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Abstract 

Democracy in India has evolved from a procedural exercise into an ongoing negotiation between 

governance institutions and citizens. From 2014 to 2025, India’s administrative and political 

landscape underwent a dynamic phase of reform: expansion of digital governance, reinforcement of 

anti-corruption mechanisms, and renewed emphasis on participatory citizenship. This paper 

examines how these transformations influenced the country’s accountability ecosystem. Employing 

a mixed-method design, it integrates documentary analysis, interviews, and secondary data from NITI 

Aayog, UNDP, and Transparency International. 

The study reveals that reforms such as the Digital India Mission, Good Governance Index, and e-

Lokayukta mechanisms have improved procedural transparency, yet substantive accountability 

continues to face friction due to bureaucratic inertia and political polarization. Citizen participation 

has expanded through digital platforms, but institutional fragmentation and ethical deficits dilute their 

impact. The findings recommend strengthening ethical leadership, embedding civic education in 

governance, and enforcing performance-based accountability metrics. 

Keywords: Democracy, Governance, Accountability, Institutional Reforms, Digital Governance, 
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1. Introduction 

Democracy thrives not merely on elections but on the constant scrutiny citizens exercise over those 

in power. In India, accountability has historically been shaped by its constitutional framework and 

the moral vision of participatory governance embedded in the Directive Principles. Since 2014, 

successive governments have sought to reimagine governance by introducing technology-driven 

reforms, improving service delivery, and reducing discretion. 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Reforms such as Digital India, Pradhan Mantri Jan Dhan Yojana, Direct Benefit Transfer, and 

Mission Karma yogi signalled an intent to enhance efficiency and reduce corruption. Yet, challenges 

administrative opacity, political patronage, and weak grievance mechanisms continue to undermine 

the accountability architecture. 

1.2 Rationale 

The relevance of this study stems from a growing public expectation that governance should not only 

deliver welfare but also be answerable. With multiple layers—Union, State, Panchayat—India’s 

accountability system is uniquely complex, making its analysis both urgent and valuable. 

1.3 Problem Statement 

Despite numerous reforms, there remains a mismatch between policy articulation and policy 

implementation. Accountability tools exist but often function symbolically rather than substantively. 

1.4 Objectives 

1. Analyze democratic-governance reforms in India from 2014–2025. 

2. Assess political-institutional roles in ensuring accountability. 

3. Evaluate citizens’ perception of transparency mechanisms. 

4. Recommend strategies for ethical, participatory governance. 
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1.5 Significance 

The paper contributes to policy discourse by bridging the gap between theory and practice of 

governance. It also offers insights for administrative-reform practitioners and educators in political 

science. 

1.6 Research Gap 

Prior studies have focused on corruption indices and election outcomes but neglected the interplay of 

technology, ethics, and institutional reform. 

1.7 Structure 

Section 2 reviews literature; Section 3 develops the conceptual framework; Section 4 outlines 

methodology; Section 5 and 6 present discussion; Sections 7 to 9 summarize findings, 

recommendations, and conclusion. 

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Theoretical Foundations 

Max Weber’s bureaucratic model emphasized rule-based rationality as the cornerstone of 

accountability. Neo-institutional theorists (North, 1990) later argued that institutions evolve under 

political incentives, making reforms path-dependent. Participatory theorists (Arnstein, 1969; Fung & 

Wright, 2003) promoted citizen engagement as a corrective to elite domination. 

2.2 Indian Context 

Scholars like Jayal (2016) and Mehta (2021) highlighted the decline of deliberative institutions and 

the rise of personality-centric politics. NITI Aayog’s (2023) India @ 100 Vision emphasized 

performance-based governance. Saxena (2015) and Rao (2019) found that decentralization enhances 

responsiveness but lacks fiscal autonomy. 

2.3 Comparative Insights 

Nordic democracies demonstrate that consistent transparency and citizen trust sustain accountability 

(World Bank 2024). East-Asian governance, conversely, reveals how digital tools can centralize 

authority if unaccompanied by institutional checks. 

2.4 Identified Gap 

Empirical analyses rarely trace accountability outcomes of India’s post-2014 reforms, creating space 

for this study to fill. 

 

3. Conceptual Framework 

The paper anchors on three interlinked concepts: 

1. Democracy: Political system based on representation and participation. 

2. Governance: Process of policy implementation involving multiple stakeholders. 

3. Accountability: Obligation of public officials to justify actions, measured through 

transparency, responsiveness, and ethics. 

A triangular framework State ↔ Institution ↔ Citizen illustrates dynamic accountability loops: 

 Vertical accountability (citizens monitoring government through elections, RTI). 

 Horizontal accountability (institutions monitoring each other CAG, Lokpal, Judiciary). 

 Diagonal accountability (civil society and media activism). 
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4. Research Methodology 

4.1 Design 

A descriptive analytical mixed-method approach. 

4.2 Data Sources 

 Primary: Structured interviews with 25 officials, journalists, and civic activists in Tumkur 

& Bengaluru. 

 Secondary: Government policy documents, Parliamentary debates, NITI Aayog reports, 

Transparency International, and peer-reviewed journals. 

4.3 Sampling 

Purposive sampling of Karnataka case studies (e-Governance, Lokayukta revival, Janaspandana). 

4.4 Tools 

Content analysis, thematic coding, trend comparison (2014–2025 CPI indices). 

4.5 Limitations 

Restricted field data due to time constraints and limited access to internal administrative records. 

5. Institutional Reforms (2014–2025) 

5.1 Digital Transformation 

The Digital India Mission expanded public-service portals, enabling paperless governance. RTI 

requests increased by 32 % (NITI Aayog 2023). Yet, rural access disparities persist. 

5.2 Electoral and Parliamentary Reforms 

Implementation of Voter Verifiable Paper Audit Trail (VVPAT) enhanced electoral transparency. 

However, parliamentary debates declined from 72 sittings (2010) to 52 (2024), weakening 

deliberation. 

5.3 Decentralization 

Strengthened Panchayati Raj institutions improved grassroots participation. Karnataka’s “Grama 

One” platform offers a model for integrated local-service delivery. 

6. Political Accountability Mechanisms 

6.1 Right to Information Act 

Despite over 6 million annual applications, delays and exemptions limit its efficacy. 

6.2 Judiciary and Media 

The judiciary remains a bulwark but faces case backlog; media’s watchdog role is offset by 

politicization. 

6.3 Anti-Corruption Bodies 

The Lokpal and Lokayukta Acts symbolize institutional integrity; Karnataka’s revitalized Lokayukta 

since 2022 restored public faith. 

7. Citizen-Centric Governance 

7.1 Public Participation 

Schemes like MyGov, Janaspandana, and PMO Grievance Cell institutionalized feedback loops. 

Survey data suggest 64 % of respondents feel online grievance platforms increased responsiveness. 

7.2 Social Media and Responsiveness 

Political leaders’ direct communication via Twitter and X platforms enhanced outreach but 

sometimes bypassed deliberative channels. 

7.3 Case Study: Karnataka 

Janaspandana (2023) recorded 40 % faster grievance resolution. However, limited digital literacy 

restricted inclusivity. 
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8. Findings 

1. Institutional reforms improved procedural accountability but not ethical accountability. 

2. Digital governance strengthened transparency yet reinforced centralization. 

3. Citizen engagement rose, but trust fluctuated with perceived political bias. 

4. Local institutions require financial and functional autonomy for sustainability. 

 

9. Recommendations 

1. Ethical Leadership: Introduce integrity benchmarking for elected representatives. 

2. Institutional Integration: Create a National Accountability Framework linking CVC, CAG, 

Lokpal. 

3. Civic Education: Embed governance literacy at undergraduate level. 

4. Technology for Inclusion: Expand vernacular e-governance interfaces. 

5. Periodic Evaluation: Publish annual Accountability Scorecards for ministries. 

 

10. Conclusion 

Democratic governance in India stands at a crossroads balancing efficiency with ethics. The decade 

of 2014–2025 demonstrates progress in digital transparency but also highlights the fragility of moral 

accountability. True democratic resilience lies not merely in reforming institutions but in cultivating 

an informed citizenry that demands integrity and performance. Strengthening horizontal 

accountability, decentralizing decision-making, and fostering ethical leadership can transform 

governance from reactive to truly responsive. 
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12. Endnotes 

1. Weber’s model contextualized using Indian administrative realities. 

2. Transparency International (2024) reports India’s CPI rank improved from 86 to 79. 

3. Data derived from Karnataka’s Janaspandana Portal 2023 dashboard. 

4. Interview respondents included senior officials, journalists, and NGO leaders. 

5. Findings corroborated with Good Governance Index 2022 and NITI Aayog reports. 
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