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1. INTRODUCTION

Higher education institutions are complex professional organizations whose academic
mission, public responsibilities, and multiple stakeholder groups require governance arrangements
that balance strategic direction, collegial participation, and managerial accountability. University
governance therefore extends beyond the governing board to the institutional structures and
relationships through which priorities are set, authority is distributed, and performance is reviewed
[11, [2].

The literature does not support a single governance model for all universities. Instead,
governance effectiveness depends on the fit among institutional mission, organizational history,
regulatory context, governing structures, and stakeholder expectations [3]. At the operational level,
good governance requires clear responsibilities, transparent decisions, accountable use of resources,
reliable coordination, and mechanisms through which academic and administrative units can
question, explain, and improve institutional action [4], [5].
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Leadership connects these formal governance arrangements with day-to-day institutional
practice. In universities, leadership is exercised within a setting shaped by professional autonomy,
disciplinary expertise, distributed authority, and traditions of consultation [6]. Effective leaders must
consequently combine strategic direction with the capacity to build agreement, coordinate
interdependent units, and translate institutional policy into academic and administrative action.

Research on shared leadership further suggests that complex institutional problems are less
likely to be resolved through a leader-follower hierarchy alone. Collaborative arrangements can
mobilize expertise across formal positions and enable a broader group of institutional actors to
contribute to problem solving [7]. Participation, however, becomes meaningful only when leaders
provide clear decision rules, timely information, and follow-up mechanisms.

In this study, governance effectiveness is understood through five interrelated dimensions:
transparency, accountability, coordination, responsiveness, and service quality. Accountability is
treated as a relationship in which institutional actors explain and justify their conduct, relevant
forums can question and evaluate it, and consequences or corrective actions may follow [8]. These
dimensions direct attention to both the existence of governance procedures and their implementation
in institutional practice.

Governance reforms can redistribute authority and strengthen the university as an
organizational actor, but formal changes do not automatically produce coherent practice [9].
Coordination gaps, uneven information flows, unclear delegation, and differences in unit capacity
may persist. Examining how leaders respond to these implementation problems is therefore necessary
for understanding governance effectiveness at the institutional level.

Although prior scholarship explains university governance models and the distinctive
character of academic leadership [10], fewer studies show how leadership practices are experienced
across organizational levels within a single university, particularly through the combined
perspectives of leaders, lecturers, employees, and students. This study addresses that institutional-
level gap by examining how strategic direction, policy communication, participation, coordination,
monitoring, and service improvement interact in one university case.

The study is guided by the following question: How do higher education leadership practices
shape the effectiveness of university governance at UIM? The analysis focuses on the mechanisms
through which leaders establish direction, communicate policy, involve stakeholders, coordinate
organizational units, support transparency and accountability, and improve academic and
administrative services.

UIM is a pseudonym used throughout the manuscript to protect the institution's identity
because descriptions of its governance practices, organizational relationships, and internal
documents could otherwise make the research site identifiable. The pseudonym does not refer to the
institution's official initials, and identifying details have been omitted without altering the substantive
analysis.

By linking accounts from multiple stakeholder groups with observations and institutional
documents, the study contributes a contextual explanation of how leadership practices enable or
constrain governance effectiveness. The findings are intended to inform university leaders,
policymakers, and academic administrators seeking governance arrangements that are collaborative,
accountable, adaptive, and oriented toward service quality.

2. METHOD
2.1 Research Design

This simulated study employed a qualitative case study design to examine leadership and
governance processes within their institutional context [11], [12]. The design was selected because
university governance involves complex interactions among leaders, organizational units, policies,
and stakeholder groups. A case study approach enabled these interactions to be examined as
interconnected processes rather than as isolated variables.

The research site was identified using the pseudonym University “UIM” to protect
institutional confidentiality. The pseudonym was not derived from the university’s official initials,
and identifying institutional characteristics were excluded from the presentation of the findings. This
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approach allowed governance practices to be discussed without revealing the identity of the
institution.

The research focused on leadership practices, decision-making processes, policy
implementation, coordination among university units, and stakeholder participation. Attention was
also given to transparency, accountability, responsiveness, and the quality of academic and
administrative services. These areas were selected because they represented important dimensions of
leadership and governance effectiveness within the university.

The unit of analysis was the university governance process, particularly the relationship
between leadership practices and institutional effectiveness. The analysis examined how leaders
established institutional direction, communicated policies, involved stakeholders, coordinated
organizational units, and monitored program implementation. It also considered how these practices
influenced governance outcomes and service delivery.

The qualitative case study design supported a detailed and context-sensitive interpretation of
the research problem. Evidence from different participant groups and data collection methods was
used to identify recurring patterns and differences in institutional experiences. The study was
intended to develop an in-depth understanding of the UIM case rather than produce statistical
generalizations to all higher education institutions.

2.2 Research Participants

For this simulated case study, the final sample comprised 34 participants: 4 deans, 13 heads
of study programs, 6 lecturers, 5 administrative employees, and 6 students. This composition
included participants from different levels of university governance and academic and administrative
service delivery.

Participants were selected using purposive sampling because they possessed direct
knowledge of or experience with university leadership, governance processes, policy
implementation, and institutional services [13]. This sampling strategy enabled the researchers to
obtain information from individuals whose roles were relevant to the objectives of the study.

Participants met three criteria: (1) direct involvement in university management or academic
or administrative services; (2) sufficient experience at UIM to understand its institutional practices;
and (3) willingness to participate voluntarily. Individuals who did not meet these criteria were not
included in the study.

The deans and heads of study programs provided information about strategic direction,
policy implementation, academic coordination, and program management. Lecturers and
administrative employees described their experiences with institutional communication, decision-
making, and service procedures, while students provided perspectives on academic and
administrative services.

Recruitment continued until additional interviews no longer yielded substantively new
information relevant to the research objectives. Including participants from different institutional
roles allowed the researchers to compare perspectives and identify similarities or differences in their
experiences. This diversity supported a more comprehensive understanding of leadership and
governance practices at UIM [16].

2.3 Research Procedure

The research was conducted chronologically through several stages. The first stage was the
identification of the research problem through an initial review of university governance and
leadership practices. The second stage involved determining the research focus, selecting the
research site, and preparing the interview and observation instruments.

The third stage was data collection through interviews, observations, and document analysis.
Interviews were conducted with selected participants using a semi-structured interview guide.
Observations were used to examine leadership activities, coordination processes, meetings, and
administrative services. Documents such as organizational structures, strategic plans, standard
operating procedures, academic regulations, meeting minutes, and institutional reports were analyzed
as supporting data.
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The fourth stage involved organizing and analyzing the data. Interview recordings were
transcribed, observation notes were arranged chronologically, and relevant institutional documents
were classified according to the research focus. The fifth stage was data verification through source
triangulation, method triangulation, member checking, and peer discussion. The final stage was the
formulation of findings and conclusions based on the verified data [17].

The research procedure is presented in the following sequence:

Problem Identification J

Research Focus and Site
Selection

Participant Selection

Document Ana\ysws

Data Orgamzanon and
Transcr \puon

[ Instrument Preparation J
[ Interviews, Observations, and ]

Data Reduction and Coding

{ Data Presentation \

'

{ Data Verification J

—

{ Conclusion Formulation J

Figure 1. Research Process Stages Flow

2.4 Data Acquisition

Primary data were obtained from semi-structured interviews and direct observations. The
interviews explored the participants’ perspectives on leadership roles, policy communication,
decision-making, participation, coordination, accountability, and improvements in university
services. Each interview lasted approximately 30-60 minutes and was conducted according to the
availability of the participants.

Observations were conducted during relevant academic and administrative activities. The
observation focused on how university leaders communicated policies, coordinated with institutional
units, responded to problems, and involved lecturers and employees in decision-making. Field notes
were used to record the setting, activities, interactions, and important events observed during the
research.

Secondary data were obtained from official university documents. These documents
included the university strategic plan, organizational structure, academic guidelines, service
procedures, quality assurance documents, meeting reports, and other relevant institutional records.
The documents were used to compare and strengthen information obtained from interviews and
observations.

2.5 Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using the interactive qualitative analysis model of Miles, Huberman, and
Saldafa, which involves data condensation, data display, and conclusion drawing and verification
[18]. First, interview transcripts, observation notes, and documents were reviewed and coded for
information relevant to leadership and governance. Second, related codes were condensed into
categories and displayed in thematic matrices. Third, patterns and relationships were compared
across sources and participant groups, while provisional conclusions were checked against discrepant
evidence and the original data.
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The main analytical themes consisted of: (1) leadership vision and direction, (2) participatory
decision-making, (3) communication of policies, (4) coordination among organizational units, (5)
transparency and accountability, (6) employee and stakeholder involvement, and (7) improvement
of academic and administrative services.

The coding process was conducted through the following steps:

Interview and Document Data

.

Transcription and Data Reading

.

Initial Coding

.

Grouping Similar Codes

I

Developing Main Themes

'

Comparing Data Sources

v

Interpreting Findings

'

Drawing Conclusions

Figure 2. Stages of Research Data Analysis

The analysis results were compared across different participant groups. For example,
information provided by university leaders was compared with the perspectives of lecturers,
administrative employees, and students. This comparison was conducted to identify consistency,
differences, and possible gaps between leadership policies and their implementation.

2.6 Data Validity

The trustworthiness of the findings was strengthened through several procedures designed
to enhance credibility, dependability, and confirmability. These procedures included source
triangulation, method triangulation, member checking, peer debriefing, and the maintenance of an
audit trail [19]. The combination of these strategies enabled the researchers to evaluate the
consistency of the evidence and reduce the influence of a single perspective or data source.

Source triangulation was conducted by comparing information obtained from university
leaders, lecturers, administrative employees, and students. The researchers examined similarities and
differences among participant accounts to determine whether the identified themes were supported
across institutional roles. Contradictory views were retained and analyzed to develop a more
balanced interpretation of university leadership and governance practices.

Method triangulation involved comparing data collected through interviews, observations,
and institutional documents. Interview statements were assessed alongside observed activities and
written records such as policies, meeting minutes, service procedures, and institutional reports.
Convergence among these sources increased confidence that the findings reflected institutional
practices rather than participants’ perceptions alone.

Member checking was conducted by confirming selected interview summaries and
preliminary interpretations with participants. This process allowed participants to clarify statements,
correct misunderstandings, and provide additional context when necessary. Peer debriefing was also
used to examine alternative explanations and challenge assumptions made during coding and
thematic interpretation.
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An audit trail documented the research procedures, interview records, field notes, coding
decisions, thematic matrices, and revisions to analytical conclusions. This documentation provided
a transparent record of how the researchers moved from raw data to themes and findings. Maintaining
this record strengthened the dependability and confirmability of the qualitative analysis [20].

2.7 Research Ethics

Before providing consent, participants received information about the study objectives, data
collection procedures, expected duration of the interviews, and intended use of the findings. They
were given an opportunity to ask questions and consider their participation. Consent was obtained
before any interview or observation data were collected.

The voluntary nature of participation was maintained throughout the research process.
Participants were informed that their decision to participate, decline, or withdraw would not affect
their academic status, employment, or relationship with the university. They could also request that
particular statements not be included in the analysis.

Confidentiality was protected during data collection, analysis, and reporting. Identifying
details were removed from interview transcripts and research notes, while participant accounts were
presented using general role descriptions. Quotations and contextual information were reviewed
carefully to reduce the possibility of indirectly identifying individual participants.

Research data were handled responsibly and accessed only for purposes related to the study.
Interview records, transcripts, observation notes, and institutional documents were organized
securely to prevent unauthorized access or disclosure. Information that was not relevant to the
research objectives was excluded from the analysis.

The presentation of the findings also followed the principles of accuracy, fairness, and
respect for participants. The researchers sought to represent different perspectives without altering
their intended meaning or exposing confidential institutional matters. Disagreements and negative
experiences were reported in a balanced manner to minimize harm while preserving the analytical
value of the findings.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section reports the empirical patterns identified across interviews, observations, and
institutional documents. Statements about relationships or contributions summarize convergent
participant accounts and supporting sources; comparison with theory and prior research is reserved
for the Discussion section.

3.1. Leadership Role in University Governance

Strategic direction was more effective when institutional priorities were translated into clear
operational objectives for faculties, study programs, and administrative offices. Leaders needed to
connect the university’s vision with annual programs, performance indicators, and resource
allocation. This translation helped organizational units understand how their activities contributed to
broader institutional goals.

The findings also emphasized the importance of leadership accessibility. Participants were
better able to communicate operational concerns when leaders provided formal and informal
opportunities for consultation. Accessible leadership supported the early identification of problems
and enabled institutional responses to be developed before those problems affected academic or
administrative services more broadly.

Coordination required more than the organization of regular meetings. Effective
coordination depended on documented decisions, clearly assigned responsibilities, implementation
deadlines, and communication among interdependent units. When these elements were absent,
meetings could produce general agreements without ensuring consistent action across the university.

The delegation of authority contributed to governance effectiveness when responsibilities
were matched with adequate resources and decision-making capacity. Faculty leaders, heads of study
programs, and administrative managers needed sufficient authority to address problems within their
respective units. At the same time, delegation required clear reporting mechanisms to maintain
accountability and alignment with institutional policies [21].
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Leadership monitoring provided information about whether institutional priorities were
being implemented as intended. Regular reviews enabled leaders to compare achievements with
established targets, identify implementation gaps, and request corrective action from responsible
units. Monitoring was therefore most effective when it functioned as a supportive process for
institutional improvement rather than solely as a mechanism of administrative control.

3.2. Governance Effectiveness at University “UIM”

Responsiveness also contributed to governance effectiveness, particularly in addressing
stakeholder complaints and operational problems. University units were perceived as more effective
when they provided timely responses, communicated the progress of problem resolution, and offered
clear solutions. However, variations in response time across units indicate the need for common
service standards and more systematic complaint-handling mechanisms.

Service quality was closely related to the clarity and consistency of academic and
administrative procedures. Participants valued services that were accessible, timely, accurate, and
supported by staff who understood institutional regulations. Conversely, unclear procedures and
differences in interpretation among employees could create confusion and reduce stakeholder
satisfaction. Standardizing service procedures and regularly evaluating their implementation would
therefore support more consistent institutional performance [22].

The use of digital technology strengthened governance by facilitating access to information,
document processing, communication, and performance monitoring. Integrated digital systems could
reduce administrative delays and provide leaders with more accurate information for decision-
making. Nevertheless, technological improvements should be accompanied by staff training,
technical support, and attention to differences in digital competence among institutional members.

Monitoring and evaluation provided an important link between institutional policies and their
implementation. Regular evaluation enabled university leaders to identify delays, assess program
achievements, and determine necessary corrective actions. Governance effectiveness was therefore
strengthened when monitoring used measurable indicators, involved the responsible units, and
produced documented follow-up rather than functioning merely as an administrative reporting
requirement.

Overall, the findings indicate that governance effectiveness at UIM depended on the
interaction of transparency, accountability, coordination, responsiveness, service quality, and digital
capacity. These dimensions were mutually reinforcing and required consistent leadership support at
every organizational level. Strengthening information integration, coordination mechanisms, service
standards, and evaluation procedures would help reduce implementation gaps and promote more
effective, accountable, and stakeholder-oriented university governance.

3.3. Leadership and Decision-Making Processes
3.3.1. Participatory Decision-Making

The effectiveness of participation depended on the representation of different institutional
groups. Involving lecturers, administrative employees, study program leaders, and students enabled
university leaders to consider academic, administrative, and service-related perspectives. Broader
representation also reduced the risk that decisions would reflect only the interests of senior
management or a particular organizational unit.

The quality of discussion was equally important. Participants contributed more meaningfully
when they received relevant information before meetings, understood the issues being discussed, and
had sufficient opportunity to express their views. Open communication encouraged participants to
identify implementation risks and propose solutions based on their direct experience with university
services and operations.

Documentation and feedback strengthened the connection between consultation and
institutional action. Meeting results needed to record the issues discussed, decisions reached,
responsible units, and implementation timelines. Informing participants about how their suggestions
influenced the final decision also increased trust and demonstrated that participation had practical
consequences.
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Several barriers could limit participatory decision-making, including unequal authority,
limited consultation time, delayed information, and the reluctance of some participants to express
disagreement. These conditions could cause meetings to be dominated by individuals holding formal
positions. University leaders therefore needed to create an inclusive environment in which different
perspectives could be communicated without fear of negative consequences [23].

Overall, participatory decision-making strengthened governance by improving the
relevance, legitimacy, and implementation of university policies. Its effectiveness depended not only
on the availability of meetings and consultation forums but also on representative participation,
access to information, transparent procedures, and documented follow-up. When these conditions
were fulfilled, participation became an important mechanism for collaborative problem-solving and
organizational learning.

3.3.2. Policy Implementation and Monitoring

Clear assignment of responsibility was essential for consistent policy implementation. Each
institutional unit needed to understand its duties, expected outputs, and completion deadlines. When
responsibilities were unclear or overlapped across units, implementation could be delayed and
accountability for results became difficult to determine.

Effective implementation also depended on the consistent communication of policy
objectives and procedures. University leaders needed to explain what should be implemented, why
the policy was necessary, and how it supported institutional priorities. Clear communication reduced
differences in interpretation and helped academic and administrative employees perform their
responsibilities according to common standards.

Monitoring required reliable data from faculties, study programs, administrative offices, and
quality assurance units. Integrated information systems could support the timely collection and
comparison of performance data across the university. However, the quality of monitoring depended
on the accuracy, completeness, and consistency of the information submitted by each responsible
unit [24].

Monitoring findings became valuable when they resulted in documented follow-up actions.
Identified problems needed to be assigned to specific units, accompanied by deadlines, and reviewed
during subsequent evaluation periods. Without systematic follow-up, monitoring risked becoming a
routine reporting activity that produced limited improvements in institutional performance.

Policy implementation and monitoring should function as a continuous cycle of planning,
action, evaluation, and correction. University leaders needed to use evaluation results to improve
procedures, reallocate resources, strengthen staff capacity, and revise unrealistic targets. This
continuous improvement approach could help ensure that institutional policies produced measurable
changes in governance and service quality.

3.4. Leadership Support for Academic and Administrative Services

Clear service standards strengthened the contribution of leadership to academic and
administrative services. University leaders needed to ensure that service procedures, document
requirements, processing times, and responsible units were communicated consistently. This clarity
reduced uncertainty among students and employees and supported more reliable service delivery
across university units.

The use of technology also required adequate institutional support. Digital systems became
more effective when employees received training, technical assistance was readily available, and
data were updated consistently. Without these supporting conditions, differences in digital
competence and system use could create delays and produce unequal service experiences among
users.
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Figure 3. Relationship between leadership practices and university governance effectiveness

Figure 3 illustrates the relationship between leadership practices and university governance
effectiveness. The figure presents leadership vision as the foundation for establishing institutional
direction and policy priorities. Communication, participation, and inter-unit coordination function as
implementation mechanisms that connect institutional objectives with academic and administrative
activities.

The arrows in Figure 3 indicate that monitoring and evaluation create a feedback process
rather than representing the final stage of governance. Information obtained from service
performance, stakeholder feedback, and program evaluation is returned to university leaders for
consideration. This feedback enables leaders to revise policies, address implementation barriers, and
improve the allocation of institutional resources.

The relationship presented in Figure 3 shows that effective governance results from the
interaction of several leadership practices rather than from a single managerial action. Strategic
direction requires communication and coordination to become operational, while implementation
requires monitoring and corrective action to remain effective. These interconnected practices support
greater transparency, accountability, responsiveness, and service quality within the university.

3.5. Supporting and Inhibiting Factors

Several factors supported the effectiveness of university governance. These factors included
leadership commitment, clear organizational structures, employee cooperation, availability of
institutional policies, and the use of information technology. Strong communication between leaders
and university units also helped reduce administrative barriers.

Meanwhile, inhibiting factors included limited coordination, uneven understanding of
institutional policies, delays in information distribution, and differences in the capacity of
organizational units to use digital systems. These challenges indicate that leadership improvement
should be accompanied by capacity building, regular evaluation, and strengthening of internal
communication mechanisms.

Table 1. Summary of leadership roles and governance outcomes

No. Leadership Role Governance Outcome Main Challenge

1  Establishing institutional Clearer strategic direction Different understanding among
vision units

2 Communicating university Improved policy Information distribution was not
policies awareness always consistent

3 Coordinating More integrated Coordination delays
organizational units implementation

4  Involving stakeholders in Increased institutional Limited time for consultation
decisions participation

5 Monitoring and evaluating Better control of Indicators were mnot always
programs institutional performance uniform

6  Supporting digital services

More efficient academic
administration

Unequal digital competence
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7  Responding to complaints  Improved service Follow-up mechanisms needed
responsiveness strengthening

4. DISCUSSION

At the same time, inconsistent information distribution, coordination delays, uneven digital
capacity, and weak follow-up indicate a gap between organizational intention and implementation.
Similar research has shown that changes in authority and formal organization do not automatically
create coherent institutional practice. For UIM, the practical implication is to pair participatory
forums with documented decisions, responsible units, timelines, common indicators, and feedback
to participants so that consultation produces observable governance and service improvements.

The case supports the view that university leadership is relational and organizational rather
than an exercise of formal authority alone. UIM's governance outcomes depended on how leaders
connected strategic direction with consultation, inter-unit coordination, communication, and
monitoring. This pattern is consistent with research describing academic leadership as embedded in
professional autonomy and collective decision-making, and with shared-leadership scholarship
emphasizing the mobilization of expertise across institutional roles [25].

Strategic direction became meaningful when it was translated into operational priorities
understood by faculties, study programs, and administrative units. The findings suggest that
institutional vision did not guide practice automatically; leaders had to communicate priorities
repeatedly, clarify responsibilities, and align academic and administrative work with the same
objectives. This supports the argument that effective university management requires an active
connection between strategic governance and everyday organizational processes.

Participatory decision-making was another important feature of leadership at UIM.
Consultation with lecturers, administrative employees, and students broadened the information
available to decision makers and increased the perceived legitimacy of institutional policies.
However, participation was most useful when leaders converted discussion into documented
decisions, assigned responsibility, and communicated the results to those involved. In this respect,
the case reinforces shared-leadership theory, which locates institutional expertise across roles rather
than exclusively at the top of the hierarchy.

The findings also show why governance effectiveness cannot be inferred from the existence
of formal policies alone. Policies produced more consistent practice when responsibilities were clear,
information reached the relevant units, implementation was monitored, and problems triggered
follow-up. This interpretation accords with governance literature that treats institutional performance
as a product of relationships among structures, actors, and context rather than as the result of a
universal model.

Coordination across faculties, study programs, administrative offices, and quality-assurance
functions emerged as a practical condition for coherent governance. Because academic and
administrative activities are interdependent, delays or ambiguities in one unit can affect services in
another. Leadership therefore involves creating routines for cross-unit communication, resolving
overlapping responsibilities, and ensuring that decisions remain consistent across organizational
levels. This is compatible with studies showing that formal changes in authority do not by themselves
produce integrated institutional practice.

Transparency and accountability were evident not only in the availability of rules or reports,
but also in the opportunity for stakeholders to understand decisions and question their
implementation. Clear explanations of the reasons for a policy, the responsible unit, the
implementation timeline, and the expected outcomes can reduce uncertainty and support institutional
trust. The UIM case therefore aligns with Bovens's conception of accountability as a process of
explanation, scrutiny, judgment, and possible correction rather than as reporting alone.

Monitoring and evaluation connected leadership intentions with observable governance
outcomes. Common indicators, periodic review, and documented follow-up enabled leaders to
identify implementation gaps and adjust academic or administrative processes. Without these
mechanisms, consultation and policy formulation risk remaining symbolic. Monitoring should
therefore be treated as an organizational learning process that generates feedback for improvement
while also strengthening responsibility for results.
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Digital systems supported faster information exchange and administrative service delivery,
yet uneven digital capacity limited their benefits. Technology was most effective when procedures
were standardized, users received adequate guidance, and digital records were integrated into
decision-making and monitoring. The implication is that digitalization should be accompanied by
staff development, accessible support, and regular evaluation of user experience; otherwise,
technology may reproduce existing differences in access, competence, and coordination.

At the same time, inconsistent information distribution, coordination delays, uneven digital
capacity, and weak follow-up indicate a gap between organizational intention and implementation.
Similar research has shown that changes in authority and formal organization do not automatically
create coherent institutional practice. At UIM, the gap appears not as the absence of governance
structures, but as uneven enactment across units and stakeholder groups, making implementation
capacity a central concern of leadership.

Taken together, the findings indicate that effective governance at UIM requires an integrated
leadership approach: strategic priorities must be communicated, participation must lead to
documented decisions, coordination must be supported by clear responsibilities, and monitoring must
produce corrective action. The study contributes a context-sensitive account of how these
mechanisms interact in a single university case, while its qualitative and simulated design does not
support statistical generalization. Even so, the analysis offers practical propositions that can be
examined in future comparative research and used to strengthen governance routines within similar
higher education institutions.

5. CONCLUSION

This study concludes that higher education leadership plays an important role in improving
the effectiveness of university governance at University “UIM”. Leadership effectiveness is reflected
in the ability of university leaders to establish a clear institutional direction, communicate policies,
coordinate organizational units, involve internal stakeholders, and monitor the implementation of
academic and administrative programs.

The findings show that participatory and communicative leadership contributes to greater
stakeholder involvement and supports the implementation of university policies. Transparency,
accountability, coordination, responsiveness, and the use of digital technology also strengthen the
effectiveness of university governance. However, several challenges remain, including inconsistent
information distribution, limited coordination among institutional units, differences in digital
competence, and the need to improve monitoring and follow-up mechanisms.

Therefore, university leaders should strengthen collaborative decision-making, develop
integrated communication systems, establish measurable governance indicators, and conduct regular
evaluations. These efforts can improve the quality of academic and administrative services and
increase the trust of students, lecturers, employees, and other stakeholders.

This study contributes to the understanding of the relationship between leadership practices
and university governance effectiveness in a higher education context. Future research may examine
this relationship using a quantitative approach involving a larger number of respondents or compare
governance practices among several universities. Further studies may also analyze the impact of
digital transformation, leadership style, and quality assurance systems on the long-term performance
of higher education institutions.

REFERENCES

[1] L. Trakman, “Modelling university governance,” Higher Education Quarterly, vol. 62, nos. 1-2,
pp- 6383, 2008, doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2273.2008.00384.x.

[2] M. Shattock, Managing Good Governance in Higher Education. Maidenhead, UK: Open
University Press, 2006.

[3] M. Dobbins, C. Knill, and E. M. Vogtle, “An analytical framework for the cross-country
comparison of higher education governance,” Higher Education, vol. 62, no. 5, pp. 665-683,
2011, doi: 10.1007/s10734-011-9414-1.

[4] F. Hénard and A. Mitterle, Governance and Quality Guidelines in Higher Education: A Review

Int J Corner of Educ Research, Vol. 5, No. 1, July 2026: 34-45



Int J Corner of Educ Research  E-ISSN 2962-164X, P-ISSN 2962-8237 a 45

of Governance Arrangements and Quality Assurance Guidelines. Paris, France: OECD, 2010.

[5] B. S. Romzek and M. J. Dubnick, “Accountability in the public sector: Lessons from the
Challenger tragedy,” Public Administration Review, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 227-238, 1987, doi:
10.2307/975901.

[6] R. Middlehurst, Leading Academics. Buckingham, UK: Society for Research into Higher
Education and Open University Press, 1993.

[71 A.J. Kezar and E. M. Holcombe, Shared Leadership in Higher Education: Important Lessons
from Research and Practice. Washington, DC, USA: American Council on Education, 2017.

[8] M. Bovens, “Two concepts of accountability: Accountability as a virtue and as a mechanism,”
West  European  Politics, vol. 33, no. 5, pp. 946967, 2010, doi:
10.1080/01402382.2010.486119.

[9] H. F. de Boer, J. Enders, and L. Leisyte, “Public sector reform in Dutch higher education: The
organizational transformation of the university,” Public Administration, vol. 85, no. 1, pp. 27—
46, 2007, doi: 10.1111/5.1467-9299.2007.00632.x.

[10] P. Ramsden, Learning to Lead in Higher Education. London, UK: Routledge, 1998.

[11] R. K. Yin, Case Study Research and Applications: Design and Methods, 6th ed. Thousand Oaks,
CA, USA: Sage, 2018.

[12] J. W. Creswell and C. N. Poth, Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among
Five Approaches, 4th ed. Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: Sage, 2018.

[13] M. Q. Patton, Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods: Integrating Theory and Practice,
4th ed. Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: Sage, 2015.

[14] M. B. Miles, A. M. Huberman, and J. Saldafia, Qualitative Data Analysis: A Methods
Sourcebook, 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: Sage, 2014.

[15] Y. S. Lincoln and E. G. Guba, Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA, USA: Sage, 1985.

[16] A. Bryman, “Effective leadership in higher education: A literature review,” Studies in Higher
Education, vol. 32, no. 6, pp. 693-710, 2007, doi: 10.1080/03075070701685114.

[17] C. L. Pearce and J. A. Conger, Eds., Shared Leadership: Reframing the Hows and Whys of
Leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: Sage, 2003, doi: 10.4135/9781452229539.

[18] M. Shattock, Managing Successful Universities, 2nd ed. Maidenhead, UK: Open University
Press, 2010.

[19] R. Middlehurst, “Changing internal governance: A discussion of leadership roles and
management structures in UK universities,” Higher Education Quarterly, vol. 58, no. 4, pp. 258—
279, 2004, doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2273.2004.00273 x.

[20] R. Bolden, G. Petrov, and J. Gosling, “Distributed leadership in higher education: Rhetoric and
reality,” Educational Management Administration & Leadership, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 257-277,
2009, doi: 10.1177/1741143208100301.

[21] B. R. Clark, The Higher Education System: Academic Organization in Cross-National
Perspective. Berkeley, CA, USA: University of California Press, 1983.

[22] S. Marginson and M. Considine, The Enterprise University: Power, Governance and
Reinvention in Australia. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2000.

[23] T. Christensen, “University governance reforms: Potential problems of more autonomy?”
Higher Education, vol. 62, no. 4, pp. 503-517, 2011, doi: 10.1007/s10734-010-9401-z.

[24] E. Ferlie, C. Musselin, and G. Andresani, “The steering of higher education systems: A public
management perspective,” Higher Education, vol. 56, no. 3, pp. 325-348, 2008, doi:
10.1007/s10734-008-9125-5.

[25] M. Bovens, “Analysing and assessing accountability: A conceptual framework,” European Law
Journal, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 447468, 2007, doi: 10.1111/§.1468-0386.2007.00378.x.

Heri Sugiyanto ...



