | UP+HS | P+UP+S | UP+S
Women Acting HMs 34 34 52 24 35 36 26
Women Designated HMs 31 31 23
Women Vice Principals 64 46

Women Principals 48 26

Men Teachers 53 52 34 68 59 48 65
Women Teachers 47 48 66 32 41 52 35

4.2 State Level Aggregate Analysis of Women in School Leadership Positions

There is an under-representation of Women acting HMs in 67 percent of the
total states (Refer Table 5). They are represented higher in 29 percent states and
represented equally in 4 percent of the states. In 78 percent of the states, women are
under-represented as designated HMs. In nearly 21 percent of states, women designated
HMs are representation higher. Only one percent of states show equal representation of
women as designated HMs. Women vice principals are under-represented in 50 percent
of the states. They are equally represented in 6.1 percent of the states and in 43.9

percent of states, women vice principals are higher represented.
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Table 5: Representation Pattern of States on Women in School Leadership Positions

Percentage of States with
representation of women in

All school categories

School Category school leadership positions together for All India
UR ER HR UR ER HR
Primary only P only 73.5(25)* 59(2) 20.6 (7)
Elementary P+UP 58.8 (20) 00(0) | 4124
Primary with Higher secondary
P+UPLS+HS 42.4 (14) 9.1(3) | 48.5(16)
Acting HMs Upper primary only UP only 69.7 (23) 6.1(2) 242 (8)| 67.0 | 4.0 29.1
Upper Primary with Higher
4.8 (2 .0 12.1 (4
Secondary UP+S+HS 84.8(28) 30 @)
Primary with secondary
PLUPLS 60.6 (20) 3.0(1) | 36.412)
Composite secondary UP+S 81.5(22) 0.0 (0) 18.5(5)
Elementary P+UP 74.3 (26) 0.0 (0) 25.7(9)
Designated HMs Primary with secondary P+UP+S | 69.7 (23) 3.0(1) 273(09)| 78.1 1.0 20.8
Composite secondary UP+S 92.9 (26) 0.0 (0) 7.1(2)
Primary with Higher secondary
P+UP+S+HS 333 (11) 6.1(2) | 60.6 (20)
Vice Principals 0 o o Hieh 50.0 | 6.1 43.9
pper Primary with Higher
722 12 217.
Secondary UP+S+HS 66.7(22) 61 730)
Primary with Higher Secondary
P+UPLS+HS 61.8(21) | 147(5)| 23.5()
Principals 0 o P 70.6 103 ] 19.1
pper Primary with Higher
Secondary UP+S+HS 79.4 (27) 59(2) 14.7 (5)

(* Figures in the brackets refer to the number of states; figures without brackets shoe percentage of states)

Similarly, there is under-representation of women principals in 70.6 percent of

the states, equal representation in 10.3 percent states, and higher representation in 19.1

percent of the states. It is surprising to note that while there is a higher representation of

women vice principals in 60.6 percent of the states in P+UP+S+HS school category,

they are under-represented as principals in 62 percent of the states in the same school

category. States with equal representation of women and men is highest (10.3 percent)

for principals when compared to any other leadership position. By and large, more

states show under-representation of women in leadership positions. A few states also

show equal representation (Table 5).
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4.3 State wise Analysis of Representation of Women in School Leadership Positions

In this section, a comprehensive summary of state wise analysis considering
each school category is presented briefly. (see Appendix 1: Tables from 1 to 14 for

more details).

Acting HMs: In most of the UR states, women A-HMs in all school categories are
mostly found in the range of 20-29, 30-39 and 40-49 percent. In HR States, women
acting HMs are found more in higher secondary and secondary school categories. There

are no ER states.

Designated HMs: In P+UP schools, the representation of Women Designated HMs in

UR states ranges between 11 (Lakshadweep) and 48 (Puducherry) percent. Most of
them show 20-29 percent representation of women. Among HR States, in the same
school category, 6 out of 9 states are in the range of 61-70 percent. In P+UP+S school
category, twelve states are under-represented. Lakshadweep shows the lowest with zero
percent. Puducherry shows the highest women HMs with 48 percent. Only in Dadar and
Nagar Haveli men and women Designated HMs is equal in P+UP+S schools. Four out
of nine states show higher representation of women designated HM in the range of 61-
70 percent. In UP+S schools, only Kerala and Meghalaya show higher representation of
women Designated HMs; Delhi ranks the lowest with none and Goa with 41 percent,
the highest. Mostly, schools in Delhi are up to 12" standard, which is the reason why

there is a low percentage of Designated HMs.

Vice Principals: Bihar, Rajasthan and Tripura have the highest under-representation of

women vice principals with zero percent and Tamil Nadu has 48 percent under-
representation (the highest) of women vice principals in UP+S+HS schools. Women
vice principals are dispersed across all percentage ranges between 20-29 and 40-49
percent in UR states. In nine HR states in the same school category, there are more
women vice principals. Also, all vice principals are women (100 percent) in UP+S+HS
schools in Andhra Pradesh, Chandigarh, and Daman and Diu. Goa and Nagaland have
equal representation of men and women in the same school category. In P+UP+S+HS

schools, among HR states, Maharashtra ranks the lowest with 52 percent and Goa ranks
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highest with 100 percent. Tripura and Meghalaya have equal representation of men and
women as vice principals in the same school category. It is interesting to note that the
number of UR states for women vice principals is lesser in P+UP+S+HS school

category than that in UP+S+HS school category.

Principals: The percentage of women principals range from 4 to 43 percent in UR states
in UP+S+HS school category. Here, UR states in 20-29 percentage range are more.
Chandigarh and Sikkim are ER states in the same school category. HR states range from
53 percent in West Bengal (lowest) to 100 percent in Andhra Pradesh and Daman &
Diu in UP+S+HS schools. In the P+UP+S+HS school category, Arunachal Pradesh has
the highest under-representation of women principals with only nine percent and
Jharkhand has 45 percent women principals among the UR states. There are more UR
states in the range of 40-49 percent, which is an encouraging trend as representation of
women seem to be on the rise. These states are: A & N Island, Daman & Diu, Goa,
Karnataka and Tripura are ER states. Eight states show higher representation of women
principals among HR states with Puducherry showing highest representation (88
percent) and Punjab with a lowest representation (56 percent) of women principals in
P+UP+S+HS schools. Most of the states are in the range of 61-70 percent of higher

representation of women as school principals.
5. Emerging Pattern from the State Wise Analysis of Representation of Women

State level analysis is further consolidated to identify the emerging pattern with
regard to school leadership of women. Representation of women across all school
categories are considered together to understand the emergent pattern for all four
leadership positions. Using the state level results for every school leadership position, a
‘y’ is marked in the cells created for the purpose for each state either for UR, ER or HR
as the case may be. All ‘y’s across all school categories marked for UR, ER and HR are
added separately for each state and percentage is calculated. The percentages so
obtained are used to identify the emerging pattern. The cutoff point at 50 percent is
retained here also. In identifying the emerging pattern, states with equal to or more than

50% of school categories are considered under higher representation of women. ER
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States are merged with HR states as their number is very less while identifying the

pattern. (see Appendix 3: Tables 1 to 4).

In Chandigarh, Goa, Meghalaya, Punjab and Tamil Nadu, there is a higher
representation of women school leaders in all 4 leadership positions. It implies that
there is slightly a mix of higher representation women school heads between all three
designated leadership positions and acting HMs’ position. Even in Daman & Diu,
Karnataka, Puducherry and Gujarat, the representation of women is higher in 3
leadership positions, such as vice principals, principals and Acting HMs. Andhra
Pradesh and West Bengal also have a higher representation of vice principals and
principals. In the remaining states, higher representation in one school leadership
position is mostly limited to vice principals. Even here, it implies that there is a mix of
higher representation of women school heads in two of the three designated leadership
positions as well as acting-heads position. In contrast, Kerala and Delhi show higher
representation of women school leaders only in regular leadership posts such as
designated HM, vice principals and principals. It implies that there is definitely a higher

representation of women in leadership positions (Table 6).

Table 6: Emerging Pattern of Women in different School Leadership Positions in States

having Higher Representation

hool Leadershi 2 leadershi 3 leadershi 4 leadershi
Se .Of) cadersiip 1 leadership Position e.a .ers P e.a‘ers P e.a.ers P
Position positions Positions Positions
Daman & Diu,
A-HMs A & N Islands Karnataka
Pondicherry, Gujarat
D- HMs Dadar & N Haveli Dama.m & Diu,
Delhi, Kerala
- Chandigarh
Daman & Diu, Goa
Assam , Odisha, Haryana, Andhra Pradesh Karnataka, Meghalaya

Vice principals Chhattisgarh, Himachal Pradesh, Delhi, Kerala,

t B 1 Punjab
Nagaland, Jharkhand, Maharashtra West Benga !

Gujarat, Tamil Nadu

Pondicherry

Delhi, Kerala,
Principals Andhra Pradesh | Gujarat,
P West Bengal |Pondicherry,

Karnataka

(States in Bold and italics show clearly that there is a higher representation of women in three designated leadership
positions; states in Bold indicate higher representation in all the four leadership positions, a mix of designated and
acting positions).
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Goa shows that there is no under representation of women school leaders in any
school category in addition to having equal representation of principals and vice
principals. It clearly shows that there is a higher representation of Women in school
leadership positions in Goa. Similarly, trajectory of representation of states across
different leadership positions also shows that Kerala, Delhi, and Meghalaya have higher
and./or equal representation of women as Designated HMs, vice principals and
principals. It can be concluded that there is a higher representation of women in three
school leadership positions such as designated HMs, vice principals and principals in

Goa, Kerala, Delhi and Meghalaya (Table 7).

The above mentioned four states with higher representation of women school-
heads are closely followed by Daman & Diu, Karnataka, Gujarat and Chandigarh as
there is an equal representation of women in all four leadership positions. Even though
Punjab and Tamil Nadu show higher representation of women in all 4 leadership
positions, there is no equal representation of women in any of the leadership positions.
In addition, a higher representation of Acting HMs observed in these states implies that
regular vacancies for these leadership positions may not yet be fully filled. Because of
this, these states can be considered to have moderate representation of women in the

three designated leadership positions (Table 7).

Table 7: Emerging Pattern of Women in different School Leadership Positions in the
States having Equal Representation

School Leadership | 1 leadership Position 2 leadership positions 3 leadership | 4 leadership
Position Positions Positions
Acting HMs Andhra Pradesh, Goa, Dadar & N Haveli Goa Nil

Gujarat, Haryana, Odisha | Chandigarh, Daman & Diu
Maharashtra, Meghalaya

Designated HMs Dadar & N Haveli

Vice Principal Nagaland Tripura Goa

Principal Karnataka , Sikkim Chandigarh, Daman & Diu, | Goa
Tripura

Remaining states such as Arunachal Pradesh, Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Jammu &
Kashmir, Lakshadweep, Madhya Pradesh, Manipur, Mizoram, Rajasthan, Sikkim,
Tripura, Uttar Pradesh and Uttarakhand have under-representation of women in all

school leadership positions.
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6. Interpretation of Results

The results discussed so far on the representation of women school leaders are
interpreted positioning within the three theoretical discourses of opportunity, identity

and privilege (Fitzgerald, 2003).

The Discourse of Opportunities: Firstly, there is a high percentage of acting or in-

charge positions instead of designated School Leadership Positions. Acting HMs are in
57 percent of P-Only schools as well as an additional 4.57 percent stand-alone schools
in S-Only, HS-Only and S+HS-Only schools. Results show that only in 38 percent of
schools, designated leadership positions with regular vacancies are present. Secondly,
designated school leadership positions exist only in 4 out of 10 school categories
constituting a mere 40 percent of school categories having just 32 percent of the total
schools. These school categories are P+UP+S, P+UP+S+HS; UP+S+HS and UP+S.
These two scenarios imply that opportunity available for school Leadership positions is
acutely low. Within this abysmally low opportunity available for school leadership,
women are represented higher as vice principals only in 2.9 percent schools belonging
to P+UP+S+HS category. It can be concluded that there is a severe deficit of

representation of women in school leadership positions in India.

It is also crucial to observe that each state has a predominant pattern of
schooling. For example, in Karnataka, the predominant pattern of schooling is P-Only,
P+UP, and P+UP+S schools. It may be possible that Karnataka has a higher
representation of Women HMs in these school categories when compared to those in
other school categories. In contrast, Uttar Pradesh has all types of school categories and
women might have been spread in all these school leadership positions. This may be a
reason for the under representation of women in Uttar Pradesh. In Mizoram,
predominant school categories as per the UDISE data are HS-Only and S+HS, which
are rarely seen in other states. In contrast, the popular school categories of other states
such as P to HS and UP to HS are present scantly in Mizoram according to the data. So,
the representation of women as vice principals and principals as lower may also be due

to non-consideration of the predominant school categories in the state for analysis. In
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Andhra Pradesh, the predominant school pattern is P-Only and UP+S schools. It is
obvious that there are more designated HMs than the principals. These realities imply
that the representation of women in different leadership positions not only depends on
the number of women HMs in that school category, but also on the pattern of the school
education system in that state that is based on the dominantly prevailing school

categories for the state.

Discourse of Identity: In the system, parallel leadership positions exist at the district

administration level, Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA) and Rashtiya Madhyamik Shiksha

Abhiyan (RMSA) programmatic structures with that of school leadership positions such
as designated HM, vice principals and principals. Those appointed as programme
implementation officers in SSA and RMSA enjoy better decision making powers,
autonomy and control mechanisms along with comparatively lesser accountability when
compared to these school leaders. In some of the states, individuals have a choice to
become a school head or educational administrators under the same cadre and service
rules. For example, instead of working as designated HM at secondary school level, one
can be in the leadership positions at Block level as Block resource persons and/or Block
resource coordinators. Or, they can work as academic monitoring officers in SSA
instead of head teacher at secondary level. It can also be a junior lecturer at higher
secondary level instead of High School HM. Instead of school heads at secondary level,
one can work as project officers in SSA and RMSA at the state level after five to seven
years of experience. So, many states witnesses frequent internal transfers of school
heads from school leadership positions to various system level leadership positions.
Women designated HMs in India may prefer to negotiate this aspect to make choice at
school or system level. They may choose the parallel leadership position which seems
to be advantageous than the designated HM’s post at secondary level. In contrast,
principal and vice principal at higher secondary level enjoy better social status, greater
autonomy and decision making powers in the system and hence prefer to remain in

these positions than shifting to programmatic structures.

Discourse of the Privilege: Out of the three designated leadership positions existing in

32 percent of the schools, higher representation of women as vice principals is only in
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2.29 percent schools in P+UP+S+HS category. Ascending to these positions is also
influenced by their educational, social, familial and cultural contexts beyond the
education system. Vice principals and principals is a position achieved by fulfilling the
criteria of selection through competition, qualification and a proven record in the career
besides seniority based promotion. The higher representation of women as vice
principals indicate that women have also attempted to overcome the glass ceiling and
glass wall effects contesting the popular notion that men manage from leadership

positions and women teach.

In contrast, the under-representation of women as school leaders is due to socio-
cultural traditions entrenched in the hegemony, patriarchy in the education system
causes under-representation. It may also be due to non-acceptance of leadership of
women by other women as well as men colleagues, hesitation on the part of the women
to take risks as school leaders, lack of family support and other social compulsions,
cultural context of the society where competitiveness is not encouraged or accepted and
many other factors also limit the women from aspiring and seeking an identity as school
leader. It is peculiar to India where women are seen as change agents and guardians of
old cultures (Gosh, 1996). Because of all these reasons and many more, the

representation of women depends on several contextual and educational factors in India.

The representation of Women in School leadership Position in Indian context is,
therefore, defined as those factors influencing each other in a comparative perspective
in which women school leaders functioning in a given school category having a specific
leadership position with their men counterparts. Further, “Representation of women in
school leadership [SLR] is a function of representation of the school categories [SC]
and school leadership positions assigned [SLa] to that school category within the given
context [C] of the system’s policy and existing practices, the proportion of men and

women teachers and available opportunities and choices”.

It is expressed in the form of a simple equation: SLgr= C [ f(SC, SL4) |-
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7.  Conclusions and Policy Implications

A study of school leadership of women, though not new, remains untouched in
Indian context. In the present paper, an attempt has been made to study the
representation of women in four school leadership positions such as Acting HMs,
Designated HMs, Vice Principals and Principals. Secondary data from UDISE (2012-
13) is used to study all states and Union territories. Results indicate that women are
under-represented in three of the four leadership positions. There is a higher
representation of women as vice principals only in P+UP+S+HS school category. States
such as Kerala, Delhi, Goa, and Meghalaya show clearly a higher representation of
women as Designated HMs, vice principals and principals as well as equal
representation. These are closely followed by Daman & Diu, Karnataka, and Gujarat
and Chandigarh. Punjab and Tamil Nadu show moderate representation of women in
three designated leadership positions. Remaining states have under representation of
women heads in all four leadership positions. In short, feminization of school

leadership is not a predominant feature in India.

Opportunity for school leadership positions exists in less than 40 percent of total
schools in India. It is compounded by the challenge of parallel leadership positions at
various levels in the education system. This might be the reason for the lower
representation of women in leadership positions except as vice principals in

P+UP+S+HS schools, a mere 2.9 percent of the total school categories.

Nearly 60 percent of school categories without designated leadership positions
indicate the systemic dysfunction as the large proportion of these acting HMs can be
rolled back anytime as teachers. Even when all three designated positions are filled with
school heads with regular appointments, their proportion would still remain low at 32
percent of the total schools. It is not only the issue of women’s representation, but the
available opportunity within the system in terms of sanctioned posts, designated
leadership positions and existing vacancies. The stand-alone school categories such as
S-Only, HS-Only, UP-Only and S+HS mostly without the sanctioned posts for

designated leadership positions calls for a wider debate in terms of their relevance and
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contribution for achieving universal goals of education. Such a debate needs to address
the confusion arising from a large number of school categories without designated
leadership positions severely affecting the appointments of school heads. Within this
larger systemic context, the representation of women’s leadership needs to be

positioned for a meaningful intervention to improve gender equity.

The policy suggestion would be to reduce the prevailing confusion by
decreasing the number of school categories. It is viable to retain larger sized school
category in which Primary school with 1-5 standards are compulsorily included such as
P+UP, P+UP+S and P+UP+S+HS. It is also feasible to retain UP+S+HS schools across
all states for which P-Only schools are already attached as feeder schools complying
with the RTE norms for ensuring universal access to education. Six school categories,
viz., P-Only, P+UP, P+UP+S, P+UP+S+HS, UP+S+HS and UP+S can be retained.
Stand alone schools can be merged to these schools. Clearly defined leadership
positions with sanctioned posts can be assigned to these six school categories as Junior
HMs for P-Only and P+UP schools, secondary HMs for P+UP+S schools; Vice
principals and Principals for P+UP+S+HS and UP+S+HS schools. All schools would
then have regular appointments either on promotion basis, competition or a combination
of both. An initiative of this nature contributes to redesigning a well managed school
system in which all school categories have clearly defined school leadership positions.

Within this larger context, the study of women leaders is more meaningful.
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Appendix 1: Representation of Women in School Leadership Positions (U DISE: 2012-13)
(All figures in percentage except Ranking)
(Abbreviations: D-HMs = Designated HMs; VPs= Vice Principals; P= Principals; W = Women)

Table 1: Representation of Women Acting HMs in P only Schools

S.No States W-AHMs Rank Women Teachers
1 Lakshadweep 0 1 45
2 Tripura 6 2 26
3 Assam 23 3 37
4 Andhra Pradesh 25 4 52
5 Nagaland 26 5 46
6 Odisha 29 6 43
7 Arunachal Pradesh 29 6 41
8 Chbhattisgarh 29 6 37
9 Jharkhand 31 7 30
10 Madhya Pradesh - 31 7 33
11 Mizoram ;D. 31 7 48
12 Rajasthan . 31 7 33
13 Mabharashtra § 31 7 47
14 West Bengal % 33 8 45
15 Uttar Pradesh ﬁ 33 8 44
16 Haryana g | 9 46
17 Sikkim 34 9 49
18 Himachal Pradesh 35 10 45
19 Bihar 35 10 45
20 Manipur 37 11 48
21 Uttarakhand 40 12 56
22 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 41 13 59
23 Jammu & Kashmir 41 13 41
24 Daman & Diu 44 14 77
25 Karnataka 48 15 51
26 Gujarat 50 49
- Equal NO RANK

27 Chandigarh 50 87
28 Meghalaya 56 5 56
29 Punjab GE" 59 4 69
30 Puducherry i 61 3 69
31 A & N Islands 2 71 2 68
32 Goa Z 82 1 89
33 Tamil Nadu g 82 1 83
34 Kerala 5 (s 1 82
35 Delhi No Acting HM
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Table 2: Representation of Women Acting HMs in P+UP Schools

S.No. States W-A HMs Rank "l}::cnlf;‘s
1 Tripura 7 1 24
2 Jharkhand 18 2 29
3 Bihar 21 3 37
4 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 24 4 58
5 Lakshadweep 25 5 50
6 Odisha 25 5 46
7 Rajasthan 26 6 33
8 West Bengal = 29 7 44
9 Jammu & Kashmir E 29 7 41
10 Arunachal Pradesh E 29 7 42
11 Manipur 3 32 8 49
12 Uttar Pradesh g |32 8 40
13 Nagaland V! 9 56
14 Mabharashtra = 35 10 48
15 Assam 37 11 41
16 Mizoram 38 12 55
17 Andhra Pradesh 38 13 49
18 Sikkim 41 14 54
19 Madhya Pradesh 43 15 55
20 Chbhattisgarh 48 16 65
21 Gujarat 51 13 54
22 Haryana 53 12 63
23 Uttarakhand 55 11 65
24 Goa 57 10 80
25 Himachal Pradesh Z |0 9 69
26 Karnataka E 60 9 57
27 Puducherry .? 62 8 75
28 A & N Islands E 64 7 61
29 Tamil Nadu g |66 6 71
30 Daman & Diu = |67 5 89
31 Punjab = 79 4 85
32 Chandigarh 83 3 83
33 Kerala 85 2 76
34 Meghalaya 88 1 70
35 Delhi No Acting HM
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Table 3: Representation of Women Acting HMs in UP only Schools

SI. No States ‘AVI-IMS Rank }XZT;;S
1 Lakshadweep 0 1 31
2 Puducherry 0 1 4
3 Sikkim 0 1 23
4 Tripura 0 1 44
5 Nagaland 12 2 34
6 Bihar 14 3 31
7 Chhattisgarh 16 4 32
8 Mizoram 16 4 35
9 Assam 17 5 24
10 West Bengal E 18 6 21
11 Odisha i 20 7 31
12 Haryana = 23 8 34
13 Uttar Pradesh % 23 8 31
14 Himachal Pradesh g |2 8 26
15 Arunachal Pradesh E. 25 9 51
16 Madhya Pradesh 26 10 31
17 Uttarakhand 28 11 38
18 Manipur 29 12 37
19 A & N Islands 30 13 40
20 Jharkhand 31 14 24
21 Goa 33 15 79
22 Meghalaya 40 16 46
23 Punjab 46 17 56
24 Andhra Pradesh 50 No Rank 13
25 Mabharashtra Equal 50 56
26 Gujarat 57 6 57
27 Daman & Diu g 57 6 49
28 Kerala g 68 5 70
29 Karnataka z 72 4 61
30 Rajasthan EERER 3 75
31 Tamil Nadu % 73 3 83
32 Jammu & Kashmir g’- 92 2 84
33 Dadra & Nagar Haveli = 100 1 100
34 Delhi No Acting HM

35 Chandigarh No school category
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Table 4: Representation of Women Acting HMs in P+UP+S+HS Schools

SLNo | State W- A HMs Rank Women
Teachers

1 Lakshadweep 0 1 52
2 Mizoram School category does not exist
3 Bihar 6 2 18
4 Manipur 22 3 46
5 Tripura § 25 4 38
6 Rajasthan <] 25 4 33
7 Arunachal Pradesh _? 29 5 34
8 Jharkhand 3 35 6 48
9 Nagaland E 36 7 62
10 Uttar Pradesh g’- 38 8 37
11 Jammu & Kashmir = 39 9 57
12 Maharashtra 47 10 55
13 West Bengal 47 10 66
14 Odisha 49 11 67
15 Dadra & Nagar Haveli - 50 E g 81
16 Goa 2 50 B 75
17 Meghalaya = 50 73
18 A & N Islands 51 15 60
19 Andhra Pradesh 52 14 59
20 Chbhattisgarh 54 13 63
21 Uttarakhand 55 12 70
22 Madhya Pradesh 56 11 64
23 Haryana = 58 10 63
24 Himachal Pradesh = 59 9 68
25 Chandigarh i 64 8 84
26 Gujarat -'9‘: 64 8 63
27 Punjab 2 69 7 81
28 Sikkim e | 6 53
29 Assam S |75 5 49
30 Karnataka 76 4 79
31 Kerala 76 4 81
32 Tamil Nadu 77 15 83
33 Puducherry 81 14 75
34 Daman & Diu 100 13 86
35 Delhi No Acting HM
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Table 5: Representation of Women Acting HMs in UP+S+HS Schools

SLNo | State W-A HMs Rank Women
Teachers
1 Arunachal Pradesh 0 1 25
2 Chandigarh 0 1 76
3 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 0 1 35
4 Goa 0 1 47
5 Lakshadweep 0 1 47
6 Manipur 0 1 45
7 Sikkim 0 1 58
8 Jammu & Kashmir 14 2 32
9 Uttar Pradesh 19 3 17
10 Uttarakhand 19 3 25
11 Assam 19 3 33
12 Bihar g |20 4 27
13 West Bengal & |2 5 37
14 Rajasthan _? 24 6 26
15 Tripura 2 25 7 29
16 Himachal Pradesh g |26 8 37
17 Maharashtra g’- 27 9 31
18 Gujarat = |2 9 29
19 Punjab 32 10 58
20 Chbhattisgarh 33 11 43
21 Nagaland 33 12 47
22 Madhya Pradesh 34 13 40
23 Jharkhand 35 14 45
24 Haryana 36 15 43
25 Andhra Pradesh 36 15 42
26 Karnataka 40 16 37
27 A & N Islands 42 17 46
28 Tamil Nadu 46 18 57
29 Odisha Equal | 50 37
30 Puducherry 63 4 51
31 Meghalaya ==} 67 3 57
32 Kerala T |72 2 71
3 Daman & Diu T s 1 13
34 Mizoram No school category
35 Delhi No acting HMs
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Table 6: Representation of Women Acting HMs in P+UP+S Schools

S.No | State W-A HMs Rank Women
Teachers
1 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 1 70
2 Lakshadweep 1 20
3 Mizoram 34
- No school category | No rank
4 Tamil Nadu 0
5 Jharkhand 14 2 34
6 Tripura 16 3 28
7 Bihar 18 4 32
8 Rajasthan = 18 4 28
9 West Bengal & 20 5 43
10 Arunachal Pradesh 5 20 5 39
11 Manipur 3 23 6 47
12 | Odisha S 27 7 44
13 Uttar Pradesh g’- 27 7 28
14 Andhra Pradesh = 30 8 47
15 Sikkim 30 8 48
16 Jammu & Kashmir 38 9 51
17 Nagaland 38 9 54
18 Assam 38 9 51
19 Madhya Pradesh 45 10 54
20 Mabharashtra 48 11 61
21 Daman & Diu Equal 50 No rank 86
22 Gujarat 54 11 65
23 A & N Islands 59 10 66
24 Meghalaya 60 9 76
25 Himachal Pradesh u% 61 8 66
26 Uttarakhand E 65 7 64
27 Karnataka z 66 6 73
28 Chhattisgarh E 67 5 67
29 Puducherry % 72 4 73
30 | Punjab = |1 3 85
31 Chandigarh = 78 2 80
32 Kerala 78 2 83
33 Goa 85 1 82
34 Delhi No Acting HM
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Table 7: Representation of Women Acting HMs in UP+S Schools

S.No | State W-A HMs | Rank Women
teachers
1 Chhattisgarh 0 1 38
2 Madhya Pradesh 13 2 46
3 Himachal Pradesh 13 2 32
4 Bihar 15 3 21
5 Rajasthan 16 4 20
6 Jammu & Kashmir 17 5 30
7 Odisha 17 5 26
8 Assam 19 6 33
9 Haryana 20 7 37
10 Uttarakhand g |2 8 30
11 Uttar Pradesh E 21 8 19
12 Jharkhand s |23 9 33
13 Maharashtra % 23 9 38
14 Gujarat §. 25 10 32
15 Puducherry = |27 11 53
16 West Bengal 29 12 40
17 Nagaland 30 13 32
18 Andhra Pradesh 31 14 38
19 Manipur 32 15 51
20 Punjab 34 16 55
21 Meghalaya 36 16 52
22 Karnataka 44 17 38
23 Goa = 64 3 66
24 Kerala U% 70 2 75
25 Arunachal Pradesh N 100 1 36
26 Daman & Diu 100 1 64
27 Tripura 100 1 50
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Table 8: Representation of Women Designated HMs in P+UP+S Schools

S. States W-D HMs Rank Women
No teachers
1 Lakshadweep 0 1 20
2 Bihar 12 2 32
3 Arunachal Pradesh 12 2 39
4 Rajasthan 14 3 28
5 Manipur 16 4 47
6 Tripura 18 5 28
7 Assam 22 6 51
8 Sikkim 23 7 48
9 Nagaland E 25 8 54
10 Odisha g 25 8 44
11 Uttar Pradesh -":EJ 26 9 28
12 Jharkhand é 26 9 34
13 Haryana g: 32 10 60
14 | Daman & Diu s 33 11 68
15 West Bengal 34 12 43
16 Jammu & Kashmir 37 13 51
17 Madhya Pradesh 37 13 54
18 Himachal Pradesh 42 14 66
19 Andhra Pradesh 42 14 47
20 Maharashtra 43 15 61
21 Gujarat 45 16 65
22 Chhattisgarh 47 17 67
23 Puducherry 48 18 73
24 Dadar & Nagar Haveli Equal 50 No rank 70
25 Uttarakhand 55 9 64
26 Karnataka 57 8 73
27 Kerala ug 63 7 83
28 Punjab %; 65 6 85
29 Goa -'9‘: 68 5 82
30 | Meghalaya ¢ 69 4 76
31 Chandigarh g: 71 3 80
32 | A&NIslands s 73 2 66
33 Delhi 81 1 83
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Table 9: Representation of Women Designated HMs in UP+S Schools
S. No State I-VIVIVE Rank t‘::;:‘:g
1 Delhi 0 1 43
2 Rajasthan 9 2 20
3 Uttarakhand 12 3 30
4 Puducherry 16 4 53
5 Bihar 17 5 21
6 Uttar Pradesh 17 5 19
7 Chbhattisgarh 18 6 38
8 Haryana 18 6 37
9 Assam 19 7 33
10 Odisha 19 7 26
11 | Nagaland = 21 8 32
12 Himachal Pradesh g 22 9 32
13 | West Bengal z 25 10 40
14 Jharkhand E 25 10 33
15 | Maharashtra S 26 11 38
16 | Manipur § 26 11 51
17 | Gujarat = 28 12 32
18 Jammu & Kashmir 28 12 30
19 Madhya Pradesh 29 13 46
20 Karnataka 30 14 38
21 Andhra Pradesh 31 15 38
22 Daman & Diu 33 16 64
23 Tripura 33 16 50
24 Arunachal Pradesh 39 17 38
25 Punjab 40 18 55
26 Goa 41 19 66
27 Meghalaya 52 2 52
Higher
28 Kerala Representation 71 1 75
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Table 10: Representation of Women Designated HMs in P+UP Schools

S. No State W-DHMs | Rank women
Teachers
1 Lakshadweep 11 1 50
2 Rajasthan 17 2 33
3 Arunachal Pradesh 18 3 42
4 Bihar 19 4 37
5 Assam 19 4 41
6 Tripura 20 5 24
7 Jharkhand 20 5 29
8 Manipur 22 6 49
9 West Bengal 23 7 44
10 Sikkim - 23 7 54
11 Odisha g2 |24 8 46
12 Mizoram S [26 9 55
13 Nagaland .? 26 9 56
14 Gujarat g |2 10 54
15 Uttar Pradesh g [ 29 10 40
16 Jammu & Kashmir §' 29 10 41
17 Madhya Pradesh = 13 11 55
18 Haryana 37 12 63
19 Karnataka 38 13 57
20 Mabharashtra 39 14 48
21 Chhattisgarh 41 15 65
22 Andhra Pradesh 42 16 49
23 A & N Islands 45 17 61
24 Himachal Pradesh 46 18 69
25 Uttarakhand 47 19 65
26 Puducherry 48 20 75
27 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 59 9 58
28 Kerala = 60 8 76
29 Meghalaya % 60 7 70
30 Tamil Nadu = 62 6 71
31 Goa T |63 5 80
32 Punjab % 68 4 85
33 Chandigarh g |7 3 83
34 Delhi g |8 2 86
35 Daman & Diu 80 1 89
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Table 11: Representation of Women Vice Principals in P+ UP+S +HS Schools

S. No STATES W-VP | Rank Women teachers
1 Mizoram No School Category
2 Lakshadweep 0 1 52
3 Daman & Diu 0 1 86
4 Dadra & Nagar Haveli - 0 1 81
5 Bihar 2 0 1 18
6 Andhra Pradesh = 0 1 59
7 Manipur < 29 2 46
8 Rajasthan g 40 3 33
9 Arunachal Pradesh g 41 4 34
10 Uttar Pradesh S | 5 37
11 Jammu & Kashmir 42 5 57
12 Sikkim 44 6 53
13 Madhya Pradesh 46 7 64
14 Tripura 50 No 38
Equal
15 Meghalaya 50 Rank 73
16 Mabharashtra 52 17 55
17 Chhattisgarh 53 16 63
18 Haryana 54 15 63
19 Himachal Pradesh 55 14 68
20 West Bengal 57 13 57
21 Uttarakhand 62 12 70
22 Jharkhand = 62 12 48
23 Tamil Nadu i) 65 11 83
24 Delhi Z [ 10 79
25 Assam < 71 9 49
26 Karnataka g 74 8 79
27 Puducherry g’ 74 8 75
28 Gujarat s 75 7 63
29 Odisha 76 6 67
30 Kerala 77 5 81
31 Nagaland 80 4 62
32 Punjab 81 3 81
33 Chandigarh 82 2 84
34 Goa 100 1 75
35 A& N Islands No Vice Principals
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Table 12: Representation of Women Vice Principals in UP+S +HS Schools

S.No. States :}V}; Rank Women Teachers
1 A & N Islands No Vice Principals
2 Bihar 0 1 27
3 Dadra & Nagar Haveli 0 1 35
4 Lakshadweep 0 1 41
5 Rajasthan 0 1 26
6 Sikkim 0 1 58
7 Tripura 0 1 29
8 Himachal Pradesh 20 2 37
9 Manipur 22 3 45
10 Uttarakhand = 23 4 25
1 Uttar Pradesh & 25 5 17
12 Maharashtra E 26 6 31
13 West Bengal 3 30 7 37
14 Assam S 31 8 33
15 Jammu & Kashmir = [ |9 32
16 Arunachal Pradesh = 33 10 25
17 Odisha 33 10 37
18 Chhattisgarh 34 11 43
19 Delhi 39 12 45
20 Gujarat 39 13 29
21 Jharkhand 44 14 45
22 Madhya Pradesh 44 14 40
23 Tamil Nadu 48 15 57
24 Goa 50 47
Equal No Rank
25 Nagaland 50 47
26 Haryana 51 7 43
27 Karnataka = 52 6 37
28 Punjab e} 59 5 58
29 Puducherry i 66 4 51
30 Kerala < 71 3 71
31 Meghalaya % 76 2 57
32 Andhra Pradesh g 100 |1 )
33 Chandigarh s 100 1 76
34 Daman & Diu 100 1 43
35 Mizoram SC does not exist
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Table 13: Representation of Women Principals in P+UP+S +HS Schools

13;) State W-P Rank TVZ e
1 Andhra Pradesh NA No rank 59
2 Dadra & Nagar Haveli NA No rank 81
3 Lakshadweep NA No rank 52
4 Mizoram No School Category
5 Arunachal Pradesh 9 1 34
6 Odisha 13 2 67
7 Manipur 14 3 46
8 Bihar 26 4 18
9 Jammu & Kashmir S 26 5 57
10 Madhya Pradesh 5 29 6 64
11 | Maharashtra g 31 7 55
12 Sikkim 3 33 8 53
13 | Haryana % 35 9 63
14 Uttar Pradesh =S 36 10 37
15 Rajasthan = 36 11 33
16 Nagaland 39 12 62
17 West Bengal 40 13 57
18 Assam 41 14 49
19 Himachal Pradesh 42 15 68
20 Chhattisgarh 44 16 63
21 Uttarakhand 44 17 70
22 Jharkhand 45 18 48
23 A & N Islands 50 60
24 Daman & Diu 50 86
25 Goa %1 50 No rank 75
26 Karnataka = 50 79
27 Tripura 50 38
28 Punjab 56 7 83
29 | Tamil Nadu = 58 6 81
30 | Meghalaya g 63 5 73
31 Kerala z 65 4 81
32 Gujarat ?g 65 4 63
33 Delhi § 68 3 79
34 | Chandigarh = 85 2 84
35 Puducherry = 88 1 75
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Table 14: Representation of Women Principals in UP+S +HS Schools

IS\I.O State ‘W-Ps Rank ::/:crlrllee:'ls
1 A & N Islands NA No Rank 46
2 Dadra & Nagar Haveli NA No Rank 35
3 Goa NA No Rank 47
4 Lakshadweep NA No Rank 41
5 Mizoram No school category

6 Odisha NA No Rank 37
7 Puducherry NA No Rank 51
8 Tripura NA No Rank 29
9 Arunachal Pradesh 4 2 25
10 Jammu & Kashmir 11 3 32
11 Uttarakhand 12 4 25
12 Uttar Pradesh E 13 5 17
13 Nagaland S 14 6 47
14 Bihar g 20 7 27
15 Rajasthan E 20 7 26
16 Mabharashtra E: 21 8 31
17 Himachal Pradesh g_ 22 9 37
18 Gujarat = 25 10 29
19 Assam 26 11 33
20 Madhya Pradesh 26 11 40
21 Haryana 30 12 43
22 Delhi 30 12 45
23 Karnataka 32 13 37
24 Tamil Nadu 36 14 57
25 Punjab 42 15 58
26 Chhattisgarh 42 15 43
27 Jharkhand 43 16 45
28 Manipur 43 16 45
29 Chandigarh 50 84
30 | Sikkim Faval 50 Norank 53
31 West Bengal 53 5 57
32 Kerala 56 4 81
33 Meghalaya Repr':isge':’t;ﬁon 59 3 73
34 Andhra Pradesh 100 2 59
35 Daman & Diu 100 1 86
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Appendix 2: Percentage of Male (M) and Female (F) Teachers: All India: (2012-13)

P Only P+UP P+UP+S+H UP Only UP+ S+HS P+UP+S UP+S
S

states M F M F M F M F M F M F M
A & N Islands 32 | 68 39 | 61 40 60 | 60 | 40 54 46 34 166 |0 0
Andhra Pradesh 48 52 51 | 49 41 59 88 | 13 58 42 53 | 47 62 | 38
Arunachal Pradesh 59 41 58 | 42 66 34 | 49 | 51 75 25 61 | 39 64 | 36
Assam 63 37 59 | 41 51 49 76 | 24 67 33 49 | 51 67 | 33
Bihar 55 45 63 | 37 82 18 69 | 31 73 27 68 | 32 79 | 21
Chandigarh 13 | 87 17 | 83 16 8 |0 0 24 76 20 (8 | O 0
Chhattisgarh 63 37 35 | 65 37 63 68 | 32 57 43 33 | 67 63 | 38
Dadra & Nagar Haveli | 41 59 42 | 58 19 81 |0 100 65 35 30 | 70 0 0
Daman & Diu 23 77 11 | 89 14 86 51 | 49 57 43 32 | 68 36 | 64
Delhi 29 71 14 | 86 21 79 | 44 | 56 55 45 17 | 83 52 | 48
Goa 11 89 20 | 80 25 75 21 | 79 53 47 18 | 82 34 | 66
Gujarat 51 | 49 46 | 54 37 63 | 43 | 57 71 29 35 | 65 68 | 32
Haryana 54 46 37 | 63 37 63 66 | 34 57 43 40 | 60 63 | 37
Himachal Pradesh 55 45 31 | 69 32 68 74 | 26 63 37 34 | 66 68 | 32
J& K 59 41 59 | 41 43 57 16 | 84 68 32 49 | 51 70 | 30
Jharkhand 70 30 71 | 29 52 48 76 | 24 55 45 66 | 34 67 | 33
Karnataka 49 51 43 | 57 21 79 39 | 61 63 37 27 | 73 62 | 38
Kerala 20 80 24 | 76 19 81 30 | 70 29 71 17 | 83 25 | 75
Lakshadweep 55 | 45 50 | 50 | 48 52 | 69 | 31 59 41 80 |20 | O 0
Madhya Pradesh 67 | 33 45 | 55 36 64 | 69 | 31 60 40 46 | 54 | 54 | 46
Maharashtra 53 47 52 | 48 45 55 | 44 | 56 69 31 39 | 61 62 | 38
Manipur 52 48 51 | 49 54 46 63 | 37 55 45 53 | 47 49 | 51
Meghalaya 44 56 30 | 70 27 73 54 | 46 43 57 24 | 76 48 | 52
Mizoram 52 48 45 | 55 0 0 65 | 35 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nagaland 54 | 46 | 44 | 56 38 62 | 66 | 34 53 47 46 | 54 | 68 | 32
Odisha 57 43 54 | 46 33 67 69 | 31 63 37 56 | 44 74 | 26
Puducherry 31 69 25 | 75 25 75 9% | 4 49 51 27 | 73 47 | 53
Punjab 31 69 15 | 85 19 81 | 44 | 56 42 58 15 | 85 45 | 55
Rajasthan 67 33 67 | 33 67 33 25 | 75 74 26 72 | 28 80 | 20
Sikkim 51 49 46 | 54 47 53 77 | 23 42 58 52 | 48 0
Tamil Nadu 17 83 29 | 71 17 83 17 | 83 43 57 0 0
Tripura 74 26 76 | 24 62 38 56 | 44 71 29 72 | 28 50 | 50
Uttar Pradesh 56 44 60 | 40 63 37 69 | 31 83 17 72 | 28 81 | 19
Uttarakhand 44 56 35 | 65 30 70 | 62 | 38 75 25 36 | 64 70 | 30
West Bengal 55 45 56 | 44 43 57 79 | 21 63 37 57 | 43 60 | 40
All States 53 47 52 | 48 34 66 68 | 32 59 41 48 | 52 65 | 35
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Appendix 3 Table 1: Status of States for each school category for Acting HM in leadership position

Acting | Acting . Acting . Acting | Acting o
School Categories HM (P HM (;:_ CS:EST_?S) HM ?J;ng_'_:':; HM HM Summary Sum{:’\ar
only) (P+UP) (UPonly) (P+UP+S)| (UP+S) v
States UR|ER[HR|UR[ERIHR| UR | ER | HR |UR|ER|HR|UR|ER|HR [UR|ER|HR UR‘ERIHR UR|ER[HR| Total |UR[ER[HR
A & N ISLANDS y* y v |y y y[3Cdoes |5 0ola| 6 |[33]0l67
not exist
ANDHRA PRADESH v v vy | |v| |y y y s 1)1 7 |71|14|14
ARUNACHAL PRADESH | Y y y % y y vlelol1| 7 |s6|0|14
ASSAM v v Y |y y y y 6lo/1| 7 |se|ol1a
BIHAR v v y % y y y 7 lolo| 7 |w0/0]o
CHANDIGARH v y y | SCdoes | y[3€des i3] s |20]20/60
not exist not exist
CHHATTISGARH v v Y |y y vy slol2| 7 |71|of29
DADRA & NAGAR HAVELI | Y y y vy y sCdoes | | 6 |67]1717
not exist
DAMAN & DIU v Y Y v vl |y vitltls| 7 |14)1472
DELHI Acting HMs position does not exist in Delhi in all school categories
GOA v y v Y y y vi2 (1|4l 7 |29]14]57
GUJARAT v y y vly Yy 2(1la] 7 |29]|14]57
HARYANA v y Y |y y vl |y 4l1|2| 7 |s57)1429
HIMACHAL PRADESH v y v |y y vly 4| 3] 7 |s7]|0]43
JAMMU & KASHMIR v y y vy y y 6lo/1| 7 |ss|ol1a
JHARKHAND Y v y Y y Y y 7 lolo| 7 |wolo|o
KARNATAKA v y y vy vy 3lola| 7 |43|ols7
KERALA y y y v v v vy|7lolo| 7 |wolofo
LAKSHADWEEP v y v % y Y sCdoes | o1 o| 6 |100/0]0
not exist
MADHYA PRADESH v y Y|y y y y 6lo[1] 7 |s6|0]|14
MAHARASHTRA v y y vl |y y y 6|1lo| 7 |s6l14]0
MANIPUR v v y Y y Y y 7 lolo| 7 |wolo|o
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MEGHALAYA y y v y v vy 201|a| 7 |29|14l57
MIZORAM v y SCDoesnot | SCdoes | SCdoes [ SCdoes | ||| 3 135000
exist not exist | not exist | not exist
NAGALAND v y v y v y v 7lolo| 7 |wololo
ODISHA v y y Y R y 6l1lo| 7 |e6|14]0
PUDUCHERRY v y vy |y v vy 2lo|s| 7 |29|o0l|71
PUNJAB y y Y |y y vy 3lola| 7 |43|ol57
RAJASTHAN v y y vy y y 6lo/1| 7 |selol1a
SIKKIM v y Y|y y y sCdoes | o)1 | 6 [s3]0|17
not exist
TAMIL NADU v y y vly SCdoes | SCdoes | 1\ g |41 5 |59]0]g0
not exist | not exist
TRIPURA v y y Y v y vielol1| 7 |s6|ol1a
UTTAR PRADESH v y v Y v y v 71olo| 7 |wololo
UTTARAKHAND v y vy |y v vy 4lol3| 7 |s7]o0la3
WEST BENGAL v y v Y v y v 7lolo| 7 |wololo
Total States 25/ 2|7(20{0]14] 13| 3 |17 |23|2|8|28| 1| 4 |19]2|11]22| 0|5 [156|10{60| 226 |69 |4 |27
All India 34 34 33 33 33 32 27
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Appendix 3: Table 2: Status of States for each school category for Designated HM

as leadership position

School Categories Designated |Designated HM (P+UP+S)|Designated HM (UP+S) Summary % Summary
(P}J%P)
States UR|ER|HR|UR ER HR UR |ER |HR UR|ER|HR|Total|UR |ER[HR
A & N ISLANDS y Y y SC does not exist 2 1| 3 |67|0]33
ANDHRA PRADESH y y y 3 3 |100{0]| O
ARUNACHAL PRADESH |y Y y 3 3 |100{0| O
ASSAM y Y y 3 3 |100| 0
BIHAR y Y y 3 3 |100| 0
CHANDIGARH y y SC does not exist 2| 2 0 | 0]100
CHHATTISGARH y y v | ] 3 3 [100[0] 0
DADRA & NAGAR y y SC does not exist 1(11( 2 0 |50 50
HAVELI
DAMAN & DIU Y y 2 3 167|0]33
DELHI y 1 3 133|0]67
GOA y 1 3 133|0]67
GUJARAT y y y 3 3 |100{0]| O
HARYANA y Y y 3 3 |100{0]| O
HIMACHAL PRADESH |y y y 3 3 |100{0]| O
JAMMU & KASHMIR |y Y y 3 3 |100{0| O
JHARKHAND y Y y 3 3 |100{0]| O
KARNATAKA y y 2 3 |167|0]33
KERALA y % 3] 3 0 | 0100
LAKSHADWEEP y y SC does not exist 2 2 |100| 0| O
MADHYA PRADESH y y y 3 3 |100| 0
MAHARASHTRA y y y 3 3 |100| 0
MANIPUR y Y y 3 3 |100|0
MEGHALAYA y y % 3] 3 0 | 0100
MIZORAM y SC does not exist SC does not exist 1 1 (100|0
NAGALAND Y y 3 3 (1000
ODISHA Y y 3 3 (1000
PUDUCHERRY y 3 3 (1000
PUNJAB y y y 1 2|1 3|33|0]67
RAJASTHAN Y y 3 3 (100{0| O
SIKKIM y Y SC does not exist 2 2 |100{0| O
TAMIL NADU y SC does not exist SC does not exist 1|1 0 |0]|100
TRIPURA y Y y 3 3 (100{0| O
UTTAR PRADESH y Y y 3 3 (100{0| O
UTTARAKHAND y y y 2 1|13 (670|233
WEST BENGAL y Y y 3 3 (100{0| O
Total States 26|09 23 1 9 26 0 2 |76/1]|20|97 |78 |1]|21
35 33 28
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Appendix 3 Table 3: Status of States for each school category for Vice Principals

as Leadership Position

School Categories VPs VPs (UP+S+HS) Summary % Summary
(P+UP+S+HS)

States UR ‘ ER ‘ HR | UR ‘ ER ‘ HR | UR ‘ ER ‘ HR ‘ Total | UR ‘ ER ‘ HR

A & N ISLANDS No Vice No Vice principals No Vice principals No Vice principals
principals
ANDHRA PRADESH Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
ARUNACHAL PRADESH Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
ASSAM Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
BIHAR Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
CHANDIGARH Y Y 2 2 0 0 100
CHHATTISGARH Y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
DADRA & NAGAR Y 2 2 100 0 0
HAVELI
DAMAN & DIU Y Y 1 1 2 50 50
DELHI Y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
GOA Y Y 1 1 2 0 50 50
GUJARAT Y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
HARYANA Y Y 2 2 0 0 100
HIMACHAL PRADESH Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
JAMMU & KASHMIR Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
JHARKHAND Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
KARNATAKA 2 0 0 100
KERALA Y Y 2 0 0 100
LAKSHADWEEP Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
MADHYA PRADESH Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
MAHARASHTRA Y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
MANIPUR Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
MEGHALAYA y Y 2 2 0 0 100
MIZORAM SC Does not SC does not exist SC does not exist SC does not exist
exist

NAGALAND Y Y 1 1 2 0 50 50
ODISHA Y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
PUDUCHERRY Y Y 2 2 0 0 100
PUNJAB Y Y 2 2 0 0 100
RAJASTHAN Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
SIKKIM Y 2 2 100 0 0
TAMIL NADU Y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
TRIPURA y Y 1 1 2 50 50 0
UTTAR PRADESH Y Y 2 2 100 0 0
UTTARAKHAND Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
WEST BENGAL Y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
Total States 12 2 19 22 2 9 35 2 29 66 53 3 44
All India 33 33
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Appendix 3 Table 4: Status of States for each school category for Principals as leadership position

School Categories Principals Principals Summary % Summary
(P+UP+S+HS) (UP+S+HS)

States UR ER | HR UR ER| HR | UR | ER | HR | Total UR | ER| HR
A & N ISLANDS y Y 1 1 2 50 50 0
ANDHRA PRADESH y y | 1 1 2 50 50
ARUNACHAL PRADESH y Y 2 2 100
ASSAM y 2 2 100
BIHAR y Y 2 2 100
CHANDIGARH y y 1 1 2 0 50 | 50
CHHATTISGARH y y 2 2 00 | 0| O
DADRA & NAGAR HAVELI Y 2 100 0 0
DAMAN & DIU y y 1 1 2 0 50 | 50
DELHI y Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
GOA y Y 1 1 2 0 50 | 50
GUJARAT y Y 1 1 2 50 0| 50
HARYANA y Y 2 2 100 0
HIMACHAL PRADESH y Y 2 2 100 0
JAMMU & KASHMIR y Y 2 2 100 0
JHARKHAND y y 2 2 100 0
KARNATAKA y Y 1 2 0 50 | 50
KERALA y y 2 2 0 0 | 100
LAKSHADWEEP y Y 2 2 100 0
MADHYA PRADESH y Y 2 2 100 0
MAHARASHTRA y Y 2 2 100 0
MANIPUR y y 2 2 00 | 0| O
MEGHALAYA y y 2 2 0 0 | 100
MIZORAM SC does not exist | SC does not exist SC does not exist SC does not exist
NAGALAND Y 2 2 100 | O 0
ODISHA y Y 2 2 100 | O 0
PUDUCHERRY Y 1 1 2 50 0 50
PUNJAB y 1 1 2 50 0 50
RAJASTHAN Y 2 2 100 | O
SIKKIM y 1 1 2 50 50
TAMIL NADU y y 1 1 2 50 | 0| 50
TRIPURA y Y 1 1 2 50 50
UTTAR PRADESH Y 2 2 100 | O
UTTARAKHAND Y 2 2 100
WEST BENGAL y 1 1 2 50 0 50
Total States 21 5 8 27 2| 5 |46 |7 |15 68 68 |10 | 22
All India 34 34
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services that it has offered to the national and international community.

THE OCCASIONAL PAPERS SERIES

Occasional Papers Series is intended to diffuse the findings of the research work relating to
various facets of educational planning and administration, carried out by the faculty of the
NUEPA. The papers are referred to an expert in the field to ensure academic rigour and
standards. Occasional Papers are circulated among a special group of scholars as well as
planners and administrators to generate discussion on the subject.

The facts and figures stated, conclusions reached and views expressed in the occasional
paper are ofthe author and should not be attributed to NUEPA.
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