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Abstract 
This research aimed to examine the perceived governance of selected Ethiopian public universities 

in the framework of government relationship, autonomy, accountability and empowerment. The conceptual 

framework outlines the researcher's current thinking about this governance study by providing a place for 

modern theories and empirical approaches and by encouraging more multiple-level domain investigations. 

The study employed a convergent parallel mixed research methods .The researcher used a concurrent 

strategy for data collection and interpretation procedures (simultaneously collecting quantitative and 

qualitative data). While data on legal issues were collected from purposefully selected legislative 

documents, the survey questionnaire data were collected from 1474 purposefully selected presidents and 

directors and randomly selected academic teaching staff, deans and department heads from the nine public 

universities. Standardized tool for empowerment dimensions and self-developed questionnaires for 

autonomy, accountability and government-university relationship were used. The empowerment tools were 

standardized, but modified based on the local context, whereas, autonomy and accountability questionnaires 

were prepared by the researcher and were subject to pilot test before use. Descriptive statistics such as 

percentage, frequency, mean and standard deviation were instrumental. Equally, inferential statistics-

ANOVA, linear and multiple regression, Spearman correlation, logit model, principal component analysis, 

and multicollinearity effect were employed based on the nature and types of the basic questions.  It has 

been found that public universities in Ethiopia experience strong government interference and control in 

internal affairs that resulted problem in information asymmetry and goal conflicts. Furthermore, 

government fails to materialize steering from distance and self-governance of public universities. The 

academic leaders under the law a broader room of maneuvers at administrative and financial level lost a 

considerable degree of institutional and financial autonomy in public universities. On the other hand, the 

academic communities enjoy measure academic autonomy. Despite, accountability helps to encourage an 

ethos of transparency, efficiency, and participation to achieve the intended outcomes, the result indicates 

that, public universities were experiencing lack of strong accountability mechanisms and the accountability 

practices were not well institutionalized. Furthermore, the multidimensional approaches of empowerment 

(structural, psychological and leadership) were not conceived well in public universities to become 

empowered at institutional as well as individual levels to meet the empowerment requirements and sound 

governance as well. The findings further revealed a lack of well-designed accountability mechanism, lack 

of empowering environment and initiatives, and lack of transparency as the major challenges based on the 

logit model. The control mechanisms of government did not conceived the loosely coupled, 

multidimensional features of public universities and weak government-universality relationship 

institutionalized. It can be concluded that, despite autonomy, accountability and empowerment being the 

authoritative tools for effective governance, they were not well communicated in public universities as 

enacted in policy documents. Thus, public universities were missing sound governance systems in Ethiopia. 

The researcher, thus, specified some major policy implications to promote sound governance in Ethiopian 

public universities: Establish strong supervision mechanism and key performance indicators with 

outcomes-based funding, system granting balanced autonomy and accountability with clear boundaries, 

institutionalize effective governance structures, design and develop strong accountability mechanism and 

legal framework, revisit policy directives and initiatives, and adopt empowerment and management 

programs.  
<, 

Key Words: Governance, government-university relationship, autonomy, empowerment, accountability, 

structural empowerment, psychological empowerment, leader empowering behavior
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Chapter One 

1. Introduction 
 

This chapter deals with the introduction of the study. It entails the discussion of the 

background of the study, followed by the statement of problems, basic research questions, 

objectives, significance, scope and structure, conceptual framework, and operational definitions. 

1.1 Background of the study 

Public universities are clearly in the center of swift change in response to environmental, 

social, economic, technological, and political transformations sweeping the globe (Altbach et al., 

2009; ACU, 2015). As a result, they have become accessible to the masses. These changes and 

massification have manifested in a sharp rise in the number of students, expansion of tertiary 

education systems, diversity of provision, and new modes of delivery. Moreover, the 

heterogeneous nature of students, design and development of curriculum, the growing influence 

of research and innovation in knowledge production, and internationalization are the other 

manifestations (Brown, 2012; Henard, 2008; Toutkoushian & Shafiq, 2010). This intricate change 

and massification led public universities to face numerous broad-based challenges associated with 

their three strategic pillars – teaching- learning, research, and community services - to obtain the 

required outcomes. Thus, governance system is the cornerstone of public universities (Bovens, 

2005a). The governance system provides academic leaders and teaching staff greater autonomy, 

accountability, transparency, trust and freedom to make sound decisions (Brown, 2012).  

Different scholars give different definitions to the concept of governance based on the 

context and types of institutions. Humera (2011) pinpoints governance as the broad term that 

describes the policies and laws; processes that direct the institutions in the way they act, administer, 
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control and sets the direction, and overseeing overall administration of an institution in order to 

achieve institutional mandates efficiently and effectively. Governance deals with the university-

government relation, autonomy, accountability and empowerment of the individuals through a 

mechanism, which reduces the main actors’ problem in the institutions (Kennedy, 2003). As 

important, Gallagher and Anderson (2001) describe governance as a whole structure of 

relationships and network building to ensure institutional consistency, implementation of policies, 

strategies, plans and sound decisions, while providing their integrity, probity and efficiency. 

 

In the public university context, Tjeldvoll (2002) comprehends governance as a dynamic 

interaction of groups, systems and sub-systems acting at different levels in Higher Education (HE) 

and linking this system as a whole to the external environment – government, the business sector, 

and society. Governance would nurture strategic vision and support the elaboration of strategies 

for public universities’ development (Blome et al., 2010). Furthermore, it is a strategic tool to 

which national, local and institutional level policies for tertiary education are developed, 

implemented and reviewed (OECD, 2008). Hirsch and Weber (2001) described sound governance 

as the legal appropriation of decision-making power within public universities between the various 

governance structures (academic committees, senates, and boards) and administrative structures 

(departments, deans, directors, vice presidents, and presidents). According to Nitiza and Yaakov 

(2015), it is vital to articulate common institutional interests and to realize their vision, mission 

and goals while determining the limits of authority.  

Marginson and Consdine (2000) also describe governance as the determination of values 

inside public universities, their systems of decision-making, and resource allocation, their mission 

and purposes, the pattern of authority and hierarchy, and the relationship of public universities as 

institutions to the different academic worlds, state, business and community. As clearly stated by 
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Pandey (2004) in the framework of public universities, governance refers to the issues of autonomy 

(institutional, academic and financial), accountability (professional, administrative, social, legal, 

and political), empowerment (structural, psychological, and leadership empowerment) and 

university-government relationship. 

 

Shelley and Sarah (2007) remarked that successful implementation of public university 

governance promotes a better relationship between state and university, sense of autonomy and 

accountability, and an empowering work environment in which professional fulfillment and 

personal satisfaction can flourish. Most importantly, inspiring and persistent leaders, a strong 

strategic vision of institutional direction, a philosophy of success and excellence and a culture of 

constant reflection, organizational learning and change characterize effective public university 

governance (Salmi, 2009).  

In sum, effective governance can be understood as a structure, which strives to preserve 

the integrity of the academic value system while at the same time positioning, public universities 

vis-à-vis their larger environment to make them receptive and answerable to external messages, 

demands and expectations. Moreover, it helps public universities to anticipate and tackle 

challenges in teaching-learning, research, community services and innovation; strengthening the 

synergy generated by institution-wide policies; securing quality in learning outcomes and in the 

effective production and transfer of knowledge. Furthermore, effective governance entails major 

components such as autonomy, accountability and empowerment and highly characterized by 

well-articulated state-university relations. 

In this regard, higher education is currently experiencing demands to synchronize their 

strategic goals and activities with the government objectives and increase the quality of teaching 

and research (Ahmad et al., 2012b) in order to compete in the competitive global environment. As 
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a result, almost all countries today rely on large-scale government funding to improve the quality 

of public universities and further create strong relationships between government and university 

(Roger, 1995). Hence, the knowledge and understanding the dynamics of the state-university 

relationship is very essential to implement governance reform in public universities effectively.  

 

According to Rungfamai (2008), the relationship between government and university is 

crucial in influencing the outputs of government educational policy as well as the university 

productivity. Although the government is the sole source of funding in the majority of public 

universities, and universities are complex organizations and their activities are difficult to monitor, 

Liefner (2003) suggested that the government can link funding to performance and the principal 

(government) can allocate funding based on the agent’s (university) performance.  At the same 

time, universities can reduce their unsuccessful activities.  

 In this regard, a global move in the state’s locus of control from direct to a more indirect 

form of university governance has been widely cited as one major manifestation of the public 

university sector. This move has been necessitated by a variety of factors, mainly- the demand-

response imbalance, change of environment in which universities operate; the state’s growing 

limitation of resources and funding and the increasing market pressure (de Boer & Goedegebuure 

2009; Meek & Davies 2009). At the broader level, these new changes have been noted to shift 

university governance from a ‘centralized’ to ‘decentralized’ system or state control to sate 

supervision (Schmidt & Langberg, 2007). To meet the requirements of the above changes, 

governance structures within universities have required the provision of more autonomy, the 

introduction of new systems of accountability, the empowerment of institutions and its leaders and 

new arrangements for external and internal governance mechanisms. This dissertation, thus, 
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intends to use Agency Theory as a base to evaluate the state of government-university relationship 

in Ethiopia.  

Kivistö defined Agency Theory as “a contract under which one or more persons (the 

principal) engage another person (agent) to perform some service on their behalf which involves 

delegating some decision-making authority to the agent” (p.12). The contract is based on the 

premise that the agent/s possesses the skills, information, qualification, experience and abilities to 

perform the outlined tasks and produce good outcomes for the principal (Kivistö, 2008, p.12). 

Agency Theory plays a significant role in examining the relationship between the government and 

university and the shifts in this relationship (Kim & Mahoney, 2005; Lane & Kivistö, 2008). 

Furthermore, it is a useful and important theoretical framework in the discipline of strategic 

management. This theory mainly focuses on how the Principal (Government) can control the 

Agent/s (University) in a context of information-asymmetry and goal conflict (Ahmad et al., 

2012a; Kim & Mahoney, 2005). 

 

Briefly, by minimizing bureaucratic procedures and state influence on institutional 

structures, the state increased the decision-making power of university leadership. Together with 

this, it promotes more hierarchical structures for intra-university decision-making. In addition, 

states need to focus their own role in setting priority development objectives and monitoring 

universities' progress in their achievement (output control). Furthermore, they also need to   

reorganize the distribution of public funds amongst universities by basing it on past performance. 

These all can bring better relationships between states and universities and effective governance 

systems in public universities. 

Autonomy. Whether in developed or developing nations, the issue of autonomy in public 

universities has been the main agenda for debates. It is argued that autonomy is the crucial 
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characteristic of public universities (Kohtamaki, 2009). A study by Eastermann and Nokkala 

(2009) indicates that increasing institutional autonomy is a cornerstone to build the capacity of 

public universities to respond to challenges in an increasingly complex and global environment. 

Moreover, as McDaniel (1996) argues, the issues of academic freedom and institutional autonomy 

have paramount importance to understand the relationship between public universities and the 

state.  

Autonomy in public universities can be considered as an issue of administrative and 

academic affairs. In this view, Berdahl (1999) identifies two basic types of autonomy: substantive 

and procedural. Substantive autonomy is “the power of public universities in its corporate form to 

determine its own goals and program” (p.123). In practical terms, substantive autonomy would 

mean the authority of institutions to determine academic and research policy affairs like standards, 

curriculum, staffing, and awarding the degree. Whereas, the power of public universities in its 

corporate form to determine the means by which its goals and programs’- the ‘how of academe’ is 

considered as ‘procedural autonomy’. Procedural autonomy refers to the authority of institutions 

in essentially non-academic areas such as budgeting, financial, human resource and institutional 

management. Autonomy also refers to the room to maneuver universities have when one analyses 

limit imposed on the formal institutional autonomy by the state’s control focus and demand for 

accountability (Enders et al., 2013).  

Eastermann and Nokkala (2009) described the most common dimensions of autonomy as- 

institutional, academic and financial. Institutional autonomy refers to the ability of public 

universities to establish structure and governing bodies, public universities leadership (focuses on 

defining the modalities of its leadership) and who is accountable to whom (Junaid, 2011). It 

signifies the independence of public universities from the state and any public authority in 
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conducting their affairs (Dar es Salaam Declaration, 1990). Self-governance, collegiality, and 

appropriate leadership are the three important fortresses of institutional autonomy. As File et al. 

(2010) highlighted, institutional autonomy has also understood higher level of accountability for 

quality assurance at the state as well as institutional levels. This review recognizes that institutional 

autonomy goes beyond academic freedom and includes operational freedom and the freedom of 

deciding the framework and structure of the decision-making process. Moreover, it guarantees that 

the institution is entitled to determine its structure, systems, mission, goals, and priorities 

consistent with the societal needs and take decisions independently. 

Academic autonomy refers to public universities’ ability to determine their institutional 

strategy. In other word, it is the ability of public universities to define their basic missions in terms 

of research and teaching orientation and other activities (OECD, 2008). It also includes decisions 

regarding which actions are necessary to achieve these missions and considered as an overarching 

framework of all their activities. Furthermore, the power of university for the determination of 

their academic profile, to introduce or terminate their degree programs and to decide on the 

structure of and content of these programs and the extent to which they can decide on student 

selection and admissions are an essential theme of academic autonomy (Eastermann & Nokkala, 

2009; Pandy, 2004).  

Financial autonomy refers to the ability of public universities to set tuition fees, their ability 

to borrow money in the financial market, their ability to invest in financial products (Kohtamaki, 

2009). It is also public universities’ capacity to control fully, allocate their budget internally and 

utilize their finance (public or private) properly without the interference of the state. In sum, 

financial autonomy indicates the potential of public universities to raise funds and decide to use 

these funds according to their internal rules, systems and processes to achieve the intended 
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missions and goals of the institutions and being accountable for their actions to be made in the 

institutions. 

In addition to autonomy, accountability and empowerment are also authoritative tools of 

governance to increase efficiency, effectiveness and employee productivity inside an institution 

(Bourke, 1998). Moreover, it helps to quickly respond to changing environments, create and 

reinforce a positive work culture (Altizer, 1993); encourage employees to use their talents to solve 

societal problems, maintain pride and morale among employees (Quinn & Spreitzer, 1997); and 

make workforces act more responsibly (Spreitzer, 1995).  

Accountability is increasingly used in political discourse and policy documents because it 

conveys an image of transparency and trustworthiness. The contribution of governance to 

development depends on the quality of accountability. Sasha et al. (2006) view accountability as 

the ‘driver’ of governance and argue that it can be understood as consisting of three layers - being 

held to account (compliance); giving an account (transparency); taking account (responsiveness to 

stakeholders).  

 

Accountability is a mechanism to ensure that executive action and resource uses 

correspond to the policies and plans approved by decision-makers (Donnelly et al., 2000). Dubnick 

(2002) pinpoints accountability as an instrument to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of 

public governance and has become an icon for good governance. In fashionable political and 

scholarly discourse, accountability often aids as a conceptual umbrella that covers various other 

distinct concepts, such as transparency, equity, efficiency, responsiveness, responsibility and 

integrity (Behn, 2001). Hence, public universities, and officials operating in a constitutional 

democracy, find themselves confronting at least five different domains of accountability: 
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professional, administrative, legal, social and political accountability (Romzek, 1996). The details 

of the accountability domains will be reviewed in the literature section. 

 

Empowerment is also the other concern of the governance system. It is one of the concepts 

of new management and the most effective ways of enabling workforces at all levels to use their 

creative abilities to improve the performance of institutions and the quality of their working life 

(Elmuti, 1997). Empowerment is a process through which individuals or organized groups increase 

their power and autonomy to achieve certain outcomes they need and desire (Eyben, 2011; DFID, 

2011; Grigg, 2010). Narayan (2005) described empowerment as a central or a real ability to effect 

change.   

 

According to Conger and Kanungo (2016), empowerment is the process of enhancing a 

feeling of self-efficacy among institutional members through the determination of conditions that 

foster powerfulness. Furthermore, it provides employees with the authority, tools and rewards take 

initiative, apply creativity, make decisions, implement change and cultivate responsibility (Birdi 

et al., 2008; Comm & Mathaisel, 2005); help people to perceive themselves as able and entitled to 

make decisions (Rowland, 2013). Likewise, it allows individuals to identify and express their own 

preferences and provides them with the bargaining power to make informed decisions (Khawaja, 

2005). Empowerment also entails three domains - psychological, structural and leadership. In 

supporting this, Conger and Kanungo (1988) pinpoint empowerment as a psychological construct 

that satisfies an individual’s desire for determination and self-efficacy.  

 

In sum, from a scholastic view and from the point of autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment, it can be understood that governance is a complex and dynamic process through 

which decisions are made, conflicts are resolved, diverse interests are negotiated and collective 

action is undertaken. It is an effective, participatory, transparent, equitable and accountable 
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management of public and institutional affairs guided by agreed upon procedures and principles 

to achieve the goals of sustainable institutional development and staff empowerment. Thus, this 

study sought to provide a fuller understanding of the state of autonomy, accountability, 

empowerment and government-university relation in the framework of public university 

governance. This contributes to the scant body of empirical studies on public universities’ 

governance in Ethiopia. Therefore, this study attempted to explore the state of autonomy, 

accountability, empowerment and government-university relation in Ethiopia public universities. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

 Public universities are a strategic resource to revamp human and social capital of the nation 

of Ethiopia, as well as collective and individual intelligence of the country.  Moreover, Ethiopian 

universities have been reacting to the challenges of globalization and the information age through 

improving their governance system. In this regard, based on a 20-year strategic direction of the 

nation, a goal of becoming a middle-income country by 2025, as of 2002, the government of 

Ethiopia has launched a public university reform program throughout the country to enhance 

institutional as well as individual capacity.  

Hence, following the 2002 civil service reform initiated and monitored by the government, 

HE, in general and public universities, in particular has been made to implement five major 

reforms. Of these, governance reform is on the front line. To reinforce the implementation of the 

governance reform, the revised public universities proclamation (No. 650/2009) that granted 

greater academic freedom, autonomy, and accountability under Article 16 & 17 of the institutions 

was issued in 2009. In addition, Ethiopia is a Member State of General Conference of 1997, 

UNESCO ‘Recommendation’ and expected to handle the proper implementation of Article 21. 

This Article demands that “self-governance, collegiality, appropriate academic leadership is 
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essential components of meaningful autonomy, accountability and empowerment for public 

universities” (p. 28). Furthermore, Article 52, (p. 5016) of Ethiopian HE proclamation (No. 

650/2009) and Article 39 of Dar es Salem Declaration (1990) advocate merit based and free 

election of all governing bodies of public universities (p. 7).  

Moreover, various policies, strategies and international agreements used as policy basics 

to help the implementation of governance reform initiated and monitored by Ethiopian 

government. They are supportive environments to enhance sound governance in public 

universities. Such the documents consist of Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP)-I (2010) & II 

(2015) aimed at promoting good governance, enhancing and developing the integrated capability 

of civil servants to make it competent for implementation of government policies and strategies 

(FDRE, 2015; FDRE, 2010). Moreover, the plan intended to carry out expanded and profound 

good governance activities to bring about transparency and accountability, increase citizen 

participation, building the capacity of institutions, and enhance efficiency and effectiveness of 

public universities (GTP-I, 2010, p. 106) 

  Equally, the 1994 Education and Training Policy are also policy basics that granted 

autonomy to educational institutions to “internal administration, design, development, and 

implementation of education and training programs” (p. 30). In addition, the Ministry of Education 

(2014) introduced the Education Sector Development Program-V (2015-2019) with special 

attention to “improving higher education governance systems and strengthening institutional 

leadership at all levels”. Furthermore, it seeks to “enhance institutional autonomy and promoting 

greater accountability” (p. 111). As reviewed, the government introduced various policy initiatives 

to improve the governance system and to build the capacity of public universities for better nation 

building. 
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Scholars also remarked the association of three authorative tools of governance. Keith and 

Marginson (2006) showed a more significant and independent role of accountability in 

encouraging leaders to engage in empowerment than has so far been acknowledged. Thus, 

empowerment is unlikely to operate without some form of accompanying accountability. Although 

how committed to pursuing corporate goals, academic leaders involved in empowerment 

initiatives will unvaryingly remain accountable for their actions. Indeed, scholars suggest that 

accountability may increase through empowerment. Despite these differing views, the ways in 

which managers’ experience of empowerment may be affected by the presence of changes in 

accountability practices have received little detailed attention from previous studies of 

empowerment (Hales, 2000). In addition, Keith and Marginson (2006) noted the significant 

association between empowerment and accountability. As the authors indicate, academic leaders 

who experience a greater sense of empowerment, experience greater accountability pressures, it 

also indicates that they are positive about the motivational effects and self-determination aspects 

of greater accountability.  

Despite the government’s various initiatives to promote effective governance systems in 

Ethiopian public universities to enjoy, the practices of governance system were not promising 

(Teshome, 2007). Equally, the participation of staff in the selection of the academic leadership, 

the preparation of the strategic plan, the design and development of curriculum, and the launching 

of a new academic program is not well communicated (Ayalew, 2008; Demoze, 2013; Taye, 2008). 

In addition, graduate assistants are recruited and placed by the Ministry of Education (MoE), and 

the institutions have no say on student admission (Brook, 2008; Habtamu, 2008; HESO, 2004; 

Tesfaye, 2008). The research tradition and the organizational culture of vibrant intellectual 

discourse and scholarly dynamism that characterize academic life in public universities not 
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conceived (Befekadu & Mulatu, 2017). As a result, the actual practices are quite inconsistent in 

reference to the Proclamation No.650/2009 and UNESCO 1997 ‘Recommendation.’ 

Mulatu (2014) and MoE-HESO (2004) also attribute the absence of significant changes in 

public universities to the excessive intervention of the government and lack of autonomy of the 

public universities. Equally important, Demoze (2013), Kenenisa (2015), and Yohannes (2010) 

state that deterioration in institutional autonomy with enacted policies remains as a challenge to 

Ethiopian public universities. Demoze also pronounced that public universities were held 

accountable to the government, though accountability was not addressed in its own term in the 

legal documents. Further, the balance between autonomy and accountability has been restricted as 

guiding values of public universities, but both government intervention and requirements have 

been mediated excessive in effect. Pandy (2004) argues publicly funded public universities are 

accountable in their actions and outcomes to the external environment, the public at large. 

However, there is no strong system of accountability in Ethiopian public universities, except some 

attempts of self-and external evaluations and supervisions conducted in the institutions.  

Although the Higher Education System Over hall (HESO) (2004) team (committee 

composed by mainly of higher education institution leaders and set up by the Ministry of Education 

to conduct survey in selected public higher education institutions) has made fashionable 

recommendations to address various reform gaps; unfortunately, their recommendations were yet 

to be fully implemented (Ashebir, 2016; Taye, 2008). Besides, the public university governing 

board (top management officials of the public university assigned by the government)  interferes 

and makes decisions on academic matters of the universities’ they have no knowledge about (Taye, 

2008). As the main reason for this, Ashebir (2016) marked a lack of management development 

and training opportunity for Ethiopia’s public universities managers, governing board members, 
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even though Higher Education Strategic Center (HESC) introduced, and implementing leadership 

and management development program. Although an appointed governing board  is the ultimate 

strategic leadership and decision-making body of public universities, according to Article 44 and 

45, (FDRE, 650/2009), the imaginative and comprehensive approach to management development 

at all levels that the situation requires, is not yet in place in public universities.  Though universities 

treat their departments as independent, self-governing and self-sustaining units, there is a lack of 

trust between different university decision-making levels (Jeilu & Mulatu 2017). 

Teshome (2007) further identified challenges related to public universities and its 

governance system, which, among others, include government interference in the affairs of public 

universities and institutional decisions-making and institutional leadership appointment and 

dismissal. Moreover, the Ministry of Education’s (MoE) poor capacity to engage and lead public 

universities; micro management of HE boards and lack of orientation; lack of guidance and 

support, and limited capacities and experience; and lack of participatory leadership and 

management systems were recognized by Teshome as the major challenges.  According to Amare 

(2005), the tangled nature of state-university, relations (conflicting views of the state and 

university concerning academic freedom and the idea of a university) highly characterize 

Ethiopian public universities. Similarly, lack of trust, transparency, accountability and lack of fair 

treatment of the academic community characterize public universities (Jeilu & Mulatu, 2017). As 

Jeilu and Mulatu’s empirical study found, the level of empowerment of academic leaders to make 

sound and strategic decisions at different management units was not promising. As important, 

Befekadu and Mulatu (2017), focus on conformity to standards and codes of conduct for 

professional behaviors, through their professional institutions are unheard of. Thus, the practices 
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of leadership and management to promote a culture of excellence in the work unit at public 

universities need further attention to bring sound governance. 

It should be realized that within the academic community, the practices of autonomy, 

empowerment, and accountability have not received sufficient critical attention. Likewise, there 

are major gaps in our knowledge of the roles, status, and conditions of governance practices in 

view of empowerment and accountability in public universities. More importantly, reviewing 

different policy documents, my personal experience as a lecturer, and researcher in one of the 

public universities, and the opportunity I have had to share their experiences, help to identify the 

policy and practical gaps between what is stated in public universities’ proclamation, policies, 

national constitution and reform documents and what is actually happening in the institutions.  

In addition, there are research gaps in the area of governance of public universities in 

Ethiopia. There are few local studies of Higher Education governance conducted by various local 

scholars, such as academic governance in public and private universities (Kassahun, 2015). This 

study focused only on the academic governance of public and private higher education institution 

in line with organizational structure and their functionalities, participation of stakeholders, 

transparency and openness and monitoring and reporting system. Demoze study also explored 

public university governance institutional autonomy, accountability in line with resource 

utilization and the interconnection between the two at this time of phenomenal expansion of the 

sector based on theoretical and practical framework (Demoze, 2013). Yohannes tried to investigate 

governance in line with state-public university relationships based on various theoretical models 

(Yohannes, 2010).  Academic freedom in teaching personnel in line with academic freedom and 

institutional autonomy carried out by various veterans independently in different universities 

(Ayalew, 2008; Baye, 2008; Demissu, 2008; Tesfaye, 2008; Wana, 2008). These studies treated 
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the academic teaching personnel as the major actor. Besides, Amare’s research work entitled: 

Academic freedom and development of higher education in Ethiopia in a comparison of the three 

Ethiopian régimes such, the Emperor, Derg and EPDRF studied by Amare (Amare, 2005). This 

study, thus, focuses on the governance of public universities, the nature and status of autonomy in 

its totality from institutional, academic, and financial point of view, accountability from the 

administrative, professional, social, legal and political framework.  Empowerment is also treated 

from structural, psychological, and leadership perspective. Besides, none of the studies addressed 

comprehensively about governance system and structure in a broader scope.  Hence, this research 

intended to fill the aforementioned policy, practice, knowledge and research gaps of Ethiopian 

public university governance system. 

Cognizant of this situation, the main objective of this research examines the perceived 

governance practices of selected Ethiopian public universities in the framework of government 

relationship in Ethiopian in terms of their compliance with governance reforms issued in the 2009 

higher education proclamation No. 650/2009, autonomy (institutional, academic and financial), 

accountability (professional, administrative, social, legal and political), and empowerment 

(structural, psychological, and leadership). In addition, this research also required generating 

trustworthy and timely information about the state of autonomy, accountability, empowerment, 

state-university relationship, and that enhances public university community’s awareness and 

facilitates informed policy intervention to the system of governance practices.  

To this end, the study was guided by the following research questions. 

1. What does government - university relations look like in Ethiopia’s public universities?  

The above research question addressed through the conceptual lens derived from Agency 

Theory in Chapter. It explored the relationship of public universities as an agent and government 
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as principal, in carrying out their institutional mandates, and the level of influence of government, 

control and supervision mechanisms the government used to manage the public universities. This 

perspective enables us to analyze their relationship from two points of view: information 

asymmetry and goal conflicts, which allow public universities to operate their day-to-day activities 

to achieve the intended results.  

2. To what extent the public universities are academically, institutionally, and financially 

autonomous?  

The second research question was formulated through a review of the literature on 

autonomy of public universities in Chapter 2. In addition, empirical data were presented in 

Chapters 4 and 5. This question examined the current practices of autonomy from three 

dimensions- academic (freedom of carryout academic issues in the public universities without the 

influence of the government), institutional (freedom of public universities in developing their own 

structures, governing bodies and other institutional issues). Furthermore, it examined financial 

autonomy (freedom of public universities to utilize their own budget, raise funds, transfer their 

budget without the influence of the state) in Ethiopian public universities, taking into account the 

significant differences that exist among universities (i.e. First, second and third generation), and 

within universities operating in different regulatory frameworks. Drawing on experiences from 

around the world, the research also identified strategic directions that could be considered for 

tackling the challenges of autonomy in Ethiopian public universities. 

3. What system of accountability is in place in public universities?  

 

The third research question treated the state of accountability practice in place in Ethiopian 

public universities that may help to improve the system of accountability and their ability to act 
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strategically in line with governance system. The accountability practices were examined from five 

major dimensions. Administrative accountability -calls officials to account for his/her performance 

of delegated duties in compliance with administrative standards and rules; professional-focus on 

conformity to standards and codes of conduct for professional behaviors; social-initiatives of direct 

and indirect society and citizen engagement in public affairs aiming to extract accountability. 

Furthermore, legal accountability assured by the judiciary, which checks whether the assigned 

public official acts within the confines of their assigned administration, and political accountability 

is appointed officials' duty to answer to the public interests and desires in carrying out the 

institutional mandates. 

4. What is the level of Ethiopian public universities’ empowerment (structural, psychological, 

and leadership) to carry out institutional mandates? 

This research question approached and tried to find out the extent of public universities 

empowerment based on three domains. The first domain is structural empowerment that entails 

access to opportunity, support, resources, information, and formal as well as informal power. 

Psychological empowerment is the second dimension encompasses competence, self-

determination or choice, impact and meaningfulness. Leadership empowerment is the last domain 

that consists of delegation of authority, self-directed decision-making, skill development, and 

coaching for innovativeness. This helps to identify the role of governance system to empower the 

public universities and its community. 

5. What challenges do Ethiopian public universities face in promoting effective governance? 

 

This research question explored the major challenges of public universities facing in 

promoting effective governance at the time of implementing public university governance reform 

initiated and monitored by Ethiopian government. It also considered the university-government 
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relationship, autonomy, accountability and empowerment perspectives to identify the challenges 

of public universities. 

1.3 Significance of the study 

Sound governance of public universities is one of the most important factors impelling the 

quality of tertiary education (Jaramillo et al., 2012). Besides, autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment of university communities are an influential factor for sound governance system in 

tertiary education (Bjørkquist, 2009; Inter University Council for East Africa, 2010). Hence, I tried 

to dig out the policy, practice and research and knowledge gaps in the statement of the problem 

section. Since, this research is comprehensive in type and methodological points of views; it fills 

the practice, knowledge and research gaps. Furthermore, the findings of the present study are 

significant for the following reasons:  

Administrative significance: First, the study creates awareness about the current practice 

of governance in line with autonomy, accountability, empowerment, and government-university 

relationship in public universities among the university community, policy makers, management 

council, and other stakeholders. Second, the findings of the study may serve as an input for policy 

makers, planners, administrators and practitioners dealing with public universities and their 

improvement and establishing a framework for the role of the government in university 

governance. Thirdly, the study contributes to making possible more informed and sound decision 

making in government university relations and governance of public universities as well as their 

internal management.  

Policy implications: First, this study gives important recommendations and policy 

implications that can help to bridge the gap between the theories and practices in the area of 

governance reform in the country.  Second, the findings of the study will assist the government as 
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well as national and international agencies dealing with public universities to improve the 

structures and organization of their related plans and activities on institutional management 

especially in situations involving the use of limited resources.  

Research benefits: First, the study adds to the existing body of knowledge in the study area 

and may contribute to the conceptual, theoretical and methodological debates surrounding synergy 

among autonomy, accountability, empowerment and government-university relation of public 

universities. Finally, the present study serves as a source for other similar works.  

1.4 Scope of the Study 

 The empirical focus of this study was delimited to an analysis of the state of governance in 

Ethiopian public universities. Despite many indicators of sound governance, this research provides 

an analysis of the status of Ethiopian public university governance in the framework of autonomy 

(academic, institutional and financial), accountability (administrative, professional, social, legal 

and political) empowerment (structural, psychological and leadership), and government-university 

relations based on the conceptual framework developed. Likewise, it also recognized the major 

challenges public universities face in promoting sound governance. Many of the fourth-generation 

universities were not functional and not involved under this study.  Similarly, this research does 

not seek to address the implications and impact of governance on public universities. 

Environments of governance (internal and external) that influence public universities were not part 

of the analysis. Because, in a single research it is difficult to analyze and manage all dimensions 

of governance variables. 

 

1.5 An Overview of the Conceptual Framework 

 Despite considerable changes and governance research studies in different issues, still, we 

do not have a clear understanding of what sound governance is and how it can be realized in public 
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universities. Moreover, there appear to be numerous theories that deal with different aspects of 

governance, but little consistency among the theories that are used to conceptualize how the 

construct of governance all link together in order to get the required results in public universities. 

What is more, the arrangement of approaches to governance research has been ineffectively 

examined from a different domain perspective.  In addition, on HE governance studies to date, a 

plethora of research has been carried out on autonomy, specifically - academic freedom- but in 

comparison, there has been a dearth of studies on the issue of empowerment, accountability and 

government-university relationship. Thus, the new conceptual framework was developed by the 

researcher with various domains of HE governance. The framework helps to give clarity and 

interconnection, recently absent in public university governance research. Furthermore, it shows 

the relationship between and among the four major components, evaluates the reciprocal 

association between domains, and examines how the various domains will be correlated with 

outcome variables of interest. Moreover, this framework aims to stimulate new conceptualizations 

and empirical approaches within HE governance research. The framework entails four major 

domains under the governance umbrella - autonomy, accountability, empowerment, and 

governance environment. 

 Autonomy. As the structure of public universities in most countries has become 

increasingly diverse and complex, it is commonly agreed that decentralizing authority and 

providing more autonomy to public universities seems to be the most appropriate approach for 

managing such complexity.  Hence, autonomy is the first domain of the framework. The three 

major constructs of autonomy used to capture the state of autonomy under sampled public 

universities are- institutional, academic, financial autonomy. The conceptual framework gives 

emphasis for these three constructs of autonomy in public universities.  
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 Accountability. It is the second main domain of the conceptual framework of the current 

study. It aims to ensure that public university’ leaders and other actors pursue publicly valued goals 

and satisfy legitimate performance expectations. The framework also contains five different 

domains of accountability to examine the extent and state of accountability practices of public 

universities. The major constructs of accountability under the framework encompasses on - 

professional, administrative, legal, social and political accountability.   

 Empowerment. The third domain of the conceptual framework is empowerment. It is one 

of the most effective ways of enabling employees at all levels to use their creative abilities to 

improve the performance of the individuals as well as the organization. The conceptual framework 

therefore, scrutinized the state of empowerment from various constructs, such as psychological, 

structural, and leadership empowerment perspectives. Psychological empowerment was assessed 

from its four major constructs vital to measure the level of empowerment. It comprises impact, 

competence, meaningfulness, and self-determination (choice).Structural empowerment was also 

treated based on six various variables including access to opportunities, access to information, 

access to support and access to resources, and two types of power, formal and informal. The last 

variable the framework emphasized to measure the extent of empowerment is leader empowering 

behavior (LEB). According to Yukl (2012), leadership empowering behavior can bring leaders the 

ability to guide, direct or influence the fellowship for the purpose of achieving common goals.  

Leadership empowering behavior was assessed through six various constructs under the 

conceptual framework. Konczak et al. (2000) described delegation of authority, accountability for 

outcomes, self-directed decision-making, information sharing, coaching for innovative 

performance, and skills development as the major constructs used to measure the state of 

leadership empowerment. 
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Environment. The last domain of the framework is an environment that promotes 

governance practices in public universities. In this regard, both internal and external environments 

play a vital role in determining their capacity and willingness to reforming governance system of 

public universities, despite, it is not part of analysis. The conceptual framework will also recognize 

the internal environment as one of the essential ingredients for the enhancement of sound 

governance in public universities. Some of the major elements used to capture the internal 

environment are - institutional norms, value, and culture; the patterns of authority and hierarchy 

and interest group pressure; systems of decision-making and resource allocation; and policies, 

legislation, rules and regulations developed by the university. On the other side, public universities 

are intricately connected to their environment and, as Weber (2006) has argued previously, 

universities need to adapt to changes in their external environment and collaborate with external 

constituencies through democratic principles to foster sound institutional governance. Various 

external environments such as government and its influencing agencies (MoE, HERQA, and 

HESC), national and international commitment (UNESCO, 1997; Dar es Salaam, 1990; OECD 

Declaration of 1999 Bologna System, Education, Training Policy, 1994; Higher Education 

Proclamation, No.650/2009) play a significant role in promoting governance reform under external 

environments. The conceptual framework is acquainted with various external environments that 

are linked with the practice of sound governance of public universities. 

 

Autonomy, accountability, and empowerment have been key aspects of recent public 

universities’ governance reform approaches. However, the fundamental linkages between these 

four concepts have not been proved and their relationship is contested. Thus, the conceptual 

framework for this dissertation provides a brief overview of the multiple and complex interaction 

between and among the major dimensions of governance. Such complex and multiple interactions 
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will result in sound governance, which is assumed to function with autonomy, empowerment, and 

accountability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Mulatu D. (2018) 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for Sound Governance of Public Universities 

The conceptual framework used autonomy, accountability, and empowerment as the three 

strategic pillars to promote sound governance and good relationship between government and 

university in public universities.  In supporting this, the empirical study of Collier (2008) identified 

autonomy, accountability and empowerment as authoritative tools for sound governance and good 

relationship of public universities. As Collier found the assumed linkages between and among the 
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four variables are powerful. Consistent with this, Keith and Marginson (2006) showed an 

association between autonomy, accountability and empowerment under governance system. 

Dubnick (2005) found that autonomy, accountability and empowerment are instrumental to each 

other, which means one variable can increase the others.  

As shown in Figure 1, the conceptual framework also shows the relationship between these 

variables by drawing two-way arrows between the two variables. I have also drawn tin and shaded 

line arrows to show the strong and weak relationship among and between domains under the 

framework. As the conceptual framework depicts, the three domains can influence and determine 

one another. People become empowered, autonomous, and accountable for their actions and vice-

versa. As indicated in the conceptual framework, when the institutions have institutional, academic 

and financial autonomy and institutionalizing professional, administrative, social, legal and 

political accountability, they become empowered structurally, psychologically and in terms of 

leadership and they exhibited good governance indicators and promote sound governance. Beside, 

autonomy influences both accountability and empowerment, while accountability influenced by 

both autonomy and empowerment as indicated in the figure 1. 

Moreover, the researcher believes that the integration of all the proposed domains of the 

conceptual framework fosters governance indicators (accountability, autonomy, transparency, 

participation, equity and inclusiveness, efficiency and effectiveness), and will bring sound 

governance. Sound governance can be achieved by the level of autonomy, accountability, and 

empowerment. Unless otherwise there is a good university-government relationship, it is difficult 

to achieve sound governance. Thus, this critically designed conceptual framework outlines the 

researcher’s current thinking about this governance study by providing a place for modern theories 

and empirical approaches and by encouraging more multiple-level domain investigations. 
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The discussion above indicates that academic leaders who experience a greater sense of 

autonomy and empowerment, experience greater accountability pressures. It also indicates that 

they are positive about the motivational effects and self-determination aspects of greater 

accountability, transparency, efficiency and effectiveness, which both are governance indicators. 

Similarly, empowerment is unlikely to operate without some form of accompanying autonomy and 

accountability. No matter how committed they may be to pursue corporate goals, institutional 

leaders involved in empowerment initiatives will invariably remain autonomous and accountable 

for their actions. 

Finally, even though the four reviewed domains are exhaustive by themselves and may 

help to achieve study objectives, the researcher does not claim that this newly developed 

conceptual framework is all-inclusive. There are other domains of governance, which have not 

been incorporated under this framework. This framework is anticipated as a starting point for 

generation of more comprehensive approaches to sound governance study. The conceptual 

framework may contribute to an emerging field of study and fill the knowledge gap in the academic 

community. It also helps the policy makers to revisit the existing policy and reform documents of 

public university system. 
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1.6 Definitions of Operational Terms 

Key terms that are repeatedly used in the present study are operationally defined as follows: 

Academic Community: refers to all those persons studying, teaching, and doing research as permanent or 

visiting members of an institution. 

Academic Leaders: Officials of the HEI who take the leading positions of the universities in different 

levels of management. 

Academic Teaching Staff: Some personnel who are engaged in teaching learning, research and community 

services under public universities, also known as Instructors. 

Accountability: a practice that entails procedures and processes used by individuals and groups to justify 

and take responsibility for activities and actions. 

Autonomy: a privilege of self-governance that allows professionals substantial control over their practice 

with significant room to exercise their judgment. 

Empowerment: a process through which individuals or organized groups increase their power and 

autonomy to achieve certain outcomes they need and desire. 

Public University: a tertiary higher learning institution whose officials are assigned by the federal or state 

government and governed by public officials assigned by the government as the case may be 

(FDRE, 2009). 

Sound Governance: autonomous, accountable and empowered self-governing networks of actors without 

the influence of government power and authority in university context. 

University-Government Relationship: The interaction of agent and principal with appropriate autonomy, 

accountability & decision-making power and authority without the influence of government 

in the framework good information asymmetry and absence of goal conflict. 
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Chapter Two 

2. Review of Related Literature 
 

This chapter explores the relevant literature on public university governance with specific 

reference to autonomy, accountability, empowerment and university-government relations. The 

chapter first reviews the nature and roles of public universities, and provides a brief overview of 

governance, its origin, concepts and definitions. This is followed by global, continental and local 

trends in governance, governance arrangement, actors of public university governance (people or 

groups, institutions who engaged actively in higher education governance), state-university 

relations, and the changing roles of government-university relations. Finally, it deals with the basic 

elements of university governance such as autonomy, accountability, empowerment, and 

challenges of governance in public universities. 

2.1 Public Universities: Nature and Roles 

 

Globally, public universities are under rapid growth and massification (ACU, 2015; 

Altbach et al., 2009) and this has been the global norm (UNESCO, 2015). Fred and Daniel (2014) 

and Inglesi-Lotz and Pouris (2012) noted that increasing social aims, living standards, and 

confidence on the part of students and their families in public universities will bring personal or 

economic returns in the future, changing statistics, growing socioeconomic relevance, and 

diversification of HE (OECD, 2007a). HEs contribute to this growth and it changes from elite to 

mass HE systems. As UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) estimates, 32.5 million students were 

enrolled in higher education worldwide in 1970. The estimation increased to 100 million in 2000 

and 178 million in 2010. This nearly 4.3% average annual growth in tertiary enrollment is a very 

rapid growth as compared to 1.6% average annual growth in world population over the same years 
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(UNDP, 2012). The growth in tertiary enrollments over the past four decades was more obvious 

in emerging regions, notably Sub-Saharan Africa, 8.4% average annual growth (Altbach et al., 

2009). Specifically, the enrollment in Ethiopian public universities increased from 40,000 20 years 

ago to nearly 600,000 in the academic year of 2014/15 as per Growth and Transformation Plan-1 

(MoFED, 2014). The number of higher education students is forecast to further expand to reach 

263 million by 2025 (British Council and IDP Australia, cited in Daniel, 2009). 

Trow (2007) and World Bank (2010b) argue that demand for HE will continue to grow and 

as the government endorses its role in aiding socioeconomic development, it becomes more 

important to ensure that public university systems are managed in an effective way (Fielden, 2008) 

and carefully planned over a constant period (John, 2015). Additionally, as HEs are getting more 

complex due to the growth in the number of public universities, the task of managing and 

monitoring the sector is becoming more specialized and demanding (Ashcroft & Rayner, 2011; 

European Commission, 2012). Hence, a well-organized governance system is required (OECD, 

2007a). In so doing, giving them autonomy recognizes that their governance needs are distinctive 

(Eastermann & Nokkala, 2009; Fielden, 2008). 

Despite massification and growth, the quality of human resources plays a vital role in the 

nation’s advancement endeavor (Moja, 2004; UN, 2015). Hence, education is important and can 

be seen as a driver, a vehicle, a trigger, a core value, or a key factor in human development (Shu-

Hsiang et al., 2015). Besides, it is the navigator, guides us towards the future, the pillar of 

development and growth of nations, and the powerful engine of humankind (El Said, 2016). The 

role of public universities in this regard is significant (Rani, 2004). Through their vital and 

prominent role in society, public universities create a societal impact that shows a solid potential 

to act at an advantage point for sustainable development locally and globally (Sedlacek, 2013; 
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Tristan, 2016). Similarly, public universities are key stakeholders in the creation of learning 

societies and achieving a sustainable future (Cortese, 2003; UNESCO, 2015) and are considered 

as a root that connects local setting to a larger world of information (UNESCO, 2007).  

Public universities play a role in aiding economic efficiency, social equity, and mobility 

(Robert & Timothy, 2016) and show their duty to social responsibility practices (Shu-Hsiang et 

al., 2015) through their core functions (teaching-learning, research, and community service). 

Public universities also increase their critical thinking and problem solving (Esfijani et al., 2012; 

Schendel, 2015; UNESCO, 2007; Vallaeys, 2013). Likewise, public universities are used as sites 

for critical reflection on the issues of society and policy (Marginson, 2011); they are a policy area 

where nations can significantly increase their impact (ACU, 2015; Lozano, 2006). According to 

Paul and John (2016), public universities play a vital role in reacting to the changing environment, 

by establishing new institutional administrative structures to meet more effectively to the demands 

of various national, regional, local and institutional needs. Public universities also facilitate nation 

building by promoting greater social union and trust in democratic processes (Olena, 2016; World 

Bank, 2002).  

Teshome (2003) also expresses the role of public universities as instilling norms, values, 

attitudes, ethics, and knowledge for civil society; well positioned to provide the desired support to 

the knowledge-driven economic growth strategies. As a result, in recent times, it has become 

crucial for governments to engage in HE reforms more fully than ever before (Varghese, 2012). 

As per Ashcroft and Rayner (2011, p. 103), “the increased size of HE in a system undergoing 

massification has important meaning for the management and governance of HEI themselves.” 

In the same vein, the Ethiopian government introduced a different reform plan and drives 

to establish and maintain sound governance in general, autonomy, empowerment and 
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accountability specifically in public universities. The country considers human capital 

development as a central pillar of its Growth and Transformation Plan I and II that is aimed at 

moving the country towards becoming a middle-income economy in 2025. This swift expansion 

significantly affected public university governance in the provision of effective teaching-learning, 

research and community service. Hence, this dissertation aimed to look on critically the 

governance in Ethiopian public universities in the framework of autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment. 

2.2 Governance: Overview 

“Governance begins with the individual. We will need to become better managers of 

ourselves, our children, our families, our occupation, our local and national institutions, and 

communities” (Grell & Gappert, 2016, p. 67). Public universities are presently subjected to astute 

changes worldwide. The development of the learning society, inert economic growth, and 

increased competitive pressures from globalization has stimulated an array of reforms in 

contemporary HE systems (Arthur, 2006; Gornitzka et al., 2007). In this regard, governance has 

become a major influential tool for enhancing the overall system of HE and a key approach of the 

21st century (Kennedy, 2003). Thus, there is a growing concern with governance in universities 

(Ackroyd & Ackroyd, 1999) and a clear mandate for their governing bodies to decide future 

direction, while seeking vital aims to maintain effectiveness in increasingly competitive and 

turbulent settings (Galbraith et al., 2006). Therefore, understanding the nature and role of 

governance in public university systems is a focal concern worldwide (Blackman & Kennedy, 

2009). Accordingly, the sections below will briefly review the origin, concept, and trends (global, 

continental and local) of governance from different points of view to establish a common 

understanding that will assist academia to grip the notion of governance. 
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2.3 Origin of Public Universities’ Governance 

Amid the late medieval period from 1150-1500, the religious schools and the first 

universities in Europe began to flourish, which manifested social changes, including the rise of 

mercantilism, accelerated urbanization, expansion of the middle class, bureaucratization, and the 

thriving of Renaissance (Salter & Tapper, 2013). This resulted in the complexities of European 

culture and fashioned the need to be professional with high caliber. Their major tasks were rooted 

in the “soil of efficiency of the medieval period” (Cobban, 1992, p. 231), which asserted higher 

education as a functional issue that gives graduates an expert advantage showed in financial terms. 

 

             According to Haskins (1957, p. 25), the “medieval university was at school with a modern 

spirit.”  The institution worked as a partnership amongst teachers and students, with the absence 

of government intervention and complete management autonomy of universities (Shechter, 2006). 

In any case, the indirect contribution of the universities in creating an intellectual elite and 

graduates who became pillars of society, the universities saw themselves most importantly as an 

expert organization acting to promote the well-being of its members (Davidovitch & Iram, 2015). 

Between1500 and1800, the early modern era, there was an expansion of autonomous nation 

states (Scott, 2006). The rise of the nation state interfered with academic autonomy; academia 

became an institution in the service of the government/monarchy in Europe that assumed a role in 

structuring the state’s institutions. Universities controlled at the municipal level by the state, 

became a tool for expanding the government elite. In addition, it has been seen as having a 

sociopolitical role, and as an ideological branch of the government, with which it had an equal 

relationship, “the state protects the action of the university; [and] the university safeguards the 

thought of the state” (Readings, 1996, p. 69). Wilhelm von Humboldt established Berlin University 

in 1810, and the sociopolitical role of the university began to disappear.  
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A model of academia was projected by Humboldt that followed the principle of unity of 

teaching, research and the principle of academic freedom to pursue learning and research, based 

on his heart’s desire (Commager, 1963). The self-governing role of HE was at the core of the 

Humboldtian approach, which exhibited HE in many countries. His model played a vital role in 

shaping teaching, learning and research on public universities worldwide (Guri-Rosenblit, 2005; 

Zimmermann, 2005). Globally, public universities in this specific time were moved to this dual 

academic model; research and teaching were at the core of academic activity, whereas also 

embracing the principle of autonomy in their governance (Ferlie et al., 2008). This rule also came 

up with the advancement of a sectorial concept of the HE (i.e., a detached or separate sector, not 

directly comparable with other types of organizations). Ferlie et al.’s idea is a product of the theory 

that sees academia as a domain managed by academic autonomy, which also requires institutional 

autonomy to realize the expected result.  

It can be understood that the freedom to pursue research and to manage the institution, 

without surrender to the needs or demands of a funding government, portrayed the governance 

practice of the time. In like manner, an extended tradition in which the state was required to limit 

its interference in higher education was also the outcome of the structural-academic ideology of 

the time. Furthermore, universities were also transformed into public institutions that were both 

financed by public funds, protected and free to act according to their own standards. It was called 

the hegemonic approach in the public sphere until after World War II (Salter & Tapper, 2013). 

Accordingly, public universities were granted autonomy in the social setting, creating self-

governing public organizations that followed norms and standards defined and developed by 

themselves (Gal-Nur, 2009) and had to change according to the spirit of the times. Until that time, 
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the attitude towards governance at public universities was very similar to that of private 

universities.  

As indicated by this approach, public universities competed with each other for resources, 

students, and political support in a market that was almost lacking regulation (McLendon et al., 

2007). Meanwhile, public universities that had been oblivious to the surrounding events began to 

pull the attention and were required to show accountability and extensive discussion initiated on 

the need for government involvement and mediation in higher education (Amaral, 2009). The 

“ivory tower” once free to act guided by self-standards, was now required to subject itself to 

evaluation, regulation, and monitoring (King et al., 2007, p. 167). These changes, in addition to 

the rapid rise in the transformation of higher education into a mass commodity, led nations all over 

to seek new models of governance that would make it possible to present autonomy, 

empowerment, efficiency, transparency and accountability in the academic world (McLendon et 

al., 2007). The policy of higher education as the mutual relations between market forces, the state, 

and academic oligarchy portrayed the public university governance models at that time (Olsen, 

2007). Nevertheless, the current conception and famous practices of governance is not just the sign 

of the models used in various nations (Dobbins et al., 2011), rather it also rooted in historical origin 

of public universities in Germany, especially the Humboldtian and Napoleonic traditions in 

Europe. Thus, Germany played a leading role in the introduction of governance in public 

universities to establish, maintain autonomy, empowerment and accountability in Europe.  

 

2.4 Governance: Debates 

Governance has turned out to be one of the focal ideas in political science (Haus, 2016) 

going for a catch all phrase to a new analytical idea that scholars use for explaining typical modes 

of interaction in the policy process and implementation (Kooiman, 2003; Pierre, 2000). Many 
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academics and international practitioners employ 'governance' to connote a complex set of 

structures and processes, both public and private, while more popular writers tend to use it 

synonymously with 'government' (Hill et al., 2016). Nevertheless, scholars struggle to put the 

concept clearly in a well-articulated manner (Scott & Trubek, 2002). The contemporary concept 

of governance is broader and multi-disciplinary in nature, and joins several organizational 

functions such as autonomy (institutional, financial, academic, and staff) (Fielden, 2008); 

empowerment, (structural, psychological, leadership) (Ahmad & Omar, 2016); and accountability 

(professional, administrative, legal, social and political) (Bovens, 2007). In addition, it manages 

transparency, disclosure, social responsibility, fairness and relationship among actors (Alsanosi, 

2012).  

Moreover, governance outlines the regulations, policies, methods and structure to direct 

and control the organization viably (Alsanosi, 2012; OECD, 2012). Higher education governance 

is a powerful notion that reflects the way a university is governed in a given political, social, and 

financial context (Christopher, 2012; De Boer et al., 2010; Donina et al., 2015; Hanada, 2013; 

Kooiman & Jentoft, 2009; Rowlands, 2013). Systematic and comprehensive governance 

approaches have been widely adopted by HEI and now form a vital part of institutions’ attempts 

to become more efficient, effective and client oriented (Sahney et al., 2010).  Since governance is 

defined differently in different contexts by scholars based on their own perspectives, philosophical 

foundation, the situation and the nature of institutions to be governed, the scientific world to which 

critical perspectives is cultivated on a daily basis and its multi-facet orientation, a single 

unanimously agreed upon definition does not exist yet (Brickley & Zimmerman, 2010).  

Thus, governance originates from the world of business and refers to the system by which 

organizations are coordinated and controlled (OECD, 2012) in order to facilitate their responsible 
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functioning where power is legitimately used (Tricker, 2009). Similarly, governance is a system 

to ensure the optimum (Daily et al., 2003) and ethical (Solomon, 2007) functioning of workplaces, 

thus, it incorporates a resolve against any counterproductive element at work and contributes to 

preventing and tackling workplace abuse (Tricker, 2015).  

Ongaro (2015) refers to governance as a pattern of relational exchange involving a 

multiplicity of actors and interaction predicated on notions of the network. Cornforth (2010, p. 15) 

defined governance as “the structures, systems and processes of ensuring the overall direction, 

control, autonomy, accountability and empowerment of an organization.” Jessop (2004, p. 27) 

described governance as “mechanisms and strategies of coordination received even with complex 

equal relationship among operationally autonomous actors, organizations and functional systems.” 

Ansell and Gash (2016) argued that governance refers to the rules and forms of governing 

arrangement that guide collective decision-making, aims to make or implement public policy or 

manage public programs. 

              The World Bank (2013) gave a more specific and generally agreed upon definition of 

governance as the set of rules and incentives by which the management of the institution is directed 

and controlled and the way rights and obligations are distributed actors. This definition better 

explains the internal and external mechanisms of sound governance by identifying the duties of 

the board and management council toward internal control and external relationships. It is a lawful 

process, through which organizations delegate its duties and create accountability for the process 

and the outputs (McKinlay, 2002). Furthermore, it lends to efficiencies in resource use, finding 

solutions to environmental and social issues, increasing competitiveness of the institutions, and 

promoting accountability and transparency (Bacq, 2012; Beekes & Brown, 2011; Mallin, 2010).  
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            According to Shattock (2006, p. 1), “University governance is defined as the established 

structures and processes through which universities govern their affairs.” Bratianu and Pinzaru 

(2015) described governance as the way of governing the university, interact with the internal and 

external actors striving for a dynamic harmony; envelops the structures, relationships and 

processes through which, at both, national and institutional levels, policies for testing training are 

created, actualized, and reviewed.  

          Carnegie and Tuck (2010, p. 431) considered “governance as the manner in which power 

and authority are being exercised in public universities in the allocation and management of 

resources”. Sound governance can be understood by Frederickson et al. (2006, p. 81) as a 

“structure which strives to save the integrity of the academic value system while at the same time 

situating universities vis-à-vis their larger environment to make them open and liable to external 

messages, demands and expectations.” Public universities’ governance forms manage various 

dimensions of an institution: how it coheres; how it exercises authority; how it relates to internal 

members (students and staff); how it relates to external stakeholders (government, business, local 

community, and international institutions); how it decides; and how far it delegates duty regarding 

choices and actions internally (El Said, 2016). 

           The focal element of sound governance within the context of the academy is more an issue 

of tone and shared regard, coupled with a high degree of transparency between senior 

administration and faculty, such that each body interacts with each other in the spirit of mutual co-

operation (Taylor, 2013). In reinforcing the above idea, changes in curriculum, university and self-

evaluation, program design and development, and a variety of other areas cannot exist without 

sound governance of universities (Ehara, 2016; McKenna, 2016). Consequently, positive faculty 

involvement in institutional governance can help build social capital that adds to a culture of trust 
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within an organization (Austin & Jones, 2016; Hernandez, 2008); helps new leaders understand 

where autonomy and accountability lie (Henard & Mitterle, 2009); and encourage basic leadership, 

which is rational, informed, transparent, and prompts public universities’ efficiency and 

effectiveness (Trakman, 2008). 

          Generally, “the execution of sound governance mechanisms is increasing, as is the 

importance of formal rules and procedures with the expansion of explicit and relatively transparent 

quality assurance mechanisms and performance monitoring systems” (Whitley, 2011, p. 367). 

Furthermore, having governance demands at various institutional levels is the cornerstone for 

efficient and effective organizational functions (Singh, & Kiran, 2015; Sobol, 2006). 

2.5 Public Universities Governance Trends: Global, Continental and Local 

2.5.1 Global Trends 

The impacts of HE systems have been triggered by the growth in numbers of institutions 

due to the unavoidable escalation in support. It is accepted that the state is not a sole and the best 

judge of how individual universities should operate (De Boer & File, 2009; Fielden, 2008). As 

confirmed by Fielden (2008), the management of very complex academic communities cannot be 

done effectively through the influence of the state; rather, the task should be left to institutions 

themselves. Their management needs are diverse and allow them the full exercise of their academic 

freedoms and accountability (Mora, 2001; Taye, 2008). As a result, high levels of state 

involvement in the management of higher education, or political intervention in institutional 

decision-making, can suppress innovation, encourage rent seeking, and politicize the education 

system (Kapur & Crowley, 2008). This has been the case in most developing countries as of late 

(Brandenburg & Zhu, 2007; Saint et al., 2003). Many learned observers have highlighted a global 
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trend towards expanding autonomy in the management of university affairs over the past decade 

(Fielden, 2009; Gunawan, 2008; Paradeise et al., 2009).  

In affirming the above notions, Salmi (2007) noted that greater management freedom has 

of late been awarded to universities in Indonesia, Thailand, Japan, Denmark, Germany, U.K, 

Romania and Sweden. Equally, new models of governance that redistribute duty, autonomy, 

accountability, and basic leadership control among external and internal actors (Bleiklie & Kogan, 

2007; Massen, 2007; Stensaker et al., 2007) define the above countries.  

In Asia, in 1993, the outline for Education Reform and development gave all universities 

in China more autonomy (Mok, 1999). The Higher Education Law of 1998 legitimatized 

decentralization and university autonomy; emphasized the freedom of scientific research; and 

stipulated the legal status of public universities (Brandenburg & Zhu, 2007). It detailed seven 

domains under which Chinese public universities are granted autonomy - “student admissions, 

specialization formation, teaching affairs, research and service, international trade and 

cooperation, internal structure and personnel management, financial and property management” 

(Zha, 2006, p. 163). In other words, the Chinese experience exemplifies, as pointed out by Neave 

and van Vught (1994), a move from a state-controlled model to a state-directed model, where 

institutions enjoy more autonomy in academic, financial matters and in governance and 

management.  

Higher education reforms in Indonesia were introduced in 1994 with enhanced excellence 

and autonomy, empowerment and accountability (Nizam, 2006). Japan also passed the National 

University Corporation Act in 2003 that made all its national universities legally autonomous with 

greater powers assigned to the president and a governing board (Yamamoto & Futao, 2011). 

Whereas, in Canada and United States, most universities are governed by Boards of Trustees under 
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a state system of HE in Ethiopia, board members are rarely academics and nearly always drawn 

from business and civil society (Eckel & King 2006, p. 11). In both nations, public university 

governing boards are by virtue of their creation and appointment procedures highly accountable to 

provincial/state governments and to the larger public that supports governing boards (Ogle et al., 

2008). 

In contrast, in Kazakhstan, focal control of universities is impressive and their autonomy 

is restricted. Also, the government appoints university chief officers, sets admissions, decides 

curricula, manages staff salaries, owns the university structure and other assets, and decides the 

creation of governing boards, universities do not award their own degrees; “direct accountability” 

to government is quite high, but accountability to stakeholders is minimal (World Bank & OECD, 

2007, p. 128).  

From the review so far, regardless of various changes in university governance and 

management in the world, one key change was the transformation of public universities into public 

administrative institutions, thereby granting them a level of autonomy and accountability. Thus, 

university governance has become a major focus of HE reform initiatives around the world. 

2.5.2 Continental Trends 

Despite the fact that the trend towards university autonomy has increased, it is still behind 

in developing countries. This is important because states are the key actor in the lives of most 

African public universities since they see them as tools of development (Kaya, 2006; Zeleza, 

2004). Mwiria (2003, p. 22) argues that the autonomy of these institutions “is confined not just by 

their almost total reliance on the public reward for sustained existence, but also by the 

accountability which such autonomy necessarily demands”. This changing part of governance with 

specific references to institutional autonomy and public accountability emanating from public 
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funding of the institutions gives the approval for the government to assume the duty to verify that 

these funds are properly used. Article 22 of the UNESCO ‘Recommendation’ depicts the use of 

these interlinked ideas, as “Member States, public universities should guarantee a proper balance 

between the level of autonomy and accountability due to the significant financial investments made 

by the states” (pp. 28-29).  

Furthermore, according to UNESCO’s Article, 22, public universities should attempt to 

open their governance in order to be accountable to various actors of their institutions (Saint  & 

Lao, 2008). As states move away from steering to interfering in the internal institutional affairs, 

their commitment to institutional development reduced and becomes a violation of institutional 

autonomy (Kaya, 2006). This does not imply that the engagement of states in African universities 

is not important, rather, governments can also play a “steering” role that is essential for African 

public universities. In supporting Kaya’s point, Saint and Lao (2008) posit that government 

mediation can be supportive of public universities, especially if there is a need to redress, ensure 

value, and increasing access; when crises emerge such as dysfunctional governance, autocratic 

leadership, corrupt managers and financial crises. Moreover, the government also plays a role 

when, there is a need to support the force of external factors, particularly globalization of HE.  

Equally, the Dar es Salaam Declaration on Academic Freedom and Social Responsibility 

of Academics, (1990) calls attention to the following statement, “if there are clear, present and 

prospective risks to life or property of the institution and such risks cannot be averted without the 

intervention of the forces of the state, then inviting the state through official way is vital” (Article 

40, (A & B), p. 7). In spite of supporting public universities, African governments such as Angola. 

Burkina Faso, and Ethiopia, at present, frequently neglects to delineate the limit of supervising 

public universities from interfering (Zeleza, 2004, p. 55). According to Teshome (2006, p. 7), 
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“financial dependencies are the largest single obstacle to self-governance of universities in most 

African public universities including Ethiopia”.  

In addition, most African university governance is portrayed by “autocracy, discretionary, 

and top-down managerial structure, poor relations and strained relationship between 

administration and teaching faculty” (Zeleza, 2004, p. 55). This is partly a reflection of state 

dictatorship itself. Notwithstanding, Zeleza (2003) emphasized the imbalance of autonomy, 

accountability and high state intervention in African universities. Recently, most states of African 

countries have been framed with institutional autonomy and the new governance structures within 

national accountability systems (Baye, 2008). Drawing from models of university governance in 

various European nations and the United States, often enhancing those with local adaptations, 

public universities in Africa generally reflect the range of good practice that has emerged 

worldwide, but still, institutional autonomy is under infant stage. 

As should be obvious, the encounters of some African countries studied enjoy certain 

degrees of autonomy while providing greater levels of accountability in government and society 

(Saint, 2009). Nevertheless, a wide range of practice proved university governance in Angola and 

Burkina Faso follows the traditional model of self-governance by the academic community with 

little outside involvement. Others, like Chad, Djibouti, Ethiopia and Mauritania, mix academic 

with government agents. More common, however, is a blend of academic, government, and 

various types of non-governmental delegates. Ghana, South Africa, and Tanzania are good 

examples of these cases (Saint, 2009).  

Of specific note is the practice followed by Botswana, Kenya and Namibia of including 

one or two international experts in HE within governing boards in order to tap into experiences 

elsewhere in the world. Nevertheless, in some cases (Kenya and Zimbabwe) government cannot 
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resist poking its fingers into the university pie by allowing senior government officials with the 

power of appointing notable board members (Mvé-Ondo et al., 2009). Thus, the system of 

university council governance has seriously undermined public university autonomy and 

accountability in some of the African universities and the autonomy of university governance in 

the Middle East and North Africa is somewhat more confined. Governments engage in the active 

steering of institutions, yet do not seem to involve themselves directly in university affairs unless 

a crisis arises. This shield a level of institutional accountability to government in Algeria, and 

Egypt (Saint, 2009). 

2.5.3 Local Trends 

 An old elite educational system of Ethiopia highly allied to the Orthodox Church (MoE, 

2011b; Saint, 2004) values more than a thousand years of religious training, while modern 

education is a recent event having been introduced by the opening in 1908 of the Menelik 

Secondary School. HE was introduced half a century later, after the opening of Addis Ababa 

University in 1960. This was followed by a dormant establishment of a few public higher 

institutions geographically scattered in and around major urban settlements in the late 1950’s and 

early 1960’s. In the mid 1960’s, all colleges in the country were reorganized and pooled together 

under Addis Ababa University (the then Haile Selassie I University) (Tamirat, 2008). However, 

due to the extreme condition of its autonomy by the then Derg regime (1974-1991), this could not 

be sustained (Desalegn, 1984). 

In its public universities’ proclamation (HEP, 1977) the then Derg government established 

the Commission for Higher Education (CHE) through which it’s micro-managed the public 

universities. This centralized, controlled system made it difficult for Ethiopian public universities 

to change innovation and responsiveness. The first wave of the new regime’s reform agenda came 
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to be enacted in the mid of 1990’s. With the declaration of the country’s Education and Training 

Policy (ETP) in 1994, an attempt to review the country’s education system with specific debates 

at each level with the government officials, not with the expertise was made, and the country’s 

education system has been restructured radically (ETP, 1994). The HE sector, amazingly until 

2000, showed elitist features with only two universities, a few colleges, and not more than 40,000 

students in the second most crowded nation on the African continent. The running of public 

universities at the national level was assigned to a small department within the Ministry of 

Education, the Senate, presidents and vice presidents at the university level. 

Similar to the changes at the global level, recent advancements within the HE sector have 

been profound (MoE, 2010). Only in the last two decades, the number of universities in Ethiopia 

has grown from two to 33 properly functioning universities and 10 new universities (4th generation) 

under construction. The Gross Enrollment Rate (GER) has risen from one percent to 5.3 percent. 

Among other things, such huge changes should entail huge shifts in the areas of university 

governance and management (MoE, 2010).  

The governance of the HE sector in Ethiopia involves primary actors at the external and 

internal level. At the external level, the MoE plays the major role, while the internal level is 

entrusted to governing and advisory bodies including academic units, managerial and technical 

support units, and offices and other facilities necessary for undertaking the activities of the 

university (FDRE, 2009). The ultimate power of making decisions for education rests with the 

MoE. The various functions of the Ministry outlined in the Higher Education Proclamation (FDRE, 

2009) have focused on ensuring the usage of the national policy and strategy on HE, determining 

and issuing standards, approving and ensuring the execution of strategic plans of public 

institutions, encouraging coordination among universities and other external entities. In 2003, an 
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agency entrusted with the task of ensuring quality in the sector (i.e., Higher Education Relevance 

and Quality Agency (HERQA) and a strategic center concerned with policy formulation, advice 

and research (i.e., Higher Education Strategic Centre (HESC) were created to act as buffer bodies. 

The ETP (1994), Article 3.8 and sub-articles 3.8.1-3.8.5, and the HEP (650/2009) provided 

the legal ground for creating autonomous, active and globally recognized public universities. In 

addition, FDRE (2009) HE proclamation granted institutional autonomy to public universities, 

appreciated merit and competency base recruitment of governing bodies of the universities. 

Likewise, the board appointed by the State of a public university designated as “the supreme 

governing body of the institution” (Article 44.1, p. 5009) with a plethora of duties is extending 

from monitoring and evaluation, proper recording and supervising the overall operations of the 

University. 

Until 2009, the academic governance of Ethiopian universities was led by the Senate, the 

President, Vice Presidents, and the academic assemblies at the faculty and department level. This 

structure changed with the revised HEP No. 650/2009 (FDRE, 2009), which conveyed two other 

important presidential advisory bodies that are prescribed by law are the managing council (Article 

56 No. 1) and the university council (Article 57). The former council includes the president, the 

vice presidents, and other officers in charge of university-wide student affairs. This council advises 

the president on strategic issues; and serves as a forum for monitoring, coordination, and 

evaluation of the university’s operations. The latter council consists of the managing council, all 

deans, directors, members of the senate standing committee, the chief librarian, the registrar, other 

key academic officers, and representatives of academic staff and students (Article 57 No. 1 of the 

proclamation 650/2009). It advises the president on organizational proposals regarding plans, 
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budgets, organizational structures, academic programmes, agreements of cooperation, and on 

division, merger, and closure of academic units. 

However, many things are left unclear about the Senate as the University Council shares 

its past obligations and structure. Some of the duties are assigned to the Managing Council, and 

specifically to the University Council, which overlap that of the Senate. Despite the need for the 

creation of all these cumbersome structures, which are to be chaired by the president who will be 

extremely burdened, the level of top governing body’s commitment to institutionalize the sound 

governance in public universities are challenging. In spite of the fact that these structures were 

anticipated to be applied, the universities still seem to follow the earlier governance system where 

the Senate assumes the highest position. 

Article 4.5 of HE proclamation 2009 states that one of the objectives of HE in Ethiopia is 

“to ensure institutional autonomy with accountability” (p. 4979). In a similar vein, among the 

various guiding values the institutions should uphold, Article 7.4 ascribes to “institutional 

autonomy with accountability” (p.4979) and outlines the specific components of autonomy and 

accountability. According to Article 17, universities have the autonomy to develop and implement 

relevant curricula and research programs; set up organizational structure; implement internal rules 

and procedures; employ staff, administer personnel, nominate managers; and manage funds and 

property. The proclamation also grants academic freedom for institutions with the need that social 

obligation should be cultivated while pursuing their mission (Article 16). 

In spite of the autonomy allowed into universities in Ethiopia, Teshome (2007) contends 

that the sector has been dominated by unskilled and direct government involvement; however, this 

condition seems to be improving. Baye (2008) strongly disagrees and argues that all successive 

governments have kept the university at bay and silence it whenever it gets vocal with its thoughts, 
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words of dissent, and practice. Equally, Taye (2008), who investigated the situation in nine public 

and five private institutions, seems to support Baye’s (2008) position. The overall indication is that 

in terms of the new forms of governance with the reference to autonomy, empowerment and 

accountability, our universities still fail to impress anyone. 

2.6 Governance Arrangement in Higher Education 

 

 The global move in the state’s locus of control from direct to a more indirect form of 

university governance has been widely cited as one noteworthy sign of the HE sector (De Boer & 

Goedegebuure, 2009; Meek & Davies, 2009; OECD, 2008). This move required a variety of 

factors, chief among which are the demand - response imbalance, the move to a mass HE system, 

the huge growth in the type and the provision of public universities, and the change of environment 

in which universities operate. Likewise, the state’s growing constraint in giving the required 

resources and funding, the increasing market pressure within the HE sector, and the introduction 

of New Public Management (NPM) are, among others to move (Santiago et al., 2008; Schmidt & 

Langberg, 2007). At a broader level, these moves have been noted to shift university governance 

from centralized to decentralized systems (Christensen, 2011; Schmidt & Langberg, 2007).  

Accordingly, governance arrangement is a vital strategic driving force to change the 

potential intellectual capital into the operational intellectual capital of public universities 

effectively (Bratianu, 2015). It involves a deliberative multi-actor joint effort in building up rules 

of conduct governing some or all of broader institutional actors; benefit and supports the regulatory 

role of the state (Donahue & Zeckhauser, 2005). The idea was either to “tighten the hold of 

legislative supervisory bodies”, or to “reinforce autonomy and accountability by making it work 

better within the legal system provided” (Shattock, 2004, p. 231). Hence, defining governance 

arrangements may be an opportunity for the state, intermediate bodies, and institutions to discuss 
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a fair level of autonomy, empowerment and accountability. In addition, it could widen the 

requirement of nationwide regulations; explore levels of autonomy for institutions while 

pinpointing vital elements in facilitating sound governance and help institutions to exercise their 

autonomy effectively (Nwabueze & Mileski, 2008). As well, the arrangement demands an 

adequate balance of skills and experience among members (CUC, 2004) and values experience 

and skill (IGOPP, 2007).  

One of the most important norms of governance arrangements is the freedom of each actor 

to maintain its checks and balances (Broomes, 2015; El Said, 2016). Therefore, the ability of any 

university to deliver on its mandate and achieve its objectives relies on its governance arrangement, 

the integrity and efficiency of its administrative system, its capability to promote HE and scientific 

research and its ability to compete with other higher institutions locally as well as globally 

(HEA/IUA, 2007). To accomplish institutional targets, the governance procedures and its 

arrangements should take into consideration the duty in combination with accountability for 

effective institutional performance. Through achieving a balance between these, it supports the 

empowerment of staff via their engagement in activities such as planning, decision-making, and 

execution (Johansen et al., 2003). 

From this review, one can see that governance arrangements within universities have 

sought the provision of more autonomy, the empowerment of leadership at various echelons, the 

introduction of new systems of accountability, and new arrangements of external and internal 

governance mechanisms. This arrangement emphasizes the need for clear depiction of duties 

within institutions, generally addresses issues of institutional governance, and focus on a 

specification and clarification of institutional roles and responsibilities. This arrangement also 

encompasses various formal and informal processes and therefore makes it impossible to set clear 
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arrangements for all possible combinations and shows flexible, responsive and supervising 

governing board in the arrangements. Furthermore, it helps in aligning HE goals with fundamental 

public priorities and holding public universities accountable. 

2.7 Actors in Public Universities Governance 

 The role of actors to institutionalize sound governance in public universities is vital. Actors 

are derived from the choices at top levels based on a set of processes and internal control tools 

aimed at assuring that these choices enacted in the management of public universities (Salvioni, 

2009). Actors are the stakeholders who actively engaged in public university affairs to achieve the 

desired targets. Actors may be rule makers who take existing rules as a starting point for defining 

their own identities and interests. Conversely, actors may also be rule takers, but nonetheless 

modify or even overturn those rules from time to time (La Porta et al., 2000). Institutional rules 

must be enacted by actors, yet institutions themselves produce and reproduce these actions (Aoki, 

2007). Institutionally defined situations affect the interests and even identities of actors within the 

boundaries of institutions. In sum, a constitutive approach conceptualizes actors and institutions 

as being commonly associated and reflexively intertwined with one another (Tricker, 2009). 

Hence, institutions have a largely constraining character, setting clear boundaries on actors’ 

choices (Ingram & Clary, 2000).  

There are various actors involved in the public university governance system. Specifically, 

public universities have multiple actors ranging from the governing body, academic council, 

departments/schools, and Senate to students, parents, and the local community (De Boer et al., 

2008; Heffron & Heffron, 2016). As Bok and Collini (2012) found, the objectives and functions 

of a university should be chief in any thought the structure of the governing body composed of 

well-qualified academic practitioners. The following categories of actors are based on the 
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description by Enders’ (2004), designed to give a broad overview of the different actors in HE 

governance arrangement. 

The Academic Oligarchy is built out of the academic heartland (Clark, 1998, p. 5) and 

visible on faculty boards, senates and stakeholders on governing boards. The academic heartland 

in public universities in many nations has been granted wider autonomy concerning the 

management of their academic staff over the past ten years (De Boers, 2007; Münch, 2007). 

Academic heartland or staff refers to both qualified staff directly involved in the educational 

process and staff who have a specific form of responsibility in the management and/or coordination 

of all employees at the institution (Tipett & Kluvers, 2011).  

Intermediary Organizational Actors are the governing and supervisory boards, which bring 

more changes that are influential in the system and provide strategic directions.  

 State Actors include the visible ministerial managers from higher education, finance, 

government advisory boards and the Minister (Fried, 2006; Musselin, 2005b). The central 

management has always been a strong force in university governance, especially in public 

university systems of innovation and entrepreneurial structure; this has an information advantage 

over academic authorities as it is continuously involved in administrative issues (Lauwreys, 2008). 

The Management Staff are the main categories commonly seen in most countries are those 

of the president, deputy rector or vice president, directors, dean, and head of the department, and 

as regards the teaching staff those of professors, lecturer and assistant (De Boers et al., 2007; 

Münch, 2007). 

Many countries have instituted agencies/advisory bodies that support the governance 

structure of their public universities. These bodies serve as structures of external guidance and 

apply external perspectives to impact issues relating to institutional governance; to support the 
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correspondence and cooperation between the public universities and the Ministry, and to enhance 

the bond between the institution and society. In the Ethiopian case, Higher Education and Quality 

Assurance (HERQA) and Higher Education Strategic Center (HESC) are new actors in HE 

governance. These buffer agencies are affiliated with the MoE and under the supervision of MoE, 

which lacks independence. Their effect varies from audits of program accreditation to system 

accreditation (Articles 89 and 90 of the Proclamation 650/2009 for HERQA’s and HESC’s powers 

and duties). The heavy involvement of the government itself in planning, budgetary matters, and 

maintaining the quality of public universities has denied these organizations an active role as 

stipulated in the FDRE (650/2009).  

Students are also fundamental to the development of quality procedures at public 

universities; they very often occupy a marginal role as political actors in the dialog of university 

governance (Bergan, 2003, p. 5). Compared to other actor groups, students have been involved in 

university governance since the 1960s. Their decision-making and political impact within 

governing bodies is rather low, but their advisory capacities and informal structures that reach up 

into ministries give their voice a stronger impact (Bergan, 2003; Morley, 2003). 

In addition to these actors, there are three important levels in the university´s structure in 

which actors are involved. This includes at the top-level, the board and the management of the 

university; at the mid-level, the Senate and management council: and at the low-level, staff bodies 

and department meetings. It is important for university management to coordinate with different 

actors in various levels because the actors’ characters affect the objectives and strategies of the 

university by setting limits and conditions (Tipett & Kluvers, 2011). 

One can see that a robust system of governance is vital in enabling organizational actors to 

work effectively and to discharge their obligations as regards transparency and accountability to 
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those they serve. It will also provide comfort to the actors like the state and the public at large that 

universities are operating to the highest standards of autonomy, empowerment and accountability 

in relation to sound governance. In addition, institutional responses, as well as the reactions of the 

actors are crucial to the scope and direction of higher education governance reforms initiated by 

governments and the impact of such reforms in public universities. 

2.8 The State-University Relation 

The relationship between HE and the state has become necessary, but it has never been 

easy and is in a continuous process of change in almost all HE systems worldwide (Huisman et 

al., 2001; Liefner, 2003). With regard to modern HE, governments have made dramatic changes 

to the size, structure, governance and funding arrangements, so that they can better address public 

demand, and compete as a center of excellence globally (Ahmad et al., 2012b; Ansell, 2008; Kim 

& Mahoney, 2005). 

There have been many theories applied in analyzing issues related to change in the 

relationship between the government and universities. Recent literature shows that Agency Theory 

has emerged as a useful and vital theoretical structure in the discipline of sound governance of 

public universities and has proven to be a major hypothesis for research in university-government 

dynamic (Ahmad et al., 2012a; Jacobs & Van Der Ploeg, 2006; Lane & Kivistö, 2008). 

Lingenfelter (2004) argued that the importance of freedoms of thought, expression, and the 

corollary freedoms to teach and to learn, often are the starting point for discussions of the 

relationship between the university and the state. Focusing on the procedures and issues of 

initiating governance reform from the government (Principal) to the university (Agents), agency 

theory examines organizational thinking and behavior of the agents and the relationship between 

the agents and principal to highlight goal conflicts and information asymmetries (Rungfamai, 
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2008). Saam (2007) further explained that informational asymmetries occur because the principal 

cannot observe the competencies, intentions, knowledge and actions of the agent. Meanwhile, goal 

conflicts happen when the agents and principals have different goals and the agents undertake a 

different course of action than the one desired by the principal (Kivistö, 2007).  

Agency theory focuses on the central question of how the principal can control the agents 

in a context of information-asymmetry and goal conflict. It is assumed that goal conflicts arise in 

the process of delegating authority from the principal to the agent (Alvarez & Hall, 2006).  

Furthermore, as agency theory suggests a goal conflict constitutes the main reason behind the 

problems in the agent’s-principal relationship (Shapiro, 2005) and is also useful to deal with the 

issues of public university governance, offers clear and insightful explanations for problems 

arising from the agent’s-principal relationship (Kim & Mahoney, 2005; Rungfamai, 2008; Schiller 

& Liefner, 2007). 

In this regard, universities are currently experiencing demands to harmonize their strategic 

goals and activities with the government objectives to increase the quality of teaching, learning, 

research, and community services (Kettunen, 2006; Jacobs & Van der Ploeg, 2006).  According to 

Alexander (2000), in many countries, the government could give incentives for pursuing activities 

that are suited to the government objectives over autonomous functions of the university. Besides, 

a system of performance-based agency promotes better alignment of university actions and 

government objectives (Kivistö, 2007; OECD, 2010). In addition, Lane and Kivistö (2008) argued 

that since the government and university operate and exist as public authorities, this type of 

operation requires a political-economy-based academic system provided by Agency Theory. They 

pointed out three reasons for the suitability of agency theory to the government-public university 

relationship. Firstly, they record the funding of universities by the government obtained from 
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different sources. Secondly, they ensure that the performance of the university is continually 

measured to align with government objectives. Thirdly, they monitor and understand the dynamics 

of multiple principal-single agent relationships. 

One can understand from the review of government-university relations, neither the desire 

of public universities for resources, nor the desire of governmental leaders for accountability and 

cost-effectiveness can be easily obtained. Achieving the public interest in higher education 

requires things that are in conflict: institutions with enough freedom to be responsive, competitive, 

effective, and efficient; responsiveness to public needs as explained by democratically elected 

representatives; a substantial commitment of public resources to achieve sound governance and 

cost-effectiveness. No matter how receptive, sensitive and amicable governmental officials and 

public university leaders are, they will have different views on these issues. Every state also needs 

an effective means of articulating and pursuing the public agenda for higher education. The work, 

as suggested above, is a constant balancing act between legitimate but conflicting values. In this 

regard, a sound university-government relationship is required to achieve all previously mentioned 

issues in public universities. 

 

2.9 The Changing Role of Government- University Relation 

 Higher education dynamics have been changing fast globally and are becoming very 

intricate because of the multiplicity of the number and types of public universities (ACU, 2015; 

Altbach et al., 2009; Fielden, 2008; Heslop, 2014; UNESCO, 2015). Meanwhile, the role of the 

state in governing public universities has also been changed (De Boer & Goedegebuure, 2009; 

Fielden, 2008; Meek & Davies, 2009). Subsequently, the shifts in governance primarily result in 

institutional autonomy in universities and are limited to the role of government to some area (Chan 
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& Lo, 2007; Christopher, 2012; Hanada, 2013; Trackman, 2008). Thus, governments mainly 

measure institutions’ performance against their agreed institutional strategy (Fielden, 2008). 

All the same, there is always a conflict of interest in terms of priority regarding whose 

objectives comes first (Taye, 2008). On one hand, universities want to focus on the pursuit of 

knowledge as a self-determined institutional objective while on the other hand, achieving the 

national priorities (economic, social, political, environmental and technological) of the countries 

as emphasized by the government (Lingenfelter, 2004). Thus, the governance challenge is then to 

achieve the appropriate balance between the government steering and institutional autonomy in 

the pursuit of a better alignment between institutional initiative and the nation’s economic and 

social development goals. 

In addition, these dynamics brings the replacement of an old model (total state control 

model) with contemporary models (a state supervision model), which are recognized by many 

scholars (OECD 2007; Schmidt & Langberg, 2007) and have resulted in substantial changes in the 

way activities are organized and managed in public universities (Varghese, 2009). This has had a 

wide effect on the relative distribution of responsibilities for the management of public university 

system. The rationale behind the State control Model does not recognize the loosely coupled, 

multifaceted character of public universities (Van Vought, 1993). Despite the paradigm shift to the 

government supervision model, in many countries the actors and agencies try to steer an object by 

using strict rules and major control mediums. To overcome the above challenges, an efficient State 

Supervising model has paramount importance. Monitoring and feedback are the main emphases 

under the "State Supervision Model", or "self-regulation" model (OECD, 2008, p. 69). In this 

model, the involvement of government actors is limited and has a weak impact. Furthermore, the 
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government is chiefly an actor that watches the policies, rules, and regulations played by the main 

actors in order to modify and change with the absence of proper implementation.  

Although the shifts towards the state supervision model have some side effects, giving 

more autonomy to public universities enhances their internal efficiency and effectiveness and 

regulates the measures to assure sound governance (Fielden, 2009; OECD, 2003). Thus, the 

government sets the broad factors by which the public universities are governed and operated, 

whereas fundamental decisions about the aim and objectives are left to individual public 

universities. Consequently, distinctions are made between a tight and loose managerial control of 

universities by policy makers and a tight and loose goal-setting capacity of the government in 

public universities (OECD, 2008; Van Vught, 1993). 

Such order may suggest two dimensions of governance: procedural and substantive 

dimensions (OECD, 2011). Procedural dimension includes financial and management capacities 

of public universities as well as aspects of personnel policy (setting salaries, creation and 

suppression of posts); student policy (selection of students, the level of tuition fees). The 

substantive dimension includes the freedom to set up courses, choose the content and methods of 

courses and research, define organizational goals vis-a-vis environment, and choose the personnel 

and students, according to organizational and academic goals, standards, and the choice of research 

topics (OECD, 2008). These two dimensions of governance are similar to the dimensions of 

autonomy (financial and academic) (Berdahl, 1999).  

In sum, this practice of steering deals with the government devices, incentive structure that 

shapes the behavior of the HE actors towards national policy goals. It is linked with a less 

interventionist and facilitative role of the government in providing more direction for public 

universities over a greater number of areas. In addition, public universities are considered as a vital 
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strategic advantage for governments to achieve their national objectives, thus, the government can 

achieve those ends without compromising the independence of the universities. 

2.10 Basic Elements of University Governance 

The emergence of the knowledge society, dormant economic growth, and increased 

competitive pressures from globalization has fortified an arrangement of reforms to contemporary 

public university governance system (Arthur 2006; Gornitzka et al., 2007). At the same time, 

individual higher education systems are also attached in the country, which largely reflects 

national, regional and institutional development priorities (Krücken et al., 2007; Olsen, 2007). 

Thus, to satisfy the demands above, autonomy, accountability, empowerment, and good 

university-government relationship plays a vital role in public universities (Erickson et al., 2016). 

The basic idea underlying autonomy and empowerment in governance system is moving 

authority and responsibility down to the least levels in public universities to be accountable for 

their actions (Grigg, 2010; Pauel et al., 2000). This implies providing employees with the authority, 

tools, and rewards to step up, apply creativity, make a decision, implement change and cultivate 

responsibility (Birdi et al., 2008; Comm & Mathaisel, 2005). 

Scholars argue that sound governance via autonomy, accountability and empowerment 

among public universities actors is essential to achieving the goals of higher education (Anthony, 

2004; Erickson et al., 2016). Both actors strive to jointly manage the growth of the higher education 

sector (Bramwell & Lane, 2012). Further, the governance structure can facilitate actors’ 

participation by promoting autonomy and empowerment and raising awareness of the institutional 

goals (Strzelecka & Wicks, 2015). It is vital to note that the institutional members of public 

universities who are actually performing the work are autonomous and empowered to make sound 

decisions (Hellinghausen & Myers, 1998). Giving employees’ power to impact decisions that 
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directly affect them is essential for developing solutions better suited to their needs in the 

governance arrangement (Perrons & Skyers, 2003).  

Hence, under the governance practices, autonomy, accountability and empowerment are 

interlinked phenomena in public universities. However, empowerment has not been analyzed 

concerning higher education governance in developing nation settings, with only a few exceptions 

(Czernek, 2013; Strzelecka & Wicks, 2015). Most leaders and managers have trouble surrendering 

control, fearing that organizational performance will weaken if they let employees take over. 

Likewise, employees think empowerment sounds good, so long as they do not take responsibility 

for their actions. 

Scholars plainly identified the advantages of autonomy and empowerment. For example, 

according to Monaghan (2007, p. 124), autonomy and empowerment through the governance 

process in HE “brings staff and institutions close together”. Agrawal and Perrin (2009) added that 

the institutional arrangements inherent in governance, aid actors’ autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment. Through sound governance arrangement, empowered individuals are more 

dedicated to the organization, have a feeling of competence, ability to affect activities and being 

more autonomous and accountable (Kluska et al., 2004).  

Similarly, Randolph and Sashkin (2016) portrayed empowerment as an untapped tool for 

enhancing efficiencies in institutional operations, which lies in the knowledge, background, and 

internal motivation of the employee in the governance system of public universities. According to 

Kenneth et al. (2016), culture of empowerment can be created by using three interrelated keys: 

sharing accurate data with everyone, creating autonomy via boundaries, and replacing hierarchical 

thinking with self-guided groups. In this way, governance, autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment are mutually reinforcing (Solava & Sabina, 2007). Through open information flow, 
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increased transparency, responsiveness and accountability, sound governance can lay the ground 

for viable activity and empowerment within public university communities. Once empowered, 

public university communities may aid sound governance, develop a sense of accountability, and 

reduce state capture through their effective staff cooperation (Narayan, 2005).  

 

2.11 An Overview of Autonomy and its Domains 

 

Autonomy is a continuing issue in HE policy debates because in an ideal situation, a perfect 

level of institutional autonomy does not exist (Estermann et al., 2011; Olsen, 2007). Thus, it is 

essential for universities to become more flexible so they can adapt to the extremely turbulent and 

ever-changing external environment (Muhammad et al., 2013). In addition, it is necessary for the 

government to provide these institutions with a certain degree of autonomy to achieve their 

objectives (Felt & Glanz, 2002; Junaid, 2011) because institutions need to be “free to manage their 

own affairs” (Fielden, 2008, p. 2). 

Nevertheless, academic studies on university autonomy have focused almost exclusively 

on changes in the formal governance relationship between state authorities and universities, and 

the effects of these changes on the formal room to maneuver universities (Fumasoli et al., 2014). 

Moreover, how these changes have been translated within universities and how these translations 

have affected their internal operations, decision making practices, organizational structures, and 

funding realities in universities has hardly received any attention in the academic literature 

(Verhoest et al., 2004; Roness et al., 2008). 

Accordingly, this study discusses university autonomy from four perspectives. First, it 

revisits the concept of autonomy as a design in the academic literature covering university 

governance in general; second, it discusses different rationales underlying reforms for enhancing 
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university autonomy; third, it presents how autonomy reforms relate to sound governance within 

universities; and fourth it reviews the domains/constructs of autonomy in university. 

Autonomy is a relative concept or a relational concept involving the balance of power 

between university and government on one hand and between administrative and academic 

professions within institutions on the other hand (Salmi, 2007, p. 226).  Thus, autonomy is useful 

only to the extent that it actually empowers institutions in a responsible way (Kraatz & Block, 

2008). In this regard, the competence and commitment of all actors towards educational processes, 

the flexibility and foresightedness of the governance system, and the social credibility of the 

educational outcome play significant roles (Hoodbhoy, 2009; Jahangir, 2008). Autonomy is 

therefore, expected to provide a better framework for fostering these factors than the affiliation 

system with all its constraining conditions hanging as a dead weight in the HE system.  

 

Autonomy lacks comprehensive definition because of its nature and the multi-dimensional 

concepts that appear in the use of autonomy. In supporting this, Kohtamaki (2009, p. 69) 

recognizes its historical variations regarding “…whose autonomy is emphasized, in relation to 

whose or what autonomy is identified, and what is regarded as the content of autonomy”. In this 

regard, it is usual to see different kinds of definitions of autonomy. According to Askling et al. 

(1999, p. 81), “autonomy is most commonly thought of as the degree of freedom the public 

universities have to steer itself”; “the right of institution to set its own objectives and manage its 

own affairs without interference from the state.” UNESCO (1997, p. 52) defined autonomy as a 

degree of self-governance necessary to effectively engage in decision-making by institutions of 

public universities regarding their academic work, standards, management and related activities 

consistent with the systems of public accountability, especially in respect of funding provided by 

the state, and respect for academic freedom and human rights (Par. 17). It is a necessary 
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precondition to guarantee the proper fulfillment of the functions entrusted to public universities 

teaching personnel and institutions (Par. 17). 

Barber (2010) and Fielden (2008) argued that the core thought of autonomy is the 

decentralized management culture through delegation of responsibility with accountability for the 

academic as well as the associated management functions to become successful. Other scholars 

found that autonomy is not only the delegation of responsibility with accountability, but also 

closely related to the role universities play in society, because of tradition, history and the values 

they represent in society (Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Olsen & Maassen, 2007; Paradeise et al., 2009).  

The degree of autonomy relies on the extent an institution can decide its own actions and 

the extent it follow directions and actions, not of its choice (Paradeise et al., 2009; Pandy, 2004). 

This is mainly because; it is the privilege and the capacity of an institution to act by its own choices 

in quest of its mission and goals (Muhammad et al., 2013; Junaid, 2011). It is self-regulatory, 

providing responsible exercise of decision-making freedom with full commitment for 

accountability, and not just decentralization of selected powers (Jongbloed et al., 2010; Gornitzka 

et al., 2007). 

In addition, universities are unique by their nature and are deemed autonomous because of 

their unique role and history in society (Fumasoli et al., 2014; Muhammad et al., 2013). Thus, 

university autonomy is defined as “the freedom of an institution to run its own affairs without 

direction or influence from any level of government” (Anderson & Johnson, 1998, p. 8).  Löscher 

(2004) describes university autonomy as a strategy, which enables universities to appoint faculty 

and staff without external influences to enhance efficiency and effectiveness of universities. In 

addition, university autonomy is linked to academic freedom and academic self-government 

(Berdahl, 1999; Neave, 2001). 
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University autonomy can be substantive or procedural (Estermann et al., 2011). 

Substantive autonomy is the power of the university in its own corporate form to make decisions, 

determine its own goals, programme matters, and determines the “what of Academe”. In practical 

terms, substantive autonomy would mean the authority of universities to decide academic research 

policy such as standards, curriculum, program offering, research areas staff policy and awarding a 

degree or general academic affairs. Procedural autonomy is the power of university in its corporate 

form to determine the means by which goals and programs will be pursued - “the how of 

Academe.” It is the authority of institutions in essentially non-academic areas such as budgeting, 

financial management, human resource management or the institutional management. Hence, 

autonomy means unrestrained freedom of action and capacity of action within the established 

norms, goals, mission, structure, systems, and processes to which the universities operate. 

The basic rationale behind autonomy is that institutions should become more innovative 

and flexible to cope with the demands of the changing environment and to make them independent 

and self-governing bodies to promote sound governance (Nybom, 2008; Fielden, 2008). In 

addition, as Orberg and Wright (2008) and Pandy (2004) argued, autonomy enables universities to 

decide admission criteria and the number of students to admita nd allows universities to decide 

about the contents of the curriculum and teaching methods. Further, it signifies that autonomy 

reforms address the complex balance between independence and control, and that universities are 

themselves in search of a (new) legitimate place within the social order (Gornitzka et al., 2007, 

Maassen, 2014; Olsen & Maassen 2007). 

In this regards, state authorities and institutional leadership are important elements to 

improve the autonomy process of universities by formalization and standardization of university 

governance structures and administrative roles, procedures and functions (Amaral et al., 2003).  



63 

 

A thorough analysis of the basic constructs of university autonomy in various countries has been 

made by various researchers. Consequently, the basic dimensions of university autonomy are 

institutional, academic, and financial (Junaid, 2011; Estermann & Nokkala, 2009).  

Institutional autonomy, according to De Boer et al. (2010), is the central topic of any HE 

systems governance; this implies that the issue of governance cannot be removed from the issue 

of autonomy of the institutions. Therefore, it refers to the extent of autonomy of universities to 

take decisions regarding the appointment of staff and can decide about their academic programs 

and areas of research without external influences; to do strategic planning and to assess their 

teaching learning and research (De Boer et al., 2010; Pandy, 2004). 

Academic autonomy is the freedom to conduct research, teach, speak, and publish, subject 

to the norms and standards of scholarly inquiry, without interference or penalty, wherever the 

search for truth and understanding may lead (Junaid, 2011). Academic autonomy is also the 

freedom to decide academic issues such as syllabi, instructional material, pedagogy, and student 

evaluations (Estermann et al., 2011). Thus, the university’s ability to define its institutional 

strategy touches vital elements of other dimensions of autonomy. It could therefore, be as an 

overarching framework of all their tasks. Academic autonomy, through facilitating critical thinking 

and open discourse, provides the foundation for the continued intellectual and the social value of 

the university as a place of autonomous debate and the free exchange of ideas. It also enables 

universities to produce citizens equipped to flourish in a sustained free and open society. 

Financial autonomy is another crucial and complex aspect of university autonomy 

(Kohtamaki, 2009). It is the ability and capability of universities to spend money according to its 

strategic and operating priorities to achieve its stated goals. Likewise, it refers to the extent to 

which universities have the authority for the distribution of funds at their own discretion; raises its 
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own funds and can decide to use these funds according to its internal rules, systems, and processes. 

Moreover, it is the autonomy to carry unused funds from one fiscal year to another fiscal year and 

being autonomous in deciding how to spend these funds and developing financial resource 

strategies, expanding internal financial capacities and sources without the external influences.  

However, universities dependent on government funds may enjoy financial autonomy in 

different degrees (Muhammad et al., 2013; Estermann & Nokkala, 2009). Occasionally, they may 

find it difficult to maintain autonomy and will be confronted with outside interference and control, 

which is quite a dysfunctional situation to discharge their stated aims and missions (Pandy, 2004). 

Thus, it is incongruous to think that an institution will have full institutional autonomy without 

financial autonomy, because, they are interwoven and inseparable. To satisfy all ingredients of 

university autonomy as mentioned above, having financial autonomy is a vital precondition. 

Therefore, it seems proper to acknowledge if there is the absence of certain freedom to act 

independently in terms of financial issues, then the other dimensions of autonomy may as well 

exist only in theory.  

To summarize, one can see that the successful utilization of the concept of autonomy 

requires the willing and honest participation of students, teachers and management in the education 

process. They should be willing to stand up to intense scrutiny of their role in autonomy. The 

facilities for carrying out autonomous functions such as research and innovations in curricular 

content, systems of examination and evaluation, teaching methods, supplementary learning, etc. 

require adequate financial resources but also continuous training and up-gradating of instructors. 

Autonomous institutions, therefore, need to have the means to mobilize resources on a foreseen 

basis. Autonomy necessarily leads to excellence in academics, sound governance and financial 

management of the institutions. 
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2.12 University Governance and Accountability 

 Accountability has become a topic of concern in governance literature. Respectively, the 

question of accountability can be viewed as one reason that governance has become so debated in 

recent years (Pierre, 2000; Pierre & Peters, 2000). Moreover, the question of holding governing 

bodies accountable in new governance environments, where many traditional means for 

controlling government no longer fully apply, has gained wide recognition (Dubnick, 2005). 

Scholars argue that the governance and accountability system for public universities is more 

diverse and complex. In addition, there are indications that on-going structural changes, and the 

attempts to conceptualize them, are driving a shift in the conceptualization of accountability 

(Dubnick 2005; VanKersbergen & VanWaarden, 2004).  

In this regard, sound governance structures with the framework of accountability play a 

significant role that works together to produce a responsive and flexible system (Aghion et al., 

2009; Martin, 2014). Moreover, creating successful public universities requires a supportive 

governance structure in which universities have autonomy and need to be empowered to achieve 

objectives, whether teaching learning, or research and community services with the appropriate 

level of accountability (Mueed et al., 2013). Evidence of HE sectors around the world suggests 

that countries have been modifying their system to devolve management and oversight of their 

universities to achieve these dual aims of autonomy, and empowerment with accompanying levels 

of accountability (Fielden 2008; Christine & Saint, 2008). Therefore, studying accountability 

requires analyzing the complexity, dynamics of accountability relations, and processes (Olsen, 

2013).  

 Further, a clear articulation and understanding of the organization’s mandate and the roles 

and responsibilities of all those who form part of the governance structure of an organization 
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(Graefe & Levesque, 2010; Wood &Verdun, 2011), and are accountable for their actions (Benz, 

2010; Graefe et al., 2012) is essential for the sound governance process of public universities. 

Under governance system, providing academic accountability is difficult, especially in a 

democracy with high aspirations for higher education, strong populist tendencies, and constrained 

public resources. In this regards, balancing accountability with academic autonomy is a key 

requirement and requires attention to changing circumstances and expectations (Zumeta, 2000). 

Governments can hold universities accountable across a number of dimensions- academic 

integrity, fiscal integrity, effective use of resources, quality and relevance of output, and equity 

considerations (Salmi, 2008). 

The review depicts that the relationship between governance and accountability is tangled 

and inter-reliant, directed to the effective accomplishment of a mandate of the institution. Thus, 

assessing and reporting on the performance of the institution in meeting its aims, is considered as 

a critical element in terms of closing the accountability loop and ensuring sound governance of 

public universities. First, to be effective, public universities need to be accountable for something 

specific. Of course, having a clear mandate is an essential prerequisite to sound governance and 

accountability and the institutions need to be accountable for that mandate. Secondly, it is vital to 

verify to whom the organization is accountable and accountability mechanisms in public 

universities. Further, from its multi-faceted nature of accountability, all actors have a role to play, 

but certainly all would agree that each public university has an obligation to be held accountable. 

In addition, universities need to be accountable and transparent to demonstrate publicly to 

themselves and their constituencies that the promises made to students, parents, funding agencies, 

and the larger body politic provides some measure of public support. 
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2.12.1 Accountability: Theoretical Overview 

 The notion of accountability is rooted in the United Kingdom under the introduction of 

royal, legal tradition before the rise of the modern state (Dubnick, 2005, p.10) and Mulgan (2007) 

acknowledge the history of the term but argue that for a long time it was seldom used outside the 

scope of financial accounting. As well, it first spread to a wider use with the New Public 

Management (NPM) reforms started in the 1980’s. Moreover, a consensus has developed 

worldwide over the importance of reforming public sector institutions to strengthen transparency, 

accountability and professionalism as witnessed by Sakr (2004). Now, the public’s search for 

responsibility and accountability in government has been inspired in most democratic states (Kuye 

& Mafunisa, 2003). 

The notion of accountability gained ground using the term responsibility (Mulgan, 2005), 

but later gained ground as an individual thought, even to the extent of overweighting responsibility 

in both importance and scope (Mulgan, 2003; Dubnick, 2005). Accountability has been defined by 

different scholars in various ways. For instance, Bovens (2010, p. 948) and Du Toit (2007, p. 121) 

recognize accountability as a mechanism in which actors are held to account by forums if they are 

obliged to explain and justify their conduct, when the forum can ask questions, and where the 

forum may impose consequences on the actor.  

By the same token, other widely cited definitions of accountability are also relational, and 

they typically include obligations of explaining and justifying one’s past conduct to a relevant 

other (Benz et al., 2007; Black, 2008; Bovens, 2007; Ebrahim & Weisband, 2007; Mulgan, 2003; 

Taylor & Buranelli, 2007). Page (2006) defines accountability as the means by which public 

agencies and their workers manage the diverse expectations generated within and outside the 

organization. From this, one can see that accountability is not an individual attribute, but rather a 
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means of connecting public agents to a variety of audiences like the classical relationship between 

actors and forums or agents and principals.  

In a sound governance context, accountability is about limiting bureaucratic decision 

through compliance with rules and regulations. It is intended to accomplish three things: the proper 

use of public funds, the fair treatment of citizens and the achievement of policy objectives as 

determined through the governance process (Martin, 2014). Accountability is a conduct or 

performance of an individual, groups or an institution, which requires transparency, answerability, 

and enforceability between decision makers and citizens (Chirwa & Nijzing, 2012; Martin, 2014; 

Menocal & Sharma, 2008). Accountability in this context is not an issue of reports and records, 

but rather it is as much about power, authority, and ownership (Mulgan, 2003). This shows that 

accountability builds up a power relationship, and the roles, forms, and direction of accountability 

define the distribution and the locus of authority. 

 The reasons for accountability can be seen from various perspectives. Salmi (2008) 

described the importance of accountability as a management tool to monitor ability to meet 

strategic targets and to promote a culture of transparency about the outcomes of public universities. 

In addition, it qualifies as a state of affairs or the performance of an actor and helps to act in a 

transparent, fair, and equitable way (Bovens, 2005).  Moreover, it serves as a conceptual umbrella 

that covers various other distinct concepts: transparency, equity, democracy, efficiency, 

responsiveness, responsibility, and integrity (Mulgan, 2003, Behn, 2001), and makes powerful 

institutions receptive to their particular publics (Dubnick, 2002; Mulgan, 2003). 

Bovens (2005) identified three stages of accountability in public universities: defining 

accountability to whom and for what, informing the stakeholders, and judgment. Similarly, Tuohy 

(2006, p. 85) argued that four determinants that affect the quality of an accountability scheme in 
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the public university governance system include “identification of responsibility; transparency of 

principal’s preferences; clarity of the agent’s actions and sanctions for poor performance.” 

Henceforth, it is obvious that accountability requirements can be meaningfully fulfilled 

only to the extent that public universities are actually empowered to operate in an autonomous and 

responsible way. It is therefore a center for public universities to find an appropriate balance 

between reliable accountability practices, promising autonomy conditions and empowering 

environment to enhance their efficiency, and to implement sound governance practices, which 

should lead ultimately to better learning outcomes. At the very minimum, public universities can 

be legally required to fulfill the following two basic dimensions of accountability: integrity in the 

delivery of education services and honesty in the use of financial resources. In addition, 

universities need to be held truly accountable for their use of public resources and the quality of 

their outputs. 

 

2.12.2 Domains of Accountability 

 Scholars have argued the different types of accountability apply in different administrative 

contexts for organizing accountability systems in higher education (Dubnick, 2005; Lindberg, 

2009). The criteria used to distinguish between the types are based on (i) the form of accountability 

relationship between particular actors and (ii) the type of data required by these actors to make 

informed judgments about the conduct (Bovens, 2007; Willems & Van Dooren, 2011). Besides, 

each type of accountability has its own strengths and blind spots often cited in the governance 

literature in terms of their features, mechanisms of accountability and administrative context. 

Bovens (2007) expands this framework to identify five common domains of accountability: 

professional, administrative, social, legal and political accountability. Hence, the following part of 
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this review entails the five common domains of accountability, which are practiced in public 

universities. 

Professional accountability. This type of accountability is mainly concerned with the 

professional practices of institutions as well as officials’ accountability. Due to the increasing 

complexity of the tasks of HE administration, public universities are becoming expert 

organizations specialized in executing certain specific tasks (Mulgan, 2003; Skogstad, 2003). 

Controlling and supervising this kind of expert activity requires professional knowledge of 

accountability, which is largely based on deference/respect expertise within the institution 

(Romzek & Dubnick, 1987, p. 229). Hence, it is the submission of professional officials to a set 

of norms, rules and practices of a professional character that is technical and ethical, which is 

distinctive of the profession, established by the profession itself (Bovens, 2005). It is characterized 

by the autonomy of members of the profession in exercising their functions; realization of 

professional accountability in its technical and professional dimensions (Sasha et al., 2006). 

Romzek (2000) confirmed the existence of professional accountability in its administrative 

dimension, through the ordinary organ of supervision and control of public university 

administration. It is mostly practiced in policy fields involving complex tasks such as governance 

reforms, leadership, management policy and result-oriented management agendas (Skogstad, 

2003). Thus, one can comprehend that professional accountability focuses on conformity to 

standards and codes of conduct for professional behavior through their professional institutions. 

Administrative accountability. It is related to a person’s position in a hierarchy whereby a 

superior calls a subordinate to account for his or her performance of delegated duties (Day & Klein, 

1987). It is assured through, a wide set of internal mechanisms of control and supervision of public 

universities, which aims to promote the strictest compliance of administrative performance with 
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the established rules and procedures and the correct use of public resources (Bovens, 2005; 2007). 

It is exercised by superiors through their hierarchical relationships in their respective university 

and needs leadership competencies and skills to implement in the public universities (Goodin, 

2003; Harlow, 2002; Mulgan, 2003). In addition, the evaluation of administrative accountability 

is based on the realization by public officials, administrative units of the institutions, procedures 

set by formal rules and regulations and proper use of public fund (Schillemans & Bovens, 2004).  

Social accountability. It is described as “social relations,” largely made up of ad hoc 

initiatives of direct and indirect civil society and citizen engagement in public affairs aiming to 

exact accountability (Ackerman, 2005, p. 16). It has also been largely associated with the drive to 

ensure effectiveness, sustainability, and more importantly, empowerment (Ackerman, 2005; 

Malena et al., 2004; White, 2009). Social accountability is defined as an approach towards building 

accountability that relies on civic engagement. Mechanisms of social accountability can be 

initiated and supported by the state, citizens or both, but very often they are “demand-driven and 

operate from the bottom-up” (Malena et al., 2004, p. 3). It is understood as “an ongoing and 

collective effort to hold public officials and service providers to account for the provision of public 

goods, which are existing in state obligations, such as education” (Houtzager & Joshi, 2008, p. 3). 

Social accountability in general has been portrayed, implicitly or explicitly, as the non-state 

domain, although the state has been very much involved at both the inception and the process of 

initiatives (Blair, 2011). 

Legal accountability. This accountability dimension is assured by the judiciary, which 

checks whether politicians and HE officials act within the confines of their assigned administration 

(Goetz & Gaventa, 2001). As such, it has more to do with the rule of law and preventing the abuse 

of public service than efficiency and effectiveness concerns (World Bank, 2004). Legal 
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accountability must be based on proof that in the case of a perceived break of established rules and 

regulations, the agent is put on notice, through the enactment of prior law/standards. As Bovens 

(2005) argues, the importance of legal accountability is increasing due to the formalization of 

social relations and the shift of trust from parliaments towards the courts. The delegation of 

responsibility to independent bodies that are subject to the legal scrutiny based on detailed legal 

standards, means that legal accountability is the most distinct type of accountability (Bovens, 2005; 

2007). 

Political accountability. As Skogstad (2003, p. 957) described, political accountability is 

referred to as a political obligation. It is external in nature, since the body in control, a constituency, 

resides outside the body that is being called to account (Harlow 2002). It can be defined as the 

appointed official duty to answer to the public, and vice versa (O’Donnell, 1994). Political 

accountability links the manager of the autonomous institutions with the relevant political 

authority (Stiglitz, 2003). Thus, public officials are not rigidly forced in their performance by a 

narrow legal or procedural setting; rather they enjoy a broad autonomy and act within a system of 

political as well as automatic rules issued by the superior authority in the hierarchical ladder. 

Further, political accountability tends to use outcomes as the main factor for evaluation or 

performance instead of conformity with managerial rules and procedures. Political accountability 

is chiefly portrayed via autonomy or discretion of the agent involved (political authority and public 

officials); evaluation mainly of results; and different realization methods, according to the legal 

and constitutional system of the country (Mulgan, 2003).  

In sum, a balance of powers, clear intention, a structure for decision-making, effective and 

efficient framework of accountability, and strong leadership, which is considered as the building 

blocks of an effective institutional accountability system that can serve the public interest. 
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2.13 Empowerment and its Perspective 

There are debates as to when empowerment began to be considered a valid managerial 

concept. Most researchers agree that Elton Mayo and the Hawthorne studies served as the 

foundation for the interest in employee participation (Herrenkohl et al., 1999). Others also argued 

that the intellectual roots of employee empowerment stretch back many decades to the advent of 

the Human Relations Movement in organization theory (e.g., Korunkonda et al., 1999). From the 

1940s through the 1970s, ideas regarding employee empowerment were treated, at best as 

‘interesting fodder’ for academic debates (Potterfield, 1999, p. 30).  

However, most literature confirmed historically that the act of empowerment has its roots 

in India both in scientific and industrial work settings (Dwivedi, 2016). Although, it has been in 

practice since ancient days expressing itself in the form of noble works, in its present form, it was 

practiced in a scientific work setting for the first time in the world by Homi Bhabha at Tata Institute 

of Fundamental Research in 1944. Later on, at the Bhabha Atomic Research Centre when it was 

set up in 1954. The concept of empowerment thus, was first developed in the Indian industrial 

work setting. It was practiced in the New India Assurance Company in its extreme form in the 

1950s. The concept of empowerment worked exceptionally well in this company with a high level 

of trust, freedom, initiative and accountability.  

Nonetheless, the fact is that empowerment practice originated in India (followed by the 

UK) in laboratories where complex experiments were performed by a multi-disciplinary team of 

scientists (Burns & Stalker, 1961). The term, empowering leadership was coined in the United 

States by McClelland (1975) who specified if a leader wants to have far-reaching impact, he must 

make his followers feel powerful and able to achieve things on their own. Explicitly, as Kanter 

(1979) wrote, empowerment practice appeared in the 1970s in the USA to increase the leader’s 
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effectiveness by directly impacting freedom, access to resources, connections with higher-level 

officials and control over working conditions. Empowered leaders involve the middle level in their 

task forces and begin to experiment with ways to implement participatory management' by giving 

subordinates more control and influence the use of their own authority. The sharing of 

organizational power from the top makes the productive use of power at the middle and root level 

possible, 

Thereafter, empowerment emerged in its present form in the late 1980s (Kotze et al., 2007). 

Peters and Waterman's (1982) “In Search of Excellence” laid the foundations for the modern 

empowerment movement. Then, beginning in the 1980s, global competition and strong pressure 

to improve quality led many prominent American institutions to adopt employee empowerment 

programs (Bowen & Lawler, 1995; Lawler, et al., 1995; Potterfield, 1999; Spreitzer, 1996; Thomas 

& Velthouse, 1990). In the public sector, employee empowerment figured prominently in the New 

Public Management (NPM) reforms undertaken in North America, Europe and the Pacific (Kettl, 

2005; Matheson, 2007), including in the United States where empowerment was one of the guiding 

principles of the Clinton Administration ‘s National Performance Review (Gore, 1993). Though 

diverse scholars depicted the source of empowerment from various angles, the role of Paulo 

Freire’s  educational theory (Freire's pedagogy) as stated by Demmitt and Oldenski (1999) played 

a significant role in empowerment and empowering people in changing their leaders through 

reflection and action in institutions. 

 

Empowerment has been a provocative notion of academics and experts as it is widely 

accepted to enhance individual as well as institutional performance (Chan et al., 2008; Michael et 

al., 2016). It is a broad concept with many conceptual definitions over the years (Kuokkanen et 

al., 2003; Petter et al., 2002), based on one's own knowledge, skills, aptitude, and experience. It 
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has been linked to autonomy, accountability, power, professional growth and development (Greco 

et al., 2006; Herrmann, 2016; Kuokkanen & Katajisot, 2003; Matthews et al., 2006). Currently the 

issue of empowerment has been given a great deal of attention (Silvia, 2012) due to its impact on 

organizational effectiveness and innovation. Furthermore, it has been labeled as one of the "hottest 

topics in management" in recent times (Welbourne, 2007, p. 48) and emerged as the most popular 

business buzz words (Chan et al., 2008; Dwivedi, 2016; Pitts, 2005; Spreitzer, 2006; Spreitzer & 

Doneson, 2008). Due to the intricate environment, the advancement of technology, and the massive 

transformation of higher institutions (Teshome, 2003) public universities have recognized the need 

to change their proper management practices into modern and self-governing structures that offer 

the academic staff greater autonomy, empowerment, accountability, and transparency to make 

sound decisions (Zahra, 2013). However, such independent structures will not be effective unless 

employees have a sense of empowerment (Carlos & Lee, 2016). Hence, public universities have 

been trying to adjust this modern concept to realize their goals and advance their maneuver in 

today’s capricious environment. 

In magnifying the role of empowerment, Yuen et al. (2016) stressed that empowered 

employees are naturally motivated to take personal ownership of their jobs (Littrell, 2007) and to 

believe that they are competent and valued, that their jobs have meaning, and that they have 

leverage to use their talents (Dwivedi, 2016). In so doing, structural components such as the HE 

governing bodies, the committee structure, and delegation of authority, autonomy, accountability 

in a sound governance system allow opportunities for empowerment to develop and grow within 

their professional organization (Williamson, 2016). Consequently, empowerment is the 

authoritative tool to promote sound governance and maintain the balance between autonomy and 

accountability in public universities.  
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The substantial usage and exact definition of empowerment remain vague (Itzhaky & York, 

2000; Zimmerman, 1995). Its roots in multiple disciplines such as social welfare (Speer & 

Peterson, 2000), public health (Israel et al., 1994), education and psychology (Zimmerman, 2000), 

and political science (Potterfield, 1999) make the concept complex and difficult to specify. The 

difficulty in constructing a specific definition is further compounded by its multilevel dimensions 

such as structural, psychological and leadership (Peterson et al., 2016; Yoon, 2016). Thus, the 

following section contains several definitions of empowerment, each of which offers a slightly 

different perspective based on theoretical and philosophical foundations. 

Elmes et al. (2005, p. 5) defined empowerment as “a process of enhancing a feeling of self-

efficacy among organizational members through the detection of conditions that foster 

impotency”. Tove (2014) and Kondrat (2016) recognized empowerment as an orientation toward 

maximizing the freedom of individuals and groups to pursue a future they need to reach. Randolph 

and Sashkin (2016) defined empowerment as a process of providing information, rewards, 

knowledge and power to people in work settings. Chaturvedi (2008) also posited empowerment as 

a risk management process whereby a culture of empowerment is developed in the form of a shared 

vision, clear goals, boundaries for decision-making, and the results of efforts and their impact. 

Furthermore, Manojlovich (2010) viewed empowerment as a continuum and a process that evolves 

towards increased growth and advancement.  

Dobbin and Boychuk (1999) argued that the manner in which work is organized across 

several institutions and their management levels are impacted by the influence of empowerment. 

This is primarily due to the usefulness of empowerment in institutions. It is not a feel-good practice 

rather it is a productive and useful practice in the institutions. Because of the impact of 

empowerment, organizations are changing the manner in which work is organized to take 
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competitive advantage of empowerment, thus facilitating democratic forms of participation 

(David, 1996) to succeed in the new knowledge-based economy (Randolph & Sashkin, 2016). 

Moreover, it is a determinant of equity perception of supervisory leadership among subordinates 

(Keller & Dansereau, 1995), used to promote individual/ and group problem solving (Samat et al., 

2006; Ueno, 2010).  

Dobre (2013) and Meyerson (2012) noted that empowerment is a motivational means 

designed to improve performance if managed properly through increased levels of the employee’s 

participation and self-determination. Ke and Zheng (2010) evidenced that empowerment is a basis 

of continuous improvement. It enables better managerial performance (Willis, 1999) and mediates 

the relationship between knowledge management and innovation (Çakar & Ertürk, 2010; Ertürk, 

2012; Khodabakhshi et al., 2013; Muindi, 2011). In addition, it inspires employees to feel more 

important, accountable and free to use their intelligence and competencies (Tremblay et al., 2000); 

increases level of job involvement, which raises the level of performance (Jung & Hong, 2008); 

and decreases work stress and increases hope and optimism (Samat et al., 2006). Spreitzer and 

Quinn (2001, p. 13) found that "empowerment liberates energy that creates real ownership and 

initiative in employees." These authors further argued, "Empowered individuals are self-

determined, competent and have significant impact on the institutional system" (p. 14). 

Empowerment is viewed from the power perspective, which entails four power dimensions 

(Mayoux & Johnson, 2007) - power within, power to, power with and power over. Rowlands 

(2013) described the first three power dimensions as ‘non-zero sum’ models of power in which 

one person’s gain is not necessarily another’s loss, whereas power over described as ‘zero-sum’ 

power, mean that one’s gain sounds like another’s loss.  
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Based on this review, one can recognize that empowerment is the new management 

concept that provides the organization with an avenue to take a new look at old problems in order 

to help distinguish between fact and opinion in determining what the true possibilities are. A fresh 

view contributes greatly to the ability to make decisions and to take actions that are required in 

order to create a solution that addresses the whole process. Allowing individuals and groups to 

make decisions concerning processes and developing a feeling of self-efficacy and self-

determination can be highly beneficial to institutions and create belongingness and ownership in 

the mind of the institutional workforce.  

2. 13.1 Dimensions of Empowerment 

The relevant literature suggests diverse dimensions of empowerment. It introduced and 

explained two different perspectives - structural and psychological (Knol & Van Linge, 2009; 

Seibert et al., 2004; Spreitzer, 2007). Yet this multilevel aspect of empowerment has not been 

captured broadly in empirical research. This may be attributed to the lack of progress in developing 

a macro empowerment construct that is comparable to the micro construct. Hence, the current 

study goes beyond previous empowerment research and deals with empowerment from three basic 

perspectives - structural (macro level), psychological and leaders’ empowering behaviors (micro-

level). Different scholars also support the blending of macro and micro level constructs to see the 

comprehensive framework of empowerment (Menon, 2001; Seibert et al., 2004; Sun et al., 2012). 

The following sections briefly discuss the three-empowerment dimensions. 

Kanter 1993 was one of the earliest proponents of empowerment and argued that the 

characteristics of the organization determine empowerment of the workforce. More specifically, 

she argued that both formal job characteristics and informal alliances affect the ability of 

employees to accomplish their work. In addition, she underscored that organizational mobility and 
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the possibility for personal growth influences job accomplishment. One of the domains used to 

determine the extent of empowerment within an institution is structural empowerment and it has 

been found to predict sound governance (Lautizi et al., 2009; Wong & Laschinger, 2013), 

accountability (Smith et al., 2010), and autonomy (Davies et al., 2011; Laschinger et al., 2013). 

Recent research findings have shown a strong relationship between structural 

empowerment and sound governance (Lautizi et al., 2009; Wong & Laschinger, 2013). The 

structural perspective recognizes that empowerment is related to the conditions and situations in 

the workplace, not personal attributes, that affect employees’ work behavior (Manojlovich, 2007). 

This perspective of empowerment is rooted in theories of social exchange and social power 

(Spreitzer, 2007). Empowered employees, thus, can influence strategic decision-making and 

change in a positive way (Currie, 2000; Spreitzer, 2007). This perspective focuses on building 

public universities that are more democratic through the access to opportunity, support, resources, 

information and sharing of power between superiors and subordinates (Spreitzer, 2006). Thus, 

empowering structures and practices are recognized as contextual variables affecting employee 

feelings of empowerment (Seibert et al., 2004) in public universities.  

Structural empowerment. Such empowerment is also viewed as an organization’s structure, 

policies, procedures and practices that grant power and authority to make decisions and apply 

influence regarding their work (Abu Kassim et al., 2012; Chebat & Kollias, 2000; Greasley et al., 

2008).  Structural empowerment shows power and authority are shared from top to bottom level 

hierarchy.  Equally, it is creating a democratic organization where there is formal authority, control 

of resources and the ability to make decisions related to one’s job or their role to achieve the 

desired results. Moreover, it is the process of giving freedom to take responsibility for the ideas 
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that he/she provide for management, decisions and actions that he/she made in the workplace 

context.  

Hence, the structural approach involves entrusting power to others through effective 

listening, providing individuals with conditions to make them feel significant, enabling employees 

throughout organizational ranks (Bish et al., 2014). The structural approach has its roots in 

Kanter’s (1989) theory of power in organizations. Kanter identified various structural constructs 

that are important to the development of empowerment in institutions. Such constructs entail 

access to opportunity, support, information and resource, formal and informal power. The 

following section briefly discusses the structural constructs. 

Access to opportunity denotes an individual’s desire and future prospects for headway, 

inside or outside the organization. It refers to the possibility for growth and movement within the 

organization as well as the opportunity to increase knowledge and skills (Kanter, 1993). Arnold et 

al. (2000) attested that remarkable pioneers analyze the skills and abilities of followers and provide 

coaching, training and development opportunities. Such behaviors and practices are likely to 

impact on employees’ attitudes. 

Benson (2006) stated that organizations that offer training, development and empowerment 

programs report high turnover compared to similar organizations without such programs. In 

connection to this, Ding and Lin (2006) also suggested that employees are likely to have a strong 

turnover when they are dissatisfied with their personal development in their career or job; 

therefore, designing suitable human resource development programs that satisfy employees’ 

growth towards their job/career should improve their perception of the organization, and 

consequently strengthen their will to stay. 
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Access to support is an approval from or legitimacy granted by the organizational body 

and gained from membership in organizational networks (Krishnan & Mary, 2012). Wann-Yih 

and Hatik (2011) defined perceived organizational support as the sensitivity and the opinion of the 

employee regarding the degree to which their participation is appreciated, recognized by their 

institution and cares about their well-being. It involves receiving feedback and guidance from 

subordinates, peers and superiors for one’s job duty and decision-making (Faulkner & Laschinger, 

2008). According to Colakoglu et al. (2010), access to support is vital to employees and is 

considered as a key factor to improve their organizational commitment. Supervisors’ support can 

promote feelings of psychological empowerment among employees (Hancer & George, 2003). 

Empirical studies suggested that individuals who perceive that they have high levels of support 

from their immediate supervisor report high levels of empowerment than individuals who perceive 

low levels of support (Spreitzer, 1996; Wallach & Mueller, 2006). 

Access to information is referred to by Abdollahi and Naveh (2011) as having the formal 

and informal knowledge that is needed in a workplace (technical knowledge and expertise required 

to accomplish the job and an understanding of organizational policies and decisions). Bowen and 

Lawler (1992) stated that for empowerment to work, information about the organization’s 

performance must be shared with all employees at different levels freely. Similarly, Conger and 

Kanungo (1998) discussed the need for a good information network to facilitate better decision-

making. Further, in institutions with a better information sharing system, the element of trust 

between employees and the institutions is strengthened (Porer-O’Grady, 1998). Kanter (1986) 

suggested that in order to be empowered, organizations must provide adequate information for 

people at various levels through more devices. In addition to access to information, employees 

must have access to resources, which are referred to as “one's ability to acquire the financial means, 
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materials, time, and supplies required doing the work” (Kanter, 1986, p. 6). Resources (e.g., 

people, money, equipment and supplies) are institutional ingredients that enable the worker to 

perform work effectively to achieve the desired goals of the institutions. 

Faulkner and Laschinger (2008) and Haucket et al. (2011) argued that all constructs of 

structural empowerment in the work environment directly affect employees’ work attitudes and 

behaviors to implement sound governance in public universities. Porer-O’Grady (1998) showed 

the association that structural constructs in the work environment are important determinants of 

collective accountability and the ability to be effective in the work. Thus, it is the mandates of 

management to create conditions for work effectiveness by ensuring employees have access to 

structural constructs. Employees who believe their work environment provides access to these 

factors are empowered (Greco et al., 2006; Mendoza-Sierra et al., 2013; Wong & Laschinger, 

2013).  

Even though structural empowerment recognizes conditions in the work environment 

(Manojlovich, 2010), it does not designate employees’ reactions to these conditions (Laschinger 

et al., 2001). In supporting Manojlovich’s (2007) empirical findings, Spreitzer (2006, p. 203) 

commented on the limits of structural empowerment, as “it does not address the nature of 

empowerment as experienced by employees.” Thus, structural empowerment (macro-level) alone 

may not ensure success in institutions (Manojlovich, 2007). Spreitzer (2006) argued that it is also 

vital to assess individuals’ subjective feelings of empowerment, which Spreitzer defined as 

psychological empowerment (micro-level). Therefore, the following sections review 

psychological empowerment and its major dimensions. 

Psychological empowerment. Spreitzer (1995) defined psychological empowerment as a 

cognitive state, rather than a stable dispositional trait or a contextual intervention. It is a 
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psychological state that refers to the personal belief that employees have regarding their role in an 

organization (Borghei et al., 2010; Spreitzer, 2008). According to Hackman and Oldman (1980), 

a boring and monotonous (repetitive) job suppresses motivation to perform well where as a 

challenging job enhances motivation. The job characteristic theory proposes that high motivation 

is related to experiencing three psychological states whilst working: meaningfulness of work, 

responsibility, and knowledge of outcomes.  Despite the job characteristic model, Bandura (1986) 

conceptualized empowerment for the first time and worked on self-efficacy. This model was also 

the root of the development of psychological empowerment.  

Melhem (2006, p. 586) defined psychological empowerment as “a state of mind in which 

an employee experiences the feelings of control over how the job can be done, have enough 

awareness of the task at hand, a great level of obligation to both personal work outcome and overall 

organizational effectiveness.” Psychological empowerment focuses on the individual's self-

efficacy and on shared power in the organizational structure and decision-making processes 

(Robbins et al., 2002). The argument is that empowered employees experience meaningfulness in 

their work, feelings of self-efficacy and competency (Maynard et al., 2012).   

Therefore, in order to be psychologically empowered, individuals and work groups must 

trust that they have control over their tasks (Spreitzer, 1995a; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990), thus, 

they experience four dimensions, including impact, competence, self-determination, and 

meaningfulness (Hancer & George, 2003; Siegall & Gardner, 2000). The detailed analysis of these 

dimensions is discussed in the following section. 

Impact. According to Thomas and Velthouse (1990, p. 672), the impact is “…the degree 

to which behavior is seen as making a difference in terms of accomplishing the purpose of the 

task.”  Spreitzer (1995, p. 1443) defined impact as “the degree to which an individual can impact 
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strategic, administrative, or operating outcomes at work.” When employees believe they have an 

impact on organizational processes, they are more likely to achieve positive results than when they 

feel they are unlikely to make a difference due to a lack of impact (Janssen, 2005; Liden et al., 

2000; Lussier, 2002). Providing information about the organizational mission is the key to shaping 

the impact (Abdollahi & Naveh, 2011). One can see from the definitions so far, the ability someone 

influences his work and the reaction of others to his ideas. 

Competence. It is “…an individual’s belief in his or her ability to perform activities with 

skill” (Menon, 2001, p. 168) Effective supervision can enhance feelings of competence. Effective 

supervision can be achieved by providing feedback on performance and creating a climate 

encouraging reflection about work performance. Higher levels of job-related competence will 

broaden their roles, leading to an openness to new ideas, talent, and successfully influence these 

tasks and roles (Morgeson et al., 2005). According to Amichai et al. (2008), this characteristic is 

the most vital aspect of psychological empowerment of it is the feeling of self-efficacy, which 

produces determination and endeavor to perform the difficult works. 

Meaningfulness. This dimension of psychological empowerment described by Thomas and 

Velthouse (1990, p. 672) that “…involves the individual’s natural care about a given task.” 

Similarly, Spreitzer (1999; p. 40) describes meaningfulness as “…the value of work goal or 

purpose, judged in relation to an individual’s own ideas or standards.” It indicates capable career 

goals of individuals to their personal ideals and standards and they feel they are important when 

they engage in the activities of the organization (Tubbs & Moss, 2000). When employees sense 

that their job requirements are valid, the employee will persist in carrying out the assigned role. 

Furthermore, he/she spends more effort on understanding a problem from various points, searching 
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for a solution using a wide variety of options by connecting diverse sources of information (Gilson 

& Shalley, 2004; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). 

Choice/Self-determination. This is “…autonomy in the initiation and continuation of work 

behaviors and process” (Spreitzer, 1995, p. 1443). It is referred to as a sense of control, autonomy 

and freedom of choice to fulfill tasks that make sense and perform in ways that seem fit 

(Dewettinck & Van Ameijde, 2011). When employees feel they have the autonomy to perform 

their obligations, they can make decisions about their work, and have enough authority regarding 

the manner, time and the speed of performing the task (Vecchio, 2000).  

In sum, the management literature stresses that these four elements create a complete way 

of understanding psychological empowerment (Maynard et al., 2012; Spreitzer, 2008). Spreitzer 

(1995, p. 61) argued “these four elements reflect one's active orientation towards one's work role, 

and that all four dimensions are needed to truly experience empowerment. In her words, one of 

any dimension is missing, then the experience of empowerment will be limited” (p. 61). 

It can be understood that the sense of ownership and control over their own work may make 

employees feel more responsible for developing creative ideas in order to solve problems, inspire 

to take risks, explore new cognitive pathways, and be playful with ideas. Therefore, an 

empowering leader should provide suitable autonomy and control, give positive and informational 

feedback, set inspirational and/or meaningful goals and facilitate employee skill advancement in 

order to promote employees' feelings of self-determination and personal initiative at work, which 

should then boost levels of interest in work activities and enhance sound governance. 

 

Leader Empowering Behavior (LEB).The idea of positive organizational behavior and the 

creation of overall wellness is the focus of positive organizations in an attempt to withstand 

individual and organizational performance (Avey et al., 2008; Cartwright & Cooper, 2014). The 
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vital ingredients of this paradigm include leadership (Luthans et al., 2013; Van Dierendonck et al., 

2012; Youssef & Luthans, 2012), empowerment (Avey et al., 2008; Van Dierendonck et al., 2012), 

and sound governance (Lam et al., 2009; Paillé et al., 2013). Research suggests that these 

components are vital for developing a competitive edge within public universities (Youssef & 

Luthans, 2012). 

Recently, attention is being paid to the role of active leadership and empowering leadership 

behavior (Arnold et al., 2000; Brown & Treviño, 2006; Huang et al., 2010; Konczak et al., 2000) 

in fostering a sense of empowerment, autonomy and accountability among the institutional work 

force to guarantee sound governance in public universities (Chen et al., 2011; Den Hartog & De 

Hoogh, 2009; Huang et al., 2010; Kim & Brymer, 2011; Mayer et al., 2012; Walumbwa et al., 

2011). 

Leadership has always been a vital issue since organizations are in a constant struggle to 

be increasingly competitive. It is an important function of management, which helps to maximize 

efficiency and to achieve organizational goals. Leadership has been described in terms of the 

position, personality, responsibility and influence process (Limsila & Ogunlana, 2007). Most 

definitions have a common theme of directing a group towards a goal. Therefore, leadership is 

broadly defined as the relationship between an individual and a group built around some common 

interest wherein the group behaves in a manner directed or determined by the leader (Youssef & 

Luthans, 2012).  

Brown et al. (2005, p. 120) conceptualized effective leadership as “the demonstration of 

normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the 

promotion of such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and 

decision-making”. According to this perspective, effective leadership consists of certain traits and 
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behaviors that help to impart sound governance in public universities. In addition, they proactively 

try to change followers by communicating ethical standards, modeling ethical behavior, and 

holding followers autonomous and accountable for their actions (Brown & Treviño, 2006). 

According to Suar et al. (2006), the viable, functioning of an organization is reliant upon 

leadership that has the ability to influence tasks, strategies, organizational goals, beliefs, attitudes 

and behaviors of employees throughout a hierarchy. In addition, a positive approach to leadership 

can leverage diverse strengths, capabilities and facilitate individual/organizational growth and 

development (Youssef & Luthans, 2012). Leadership research has long suggested those leaders’ 

honesty, integrity, participation, cooperativeness, trustworthiness, and principled decision-making 

are important predictors of leadership effectiveness that help to care about the well-being of their 

followers and broader society (Posner & Schmidt, 1995; Treviño et al., 2003).  

Thus, managing human capital effectively provides a major competitive advantage for 

public universities. Leaders need to be meticulous about monitoring their organization’s human 

resource empowerment strategy (Ashford & Dieck, 2012; Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008). Further, 

leaders are not only responsible for guiding their employees through change (De Poel et al., 2012; 

Mills et al., 2012) but they increasingly play a vital role in building a strong pool of talent that is 

central to the success of sound governance (Bhatnagar, 2007; Kelloway et al., 2012; Luthans 

&Youssef, 2007b; Yukl & Becker, 2006). Similarly, Dewettinck and Van Ameijde (2011) proved 

that to be successful, traditionally dominated leadership practices (hierarchical) should be balanced 

with leadership practices that are aimed at the empowerment of employees (bottom-up approach).  

Equally, rapid change in functional work domains causes, organizations to bestow 

traditional hierarchical position-based leadership models in order to implement structures where 

decision-making authority is stimulated at lower ranks within an organization (Peterson et al., 
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2016). For this to succeed, decision-makers need to be empowered by leaders (Van Dierendonck 

et al., 2012; Vecchio et al., 2010). Therefore, empowerment is practiced by leaders through 

providing employees with development opportunities to set up self-leadership skills, which could 

aid in the facilitation of positive responses to new roles and duties (Kontoghiorghes, 2014; 

Spreitzer et al., 2006). These leadership attitudes are clustered around the concept of LEB (Mac 

Phee et al., 2011). In so doing, LEB is one of the best management tools to empower the work 

force in the organization. Many scholars described LEB differently based on their context.  

 Arnold et al. (2000) stated that LEB has been seen as a distinct type of leader behavior; 

offering help to subordinates through coaching, encouragement, training and emotional support, 

and information (Fong& Snape, 2013). Empowering leadership is a motivating leadership style 

that is likely to be associated with employee performance (Ahearne, et al., 2005; Arnold et al., 

2000) and employee creativity (Zhang & Bartol, 2010). LEB is recognized as a facilitative process 

where employees perceive their leaders to allow self-control, self-regulation, self-management and 

self-leadership of employees (Mac Phee et al., 2011; Vecchio et al., 2010). 

Leadership empowerment is marked by the redistribution of decision-making power to 

those who do not currently have it, and gives employees the power to do the job their positions 

demand (Carson & King, 2005). Thus, empowering leaders share decision-making authority with 

their subordinates, consult with subordinates regarding important decisions that may relate to their 

work, allow subordinates more autonomy, and remove unnecessary bureaucratic constraints (Chen 

et al., 2011; Yukl & Becker, 2006; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).  

Furthermore, LEBs form an environment that fosters success, because employees are 

empowered through greater duty, decision-making authority, information and feedback, as well as 

motivation, support and encouragement (Peltomaa et al., 2013). In supporting this, recent studies 
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indicated that LEBs lead to various outcomes (Kontoghiorghes, 2014) such as employee 

empowerment (Albrecht & Andreetta, 2011; Chen et al., 2011; Raub & Robert, 2010); self-

determined decision-making (Stander & Rothmann, 2010); and accountability for outcomes (Chen 

et al., 2011; Van Schalkwyk et al., 2010). Scholars claimed that employees’ perceptions of their 

leaders in public universities might influence organizational and individual outcomes under the 

practices of sound governance (Cameron, 2008; Hannah et al., 2009; Lavelle et al., 2009; Van 

Dierendonck et al., 2011). Research suggests that empowering employees will result in the 

experience of positive work-related cognitions, which could result in increased employee 

satisfaction, loyalty, performance and service delivery (Bartram et al., 2015; Stander & Rothmann, 

2010; and contribute to sound governance (Raub & Robert, 2010; Van Dijke et al., 2012). 

Therefore, LEB are at the core of empowerment constructs (Bartram et al., 2014). Most 

recent studies assured that employees’ experiences of leader empowering behaviors are 

significantly positively related to the dimensions of structural and psychological empowerment 

(Albrecht & Andreetta, 2010; Chen et al., 2011; Mac Phee et al., 2011). Hence, the environment 

provided by organizational leadership plays a key role in the psychological health and therefore 

the psychological experience of employees as well as the health of the organization itself (Soonhee 

& Wright, 2007; Spreitzer, 2006). 

Konczak et al. (2000) and Van Dierendonck and Dijkstra (2012) identified the core 

dimensions of empowering leader behaviors as delegation of authority, self-determined decision-

making, accountable for the result, skill development and coaching for innovativeness. Thus, the 

following section will review each dimension of leaders empowering behaviors. 
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Dimensions of Leader Empowering Behaviors 

Delegation of authority. Delegation is necessary in succeeding the operations of the 

management to ensure the outcomes. Hence, it is the process where empowering leaders give 

powers to subordinates and share information and knowledge with their followers to enable them 

to fully contribute and make quality decisions that are valuable to the organization (Hashim et al., 

2013). Lutgans and Hodgetts (2004) described it as a process of distributing tasks and authorities. 

Still, the necessity of authority delegation in public universities has appeared due to the purpose 

of advancement in technology, its reflection in managerial developing, expansion of programs and 

its units, and importantly governance reforms of public universities (Jawqa, 2010). In this case, 

authority delegation is considered a response to the requirements of the democratic system in 

allowing managers at all levels to perform in decision-making, managerial business, and division 

of work (Sharkawy, 2002; Hashem, 2001). From these definitions, one can understand that, the 

manager determines tasks that have to be executed by one of his employees and gives necessary 

authority to do this work. In this case, the employer is still responsible for decision-making, issuing 

rules, instructions and regulations. 

Accountability for results. This concerns the emphasis of leaders about taking liability for 

outcomes, thus, focusing on leaders redistributing power and giving new responsibilities to 

followers, holding them accountable for outcomes (Hakimi et al., 2010; Konczak et al., 2000). 

Self-directed decision-making. This is described as allowing and involving subordinates to 

partake in problem solving processes (Konczak et al., 2000; Van Dierendonck & Dijkstra, 2012), 

enabling them to feel more empowered (Mills et al., 2013). 

Skills development. This places emphasis on leaders facilitating (rather than directing 

and/or controlling) skills development and securing the rightful training of employees (Cameron 
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et al., 2011). In so doing, leaders play a vital role in skills development and coaching for inventive 

performance where they create avenues for training and enhance skills of subordinates (Konczak 

et al., 2000; Pearce & Sims, 2002).  

Coaching. This refers to a set of behaviors that educate employees of institutions and help 

them to become self-reliant (Arnold et al., 2000). It is related to behaviors that encourage 

calculated risk-taking, new ideas and that provides performance feedback to employees, treating 

their mistakes and setbacks as opportunities to learn (Konczak et al., 2000). Therefore, a critical 

set of skills to leaders is coaching. When acting as a coach, leaders provide direction, knowledge, 

training, skills, resources, support, feedback and a listening and caring ear, all of which are 

necessary for successful task completion (Cameron et al., 2011).  

To put it concisely, public universities need to become more empowered in order to cope 

with the various demands (national, regional, local, institutional; and individual) to improve 

competitiveness through capitalizing on employees’ intelligence and sound governance. Thus, 

leaders of public universities need to create a workplace where individuals are motivated, inspired, 

challenged, and feel accomplished.  

 

2.14 Governance and its challenges in public universities 

 Recently, literature on public university governance has publicized pressures in a number 

of key areas (Sporn, 2003). Given the pressures in which institutions operate brought on by 

technological advances, increased competition among actors for resources, environmental 

uncertainties, effective governance arrangements appear as an expeditious means for keeping the 

track safe to the appropriate transformation of public universities (Schoburgh, 2016). On the other 

hand, Lazerson (2010) argued that the necessary changes in university management are 

controversial because of the convergence of differing interests, longstanding traditions and 
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different perspectives. The issue at the heart of the debate is not simply who should manage 

universities, but also what role and responsibilities should those individuals assume and how 

power should be shared within them (Demichelle, 2000). Therefore, all universities, regardless of 

ownership status, are faced with the challenges of managing and running such institutions in a very 

competitive environment in which the university operates. This is what is referred to as governance 

challenges, in that it has to do with managing, administering and running a university to respond 

the demand of local, regional and national priorities (Adewale, 2004; Kolawole, 2001). 

According to Kolawole (2001), these challenges become massive and stubborn because of 

the environment within which the universities must exist and coexist, and it is endogenous and 

exogenous. The endogenous factors are internal and the exogenous factors are external in nature. 

Thus, De Steur et al. (2009, p. 3) stated that, “as the relevance and the expectations increase, the 

need for effective governance and management in the public universities gets more and more 

important.” 

The challenges of HE stem from the centralization and decentralization of universities and 

relates to the distribution of authority within them (Amaral & Magalhães, 2002). A direct 

consequence of greater university autonomy is that power has been concentrated in the hands of 

central management bodies, leaving little operational leeway for peripheral units such as faculties 

and departments (Meister-Scheytt, 2007). Further, institutional power is not concentrated in the 

hands of the academic community in most of public universities (Ruiz, 2000). Likewise, there is 

limited capacity for understanding how governance functions because they tend to neglect the 

human side of governance, i.e., people being subjected and objects of management (Eckel & 

Kezar, 2004) are the challenges of governance in public universities. 



93 

 

 There is a persuasive need for interactions and exchange in different core areas between 

universities nationally as well as internationally (Arowolo & Ogunboyede, 2013). The 

relationship, therefore, becomes asymmetrical and difficult to sustain with little or no opportunities 

in various public universities. Thus, universities face challenges in managing complex and 

disparate interactions within and abroad have opportunities of technology and robust 

infrastructures (Fadile, 2006). Financial restrictions also create problems that impair quality 

research, causing friction between the universities and the states, thus threatening the stability of 

institutions under governance reform practices (Mimiko, 2010).  Equally, Mohan (2016) argued 

that the way to make structural improvements and strengthen its administrative and management 

framework, the way to build, upgrade and elevate the intellectual, moral capacities of its system 

as a whole as the serious challenges. Furthermore, the way to ensure emergence of leadership that 

could undertake and successfully complete the desired tasks are the major challenges of public 

university governance globally. 

Arowolo and Ogunboyede (2013) and Ojerinde (2010) remarked that lack of required 

critical, knowledgeable institutional leaders to drive development, lack of strategic planning and 

strategic implementation, mounting of outdated programs that cannot cope with post-modern 

society, and direct interference of state on university internal affairs, are serious challenges of 

governance in public universities. There is also a challenge of entrenching academic culture. 

Academic culture, perceived as an arrangement, a commitment to the system that is driven by 

intellectualism, excellence and facts, devoid of subjectivity and other considerations outside 

competence and merit, is an outcome to the actualization of the vision of university” (Arowolo & 

Ogunboyede, 2013, p. 144) under governance practices. In addition, the “allegations of politically 

motivated decision-making, mutual back scratching, patronage and partisanship” (Ojerinde, 2010; 
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Lawal, 2010, cited in Arowolo & Ogunboyede, 2013, p. 145) also present problems under 

governance reform implementation in public universities. Turning to the current governance model 

into a more professional system specifically towards results, effectiveness orientation is also 

challenging public universities recently (Larsen et al., 2009; Aasen & Stensaker, 2007). 

The other challenges of HE governance are related to the empowerment of actors of 

universities. In many countries, this situation has been accompanied by a tendency to orient 

reforms towards a model that transfers power to internal and external actors (Henkel, 2005; 

Jongbloed et al., 2008). There, the participation of internal actors has been considerably reduced, 

while external stakeholders have become much more active in the governance of public 

universities (Stensaker et al., 2007; Ferlie et al., 2008). It is very important that universities shape 

their own management structures, promote institutional decentralization and integrate various 

stakeholders into university dynamics. The challenge for university managers, therefore, is to 

overcome the tendency to centralize decision making within institutions and instead to create a 

model that can quickly adapt to an increasingly competitive environment (Larsen et al., 2009). 

Enhancing effective governance in public universities of Africa has a considerable 

challenge. Despite good progress in recent years, there is still much work to be done to address 

problems related to governance practices like autonomy, accountability and its mechanism, 

empowerment and better state and university relationship (Afegbua, 2012). According to Afegbua, 

absence of the required organizational and institutional capacities as well as coherent actions built 

on accountable, transparent and participatory systems of governance are also the serious challenges 

of public university governance.  

The purpose of a university is to harness and expand highly specialized knowledge. The 

public universities’ proclamation (2009) itself sets the production of “quality and skilled 
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manpower adequately to meet the need of the country” (Article 4.1, p. 4979) as the major goal of 

public universities in Ethiopia. Production of such work force needs an effective governance 

system and enabling environment. The existing environment is so difficult to realize the above 

requirement of workforce in public universities of Ethiopia. Scholars revealed various endemic 

governance challenges in public universities of Ethiopia. For instance, Ayalew (2008) showed 

absence of the university’s ability to protect itself from threats to its autonomy coming from any 

source; lack of the academic community involvement in decision/policy making process. In 

addition, lack of freedom openly criticizes institutional policies and practices or to criticize state 

policies on public universities; and other national issues as the major challenges of governance in 

public universities of Ethiopia.  

Teshome (2006) further identified challenges related to public universities and governance, 

which, among others include - government interference in the internal affairs of public universities 

and institutional decisions-making, and institutional leadership appointment and dismissal. 

Moreover, Teshome specified poor capacity to engage and lead public universities on the part of 

the Ministry of Education; micro management of public universities boards and lack of 

orientations, guidance and support, and limited capacities and experience; and lack of participatory 

leadership and management systems as the major challenges. Demissu (2008), Habtamu (2008), 

and Brook (2008) identified the following challenges: unsatisfactory practice of institutional 

accountability, including the relevance of the programs taught in relation to the needs of society; 

effective communication with the stakeholders on the activities of the universities. Equally, as 

Demisu, honest and open accounting and effective uses of resources; and transparency in the 

system institutional accountability are characterizing the Ethiopian public universities. Likewise, 

though autonomy was granted by HE Proclamation No. 650/2009, the impact of political cronyism, 



96 

 

and restriction of academic freedom and its impact on the quality of teaching and research are still 

chronic challenges of governance reform in public universities of Ethiopia (HESO, 2004).  

As important, Delaney (2015) found that the detrimental impact of poor governance 

processes and a lack of engagement at each level have resulted in some catastrophic system 

failures, whereby formal organizational procedures have been left impotent and unable to respond 

effectively. Universities, thus, need to react directly to all these challenges by designing an 

appropriate governance system that can cope with and adapt to the challenges of the internal and 

external environment in addition to engendering a bastion of academic culture that is sufficient to 

surmount these challenges. 

Gonzalez and Firestone (2013) in their qualitative inquiry, revealed that despite leaders of 

HEIs playing a key role by interpreting state and federal policies in ways that influence local 

interpretation, there are gaps in the leadership style posed by the leader that could affect the 

accountability. In supporting Gonzalez and his colleague finding, Hall and his colleagues and 

depicted that the competence of the leaders has an impact on the degree of formal accountability 

mechanisms for their work-related decisions and actions (Hall et al., 2004). This highlights the 

complex relationships that appear between leader competence, and accountability, which can 

facilitate leader performance and effectiveness of the system of public university governance. In 

order to achieve greater accountability within the HEIs, need to focus on developing the 

appropriate characteristics of leadership to proper implementation of governance reform and 

overcome the challenges of public university governance. 

Summary. Many scholars agreed that public universities are under rapid growth and 

massification worldwide and continued to grow. Similarly, there is the snap shoot of enrollment 

in public universities globally. Thus, it is important to ensure that public university systems are 
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managed in effective ways and carefully planned. Hence, a well-organized governance system is 

required to handle the complex nature of HE systems. The review depicts the absence of unified 

and single definition of governance to be used. Different scholars came across with different 

definitions of governance based on their own perspectives and organizational context.  Hence, the 

researcher tried to see different definitions of governance from different points of view. 

Furthermore, a basic definition of governance is necessary to provide a point of departure in the 

quest for an understanding of the phenomenon. Having different definitions of governance helps 

to distinguish how one organization can be managed differently in their system of governance.   

As we can see from the literature, sound governance has significant impact on the 

institution which entails as a strategy or system for managing a wide range of problems that helps 

to arrive at mutually satisfactory and binding decisions by consulting with each other and 

participating in the execution of these decision to bring sustainable development. The involvement 

of faculty in institutional governance has a significant influence as the literature reveals, which can 

help to build social capital that adds to a culture of trust within an institution; helps new leaders 

understand where autonomy and accountability lie and encourage basic leadership, which is 

rational, informed, transparent, and prompt public universities efficiency and effectiveness.  

The literature identified the origin of governance and how it developed and it works in 

different contexts. In addition, the literature reviewed the trends of governance of global, 

continental and local points of view. Scholars also verified the most common arrangement of 

governance in public universities and different actors who actively engaged in public university’s 

affairs to achieve the desired targets. The researcher also clearly reviewed the state-university 

relation in public universities and system of governance (state supervision and state control 

system). Agency theory was the fundamental base for researcher to see the state-university 
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relation. The review also entails the changing roles of government in university-government 

relation system.      

From the review of related literature, it is possible to see the basic elements of governance, 

which were identified by the researcher (autonomy-academic, institutional and financial; 

accountability- administrative, professional, social, legal and political; empowerment -structural, 

psychological and leadership) to explore the state of governance in Ethiopian public universities. 

Furthermore, under the introduction section I developed a conceptual framework to show how the 

domains of governance related to one another and how one element can influence the others. The 

conceptual framework also shows the indicators of sound governance. Moreover, the framework 

shows how the attainment of governance indicators can bring sound governance in public 

universities. The framework also incorporated the internal and external environments that 

influence the governance system in public universities. Besides, the literature was sufficiently 

reviewed and analyzed the basic components of governance and how they can relate to each other 

and how one can influence the others. 

Additionally, the researcher treated how governance structure can facilitate actors’ 

participation by promoting autonomy, accountability and empowerment, and raising awareness of 

institutional goals.  The researcher also reviewed the concepts of autonomy from university points 

of view and treated substantive and procedural autonomy to cross check the power and authority 

distribution in public universities and how it works in the university environment. The literature 

properly analyzed the three domains of autonomy (academic, institutional, and financial), and how 

they function in a public university.  Furthermore, the literature discussed the root of 

accountability, its concepts and various definitions given by different scholars, its relationship with 

governance, autonomy and empowerment. In addition, the domains of accountability 
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(administrative, professional, social, legal and political accountability) were part of the discussion 

under the literature review.  Empowerment and its historical roots or origins, debates of 

empowerment by different scholars, the concepts, definitions, importance and basic domains of 

empowerment (structural, psychological, and leadership empowerment) were at the heart of the 

literature review.  At the end, the researcher analyzed the major challenges that hinder promoting 

effective governance in public universities, from global, continental and local points of views.   
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Chapter 3 

3. The Research Design and Methodology 
 

 

This study used convergent parallel-mixed methods to understand governance in public 

universities in Ethiopia with specific reference to the state of autonomy, accountability, and 

empowerment. This chapter designates the different methodological steps used to carry out this 

research. It commences with a brief discussion of the choice of research design for this particular 

study based on the philosophical and research paradigm. It then continues with a description of the 

data collection process and data analysis that will be adopted. Information about sampling, 

reliability and validity were treated, and then the chapter concluded with a description of ethical 

considerations. 

3.1 Design of the Study 

 The current study employed a convergent parallel mixed methods based on the pragmatist 

paradigm (a deconstructive pattern that advocates the use of mixed methods in research). It 

combined both deductive and inductive approaches. The deductive approach was used to test the 

conceptual framework of the study and the statistical findings generated from the quantitative stage 

used to support the generalization of the study’s results. Meanwhile, using interviews, focus group 

discussion (FGD), and document review, the inductive approach was used to collect public 

universities’ governance related opinions, ideas and understanding of the study participants and 

legal documents. The researcher used a concurrent strategy for data collection and interpretation 

procedures (simultaneously collecting quantitative and qualitative data, analyzes them separately, 

and then compares the results to see if the findings confirm or disconfirm each other). Such a 

design provides a better understanding of the research problem and question (Creswell, 2012; 
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Neuman, 2006), and helps to minimize the risk of validity, reliability and subjectivity issues 

(Greene, 2007; Philip & De Bruyn, 2013; Skordoulis, 2004).  

 

Additionally, mixed methods work as a bridge between paradigms and offer a greater 

diversity of methods to the researcher to deal with complex problems (Giddings, 2006). 

Furthermore, the integration of qualitative and quantitative findings can provide this study with 

more support and more certainty, leading to greater confidence in the outcomes (Boyd et al., 2012; 

Johl et al., 2012). According to Tashakkori and Teddlie (2010), by merging the characteristics of 

the quantitative and qualitative traditions, mixed-methods research provides answers to questions 

that cannot be answered with a single method. Mixed methods can potentially benefit from the 

strengths of both quantitative and qualitative approaches (Ostlund et al., 2009), including 

triangulating data sources for the sake of convergence across quantitative and qualitative methods, 

integrating quantitative and qualitative data, and reinforcing each other (Hesse-Biber, 2010; Nagy, 

2010).  

 

Currently, management studies are paying close attention to mixed methods designs 

because of the excessive attention given to the behavior of individuals and organizations (Clarke, 

1998). It is widely agreed that mixed methods designs generate more reliable and credible findings 

than any single method used in a study (Boyd et al., 2012; Molina-Azorin, 2012). Therefore, the 

mixed methods design in this study makes a valuable contribution to governance literature. 

Moreover, several scholars carried out governance studies through mixed methods research design 

(e.g. Albassam, 2014; Bazeley, 2015; Boyd et al., 2012; Johl et al., 2012; Molina-Azorin, 2012). 

By using a mixed method, this study gave equal emphasis to both quantitative and qualitative 

inquiry. The quantitative data complemented the qualitative data generated from focus group 

discussions, key informant interviews, open-ended items on the surveys, empirical materials and 
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other relevant documents. This was done in line with Creswell’s (2012) advice that such a mixed 

methods helps to gain broader perspective from the different types of data or from different study 

groups within the study. 

3.2 Target Population and Sample 

 Currently, 41 public universities are found in Ethiopia; however, only 31 (N=33,717 total 

population) were the target of the present study. The public universities were categorized into four 

types, as per MoE categorization based on their representativeness of age of their emergence (eight 

first generation universities, 13 second generation, ten third generation universities, and ten fourth 

generation most recently established) (See Appendix-G).The fourth generation of ten universities, 

because of their age of establishment were not included in the target population.  Of these, the 

present study is delimited to nine (N-total number of teaching staff and academic leaders =7510 

target population) public universities from 1st, 2nd and 3rd generation, namely, Jimma University, 

Arba Minch University, Wolaita Sodo University, Dire Dawa University, Axum University, Debre 

Berhan University, Woldia University, Wachamo University, and Wolkite University. Moreover, 

since the study focused on the governance of public universities in line with university-government 

relationship, autonomy, accountability and empowerment, the target population for this study was 

the entire academic community of the nine sampled public universities. Academic leaders (i.e., 

presidents, vice presidents, directors, deans, and department chairs); academic staff members on 

duty, permanently working and teaching postgraduate and undergraduate courses (both Ethiopian 

and Expatriate) were the participants of this research. Equally, administrative staff (Directors-

institutional transformation directors, institutional quality assurance directors, research directors, 

plan and program directors, academic program directors, finance directors, human resource 

management directors) and student council who had been in these institutions at least two 
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semesters was the subject of the study. To maintain anonymity of the institutions, each university 

is identified by a letter - G1, G2, and G3, etc. G stands for generation. 

 

In determining sample size, the purpose of the study, the nature of data sought, and the size 

and nature of the population was emphasized. In addition, Israel’s (2013) three criteria used in 

determining the appropriate sample size were considered (See Appendix -F). The criteria included 

the level of precision, the level of confidence or risk, and the degree of variability in the attributes 

being measured. For the purpose of this study, the sample size was determined using the standard 

tables for sampling, using the confidence level of 95% and 5% confidence intervals as 

recommended by Israel. Then, standard table and formula indicating an estimate of sample size 

were developed by the author (See-Appendix-F). 

While the selection of academic teaching staff was done using the standard table, academic 

leaders were sampled by taking a 50% proportion of the total population due to the small size of 

the population (See Table 1 and Appendix-H). Based on the standard table of estimation, the 

sample size for a population of all nine public universities was 1658 (4.34%). Of these, 1586 

(95.66%) were survey participants while the remainder were focus group discussion (FGD) 

participants (N=54 total, of nine FGD sessions and each session have six members) and interview 

participants (Administration staff and Student Council; N=18, thus, 18 interview sessions, two 

from each university). The sample size for the study participants of the institutions under study is 

summarized in Table 1 below. 

The sample public universities were selected using the proportional stratified random 

sampling technique to ensure representation from the strata of the designated groups of institutions. 

A multi-stage sampling method was employed in the selection of academic leaders (Presidents and 

Vice Presidents, Deans, Department Heads), administrative staff (Directors) and academic staff 
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(Lecturer). After random selection of colleges/schools/faculties, departments were randomly 

selected from their respective colleges/schools/faculties. Likewise, a random sampling technique 

was instrumental to select lecturer from each department. 

Thus, academic staff participants were drawn from those individuals available in the 

institutions and willing to participate in the completion of the questionnaires on the day the 

researcher visited their university. A purposive sampling technique was utilized to select directors, 

presidents and vice presidents, key interview participants (Administration staff - HR directors and 

Student Council) and FGD participants (Three Deans and Three Department Heads) - 6 in one 

group.  

Table 1. Sample size of participating universities 
 

Name of University Academic Leaders Academic Teaching 

Staff (On duty) 
MLM (Dean and DH) TLM (P, VP, 

Directors) 

TP SP TP SP TP SP 

Jima University 58 29 16 8 1403 238 

Arba Minch University 66 33 26 13 1435 243 

Wolaita Sodo University 47 24 13 7 890 151 

Axum University 52 26 23 12 720 122 

Debre Berhan University 50 25 21 11 703 119 

Dire Dawa University 40 20 12 6 680 115 

Woldiya University 48 24 27 14 724 123 

Wachamo University 34 17 25 13 485 82 

Wolkite University 39 20 17 9 470 81 

Total  434 218 180 93 7510 1275 

Source: MoE 2015/2017.  Note: TP-Target Population, TS- Target Sample, TLM –Top Level, MLM-Middle Level 

Manager 
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3.3 Instrument 

The purpose of the survey tools of the current study was to generate quantitative or 

numerical data about the views of the academic community in public university governance with 

reference to autonomy, accountability and empowerment practices that have been introduced 

following the 2002 public universities reform in Ethiopia. The study used both standardized 

questionnaires such as Conditions for Work Effectiveness Questionnaires I & II (Structural and 

Psychological Empowerment Questionnaires developed by Laschinger and his colleagues through 

granting letter of permission from the authors (see Appendix-E). The Conditions for Workplace 

Effectiveness Questionnaire measures the state of structural empowerment in line with access to 

opportunity, support, resources, information, formal and informal power, whereas, psychological 

empowerment from competence, self-determination, or choice, impact and meaningfulness  

(Laschinger et al., 2001). Furthermore, Leader Empowering Behavior Questionnaire (LEBQ) was 

developed by Arnold and his colleagues (Arnold et al., 2000) modified and used based on the local 

context. LEBQ is recognized as a tool where employees perceive their leaders to allow self-control, 

self-regulation, self-management and self-leadership of employees (Mac Phee et al., 2011; 

Vecchio et al., 2010). Despite six themes were recommended to examine the LEB, only four 

themes were included in the instruments –delegation of authority, self-directed decision making, 

skill development and coaching for innovativeness. The remaining two that are shared information 

and accountability by outcomes were included in other sections. The permission to use the standard 

tools developed by scholars was granted from the owners and they were acknowledged as well.  In 

addition, the remaining parts of the questionnaires were a self-developed survey questionnaire that 

is prepared based on the reviewed literature and policy documents reviewed. The survey tools were 

prepared, distributed and collected for three groups of participants (top-level managers, middle 
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level managers, and academic teaching staff). The survey tools were designed in a manner that 

was easy to comprehend, complete, and analyze. Focus group discussions (FGDs) and relevant 

documents were also employed to solicit useful data. Triangulation of information from surveys, 

focus groups and the documents consulted were used to support the validity and truthfulness of 

the findings. 

Survey Questionnaires 

 

 Data were collected from academic leaders (Presidents, directors, academic deans and 

department chairs) and instructors administered by means of standardized and self-developed 

survey questionnaires. Two sets of survey questionnaires comprising both open-ended and closed-

ended question items were prepared in English language. The survey instruments in general were 

developed based on the research model, which comprised all aspects of effective governance 

domains. All the survey questionnaires consisted of seven main sections: Section 1 was aimed at 

collecting biographic information (gender, age, service years, educational qualification, name of 

university participant serving, academic rank, current position held, total teaching load) and it 

sought to obtain profiles of participants that are believed to affect their capacity of governance 

practice. Whereas, section 2 contained items related to government-university relationship in the 

framework of information asymmetry and goal conflict. Section 3 dealt with autonomy (academic, 

institutional, and financial). Section 4 comprised issues dealing with five domains of 

accountability (administrative, professional, social, legal and political). Section 5, 6 and 7 included 

the extent of structural, psychological, and leadership empowerment in carrying out institutional 

mandates respectively. Challenges public universities facing in promoting effective governance 

were captured through the items included in section 8 of the survey. Section 9 describes about the 
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outcome variable (sound governance). Section 10, the last section, contained overall comments of 

the respondents on additional challenges and their recommendations.   

Accordingly, respondents were asked to rate some of the domains (section 2, 3, 4, 6, and 

7) indicated in each part of the survey questionnaire on a rating scale that ranged from “Strongly 

agree” (5) to “Strongly disagree” (1) where higher responses indicated a higher level of agreement. 

On the other hand, the rating scale of sections 5 survey questionnaires ranged as “A Lot & Know 

A Lot” (5) to “None or No Knowledge” (1) where higher responses described higher level of 

knowledge about the issues raised in the questionnaire. Moreover, at the tool development stage, 

the mean values were categorized as follows, showing the status of governance practices (4.20-

4.99 strongly agree; 3.40-4.19 agree; 2.60-3.39 moderate; 1.81-2.59 disagree; and 1.00-1.79, 

strongly disagree). Later, for the sake of data manageability, the researcher merged five scales into 

three (1-1.667 Disagree/Low 1.668-2.334, Undecided/Moderate/Sometimes, and 2.335-3.00 

Agree/High) according to Preston and Colman (2000) that acknowledge the number of response 

categories has little effect on the results obtained. 

The instruments were self-administered accompanied by a cover letter (see Appendix-J) 

that provided the necessary details about the study.  The survey questionnaires, in their cover 

pages, explained to all participants why they received an invitation to participate in the survey, the 

purpose of the study, the expected amount of time to complete the instruments (from 45 minutes -

1.00 hour), and confidentiality issues. Participants were also assured the anonymity of their 

responses to encourage their honesty and truthfulness. 

 The data collection process was carried out by the researcher and the process took a 

reasonable duration. Total of 1586 questionnaires were dispatched to the two groups of survey 

participants. In order to maintain anonymity, no item asked for names or other identifying 
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information. Given the comprehensiveness of the survey tools, the researcher allowed two days 

for survey participants (academic leaders and staff) to complete the questionnaires. While it was 

difficult to distribute and collect the surveys from academic leaders and staff, the administration 

of surveys to academic leaders was relatively successful because it was carried out on the spot in 

the offices and some of the academic leaders were supportive.   

Qualitative Data 

In addition to quantitative data, qualitative data were collected through interviews, FGD, 

and document review. Through interviews, the researcher gathered data regarding the current 

practices of governance in line with state-university relation to the extent of public university 

autonomy, accountability, empowerment and major challenges to promote effective governance 

in from the experience, knowledge, opinion, beliefs and feelings of individual participants. In 

strengthening this, Best and Kahn (2003) stated that this method of data collection could assist in 

determining the past and current information as well as predictions about the future. Focus group 

discussion was employed with the assumption that knowledge is socially constructed where the 

reality of interest is the result of social interaction. Related documents were also reviewed and 

analyzed. Accordingly, Berg (2001) stated that qualitative research seeks answers to questions by 

examining various institutional and social settings and the individuals who inhabit these settings.  

Interviews 

Unstructured interviews were employed to collect qualitative data. Interviews aimed to 

identify participants’ emotions, feelings, and opinions regarding a particular research subject. The 

main advantage of unstructured interviews is that they involve personal and direct contact between 

the interviewer and the interviewee, as well as eliminate non-response rates (Fisher, 2005). What 

is more, unstructured interviews offer flexibility in terms of the flow of the interview, thereby 
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leaving room for the generation of conclusions that were not initially derived regarding a research 

subject (Gill & Johnson, 2002). 

As Dagger et al. (2007) and Mountain States Group (1999) point out it helps to get 

information about a pressing issue or problem in public universities from a limited number of well-

connected and informed participants and to get information from participants with diverse 

backgrounds and opinions and be able to ask in-depth and probing questions. Moreover, it helps 

to produce rich data filled with words that reveal the respondents' perspectives, feel at ease and 

talk freely about their points of view (Bogdan, 2003). Thus, administrative staff (HRM directors) 

and Student Councils were part of this interview process. For more details on the interview guide, 

see Appendix-D. 

The researcher held interviews for about one to and one and a half hours using both English 

and Amharic languages for more clarification and understanding of the issues of the research. Both 

languages were used because respondents may have had some difficulties in describing their views 

in only one language. The participants were interviewed regarding similar issues. All interviews 

were recorded using an audio recorder, and handwritten notes were taken. This information was 

compiled into categories and transcribed by the researcher.  

Focus Groups Discussion 

Focus group discussions (FGD) were employed to provide a more in-depth look into the 

issue under study. This was used to understand how deans and department heads describe their 

experiences in the practices of governance in the framework of autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment. FGD helped to get detailed information that would not be obtained through survey 

questionnaires. Discussions were carried out to generate ideas of divergence and convergence 
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between deans and department heads. FGD enables the researcher to collect shared understanding 

from several individuals as well (Creswell, 2013). 

The construction of the FGD protocol was made by breaking down the research questions 

into thematic discussion questions and then, easy-going and dynamic questions that could generate 

spontaneous responses and rich descriptions (See FGD protocol in Appendix C) were formulated 

in advance. Those selected for the discussions (N=54) were chosen purposefully based on their 

university experience and seniority after discussing this with their academic vice presidents and 

college/school and faculty deans based on chain of command. 

FGD participants were nominated by the academic vice presidents and college deans and 

they were approached informally, after obtaining information about their experience, to gather 

information on university governance. Discussions were scheduled by contacting purposefully 

selected deans and department heads and were held at times convenient to the participants. Then 

face-to-face discussions were held with the deans and department heads of the participating 

institutions in the Amharic and English languages. The discussions were conducted in all nine 

universities in an appropriate hall and classroom. Each focus group consists of six participants that 

were led by the researcher. In total, nine focus group discussions lasting for about one to one and 

a half hours each were conducted. Participants were assured anonymity and confidentiality of their 

responses. They were also advised to keep the confidentiality of issues raised in the discussions. 

 Focus group discussions were recorded with the help of digital voice recorders after 

consent was given by the participants and were transcribed by the researcher. The audiotaping of 

group interviews has been cited by Heritage (1984) as being advantageous in providing an accurate 

record of what has been said. It helps to correct the natural limitation of human minds and 
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memories. The accurate transcription of such recordings allows for a more thorough examination 

of the responses provided. In addition to the audiotaping, field notes were maintained for backup. 

 

After translating, the discussions held in Amharic into English language, transcription of 

the taped discussions and the hand-written information were carried out by the researcher. After 

exhaustive reading and rereading of all the transcriptions, attempts were made to identify similar 

themes. Then the major themes were identified and texts found to be irrelevant were rejected. 

Finally, the themes were categorized into patterns in order to answer the five research questions 

designed to guide the study. Then, the results were identified and discussions were made in the 

fourth chapter of the dissertation. Based on the questions presented to FGD participants and their 

responses that were generated in categories in the analysis, findings were presented using direct 

quotation as recommended by Neuman (2003) who suggested that the findings would be 

substantiated by means of a discussion to contextualize in terms of relevant literature. The FGD 

participants’ profiles regarding their sex, year level, and category of their academic achievement 

were gained for transcription and data analysis purposes. 

Documentary Materials 

Multiple sources of evidence were used to triangulate the data, thereby increasing the 

credibility and usability of the results. Accordingly, relevant data were generated from both 

primary and secondary sources. Primary data were solicited from academic leaders, academic and 

administrative staff, and Student Councils from the participating institutions. In addition to 

surveys, focus group discussions, and interviews, a large number of documents, which raise 

important issues and provide information on the nature and importance of public university 

governance, were reviewed. This research tried to make use of these documents with the ultimate 

objective of understanding governance of public universities in Ethiopia and data sources in line 
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with the state of autonomy, accountability and empowerment practices under way, thereby to 

explore its practicability. The documents that the researcher examined included: Education, 

Training Policy  (ETP, 1994); GDP I & II, strategic plans of the institutions; public universities 

Proclamation, 650/2009 (FDRE, 2009); EHESC strategy, university legislation, Universities 

annual performance reports; statistical data; UNESCO 1997 ‘Recommendation’ of General 

Conference document, Dare es Salaam Declaration (1990); research and publication documents; 

and other relevant documents. 

3.4 Procedure of Data Collection 

 Once study participants were identified, instruments of data collection was developed 

based on the literature reviewed, research model and research questions identified. Thereafter, the 

instruments were pre-tested to establish the content validity and reliability of the tools with the 

help of experts in the area of study and using Cronbach’s alpha test. Entry to the research sites was 

carried out following the pilot test of instruments of data collection. 

 After obtaining a letter of permission from the research sites from the researcher’s 

institution and concerned university presidents, the researcher prepared a schedule for data 

collection sessions for both survey questionnaires, interview and focus group discussions 

documentary reviews. To generate the sampling frame, lists of survey participants were acquired 

from each sample university. Then, data collection instruments were distributed to the study 

participants and were collected by the researcher. Finally, the data solicited from the study 

participants were analyzed via both quantitative and qualitative data analysis methods. 

3.5 Pilot Study 

 The standard questionnaires obtained and the self-developed survey questionnaires were 

designed based on related literature in the area of governance and its major constructs, the research 
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model, nationally prepared guidelines for implementing public university governance reform, 

empirical studies, and personal experience. Then, the questionnaires were modified and well 

organized with the help of feedback obtained from my supervisors and examiners during the 

proposal defense. Thereafter, the final version was developed through piloting and testing by 

distributing the instruments to randomly selected academic leaders, and instructors of the pilot 

institution, informal discussion with colleagues, and feedback from experts in the area of university 

governance.                    

 

Hawassa University was the pilot institution. The institution was selected based on the 

seniority of the institution and familiarity to the researcher. The pilot test was used to try out survey 

questions, FGD protocols, and the conceptual framework employed to guide the study. A sample 

ranging in size from 10 to 40 per group was evaluated for its adequacy in providing estimates 

precise enough to meet a variety of possible aims (Hertzog, 2008). Accordingly, the survey 

questionnaires were distributed to 30 selected participants (two vice presidents, four college deans 

and eight department chairs, sixteen academic staff from the pilot institution). Data were gathered 

and then analyzed. Four content experts were also used to review the research questions, proposed 

design, the draft survey questionnaires, and the Key Informant Interview Guide and FGD protocol. 

The experts were selected based on their engagement of governance practices in public 

universities. After collecting the feedback from the experts, the pilot question items were 

developed for generating information in the area of public university governance with the specific 

reference of government-university relationship, autonomy, accountability and empowerment. 

3.6 Validity and reliability 

 

 Content validity was determined by having knowledgeable individuals in the area of study 

and by distributing a sample of questionnaires to participants in the population in question to verify 
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clarity and relevance to the study population with the only suggestion to remove some items found 

to be irrelevant. Reliability is a measurement concern generally associated with the credibility of 

research findings or interpretations of research findings (Schwandt, 2001). The reliability of the 

survey instruments was then tested to determine the manner in which items in each domain 

effectively grouped together. To this end, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used to measure 

internal consistency of items (see Table 2).  Thus, the reliability analysis of the constructs was 0.93 

for the items in university-government relationship related items; 0.88 for questions items 

presenting institutional autonomy,  0.89 for issues of academic autonomy, and 0.86 for items 

dealing with financial autonomy  that helped to proceed using the tools at the end. 

Table 2. Overall Instrumental Reliability in Cronbach Alpha Value (
 

S. No Items No. of Items Alpha( Over all Alpha ( 
1 University- Government Relationship 14  0.93 
2 Autonomy 26  0.94 
2.1 Institutional Autonomy 7 0.88  
2.2 Academic Autonomy 8 0.89  
2.3 Financial Autonomy 11 0.86  
3 Accountability 41  0.961 
3.1 Administrative Accountability 11 0.92  
3.2 Professional Accountability 7 0.87  
3.3 Social Accountability 10 0.89  
3.4 Legal Accountability 6 0.92  
3.5 Political Accountability 7 0.86  
4 Empowerment 138  0.99 
4.1 Structural Empowerment 50 0.97  
4.2 Psychological Empowerment 43 0.97  
4.3 Leadership Empowerment 49 0.98  
5 Challenges to promote governance 25  0.87 

 Overall Items Alpha value ( 219  0.99 

Theoretically speaking, alpha may range in value from 0.0 to 1.0 (Devellis, 2003). Yockey 

(2011) stated that obtaining either of these extreme values is rare and a negative alpha shows 

negative correlations among items. They also recommended the following alpha levels when 

assessing the internal consistency of a scale: below 0.60 is unacceptable; a value between 0.60 and 
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0.65 is undesirable. The alpha levels between 0.65 and 0.70 is minimally acceptable; between 0.70 

and 0.80 is respectable; and a value between 0.80 and 0.90 is considered as very good, and above 

0.90 is shows excellent correlations (Yockey (2011). Finally, 30 pilot questionnaires were 

distributed to pilot institution and reliability tests of 30 draft questionnaires were made using 

Cronbach’s test of internal consistency to finalize the survey tools. The overall reliability of 

autonomy was 0.94. Equally, administrative accountability related items secured 0.92; 0.87 for the 

items dealing with professional accountability; 0.89 to issues related to social accountability; 0.92 

and 0.87 presenting legal and political accountability respectively. The total accountability items 

were 0.96. Moreover, items dealing with structural, psychological and leadership empowerment 

ranged from 0.97, 0.97, and 0.98 respectively. The overall empowerment reliability (alpha value) 

was 0.99. Reliability analysis constructs for the challenges encountering to promote effective 

governance were 0.87.  

All of these reliabilities were greater than 0.80 (See Table 2 above), and hence the 

instruments were considered to produce reliable data. Finally, in order to ensure that the maximum 

number of questionnaires returned, the subjects were promised a summary of the findings of the 

research upon the completion of the study. 

 

3.7 Data processing and analysis method 

 Data analysis is a process of drawing or finding responses out of the data (Freeman, 1999). 

Different researchers use different methods to analyze data depending on the nature of the data 

itself, the nature of the research question(s), and many other factors (Marshall  & Rossman, 2006). 

This section presents the methods that were used for interpreting both quantitative and qualitative 

data. 
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        In the data processing phase, data editing, coding, entering and cleaning was made to check 

the consistency and validity of data collected by different tools. In analyzing the data, both 

quantitative and qualitative methods were used. To maintain the anonymity of the institutions, 

each university was identified by a letter, e.g. G1, G2, and G3 for analysis purpose. As indicated 

above, G stands for generation and number stand for from which generation the sampled 

universities belong to. For key informant interviews, HRD-G1, HRD-G2, HRD-G3, for Student 

Council SC-G1, SC-G2, SC-G3 describe human resource directors from three generation 

universities. For focus group discussion deans and department heads coded as D-G1, D-G2, D-G3, 

and DH-G1, DH-G2, DH-G3 respectively used under qualitative analysis section (See Appendix-

I).  

Quantitative data analysis 

After checking the accuracy of the surveys and rejection of unusable questionnaires, data 

obtained from the two sets of survey questionnaires were first coded. Then, analysis was made, 

along with the research questions. Both descriptive and inferential statistical methods were 

employed in data analysis. Data generated from question items by participants’ profile, 

government-university relationship, extent of autonomy, state of accountability, the extent of 

empowerment and major challenges were presented on a table. Meanwhile, it was analyzed using 

mean, standard deviation and one-way ANOVA. Furthermore, linear and multiple logistic 

regression, logit model, principal component analysis, and factor analysis for answering research 

questions one to five were instrument accordingly. 

Briefly, mean was used to see the average of a given data set and compare the responses of 

the participants, whereas, standard deviation helps to examine the spread of the data set and the 

relationship of the mean value to the rest of the data (Kothari, 1990). If the data points are close to 
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the mean, indicating that the responses are uniform, then the standard deviation will be small and 

vice versa. If all the data values are equal, then the standard deviation will be zero.  

One-way ANOVA was instrumental in data analysis. Analysis of Variance (One Way 

ANOVA) is a technique used to test the equality of two or more population means by examining 

the variances of samples that are taken. It allows one to control whether the differences between 

the samples are simply due to random error (sampling errors) or whether there are systematic 

treatment effects that causes the mean in one group differ from the mean in another. Moreover, 

multiple regressions were used in this study to analyze the relationship between multiple 

independent variables and a single dependent variable. According to Field (2009), linear 

regression analysis was made to check if there is no multi-collinearity effect (heavily related 

variable) had not been violated by having any variables that were too closely related to one another 

by checking the tolerance level and the variance inflation factor (VIF) values between the different 

predictive variables. Whereas, multiple regression analysis was used to measures the simultaneous 

impact of variables (Dependent and Independent). Moreover, it was used to measures the 

contributions, relationships and predictions of all dimensions of independent variables (autonomy, 

accountability, and empowerment) on outcome variable (Sound governance). 

Principal component analysis (PCA) was used as a data reduction technique among the 

explanatory variables. Moreover, it used to measure sample adequacy and fitness of the model. In 

addition to the PCA, this study used factor analysis to reduce the many items that were to be 

considered in the corporate governance practices construct. Eigenvalues associated with each 

factor represent the variance explained by that particular linear component (Field, 2005). The 

commonality in the column labeled extraction reflects the common variance in the data structure. 

It represents the proportion of the variance in the original variables that is accounted for by the 
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factor solution (Field, 2005). Hence, the minimum cutoff point of Eigenvalues and commonality 

requirement to select the components as Kaiser’s recommendation is 1.0 and 0.3 respectively in 

the principal component analysis (PCA) (Kaiser, 1974). Logit model was instrumental to 

determine the major challenges public universities face in promoting effective governance. 

Spearman correlation was instrumental to determine the relationship between dependent and 

independent variables. It is widely used to model dichotomous outcomes variable and appropriate 

when the response takes one of only two possible values representing success (1) and failure (0). 

The quantitative analysis was carried out by employing statistical analysis software SPSS Version 

23.0 and Stata version 13.0 interchangeably. The total questionnaires returned were 1,474 out of 

1,586 questionnaires distributed to survey participants.  Although there is no agreed upon response 

rate, and researchers have traditionally been satisfied with a response rate as low as 30% (Fowler 

et al., 2002), the response rate of the present study was 92.93% which can be considered as a 

survey with very high response rate. 

Table 3.  Survey Participants  

 

No Group Target Sample Final Sample 

1 Top Level Management (Presidents & Directors) 93 56 

2 Middle Level Management ( DH and Deans) 218 190 

3 Academic Teaching Staff ( Lecturers) 1275 1228 

Total  1586 1474 

 

Qualitative data analysis 

In addition to quantitative analysis, qualitative data analysis methods were also used to 

explore the attitudes, behaviors, and the experience of the people as well as providing insight into 
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what the people believe and feel about the area of the study. In doing so, the researcher is mindful 

of Creswell’s (2012) argument that qualitative research is a means of exploring and understanding 

the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to social or human problems. Based on this, I tried to 

find out the current understandings, attitudes, perceptions, characteristics, and descriptions about 

the state of public university governance in the framework of autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment in Ethiopia directly from the participants of the study.  In this regard, Berg (2001) 

stated qualitative research helps to understand the meanings, concepts, characteristics, metaphors, 

and descriptions of things directly from the participants of the study in contrast to counting and 

measuring things. 

Furthermore, the qualitative data analysis enables to gain in-depth insight about the nature 

and status governance in public universities of Ethiopia as well as the perceptions and experiences 

various study groups. Gay and Airasian (2000) indicated that a descriptive method is viable for the 

assessment of attitudes, opinions, preferences, practices. 

Qualitative analysis was used for the data generated from transcriptions of interviews, 

focus group discussions, responses to open-ended questions in the surveys, and documentary 

materials. Focus group discussions, interviews, and legal documents were the major tools used to 

gather qualitative data for the present study. Accordingly, I used a categorical approach to 

summarize the answers obtained from focus group discussions and interviews. 

 

 

The collected qualitative information was thematically analyzed through three key 

qualitative strategies (i.e., a description of information, classification, and connection) that were 

used to strengthen the interpretation of the quantitative findings. Based on the questions presented 

to Key Informant Interviews (KII) and FGD participants, and their responses that would generate 

in categories in the analysis, the findings were presented using direct quotes as recommended by 
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Neumann (2003) who suggested that findings were substantiated by means of a discussion to 

contextualize in terms of relevant literature. Major themes and sub-themes were extracted from 

the responses of the study participants who took part in the group discussions. To preserve their 

anonymity participants’ names were changed and pseudonyms were used along the codes given to 

the university from which they originated (See Appendix- I) 

With regard to the analysis of qualitative data, an important step in working with voice-

recorded discussions and field notes was the transcription of the recorded and hand-written 

information. The discussions were transcribed word for word without any intention to do a full 

discourse analysis, but in order to obtain an overview of the information contained in them. Then 

I proceeded to data coding technique as defined by Saldaña (2013), intending to put relevant 

thoughts into categorical and patterns that were used in the analysis. As suggested by Smith and 

Davies (2010), the coding of data was related to research questions divided into thematic questions 

as they appeared on the FGD protocol and interview guide. Therefore, themes representing 

categories of information were identified as presented in chapter four, and they were used in the 

analysis.  

 When data were written and coded, the data specific to university-government relationship, 

autonomy, accountability, empowerment, and challenges to promote effective governance system 

was clustered for analysis according to these dimensions. The FGDs and interviews were fully 

transcribed from field notes and recorded voice. Then, data were coded into categories using a 

thematic approach. Thematic analysis is identifying, analyzing, and reporting patterns, or themes 

within the data (Smith & Davies, 2010).  In general, data generated from FGD and KI were 

analyzed in terms of the following six major themes: conceptual understanding of governance, 
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government-university relation, autonomy issues, accountability and empowerment practices, and 

major challenges and strategies to overcome the challenges.  

3.8 Variables of the Study 

 From the discussions given in the literature on the links between sound governance and 

autonomy, accountability and empowerment, one could generalize that the university, government 

relationship, domains-autonomy, accountability, and empowerment affects the effectiveness of 

governance system while at the same time three domains  influence the governance system of 

organizational leaders. Based on this fact, the following dependent and independent variables were 

identified in the study. University-government relationship, autonomy, accountability and 

empowerment are independent variables while the sound governance system is a dependent 

variable in examining the state of governance in public universities of Ethiopia to answer the basic 

questions of the study. 

3.9 Ethical Issues 

 Research endeavors that involve human subjects need to take into account ethical issues 

that might potentially influence those individuals under study. One of the most important concerns 

related to respondent protection is the protection of their privacy. As the present research involved 

human subjects, ethical guidelines for conducting the research were followed.  Efforts were made 

to ensure that the highest level of ethical responsibility was employed to safeguard the interests of 

the respondents and the researcher. Firstly, permission to collect data was requested and obtained 

from each university with the help of a permission letter obtained from my institution. Selected 

respondents are more likely to participate in research inquiries if they are allowed to participate 

anonymously (Dillman, 2007). Anonymity means it is impossible for the researcher to associate 

any particular data with the individual that provided that data (Neumann, 2004). Hence, the 
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researcher ensured anonymity first; respondents were instructed not to include any identifying 

marks on the survey. Moreover, for survey participants a cover letter describing the purpose of the 

study, voluntary nature of their participation and confidentiality of their responses was prepared 

(See Appendix A & B). Then, each group discussion and interview session was opened by 

reminding the participants about the background and purpose of the research, explaining that 

everything they say would be treated confidentially, and that their names would not be exposed in 

the report.  Pseudonyms were used and the information given was only used for the research 

purposes. They were also told that their participation is voluntary, and that they were allowed to 

withdraw at any time during the process. Finally, voice recording was fully accepted by the 

participants as the way of collecting information. The participants were informed that each 

audiotape would be securely stored and would be destroyed upon the completion and acceptance 

of the dissertation. Once all the above conditions agreed, focus group discussions and interview 

were held in all nine sampled public universities. 
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Chapter Four 

4.  Presentation, Analysis and Discussion of Data 

 

Presentation, analysis, interpretation and discussion of data are the main concerns of this 

chapter. It begins with a brief discussion on the background of the respondents. This is followed 

by presentations and discussions on the mean ratings of three levels of respondents on the 

government-university relationship, state of autonomy, accountability and empowerment. In 

addition, major challenges public universities facing in promoting effective governance were 

presented and discussed.  Besides, a chapter present inferential statistics (ANOVA, liner 

regression, multiple regression, logit model, and principal component analysis statistics) used to 

support the descriptive results and validate the appropriateness of the data to build the models.   

4.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 

The success of university highly depends on the quality of the academic community who 

engaged in the teaching learning, research and community service. The provision of 

knowledgeable, skilled and capable workforce to various organizations is possible only through 

the universities with high level of educational standards through the system of sound governance. 

Thus, the academic excellence and teaching will be enhanced by sound governance that facilitates 

a high level of performance of the employees of the university.  

Fletchl (2010) highly recognized the impact of demographic characteristics (diversity) on 

systems of governance in higher education institutions to revamp the institutional performance. 

Differences in demographic characteristics induce differing outlooks among the employees that 

help to implement governance reform in the organization. Such demographic characteristics entail 

sex, age, educational qualification; work experience, academic rank, position held, and teaching 
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load are the main variables in the current study. Equally, Birechi (2010) stated that priority should 

be given to an individual’s characteristic as contrasting to institutionalized or generalized factors 

while implementing governance reform in higher education institutions. Thus, this study also tried 

to see the demographic variables as part of the analysis and explore the association of demographic 

variables.  

Table 4. Gender Categories of Respondents 
  

Gender G-1 G-2 G-3 Frequency Percentage  

 Male 362 534 295 1181 80.12 

Female 119 110 64 293 19.88 

Total 481 634 395 1474 100.0 

Note: G-1= Generation 1; G-2 = Generation 2; and G-3 = Generation 3. 
 

Table 4 presents the gender of the respondents. As one can infer from the above table, the 

participation of females under this study accounts for only 19.88 % of the total participants, 

whereas, the lion’s share of participation (80.12 %) goes to their counterparts.  Thus, male are still 

more favored than their counterparts. In comparison, of three-generation universities, the 

participation of female respondents in G-1 universities was relatively better as compared to G-2 

and G-3. In sum, females do not participate in institutional governance as often as men do. 

Table 5. Age Categories of the Respondents 

Age G-1 G-2 G-3 Frequency Percentage  

20-25 36 104 64 204 13.83 

26-30 183 279 166 628 42.60 

31-35 131 159 87 377 25.57 

36-40 71 41 22 134 9.10 

41-45 37 26 10 73 4.95 

>45 23 25 10 58 3.95 

Total  1474 100.0 
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This study also sought to establish the age of the respondents. The findings are stipulated 

in Table 5 above. Accordingly, the majority of respondents fall within the second and third age 

categories in all three generation universities, i.e., 42.6 % of respondents ranged from 26-30, 25.57 

% ranged from 31-35 years, 13.8 % ranged from 20-25, and 9.1 % ranged from 36-40 years. Thus, 

96 % of young academic staff in the public universities, which embark on governance reform 

implementation, was young age. This, in turn, helps them to have a positive attitude towards the 

anticipated governance system. In the other hand, few numbers of senior staff implies some might 

left these institutions and joined others or may not be attracted to these institutions because of 

various reasons. 

Table 6. Educational Qualification of the Respondents 
 

Variable Type G-1 G-2 G-3 Frequency Percentage 

(%) 

Educational 

Qualification 

Bachelor 62 140 67 269 18.25 

Master’s 353 450 277 1080 73.27 

Doctors/PhD/ 65 43 15 123 8.34 

Post Doctors 1 1 0 2 0.14 

Total  1474 100.0 
 

The qualification of the academic staff is used as a proxy indicator of the quality of 

education offered. Moreover, the quality of higher education institutions is mainly determined by 

the number of well-qualified academics and their experience of teaching, research and community 

services. Consequently, Table 6 illustrates the distribution of the study respondents based on 

educational qualification. The participants who have secured their second degree (Master’s degree) 

constitute 73.27 % of the sample population. The respondents who had a PhD or terminal degree 

as their highest level of education account for 8.34 %. Participants who hold their bachelor’s 

degrees account for 18.25 %. The observed figures reveal that all three generation universities lack 

academic staff who have managed to secure their terminal degree and who possibly more 
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experienced in three strategic pillars (teaching-learning, research and community services) of 

public universities. In the same vein, although the universities expanding in two dimensions, 

vertically (offering PhD level training) and horizontally (promoting new faculties), the trend of 

attracting and retaining senior academia in quality and diversity is a critical bottleneck in public 

universities.   This also has a significant impact on the provision of quality education to citizens. 

Despite the Ethiopian government’s plan to reach the ratio of 0 % of Bachler degree, 70 % Master’s 

degree and 30 % PhD degree holders as instructors in the academic year of 2015 (after 5 years), 

the achievement of academic staff ratio, 0:70:30 in public universities in the year of 2015 as per 

GDP - II, were under question except second degree.  This finding also consistent with the 

empirical study conducted by Ministry of Education to prepare Ethiopian Education Development 

Road Map that identified the current educational qualification ratio as ‘21:64:15’ (bachelors, 

masters, and terminal degrees) (MoE, 2017). 

Table 7. Work Experience or Tenure of Respondents 
 

Variable Type G-1 G-2 G-3 Frequency Percentage 

(%) 

Tenure/ 

Experience 

<5 years 98 231 135 464 31.48 

5-10 years 319 395 224 938 63.64 

11-15 years 58 7  65 4.41 

16-20 years 5 1  6 0.41 

21-25 years 1   1 0.06 

Total  1474 100.0 
 

In Table 7 above, data are presented about the respondents’ years of service in their 

respective sampled university. Data portrayed that a majority of the respondents fell within the 

first and second categories of years of service, i.e., 5-10 and <5 years with 63.64 % and 31.48 % 

respectively in their current universities. On the other hand, very few respondents, 4.41 %, 0.41 

%, and 0.06 %, fall within the third, fourth and fifth categories respectively in their total years of 

service. Although, scantiness of studies that identified the minimum or maximum years of service 
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expected from organizational members to sense or rate the state of Ethiopian public university 

governance in the framework of autonomy, accountability and empowerment, the presence of staff 

members with few years of work experience may affect their ratings on the state of governance in 

this study. However, since respondents of the study were academic staffs with their second and 

terminal degree, the influence of such high qualification on their insight or awareness could be 

minimal although it has to be evidenced through scientific inquiry. The same above could also 

indicate that the number of participants decreased in both cases as years of service increased. 

Table 8. Academic Ranks of Respondents 
 

Variable Type G-1 G-2 G-3 Frequency Percentage  

Academic Rank Assistant Lecturer 62 139 66 267 18.11 

Lecturer 307 416 267 990 67.20 

Assist. Professor 87 71 18 176 11.94 

Assoc. Professor 19 7 7 33 2.24 

Full Professor 6 1 1 8 0.51 

Total 32.6% 43.0% 24.4% 1474 100.0 
 

Likewise, Table 8 illustrates the academic ranks of respondents from the sampled 

generation universities. As one could infer from this table, the majority of respondents were drawn 

from second generation universities (43.01 %), followed by first generation universities (32.63 %) 

and third generation universities (24.36 %) based on their sample size representativeness. 

Therefore, out of the total 1474, respondents who replied to the question regarding their academic 

ranks, the majority 990 (67.2 %) were at the lecturer rank, followed by assistant lecturer rank, 267 

(18.11 %), and assistant professor ranks 179 (11.94 %). The number associate professors and full 

professors were (2.24 % and 0.05 %) respectively, which is insignificant. Even the majority of 

associate and full professor respondents were expatriates in first and second-generation 

universities. Among the academic staff, the second largest group of respondents were graduate 
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assistants, account for 267 (18.11 %). This appears to be paradoxical and it is difficult to expect a 

large number of graduate assistants in the first and second-generation universities.  

Besides, as one moves to higher level academic ranks first generation universities are in a 

better position as data revealed in associate and full professor ranks 87 (49.43 %) and 19 (57.57 

%)  respectively. It is possible to conclude that the both the second and third generation universities 

were lacking the senior staff with highest academic ranks (assistant professors and above) in their 

respective universities to substantiate the teaching learning, research and community services. On 

the other side, missing those scholars with the highest academic ranks and veterans with better 

academic calibers adversely affect the quality of education offered in the Ethiopian public 

universities as well as the sound governance system. 

Table 9. Current Position of the Respondents  
 

Variable Type G-1 G-2 G-3 Frequency Percentage  

Position Lecturer 420 518 290 1228 83.31 

Department Head (MLM/ 38 75 38 151 10.24 

Dean /MLM/ 9 18 12 39 2.65 

Director/TLM/ 9 17 15 41 2.78 

Vice President /TLM/ 2 6 3 11 0.77 

President /TLM/ 3  1 4 0.25 

Total  1474 100.0 

Note: TLM-Top Level Management; MLM- Medium Level Management 

  

Table 9 indicates the distribution of the current positions that the respondents held in 

sampled public universities. This study included various academic leadership positions 

(Presidents, Vice Presidents, Directors, Deans, and Department Heads) and academic teaching 

personnel (Lecturers). This demographic variable is vital to see the response difference among 

various groups.  Accordingly, the distribution of lecturers accounted for 1228 (83.31 %) of the 

total respondents from the three sampled generation universities. This was followed by department 
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heads, directors and deans 157 (10.24 %), 41 (2.78 %), and 39 (2.65 %) respectively. The 

participation of vice presidents and presidents was 11 (0.77 %) and 4 (0.25 %) correspondingly.  

One can conclude that a sufficient number of participants from both groups were incorporated to 

get ample information on the current state of public university governance.  

Appropriate teaching and advisement loads are important determinants to provide efficient 

and effective services to the university communities. Furthermore, it helps the respondents to 

participate in various university strategic pillars, like, innovative research and community services. 

Thus, Table 10 below depicts the distribution of the teaching and advisement loads of the 

respondents. Hence, the highest distribution of respondents, 681 (46.2 %) fell into the third 

category (10-12) of service years. 

Table 10.  Teaching (courses taught) and Advisement Loads (number of students advised) together  
 

Variable Years of 

Service 

G-1 G-2 G-3 Frequency Percentage 

(%) 

Teaching & Advising 

Load 

<5 11 13 9 33 2.24 

6-9 23 149 102 344 23.34 

10-12 264 270 165 681 46.20 

13-18 107 185 68 360 24.42 

>18 24 17 15 56 3.80 

Total  1474 100.0 
 

This is followed by fourth and second categories, 360 (24.42 %) and 344 (23.34 %) 

respectively. The number of respondents whose loads were greater than 18, 56 (3.8 %), and less 

than five, 33 (2.24 %), fell in the fifth and first categories. As we can see in the fourth category, 

360 (24.42 %), the academic teaching staffs were overburdened and teaching more hours than 

expected. This, in turn, has significant influence on service delivery to institutional customers and 

to the governance system in sampled public universities. 
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In addition to descriptive statistics, inferential statistics, correlation, ANOVA and multiple 

regressions were instrumental under this study to analyze the demographic characteristics and 

sound governance. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS V.20) was employed to code, 

enter and compute the measurements of the multiple regressions for the study.   

In Table 11, Spearman correlation was used to evaluate the monotonic or linear relationship 

(as the value one variable increases, so does the value of the other variable or as the value of one 

variable increases, the other variable value decrease) of different variables. Accordingly, there is 

a statistically significant bivariate association between sound governance and four variables 

(experience, r=.421; qualification, r=.590; academic rank, r=.595 and position, r=.157) significant 

at (P<0.01) level of difference. The work experience was also positively associated with three 

demographic variables (sound governance, r=.421; qualification, r=.458; academic rank, r=.458) 

at a statistically significant level of difference (P<0.01). 

Table 11. Spearman Correlation Test of Demographic Variables (Sound governance DV) 

No Variables  r & Sign. 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Sound Governance r  1     

2 Experience r .421** 1    

3 Education Qualification r .590** .458** 1   

4 Academic Rank r .595** .458** .913** 1  

5 Position r .157** .025 .124** .139** 1 

Note: ‘**’ 2-tailed and ‘*’ 1-tailed.  Dependent Variable -Sound Governance 

Level: 0<r<0.3’weak correlation, ).3<r<0.7 ‘moderate correlation, r>0.7 strong correlation 
 

In the same token, educational qualification was also positively correlated with four other 

demographic variables (Sound governance, .590; experience, r=.458; academic rank, r=.913; and 

position, r=.124) at p<0.01 level of significant differences.  Moreover, academic rank has a 

significant association with sound governance, experience, qualification, and position (r=.595, 

.458, .913, and .139) at a statistically significant level (p<0.01). The association of position with 
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other variables were weak (r=.157, .124, .139) and p-value less than 0.01 levels of significant 

difference. 

Table 12. Model Summery of Demographic Variables (Linear Regression) 

Model R R2 Adjusted R2 Std. Error 

1 0.6109 0.373 0.3710 .18557 

       

As demonstrated in Table 12, the degree to which changes in the dependent variable (sound 

governance) can be explained by the change in the independent variables (experience, 

qualification, academic rank and position) can be explained by Coefficient of determination under 

the study.  Thus, 37.3 % the state of sound governance of public universities explained by four 

independent demographic variables (experience, qualification, academic rank, and position) as 

denoted by the R2 on the above Table 12. 

Table 13: ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) of Demographic Variables 
 

Model 1  SS DF MS F Sign. 

Regression 869.066 16 54.316 61.2 .000*** 

Residual 1293.144 1457 .88754 

Total 2162.2 1473 1.46789 

 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is a hypothesis-testing method used to test the equality of 

two or more populations (or treatment) means of scrutinizing the variances of samples that are 

designated. It consists of estimations that provide evidence about levels of variability within a 

regression model and form a basis for tests of significance. Thus, as indicated in Table 13, the 

value of a test of significance is (***) is less than 0.001. Thus, the model is statistically significant 

in predicting how experience, educational qualification, academic rank, and position affect the 

promotion of sound governance in public universities. One-way ANOVA further suggests a 
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statistically significant difference between and within the groups (F=61.2, ***, DF=16). The F 

tabulated value at the 1% level of significance was 4.015. Subsequently, the F calculated value is 

greater than the F calculated (value = 61.2). It confirms that the overall model was significant. 

Table 14. Regression Coefficient of Demographic Variables  
 

Sound Governance (DV) β St Error t Sign. 

Experience .267 0.051 5.32 *** 

Educational Qualification .755 .1085 6.96 *** 

Academic Rank .362 .0832 4.36 *** 

Position .240 .03366 7.14 *** 

Model Constant -.08649 .18572 -0.47 0.641 

Note:  P value significant at 0.01 (2 tailed) 
 

As can be observed in the above Table 14, the linear relationship of variables Y and Xs for 

k independent variables can be calculated in the following regression model form: Y = α + β1 X1 

+ β2X2 + β3X3 + β4X4 + β5X5+………+ βk Xki + ei . The symbols identified as Follows: Y-

Dependent variable, α- model constant, X- Independent variable, β- slope parameter, e-Error term 

disturbance. This also becomes- Y= -.08649+ .267X1+ .362X2 + .755X3+.240X4 +0.1857(e). 

As demonstrated in the regression equation, with all factors (work experience, educational 

qualification, academic rank, and position) remaining constant at zero, the state of sound 

governance at public universities will be -.08649. This result illustrates that taking all other 

predictor variables at zero, a unit increase in work experience of participants will lead to increase 

a .267 unit of thoughtfulness of the system of governance practice. In the same vein, a unit increase 

in educational qualification will also secure a .755 unit increase in the level of understanding of 

the practice of sound governance in public universities. Similarly, a unit increase in academic rank 

and position in universities will also result in a .362 and .240 unit increase in getting involved in 

the practice of governance systems in sampled public universities of Ethiopia respectively.  The 

result of the study suggests that the contribution of educational qualification in promoting sound 
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governance in public universities is higher, followed by academic rank, work experience, and 

position of respondents. Despite variations in their contribution, each demographic variable has its 

own positive influence in promoting sound governance system in Ethiopian public universities. 

4.2 Presentation, Analysis and Discussion of the Data 

4.2.1 Government-University Relationship 

This section seeks to answer the first basic question: “What does government - university 

relations look like in Ethiopia’s public universities?” As can be indicated, it mainly concerned with 

the relationship between government and university based on agency theory. The theory postulated 

two main points (Informational asymmetry and goal conflict) to see the relationship between the 

agent (University) and principal (Government). In order to answer a research question, participants 

were required to rate the practices of state-university relationship on the bases of information 

asymmetry and goal conflicts. The academic leaders (Top Level Managers and Middle Level 

Managers) were required to rate the practices of government-university relationship from their 

experiences while academic staff (Lecturers) was asked to rate the overall practices of their 

respective university and academic leaders (Presidents and vice presidents, directors - (TLM), 

deans, and department heads- (MLM).  

Among fourteen variables, eight items were specified to examine the state of relationship 

between the government and university through PCA. The first constructed five-point Likert scale 

was recoded in three-point Likert scale measurement  for managing the items appropriately based 

on the acknowledgment of Preston and Colman (2000) (1-Disagree=1-1.667, 2-Undecided=1.668-

2.334 and 3-Agree=2.335-3.00). Accordingly, the responses were presented as follows. 
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Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Mean and Analysis of Variance of University-Government 

(U-G) Relationships Items 

U-G Relationship Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Fast &Flexible analysis &reporting of data 1.56 .96 105 2 52.8 176.7 *** 

2. Quality & Timely information 1.64 .86 .7620 2 .381 1.66 .190 

3. Well-designed direction  toward objectives 2.68 .70 .2121 2 .106 .46 .630 

4.Well-designed strategy to responsiveness 2.48 .69 1.15 2 .575 2.51 .082 

5.  High alignment of U-G Strategic Plan 2.49 .69 5.654 2 2.82 12.32 .*** 

6. Have a good financial resource strategy 1.64 .94 .7604 2 .380 1.66 .191 

7. Autonomous to use the funds  1.73 .93 .750 2 .375 .57 .565 

8. Autonomous to use internal finance resources 1.63 .87 2.63 2 1.32 7.45 .006 

Average Mean and SD 1.98 .83  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Disagree, Undecided, Agree) 
 

The first section was treated three items related to information asymmetry. Accordingly, 

the data in Table 15 revealed that most participants were not promisingly rating the practices of 

public universities in providing fast and flexible analysis and reporting of data which assist the 

government to take accurate strategic decisions (M=1.56, SD=.96) at (***) level of significant 

difference between and within the group. The mean score depicts a statistically significant 

difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. Likewise, the practice of public 

universities in producing timely and quality information relevant to government requirement were 

not favorably rated by the majority of respondents (M=1.64, SD=.86) at non- significant level of 

difference between and within the groups (p=.190), which is by chance. Whereas, the majority of 

study participants reported relatively high score in which the public universities worked in a well-

designed strategic direction to achieve the desired goals of the government (M=2.68, SD=.70) at 

non-significant level of difference between and within the groups (p=.630). The mean score of the 

item is not significant between the groups, which is by chance.   It can infers that both the 

universities and the government experiencing the problem of information asymmetry and need to 
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change and improvement. Because, it is proven that the changes on the government-university 

relationship in the framework of information asymmetry bring positive impact on governance 

system of Ethiopian public universities and hence, minimize the agency problem.  

This section thoroughly analyzed the remaining five items (4th-8th variables in Table 15) of 

goal conflict between the government and university in line with desires and interests in certain 

ends.  Accordingly, access to a well-designed strategic plan to increase the institutional 

responsiveness in line with government objectives were favorably rated by the majority of 

respondents (M=2.48, SD=.69), at non-significant difference between and within the groups, 

p=.082.  The mean score of the item was not significant amongst the group, which is by chance 

rather than sample error. Equally, high alignment of the strategic plan of public universities and 

government was promisingly rated by the majority of respondents (M=2.38, SD=.79), at (***) 

level of significant difference between and within the groups. It further shows that, there is a 

significant difference in the mean score amongst the groups at .001 level of significance.    

The distribution of access of strong financial resource strategy, the authority to use all funds 

without the influence of government, were not favorably rated by the majority of respondents 

(M=1.64, SD=.94; M=1.74, SD=.93) at non-significant level of difference between and within the 

groups (p=.191 and .565) respectively. Similarly, the last statement, ‘better uses of internal 

financial resources as part of the strategy to generate funds, according to government objectives 

were not promisingly rated by the majority of respondents (M=1.63, SD=.87) at (p=0.006) level 

of significance.  This result depicts that the mean scores of the first two items of goal conflict 

amongst the respondents are not significant, which is by chance, while the last item mean score 

shows a statistically significant difference amongst the groups at 0.05 level of significance.  
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One can see from the findings, the problem of information asymmetries was exhibited in 

Ethiopian public universities, while, and resulted the government (Principal) fails to audit and 

monitor the performance of universities (Agents) and take necessary and timely corrective 

measures to tackle the problem. On the other hand, two items consistently denied the conflicts of 

interests among the university and government, whereas, three of the items show goal conflicts 

because of absence of financial autonomy. Thus, public universities and government were 

experiencing the problem of information asymmetries and goal conflicts. It was found that, 

government fails to materialize steering from distance and self-governance of public universities.  

Likewise, the control mechanisms of government did not conceived the loosely coupled, 

multidimensional features of public universities. It also resulted weak university-government 

relationship in public universities of Ethiopia.  

Table 16. ANOVA & Multiple Regression Analysis of University - Government Relationship as  

Predictor and Sound Governance as Dependent Variable 
 

Model β SE t df F R R2 Sig. 

1.University-Gov’t Relationship   

 

16 

 

 

4.40 

 

 

.488 

 

 

.577 

 

 

*** 

1. System Issues com-1 .481 .0219 21.9 

2. Strategic Issues com-2 .511 .0223 23.6 

3, Financial Issues comp-3 .465 .0292 15.95 

Constant  1.97 .0307 92.4  

 

As clearly indicated in Table 16, the test of significance is (***) less than 0.001. Thus, the 

multiple regression model is statistically significant in predicting how the independent variables 

measure the extent of effective governance (dependent variables) in the framework of government-

university relationship in Ethiopian public universities. A one-way ANOVA further suggests a 

statistically significant difference between and within the groups (F=4.40, ***, DF=16). The F 
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tabulated value at the 1% level of significance was 4.015.  Successively, the F tabulated value is 

less than the F calculated (value = 4.40). This confirms that the overall model was significant. 

Moreover, the value of R2 was 0.577, which indicates that 57.7% of the total variability (dependent 

variable) was explained by the independent variables.  It further explains their influence to promote 

effective governance in public universities. 

As indicated by the p-value of the multiple regression for each predictor component after 

principal component analysis (PCA) at the cutoff points of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality 

requirement of (0.4), we can see that each of the three components contributes to the regression 

model. Therefore, the regression weight of the second component (strategic issues) is highest as 

the results of β- value revealed (0.5109), followed by first (system issues) and third components 

(financial issues) that is (0.4812 and 0.465) β-values respectively at (***) statistically significant 

level.  The findings further show that a unit improvement in system issues (fast and flexible data 

analysis and reporting, and quality and timely information relevant to government to make sound 

decisions) will have a 0.481unit influence in promoting an effective system of governance. 

Similarly, a unit increase in strategic issues (having improved strategic plan focuses on responding 

to government objectives, high alignment of government and institutional objectives) will have a 

0.511 unit influence on the enhancement of effective system of public university governance. 

Equally, a unit improvement in financial issues (having improved financial resources strategy, 

autonomy to use funds internal or external without the influence of the state) will lead to a 0.465 

unit contribution to ameliorate governance system. Therefore, it is confirmed that the changes on 

system, strategic and financial issues bring positive impact on sound governance system in 

Ethiopian public universities and however, reduce the agency problem. As understood from the 
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analysis of multiple regression, all the variables (three components) have significant positive 

influence to promote effective governance in Ethiopian public universities.   

Qualitative data analysis was used for the data generated from transcriptions of focus group 

discussion (FGD), key informant interviews (KII), responses to open-ended item questions of the 

surveys, and documentary review (DR). FGD, KII, and DR were the major tools used to gather 

qualitative data for the present study. Accordingly, the researcher used a categorical approach to 

summarize the responses obtained from focus group discussions and KII. Major themes and sub-

themes were extracted from the responses of the study participants who took part in the group 

discussions and interview. Thus, FGD, KII, and documentary data were presented for all basic 

question sequentially at the end of quantitative data analysis. The following section illustrates the 

respondents’ perception on governance and university-government relationship. 

This qualitative section begins with conceptual understanding of governance followed by 

the current state of the participants’ respective university. Globally, understanding the nature and 

role of governance in public university systems is a focal concern (Blackman & Kennedy, 2009).  

As a reason, governance outlines regulation, policies, methods, and structure to direct and control 

an organization viably (Alsanosi, 2012; OECD, 2012). Cornforth (2015, p. 15) claimed as “the 

structures, systems and processes of ensuring the overall direction, control, autonomy, 

accountability and empowerment of an organization.” It is “a mechanism and strategy of 

coordination” (Jessop, 2004, p. 27). Henceforth, FGD and KI participants were asked to reflect 

their views on the essence of governance and its current state in their university.  Accordingly, 

with regard to the conceptual understanding of governance, participants have this to say:  

Governance is a mechanism of power exercising for the benefits of carrying out 

institutional mandates to get better results at individual as well as institutional levels 
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(D1-G1).  It is the application of appropriate governing rules with power perfectly 

to serve the institutional communities and achieve the intended objectives as well 

(D2-G2). Governance is the implementation of institutional rules and regulations to 

the standard without any discrepancy (D3-G3). 

Echoing a similar concern, the participants from other FGDs noticed that:  

It is a provision of managerial directions to achieve institutional purposes (DH1-

G1). It is the process of sharing power to others and makes decisions based on the 

principles of transparency (DH2-G2). One of the FGD participants claimed it as ‘the 

system that governed by rules and regulation to the benefits of institutional 

customers’ satisfaction’ (DH3-G3). 

          Although participants from different groups have very narrow concepts of governance, at 

the same time, they speak on a fashionable manner about the essence of governance.  The 

participants for instance, said that:  

 ‘Devolving of power and authority to the local and institutional level to enhance 

autonomy, accountability and empowerment’ (D2-G1). The above view was 

supported by another participant who emphasized governance as granting 

autonomy to organization to enjoy measure freedom and creating a sense of 

accountability’ (D3-G2). Although governance devolves power and authority in a 

fair manner, nevertheless, it is currently practiced wrongly in Ethiopian public 

universities and this resulted to mal-governance’ (DH3-G1).  

Key interview informants were also requested to reflect their views on the conceptual 

understanding of governance. In this sense, participants stated governance as: 
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…The mechanism that used as formal rule and procedure to lead the institution 

transparently though effective performance monitoring system (HRD1-G1). Other 

KI participant claimed governance as ‘administration of organization through 

efficient and effective utilization of resources’ (SC1-G1). It is ‘devolution of power 

to the bottom management through the organizational structures’ (HRD3-G2).  On 

the same vein, one of the participants scrutinizes governance as ‘political tool used 

by governing bodies to meet political interests, mainly boards of the university’ 

(HRD3-G3). One of the participants points out governance as ‘delegation of 

authority to make decision effectively’ (SC3-G2).  

When discussing issues of governance, one major issue getting the concern of all participants 

(deans, department heads, directors and student council) was about the power and authority 

devolution and exercising correctly. Carnegie and Tuck (2010, p. 431) pointed out that the very 

nature of governance is “the manner in which power and authority are being exercised in public 

universities in the allocation and management of resources”. 

Participants were asked to indicate the current state of governance in their respective 

university. One dean replied that: 

Despite senior university, the status of governance practice in my university is poor. 

The main reasons, as respondent was unequal power distribution, high ethnic 

orientation, absence of sound decision-making power and authority from top 

officials (D3-G1). The view also supported by another participant as ‘weak 

governance system’. The main cause for this was interference from outside to 

internal affairs, leadership competencies to lead the institution, the absence of clear 

boundary between governing boards and university (DH2-G1). 
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Resounding the same issue, the other participants from FGD remarked that:  

Governance is wrongly interpreted and at the very infant stage. The main reasons 

were weak competence to internalize and realize the institutional vision and 

mission, and provision of strategic direction and leadership (D2-G2). Lack of 

balanced power and authority is another reason as another FGD participant (DH3-

G2).  

Participants from other FGD described the governance state in their respective university as: 

Mal-governance characterizes my university for the reason that of absence of equity 

and inclusiveness, un-democratic behavior of leaders and uses of excessive power 

which is not granted in law (D1-G3). Roles and responsibilities not clearly 

internalized and practiced by most managing teams that lead to experiencing 

ineffective governance system (DH1-G3). Sound governance was missing because 

of excessive uses of power and authority in my university (D3-G3). 

In support of the above view regarding the current state of governance in their respective 

university, participants on interview sessions said: 

Despite we tried to implement governance reform in our universality, it is not as 

supportive as intended. Hence, it needs further serious attention (HRD2-G3). In 

echoing of this view, another participant claimed, “The existence of a very weak 

governance system in the university” (HRD2-G1).  However, leadership quality has 

significant influence on the success of governance reform, their leadership 

competencies below the standard. Moreover, lack of trust among management is a 
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serious bottleneck for implementing governance reform and promoting sound 

governance system (HRD2-G3).  

Other KI participants stated that: 

‘Because of absence of awareness creation of the issue of governance reform, the 

implementation was poor in my university’ (SC3-G3). Similarly, most governing 

bodies of the university do not follow the principles of governance that is noticed 

at the back of their chair in their offices. Thus, they felt to realize effective 

governance in my university (SC2-G1).  

Another tool used to analyze the state of public university governance was document 

review. Growth and Transformation Plan I Report (MoFED, 2013) was among the others. This 

report revealed the existence of good practices of governance in Ethiopian public universities with 

sound transparency and accountability system. On the other hand, the survey results and qualitative 

data were quite controversial to the government report document of GDP-1. There was 

inconsistency in the current study and the most recent government report document that is GTP 1 

reported. 

 Overall, the above quotes demonstrate ways participants (deans, department heads, 

directors and student councils) perceive the conceptual understanding of governance and its 

current state. The observation of the participants corresponds closely with the findings obtained 

from survey results. Even though, the participants have various and narrow understandings of the 

concept of governance, the participants showed the mis-adoptions in practicing governance. 

Furthermore, the uses of governance mainly for political consumptions resulted the absence of 
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supportive and collaborative environment to implement the governance reform characterize 

Ethiopian public universities.   

The main theme of this qualitative part is university-government relationship. As a means 

to enhance best institutional management to satisfy the national, regional, local and institutional 

priorities, a governance reform initiative was introduced as of 2002 in Ethiopia. In so doing, the 

smooth relationships between university and government have paramount importance (Liefner, 

2003). This section, thus, deals with the university-government relationships. The FGD and KI 

participants were asked to reflect their views on the relationship between university and 

government.  Accordingly, FGD participants claimed that: 

Strategic plan and strategic objectives are in place, that all are designed by the 

government. Therefore, the university is working to achieve these strategic 

objectives initiated by the government (D2-G1). In supporting this view, the 

strategic plan and objectives did not contextualize based on the regional, local and 

institutional priorities (D3-G2).   

Echoing a similar concern, participants from other FGD decried that: 

A strong system of supervision mechanism so far missing from the university, while 

very simplistic types of supervision carried out by the Ministry of Education and 

parliament  members of the  HEIs Committee, that is only for ranking the university 

(DH2-G3). Strong interference and control of all top management and governing 

boards exhibited at the university, “even sometimes more than control” (D3-G1).  A 

participant on the same issue marked that ‘Control of university for the security of 

politics highly characterizes my university’ (D2-G2).  Top management highly 
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enjoy on the measure of autonomy as comparing to college and departmental level. 

The decisions made by the colleges and department heads denied by top officials 

of the university (DH3-G1). One of the participants from FGD claimed: university 

and government are the two sides of the same coin. In its description as participant, 

both internal as well as external governing top officials were enjoyed on strong 

interference and control in the university (DH2-G3).   

Participants of key interview also reflected their views on the university-government 

relationship. Accordingly, one of the KI participants claimed that:  

“Excessive interference of top management and governing board” (HRD2-G2). We 

are not autonomous in our unit; university board interferes even in internal issues 

like recruitment, promotion and others (HRD3-G3)”. The other KII remarked, 

“University also considered as one of the branches of zonal sector rather than being 

a federal institution (HRD3-G2). In supporting the above view, the board nominates 

zone administrative officials who incompetent to perform well on the other sector 

without the consent of the college and department (HRD1-G1)”.  

Other KI participants also reacted to the question raised at their interview. One of the KI 

participants stated that:  

Lack of decentralized governance system is the main feature of my university. It is 

so difficult to ask the right given by legislation and higher education proclamation 

(SC1-G2). In most cases, the management is not participatory in my university, 

despite, students are the main customer of the university (SC2-G1). Unless the 

agenda is student case, student representative is not invited to attend the 
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management meeting even though the legislation allows the right to participate 

(SC3-G3). In confirming the responses above, “autocratic governance system 

mainly exhibited in my university (SC2-G2).   

To put briefly, although government needs an effective means of articulating and pursing 

the public agenda for higher education, as indicated in the findings, excessive interference and 

control, centralized governance system, and lack of participatory approach are the main causes of 

poor university-government relationships in the governance system. Furthermore, lack of 

autonomy at the bottom level, and government dominated strategic plan and strategic objectives 

lead to failure to realize sound government-university relationship in Ethiopian public universities. 

In this regard, the balanced relationship between the two, principal (Government) and agent 

(University) was missing. 

Document review is the other section of analysis to explore the state of university-

government relationship.  As obtained from the government document, one of the top priority areas 

of Education Sector Development Program (ESDP-V) is a capacity development program aimed 

at improving governance and management of federal and institutional level executives within 

public universities (MoE, 2015).  FRDE (2014) Growth and Transformation Plan-1 report 

confirmed that the extensive capacity building program has been implemented to strengthen the 

efficiency and accountability of governance system in public universities with “significant 

achievement during planning period” (p. 19). The report further assured many useful experiences 

have been gained during GTP-1 on leading and managing accelerated and sustainable growth of 

public universities (p, 20). Higher Education Proclamation (HEP) 650/2009 granted responsibility 

to public universities to establish an efficient system for statistical data collection and information 



146 

 

exchange (information asymmetry) among themselves, their units and the Ministry of Education 

(MoE) (Article 27:1, p. 4992).  

Although the government came up with such policy directives and initiatives, as indicated 

in the finding, the Ethiopian public universities exhibited weakness in nature, timeliness, and 

relevance and quality of data on key performance areas as an ESDP IV report revealed (MoE, 

2015). Furthermore, Ethiopian Education Development Road map document confirmed the 

finding as stated ‘in higher education the trend of collecting data, organizing, analyzing and 

providing reports in the institutional performance were not well communicated by education 

leaders’ (MoE, 2017). It resulted the problem of information asymmetry between university and 

government. Thus, this information asymmetry problem of public universities reduces government 

effectiveness to supervise the institutional performance in well-organized manners and limit 

leadership ability to manage the overall functions of universities and affect promoting effective 

governance-university relationship (MoE, 2015). Consequently, the documentary review result is 

consistent with the findings of quantitative and qualitative data.  

On the other side, HEP 650/2009 stated that “every public universities shall determine with 

the MoE or the concerned government organ a strategic plan agreement for a period of five years” 

(Article 65:1, p. 5025). This implies that public universities were not alleged to institutional 

autonomy to design and develop an institutional strategic plan without the interference of the 

government. The findings of both quantitative and qualitative data were consistent with the above 

article that stated, “Public universities were not the origin and source of the strategic plan of the 

institution” (HEP, 2009, p. 5025). It further shows the strong interference and control of the 

government to the internal affairs of the public universities.   
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In contrast, the HEP 650/2009, Article 44:2) stated responsibility of governing boards to 

supervise and confirm that public universities implement the provision of this proclamation and 

either sound governance is realized or not (p. 5008). This article restricts the interference and 

control of government officials in institutional affairs; rather it declares a supervisory role.  Despite 

some restriction, the findings of both quantitative and qualitative data portrayed the excessive 

control and interference of the government in the public university’s internal affairs. This further 

created a lack of trust and poor relationship between university and government.  

In addition, this study tried to see the convergence and divergence of both quantitative and 

qualitative data findings. On the scientific application of convergent parallel mixed methods 

research, there is identification of quantitative and qualitative results convergence and divergence, 

which help to check its complementarity from university-government relationships; autonomy; 

accountability and empowerment points of view.  Hence, the main concern of this section is 

examining the quantitative and qualitative data results in order to see the convergence and 

divergence of the results. Therefore, the analysis of university-government relationship was 

focused on information asymmetry and goal conflict that derived from Agency Theory. As 

indicated in the analysis, the findings of quantitative and qualitative data were consistent.  In both 

cases, weak practices regarding information asymmetry and conflict of interest among university 

and government were recognized in public universities. Moreover, excessive control and 

interference of government and its agencies (Ministry of Education, governing boards, MoFED, 

FPA) were the experiences of public universities in both cases of analysis. Thus, the results 

obtained from quantitative, qualitative, and document reviews were confirm the same fact.   

This section of study seeks to discuss the major findings for university-government 

relationship. There are dramatic changes of public universities in size, structure, funding 
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arrangement and focus to address the international, national, regional, local and institutional 

demands to become competent globally on the sides of government (Ansell, 2008; Global 

University Network for Innovation, 2009). Hence, the government demands a strong and effective 

system of governance to manage the public universities and to fulfil the goals outlined in 

government strategic priorities. To realize and achieve the goals, government-university 

relationship plays a key role.  

Agency Theory is the bases for exploring the extent of the relationship between a principal 

(Government) and Agent (university) from its two fundamental assumptions-information 

asymmetry and goal conflict (Ahmad, 2012b). A theory gives clear and insightful explanations for 

problems arising from university-government relationship when the principal (government) unable 

to adequately monitor the universities (agents) activities and one party lacks information. Thus, 

information asymmetry is the efficacy of information flow and interaction between government 

and university in performing specific jobs, whereas, goal conflict is the interest to which the agent 

departs from its goals from principal (Ahmad, 2012b). Goal conflict arises in the process of 

delegating authority from government to university (Alvarez & Hall, 2006).  

In this study, these two concepts are the major constructs to measure the nature of the 

relationship between government (principal) and universality (agent). Accordingly, the finding 

depicts that, despite university and government have their common concerns and assumptions on 

the agent-principal relationship in terms of workforce, institution and information; the trend of 

providing fast and flexible analysis of data and reporting of information that’s highly support the 

government to take accurate and strategic decisions were not in place in sampled Ethiopian public 

universities. Moreover, though timely and quality information on the public university’s functions 

have significant influence to supervise and manage their performance (Lane & Kivisto, 2008), this 
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practice was not fully conceived in most of public universities. Hence, though the restriction on 

timely and regular supply of information and feedback to government, such communication need 

to be in place, while it helps the government to have better understanding of the performance of 

public universities and areas need to be ameliorate. This further indicates the failure of government 

in managing public universities since they are fully funded by the government and demand that 

economically empowered and satisfy the objectives stated in the strategic plan of the government.  

Overall, a weak efficacy of information flow and interaction and goal conflict between the 

government and universities in performing a specific task characterize Ethiopian public 

universities. 

Besides, public universities as very dynamic and unique academic institutions with a pool 

of potential faculties and departments with their various autonomy levels in carrying out their 

institutional mandates such as preparing their own strategic directions, strategies and objectives 

based on the national regional, local and institutional demands to achieve vision and mission 

(FDER, 2009). Even though, Kivisto and Hollta (2008) in their empirical finding support some 

degree of government intervention on strategic issues, the Ethiopian public universities 

experiencing the excessive intervention of the government. For instance, public universities are 

working on the direct replica of strategic directions, strategic plan, strategic objectives and 

financial resource strategy, which is prepared by central government (Ministry of Education (MoE-

GDP 1 & 2, ESDP V) to achieve the desired goals.  It can revealed that the government documents 

are always used as term of reference for public universities to formulate and implement their 

strategic directions, objectives and plans.  It shows that they were missing institutional autonomy 

to prepare their own strategic directions, objectives, strategic plans, and financial resources 

strategy. Similarly they lack financial freedom to use internal and external sources of funds without 
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the influence of government that granted by HEP- 650/2009. Despite various strategic directions, 

plan and objectives developed by government, the public universities taking various course of 

actions other than desired by the government to fulfill their institutional priorities and local 

interests. This further resulted conflicts of interest (goal conflict) among universities and 

government. Hence, as professional institutions, public universities need to be the source of such 

the documents considered as a road map for sound governance and development of higher 

education institution.  

Moreover, in supporting the findings, the model of multiple regressions was statistically 

significant in predicting how the independent variables (university-government relationship) 

measure the extent of effective governance (Dependent variable). Thus, the model fit the 

requirement of the data as stated in R2 , that 57.7 %  sound governance (dependent variable) was 

explained by university-government relationship in the framework of information asymmetry and 

goal conflicts  (independent variables) at p<0.001 level of significance. In addition, the findings 

of qualitative data and document review were supported the findings obtained from survey data. 

The results obtained from both quantitative, qualitative and document reviews confirm the same 

fact and complement each other.  

On the other hand, the empirical study of OECD (2007) portrays a shift from centralized 

to decentralized system of governance toward a greater autonomy of institutions in line with 

governance and management strategy. In addition, one of the local study conducted by Teshome 

(2007) acknowledged limited interference of the government on internal university affairs. In this 

regard, the finding of this research is inconsistent with both OECD and Teshome’s empirical 

results. On the other hand, the result confirms with Baye’s (2008) research finding that 

acknowledged strong control and interference of government in Ethiopian public universities.  
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4.2.2 University Autonomy 

This section seeks to examine the second basic question: “To what extent are public 

universities academically, institutionally, and financially autonomous?” As indicated in the review 

literature, autonomy is the main concern of sound governance system in academic institutions. In 

this regard, devolution of authority, power and accountability for academic staff and their 

governing bodies has paramount importance for the success of autonomy. This is mainly because, 

when academic communities practice autonomy with a sense of responsibility and accountability, 

it will promote excellence in academic governance of the public universities. Thus, this section 

rigorously examines the state of autonomy in Ethiopian public universities from three points of 

view: institutional, academic and financial.  The first theme of analysis is institutional autonomy. 

The participants were asked to rate the extent of institutional autonomy in Ethiopian public 

universities. The items were rated based on the given three-point Likert scale measurement 

(Preston & Colman, 2000) (Disagree/Low=1 (1-1.667), Moderate=2 (1.668-2.334) and 

Agree/High=3 (2.335-3.00).    

Table 17. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and Analysis of Variance for Institutional Autonomy 
 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Self-Governance without State influence 1.43 .78 5.092 2 2.546 16.44 *** 

2. Free Participation in policy & decision making 1.42 .77 3.007 2 1.503 9.71 .0001 

3. Friendly Leadership in University 1.45 .81 .9456 2 .4728 3.05 .0475 

4. Power and authority to form structure 1.59 .84 6.859 2 3.429 22.14 *** 

5. Governing body formed on proclamation 1.61 .88 .2241 2 .1121 0.72 .485 

6. Participate in Executive selection 1.48 .82 .5404 2 .2702 1.74 .175 

7. Student council participation in U- governance 1.52 .84 6.398 2 3.198 20.65 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.50 .82  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Low, Moderate, High) 
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  Table 17 below demonstrates the state of institutional autonomy in Ethiopian public 

universities. Institutional autonomy is the freedom of academic institutions to manage their internal 

and external affairs without any government influence to achieve the desired result. Hence, seven 

items were specified to treat the state of institutional autonomy. The analysis is presented in the 

following section. 

As indicated in Table 17, the practice of university self-governance without the influence 

of government was rated below the average mean by the majority of respondents (Mean=1.43, 

SD=.78) at a (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups.  The finding 

shows that the mean value amongst the groups is significant at 0.001 level of significance.  

Since universities are professional institutions, the participation of those professionals with 

high academic calibers in policy critic, design and decision-making process in academic affairs 

helps to design sound policies and make a sound decision at national and institutional levels as 

well. In this sense, the involvement of academic communities in the design and critique of 

government policies and decision-making processes was rated below average mean by a majority 

of respondents (M=1.42, SD=.77) at a (.0001) statistically significant level of difference between 

and within the groups. ANOVA further suggests that the mean value amongst the groups is 

statistically significant at 0.005 level of significance. 

As stated in the same Dare es Salaam declaration-1990, leadership collegiality is one of 

the best ingredients in higher education institutions for smooth institutional functions. As 

illustrated in the same table, the majority of the respondents were not favorably rated the 

relationship between the academic staff and university leadership (M= 1.45, SD=.81), at (.047) 

level of significant difference between and within the groups. This finding indicates that the mean 

score amongst the groups is significant at 0.05 level of significance. 
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Item four in Table 17, authority and power in public universities to make their own 

organizational structures, was not promisingly rated by the majority of respondents (M=1.59, 

SD=.84) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean value 

further confirms the level of significance at 0.001 amongst the groups. It infers that public 

universities were unable to design and develop their own organizational structures; rather it is the 

power and authority of MoE. This further shows absence of institutional autonomy and external 

interference in internal affairs. 

Higher Education Proclamation 650/2009 (FRDE, 2009) and Dare es Salaam Declaration 

(1990) are the main policy initiatives that recognized merit-based leadership selection in Ethiopian 

public universities. Accordingly, though such policy documents, the selection of leadership and 

the formation of governing bodies in public universities based on their merit and policy directives 

was not well communicated in public universities (M=1.611, SD=.88) at non-significant level of 

difference between and within the groups (p=.481),which is by chance. Majority of respondents 

did not assertively rated the participation of the academic community in the selection of their 

governing bodies based on their merits and qualification (M=1.48, SD=.82), at non-significant 

level of difference between and within the groups (p=.175). It shows that the mean score of the 

item is not significant amongst the groups, which is by chance.  It shows that the merit and 

qualification based selection and participation in the formation of leadership and governing bodies 

was not well comprehended in public universities. 

Moreover, the participation of students or their representatives (Student Councils) in 

institutional governance and decision-making processes was rated below the average mean by 

most respondents (M=1.52, SD=.84) at (***) level of significant difference between and within 

the groups. This result points out that the mean value amongst the groups is statistically significant 
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at 0.001 level of significance. It shows that students were not part of institutional governance 

though they are the main actors of the public universities. As can be seen from Table 17, all seven 

items of institutional autonomy identified through principal component analysis were below the 

average mean. Thus, it shows that institutional autonomy was not well conceived in public 

universities.  

The next section also seeks to analyze the qualitative data of institutional autonomy. As 

indicted in the literature, autonomy is essential for universities to be more flexible so they can 

adapt to the extremely turbulent and ever changing external environment (Muhammad et al. 2013).  

The government needs to grant certain degree of autonomy to public universities to achieve their 

objectives (Junaid, 2011). Therefore, this section of qualitative analysis is mainly concerned with 

the discussion of institutional autonomy.  Both FGD and KI participants were asked to reflect their 

views on the current state of institutional autonomy.  

One of the concerns of autonomy is freedom granted to institutions to carry out their 

institutional mandates without any interference of external authority. Accordingly, the FGD 

participants with regard to institutional autonomy pronounced that: 

Even though different policy initiatives and directives (HEP-650/2009) and 

UNESCO, (1997) granted institutional autonomy to public universities; my 

university is restricted to enjoy institutional autonomy. For instance, university 

expansion, timely project management, top university management unable to make 

decisions (D3-G2). The academic staff participation in the critics of state policies 

and program was restricted (DH3-G2). The autonomy of students’ enrollment and 

setting criteria for their admission are managed by the Ministry of Education (DH2-

G1).  
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The key interview informants also reflected their views on institutional autonomy 

practices. Consequently, the KI participants with regard to the practices claimed that: 

The degree of university to governing ones’ own institution internal affairs without 

external influence was limited (HRD2-G1). Strong interference of the government 

official from external authorities, including university board, the Ministry of 

Education, and the Ministry of Finance and Economic Development characterizes 

my university. For instance, they interfere in recruitment, promotion, facilities 

control like vehicles (HRD3-G3). The freedom of academic communities to select 

their governing bodies based on merits and tenure still serious challenges (HRD2-

G1).  As commented by the KI participant to support the above view, ‘the governing 

boards highly influencing the nomination of academic leaders in my university’ 

(SC1-G1).  

As indicated from the above participants’ views, one can understood that public 

universities institutional autonomy was restricted to expand the university manage the projects, to 

make decision timely, nominate their own governing bodies, students’ enrollment, setting criteria 

for student admission. Furthermore, it characterized by external interference and influences of 

internal affairs.  

Documentary review is the other alternative to analyze the data under this study. As 

observed in the official document of government, (HEP-650/2009) granted institutional autonomy 

to public universities to nominate the president, vice presidents and members of the board; and 

select and appoint leaders of academic units and department based on the proclamation (Article 

17:2a, and Article 44:2d, p. 4986). In addition, MoE endorsed the new Higher Education 

Proclamation-650/2001 of leadership nomination in the academic year of 2017. The proclamation 
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aimed to recruit competent candidates on transparent, fair, and democratic and merit basis through 

established recruitment committees. The requirements for recruitment of president entail 

educational qualification, experience, strategic plan for the future direction of the university and 

interview. For vice presidents, senate voice is an additional requirement to the above-mentioned 

requirements. Furthermore, the proclamation granted autonomy to the senate and management 

council to evaluate the candidate. Article 15:10 of harmonized legislation of the Ministry of 

Education (MoE, 2012) granted academic freedom to the university community to compete in 

academic leadership on the bases of applicable university criteria and merit bases without any 

discrimination and transparently, otherwise (p. 43).  Although, these two proclamations granted 

institutional autonomy to public universities, what was stated in the policy documents and actual 

practices did not confirm the same fact and lack clarity and transparency.   

In strengthening the finding, the recent empirical study conducted by MoE entitled 

‘Ethiopian Education Development Road Map’ (MoE, 2017) confirmed, ‘absence of clear 

selection criteria of governing bodies, transparency, and competency based nomination of 

academic leaders’ (p.71).  Even though few criteria is’ specified in some documents, experiencing 

lack of committees’ commitment to implement the nomination properly based on the criteria. Thus, 

it reveals controversy between policy documents and actual practices as indicated in both 

quantitative and qualitative findings. 

Table 18 below further illustrates academic autonomy. It is the freedom to determine the 

academic issues such as-research, curriculum, instructional material and pedagogy, start and 

terminate new program, the structure and content of program, student admission, and set criteria 

for their admission in public universities (UNESCO, 1997, FDRE, 2009). Since academic freedom 

has significant impact on all academic activities, it is an ultimate value of universities. Hence, PCA 
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refined six items among eight, which highly related to academic autonomy. The analysis is 

presented as follows.  

 

Table 18. Descriptive Analysis of Mean and ANOVA for Academic Autonomy 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Freedom in research & disseminating output 2.37 .74 32.61 2 16.31 54.9 *** 

2. Freedom to design curriculum 2.44 .82 30.45 2 15.23 43.6 *** 

3. Freedom to decides academic issues 2.79 .82 29.81 2 14.91 50.14 *** 

4. Autonomy to start and terminate programs 2.77 .56 .576 2 .2879 1.73 .169 

5. Authority to program structure & contents 2.65 .65 .3170 2 .1585 0.98 .375 

6. Autonomy to student admission 1.47 .77 12.72 2 6.36 21.40 *** 

average Mean and SD 2.42 .73  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Disagree/Low, Moderate, Agree/High) 
 

The respondents were asked to rate the state of academic autonomy. Accordingly, the 

engagement of scholars in scientific inquiries, publishing and disseminating the findings of their 

scientific inquiries were promisingly rated by most respondents (M=2.37, SD=.74) at (***) level 

of significant difference between and within the groups. The result assures that the mean score is 

statistically significant amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. It implies that the 

academic communities have better opportunities to carry out scientific inquiries based on their 

discipline and promoting innovative and knowledge excellence in public universities. As 

illustrated in Table 18 above, designing curriculum based on national, regional and local demands 

was promisingly rated by a majority of respondents (M=2.44, SD=.82) at (***) level of significant 

difference between and within the groups. The results show that the mean score amongst the groups 

is statistically significant at 0.001 level of significance. It infers that the universities were 

autonomous to design various curriculum as per national, regional, local and institutional demands 

to overcome the problems of the society.  
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 The freedom to decide academic issues such as instructional material, pedagogy, and 

method of teaching were also assertively rated by a majority of respondents (M=2.79, SD=.82) at 

(***) level of significant difference between and within the groups.  It further shows the mean 

score of the item amongst the groups is statistically significant at 0.001 level of significance. It 

shows that the academic staff highly enjoys the autonomy in decision - making on academic 

affairs’ without the external influences.  

 Even though the MoE enacted harmonized undergraduate curriculum, the freedom to start 

and terminate the academic programs (both undergraduate and post-graduate) was rated 

promisingly by majority of respondents (M= 2.76, SD .55) at (p=.169) non-significant level of 

difference between and within the groups. Similarly, the authority to make decisions on structures 

and contents of each program was promisingly rated by most respondents (M=2.67, SD=.65) at 

(.375) non-significant level of difference between and within the groups. The mean score of the 

two items are not significant amongst the groups, which is by chance. It infers that the academic 

staff was enjoy the autonomy of starting new program based on need assessment and terminating 

the academic programs both undergraduates and post graduates at the points of saturation and less 

demanded by students. Moreover, they enjoy the autonomy in the decision of structures and 

contents of the programs. The autonomy to make decision on student admission and setting criteria 

to admit students, was not favorably rated by most of the respondents (M=1.47, SD=.77) at (***) 

level of significant difference between and within the groups. It also indicates that the mean score 

is statistically significant amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. This implies that the 

university has no say on student admission and setting the criteria to admit students on their own 

university. Despite some restriction, it implies that the state of academic autonomy was 

promisingly comprehended in Ethiopian public universities. 
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The above quantitative results also supported by the qualitative data. Thus, the next section 

of qualitative analysis is mainly concerned with the state of academic autonomy.  Both FGD and 

KI participants were asked to reflect their views on the current state of academic autonomy. 

Accordingly, as far as academic freedom concerned, participants of FGD commented -n that:  

By far the state of academic freedom is well conceived than the institutional as well 

as financial autonomy in my university. For instance, design and development of 

curriculum to graduate programs based on the local, regional and national demands, 

decision on the structure and contents of the programs (DH1-G2). Another 

participant confirms access to academic freedom in conducting scientific research 

and community services without any external influences, publishing and 

dissemination the finding in the academic community without any reservation (D1-

G3). One participant highly noticed ‘Freedom of deciding academic issues like 

instructional materials, methods of teaching and pedagogy were practically realized 

in my university (DH2-G1). Despite freedom of research and community services, 

inadequate finance allocation is the major bottleneck to conduct research and 

community services (D1-G3).  The responses of participants were consistent with 

the Ethiopian Education Development Road Map finding that stated ‘inadequate 

allocation to research innovation and community services by government (MoE, 

2017, p. 51).  

With regard to academic autonomy, KI participants shared the results obtained from focus 

group discussions. Nevertheless, lacks academic autonomy to make decision regarding student 

admission and set admission criteria to students (SC3-G3). However, the results of qualitative data 

infers that the academic staff was enjoying academic freedom in carrying out scientific research 
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and community projects, publishing and disseminating the finding national as well as international 

communities. They highly enjoy on designing and developing new curriculum, decide on the 

structures and contents of the programs, start and terminate the programs. Nonetheless, have no 

say on student admission and setting criteria for their admission.  Hence, the academic freedom 

was well conceived in public universities.  

To strengthen the results obtained via survey, FGDs and KIIs, document review was part 

of the analysis. Henceforth, harmonized legislation of public universities prepared by MoE in 2012 

recognized academic freedom of university communities to design, develop, and implement 

programs in areas of specialization following established university procedures (Article 14:2, p. 

39). In addition, HEP 650/2009 Article 3:3.11, p. 41, and Article 15:2, p.42); and Dare es Salaam 

Declaration 1990, Article 14 p. 4) granted academic freedom to higher education intuitions 

communities to design, develops and reviews, and enriches curriculum. Furthermore, it granted 

autonomy to create a new program and close the existing programs, conduct problem solving 

research that contributes to the advancement of knowledge or has a direct impact on community 

development (HEP, Article 8:8, p. 498).  In addition, Ethiopia as a state member signed to respect 

the academic freedom of university communities to publish and disseminate their scientific 

research findings to different stakeholders (UNESCO, 1997, Article 4:12, p. 28). As indicated in 

both quantitative and qualitative findings, the policy documents and actual practices of academic 

freedom confirms the same fact and complements each other. .  

Likewise, the Ministry of Education introduced the new policy initiative to nominate higher 

education institution leaders that gives emphasis to merit as the main requirement (MoE, 2017). 

Despite merit as the main requirement, the political commitment and ethnic background of the 

candidates play significant role in the final nomination decision made by the governing boards and 
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MoE. It implies that, the nomination gives more attention to political affiliation and ethnic 

orientation to nominate the academic leaders. In this regard, the freedom of academic staff in 

selecting their executives was denied. However, the policy document and actual practice were 

inconsistent.  

The third domain of autonomy analyzed under Table 19 was financial autonomy. It is the 

freedom of institutions to use and properly manage the financial resources in a wise way based on 

the strategic priorities of the institution. Hence, this section explores the current state of financial 

autonomy in Ethiopian public universities. Principal component analysis was refined seven items 

to examine the state of financial autonomy.  The mean values were described in three points of the 

Likert scale measurement (1=DA/Low ranged 1-1.667; 2=Moderate, ranged 1.668-2.334; and 

3=Agree/High ranged from 2.335 -3.00). The analysis was presented as follows.  

Table 19. Descriptive statistics of Mean and ANOVA for Financial Autonomy 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign 

1. Decision to use funds without influence 1.62 .85 3.148 2 1.57 9.62 .001 

2. Decentralized budget system in university 1.64 .88 1.308 2 .654 4.00 .018 

3. Autonomy to reuse unused funds & budget 1.61 .87 .1839 2 .092 .56 .570 

4. Autonomy to spends funds 1.62 .87 .0769 2 .039 .23 .790 

5. Freedom to expand financial resources 1.65 .88 .9882 2 .494 3.02 .049 

6. Financial dependency of University 2.62 .68 2.279 2 1.14 6.96 .001 

7. Adequate funds to promote research 1.62 .77 27.14 2 13.6 81.4 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.76 .83  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (DA/Low, Moderate, Agee/High) 
 

In Table 19, the respondents were asked to rate their university's decision-making power 

to use funds and budget allocated without the influence of government. Consequently, the practice 
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was rated below the average mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.62, SD=. 85), at (.001) 

level of significant difference between and within the groups.  The mean score of the item amongst 

the groups is statistically significant at 0.005 level of significance. It infers that the decision-

making authority to use funds freely influenced by the external forces (Governing boards, MoFED, 

FPA) in Ethiopian public universities. 

Another point of the analysis was the issue of budget decentralization. The respondents 

were asked to rate the current practice of budget decentralization to different units (colleges and 

department levels) in the universities. Accordingly, the statement was rated below the average 

mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.64, SD=.88) at (.018) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups. The mean score of the item shows statistically significant 

difference between the groups at (.005) level of significance. It implies that most universities were 

not happy to grant financial autonomy to empower the middle and lower level management 

through decentralized system of financial resource management. 

We have taken the autonomy of public universities in using the unused budgets and funds 

as a particular indicator to measure the state of financial autonomy. As demonstrated in Table 19, 

the statement was rated below the aggregate weighted mean by the majority of study participants 

(M=61, SD=.87) at (p=.570) level of non- significant difference between and within the groups, 

which is by chance. It suggests that the power to use the unused funds in public universities 

determined by the government permission (Ministry of Finance and Economic Development). 

Hence, the universities were not able to use without the government permission the unused funds. 

The respondents were asked to rate the extent of autonomy of public universities to decide 

how to spend budgets and funds without the government influence. Accordingly, most respondents 

were not promisingly rated the variable (M=1. 62, SD= .87) at non-statistically significant level of 
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difference between and within the groups (p=.790). The result depicts that the mean score of the 

item is not significant amongst the groups, which is by chance than sample error. Despite, 

government is the sole source of the funds of public universities; the finding indicates that spending 

budget and funds to various academic duties were still under the influence of the government in 

public universities. 

 As can be observed in the above Table 19, a majority of the respondents did not favorably 

rate the financial autonomy of public universities in expanding their financial resources to assist 

the teaching and learning process (M=1.65, SD=.88) at (.049) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups. The finding portrays significant difference between the groups at 

0.005 level of significance. Even though generating more finance through various strategies can 

benefit the universities and supports the government in terms of budget distribution, and lessen the 

burden of government, the autonomy of public universities to expanding their financial resources 

was not conceived well by the government.  

On a more promising note, the majority of the respondents were rated the distribution of 

financial resource dependency of public universities on government (M=2.62, SD=.68) at (.001) 

level of significant difference between and within the groups. Further, the mean score depicts 

statistically significant difference amongst the groups at 0.005 level of significance. It implies that 

the government is the sole sources of funds to public universities to manage their three strategic 

pillars: teaching-learning, research and community services. Thus, public universities largely rely 

on the government funds. 

As illustrated in the above Table 19, respondents were requested to rate the status of public 

universities in promoting research and community service by securing adequate funds through 

national and international network  and collaboration. Therefore, such a trend was not favorably 
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rated by the majority of respondents (M=1.62, SD=.77) at (***) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups. The mean score shows statistically significant difference between 

the groups at 0.001 level of significance. It implies that creating the linkages with international 

and national academic institutions to promote academic excellence and innovativeness by securing 

adequate research grant was not well regarded in public universities.  

To support the quantitative findings, qualitative data was also part analysis to explore the 

state of financial autonomy. Accordingly, the participants were requested to reflect the practices 

of financial autonomy in their respective university. In this sense, the FGD participants noticed 

that: 

The state of financial autonomy was limited; particularly at colleges, faculty, school 

and department level (D3-G2).  The FGD participant remarked the main reason as, 

lack of trust between top management and middle level management (DH3-G3).  In 

echoing the above response, another participant of FGD marked that ‘finance 

directorate lacks trust on deans and department heads to decentralize the financial 

management system (D2-G2). On the same vein, other participant confirmed 

centralized financial management system his university (DH2-G2). Another 

participant manifested that “top officials enjoyed some measure of financial 

autonomy as compare to middle and operational level management” (D3-G1).  

Key interview participants also said the following about the financial autonomy: 

Even though decentralized financial management would empower the academic 

leaders working in various units, it was missing in my university (HRD1-G2). As 

the main reason for lack of decentralized financial management system, ‘wrong 
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perception of academic leaders’ (directors, deans and department heads) inability 

to utilize and manage the decentralized budgets in the colleges as well as in the 

departments (HRD1-G2). There is no enabling environment to design and develop 

financial resource strategy to expand and generate additional financial resources to 

strengthen the teaching learning processes (HRD1-G3).  

 As demonstrated in the above qualitative analysis, it can infers that the extent of financial 

autonomy varies in the level of managements. Top-level management enjoys financial freedom as 

compare to the middle level. In addition, the trend of decentralizing budget to different units was 

restricted because of lack of trust among the managements. Furthermore, the designing and 

developing various financial strategies to shoot up the internal revenue of the universities to 

support and lesson government burden was also restricted. Thus, the extent of financial autonomy 

in public universities was not promising.   

Document review was also part of qualitative analysis related to financial autonomy of 

public universities. As indicated in policy document, HEP (650/2009) granted financial autonomy 

to the university president to manage financial affairs of the institution in accordance with law and 

with the principles of efficiency, efficacy, frugality and transparency (Article 64:1, p. 5024). The 

same article granted financial autonomy to public universities, freely to use its income generated 

as it sees fit, in accordance with its approved business plan (Article 64:2, p. 5024).  

On the other hand, contrary to the above article, Article 67:1 of income funds stated, “An 

income fund may be set up in public university by decision of the board and as case may be 

approved by MoE or the appropriate state organ”. The later article take-over the financial 

autonomy from the public universities and granted to government organ. The former article 

granted the financial autonomy to public university to use, according to the rules and regulation of 
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the university. As can be seen in the above two articles of HEP-650/2009, it shows the controversy 

and one does not complement the other.   

Furthermore, government officials like governing boards, Ministry of Education, Ministry 

of Finance and Economic Development, and Federal Procurement Agency strongly influence and 

interfere on public universities financial issues. The findings of quantitative data were consistent 

with the HEP, 650/2009 (Article 67:1, p. 5026) which granted financial autonomy to government 

organs but inconsistent with the same proclamation that granted financial autonomy to public 

universities to use financial resources without the external influence (Article 64:1, p. 5024). Thus, 

the two articles of the policy document contradicting each other. 

In summary, both positive as well as negative trends of autonomy were reported by both 

FGD, KI participants and document review. Academic autonomy was well practiced in public 

universities except a few issues like participation and selection of their executives; student 

admission and setting criteria for their admission. Whereas, both institutional as well as financial 

autonomy were not well communicated in public universities. There is a big discrepancy between 

top and middle level management in the extent of financial autonomy as the findings revealed.   

This study also tried to explore the convergence and divergence of quantitative and 

qualitative data. As observed from both findings, public universities enjoy very limited 

institutional and financial autonomy. On the other hand, the academic communities promisingly 

enjoy academic autonomy. It can infer that there is a convergence of the results obtained from both 

methods (QUAN+QUAL). On the other hand, there is divergence in two methods results in the 

extent of financial autonomy between top- middle level managements. The qualitative finding 

shows, top management highly enjoy financial autonomy, whereas, it is limited to middle and first 
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line management. In quantitative case, both levels of management enjoy limited financial 

autonomy.  

To strengthen the descriptive results, inferential statistics was instrumental. As presented 

in Table 20 above, the degree to which changes in the dependent variable (Sound governance) can 

be explained by the change in the independent variables (two institutional autonomy components) 

can be explained by co-efficient of determination under the study in the first section of the table. 

Being with descriptive statistics such as mean and standard deviation the maximum, minimum 

values and inferential statistics of ANOVA for an individual variable of institutional autonomy, 

the value of a test of significance was (***), which is less than 0.001 at (F=11.40, DF=14). The F 

tabulated at .001 level of significance was 4.14. Since F calculated is greater than the F tabulated 

(11.40), it shows that the overall model was significant. 

Table 20. Multiple Regression Analysis with Autonomy as Predictor and Sound Governance as 

Dependent Variable 
 

Model Β SE t df F R R2 Sig. 

1.  Institutional Autonomy   

 

*** 

Self-governance & collegiality (com-1) .57 .016 28.1 14 11.4 .552 .47 

Authority, autonomy & Participation(com-2) .82 .023 35.9 

2. Academic Autonomy  

Freedom (com-1) .35 .018 19.1  

12 

 

12.5 

 

.538 

 

.38 

*** 

Authority & Power (com-2 .73 .026 28.2 

Decision-Making (com-3) .57 .029 19.1 

3. Financial Autonomy  

Financial Freedom (com-1) .44 .014 18.4  

14 

 

9.15 

 

.508 

 

.39 

 

*** Resource Dependency (com-2) .89 .031 30.4 

Resource Adequacy (com-3) .17 .034 4.85 

Constant 1.97 .024 94.3  
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As indicated in the above Table 20 to predict the maximum beta value (β) of institutional 

autonomy from seven variables, multiple regression statistics and PCA at cutoff points of 

Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement (0.3) to refine the components was utilized. Hence, 

as shown in the above Table, the variables statistically significantly predict institutional autonomy 

at p< .001, R2=. 47 %. The two refined components statistically significantly predict the influence 

of institutional autonomy to promote sound governance, at p< .001 level of significance. Thus, the 

model meets the requirement.  

As confirmed in the regression equation that being all factors (predictor variables) remains 

constant at zero, the state of institutional autonomy at public universities will be 1.975. From the 

Table, the regression weight of the second component is higher (.82), followed by the second 

component (.57).  The multiple regression result depicts that, taking all other predictor variables 

at zero, a unit increase in institutional self-governance and collegial leadership trend (component 

1) will have to a .57 unit increase in the state of institutional autonomy and sound governance as 

well in Ethiopian public universities at p<0.01 level of significance.  Likewise, a unit increase in 

institutional authority, autonomy and participatory approach (component-2) will also lead to a .82 

unit increase of institutional autonomy and improve governance systems at 0.001 level of 

significance. Hence, the contribution of component-2 (authority, autonomy and participation) in 

promoting institutional autonomy in public universities is highest and followed by self-governance 

and collegial leadership (component-1). However, public universities need to be granted 

appropriate authority, autonomy, and participate in the decision-making process to ameliorate the 

governance system. 

In the same Table of the second model, there are six independent variables used to examine 

the current state of academic autonomy in Ethiopian public universities. The finding further 
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indicates that the R2 value of .383, which illustrates the amount of variance of the criterion variable, 

accounted for by the combination of the six independent variables. It further declares that 38.3% 

of the sound governance was explained by the six independent variables (academic autonomy 

constructs) refined by principal component analysis. As the table presented, the Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) of academic autonomy, the value of a test of significance, was (***), which 

is less than 0.001 at (F=12.47, DF=12). Thus, the model is statistically significant in predicting 

how the six variables of academic autonomy contributing to promoting sound governance in 

Ethiopian public universities. The F critical value at 0.001 level of significance was 4.318. Since 

F calculated is greater than the F critical value (12.47), this shows that the overall model was 

significant. Thus, the requirement of the model appropriateness was perfectly satisfied.  

As can be observed in the Table 20 above, the value of β reveals that the state of academic 

autonomy at public universities will be 1.975 that all factors being constant at zero. Furthermore, 

the PCA at cutoff points of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement (0.3) and the multiple 

regression statistics output, three components were refined. The findings portray that considering 

all other predictors at zero, a unit increase in freedom of academic activities (Component-1) will 

have to increase  a 0.35 unit in academic autonomy and effectiveness of governance system as well 

at p<0.001 level of significance. Similarly, a unit increase in authority and power (Component-2) 

of academic leaders will lead to a 0.73 unit increase in academic autonomy and improve the 

governance system in public universities at 0.001 level of significance. Moreover, a unit increase 

in decision-making power (Component-3) in academic institutions will lead to a 0.57 unit increase 

in academic autonomy and ameliorate system of governance at p<0.001 level of significance. In 

comparison, the influence of component-2 (Authority and power) is a higher regression weight in 
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promoting sound governance followed by component-3 (Decision-making) and component-1 

(Freedom) respectively.   

With regard to financial autonomy in the same Table above, the ANOVA result indicated 

that, the score of a test of significance is (***), which is less than 0.001 at (F=9.15, DF=14).  Thus, 

the model is statistically significant in predicting how the independent variables (financial 

autonomy) measure the extent state of sound governance (dependent variable) in Ethiopian public 

universities. The F critical value at 1 % level of significance was 4.14.  Consecutively, F critical 

value is less than the F calculated value (9.15) confirms that the overall model was significant. 

Moreover, the value of R2 was 0.3944, which proclaims the independent variables explain 39.44 

% total variance (dependent variable) at 0.001 level of significance.  As a result, the model 

appropriately fits the requirement. 

Principal component analysis refined all financial autonomy variables in to three 

components at the cutoff points of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement (0.3). Based on 

the coefficient determination of multiple regression statistics that taking all other factors 

(predictors) remaining constant at zero, the state of financial autonomy of Ethiopian public 

universities will be 1.976. The result further indicates, among the three components, component-

2 (Resource dependency) has a higher regression weight in influencing the promotion of an 

effective governance system followed by component-1 (Financial freedom) and component-3 

(Resource adequacy). Hence, assuming all other independent variables at zero, a unit increase in 

financial freedom in public universities will promote a .44 unit increment in financial autonomy 

and effective governance system as well. In the same vein, a unit increase in being free from 

financial dependency will have increase a .89 unit in financial autonomy as well as effectiveness 

of the system of governance. In addition, a unit increase in financial resources will lead to .17 unit 
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increase in the improvement of governance system. As can be observed from the regression results, 

the influence of component-2 is higher as compare to others, followed by component-1 and 

component-3 at a p<0.001 level of significance. 

This section of the study demonstrates the discussion of major findings of autonomy 

dimensions. As indicated in the literature, granting of appropriate autonomy has brought far-

reaching changes in the system of governance and management of public universities. The 

provision of accountable and predisposed exercise of decision-making freedom through overall 

commitment and dedication for accountability rather than devaluating some sort of powers is the 

main concern of autonomy. It plays a significant role in governance and management to enhancing 

overall effectiveness of public university system. The more autonomy public universities have the 

more academic freedom, better resource flow, better power to attract academia with high caliber, 

ameliorate governance and management system of the universities.  Hence, this section was 

discussed the major finding of the state of autonomy based on three dimensions-institutional, 

academic and financial. 

Institutional autonomy. It is the freedom of institutions to function their operation freely 

without any external influence to achieve institutional mandate. This notion supported by many 

policy initiatives (HEP-650/2009) and international commitments (Dare es Salaam declaration, 

1990; UNESCO Recommendation, 1997). The Dare es Salaam declaration stated that ‘public 

universities should be independent of the state or any other public authority in conducting their 

affairs’ (Article 38, p. 7). The same article recognizes that the state is under an obligation not to 

interfere with autonomy of public universities. Furthermore, ‘democratic means of self-

governance’ is highly acknowledged (Article, 39, p. 7).   
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The policy documents clearly stated that, self-governance, collegiality, and appropriate 

leadership are vital components to institutionalize meaningful institutional autonomy in public 

universities (UNESCO, 1997, Article, 21). Besides, Article 4.5 of HEP- 650/2009 states ‘ensuring 

institutional autonomy with accountability’ as the main objectives of public universities. The 1997 

recommendation further appreciates ‘shared responsibility, establishing their organizational 

structures, participation in criticizing state as well as institutional policies and internal decision-

making structure and practices’ (Article, 32, p. 29). HEP (2009) and UNESCO (1997) considered 

‘academic community participation in electing their governing bodies within their institution as a 

guiding principle of institutional autonomy’ (Article, 17, Sub-Article 2d, p.5 and Article, 31, p. 

29).  

` Even though all the stated guiding principles in the national as well as international policy 

documents, the actual practices of institutional autonomy partially contrasting with the policy 

initiatives and international commitment documents.  For instance, the trends of self-governance 

and collegiality were controversial to UNESCO, 1997 recommendation. Similarly, Dare es Salaam 

declaration (1990) clearly stated the right of students or their representative to participate in higher 

education institution governance (Article, 28:30). Practically, the involvement of students or their 

representatives in institutional governance was limited despite students are the main actors and 

customers of the public universities. The finding of this study is consistent with Bergan’s (2003, 

p. 5) empirical work that confirms, “Students with low decision-making and political impact within 

governing bodies in public universities.” Therefore, the policy documents and actual practices did 

not confirm the same fact and inconsistent.  

Academic autonomy. It is the freedom of academic communities in carrying out various 

academic affairs without the influence of government and other public authority to achieve the 
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intended goals of their institution. Adar (2017) described academic freedom as the right of the 

academic community to disseminate knowledge without limitations from the university 

administration wing and the state. The international commitment document (Dare es salaam 

Declaration, 1990; Article, 14, p. 4) stated, “all members of the academic community have the 

right to fulfill their function of research, teaching, writing, learning, exchanging and disseminating 

information and providing services without fear of interference of the state or any other public 

authority”. The concept is similarly supported by UNESCO-Recommendation (1997, Article34, 

sub-Article-b and g, p. 31) and HEP, 650/2009, Article 31, Sub-Article 1a). Furthermore, HEP 

(2009) states that every public university shall regulate the exercise of academic freedom in 

accordance with this proclamation and international good practices (Article, 16, Sub-Article 1-3, 

p. 4985). 

The findings indicated that, academic staff highly engaged to conduct scientific inquiries, 

publish and disseminate their scientific findings to the academic community, nationally as well as 

internationally. Moreover, the university academic communities are autonomous in designing the 

curriculum for both undergraduate and graduate programs on the bases of local, regional and 

national demands. Likewise, academic autonomy was granted to academic communities in 

deciding on instructional materials, pedagogy, and teaching methods in their respective university. 

In addition, public universities are autonomous in starting and terminating both programs and 

deciding structures of contents to both programs without any external influences.  

On the other hand, public universities lack the academic freedom to form their governing 

bodies on merit bases, to decide student admission and set criteria for their admission. Despite 

limited constraint, it suggests that the practices of academic autonomy were well conceived in 

public universities. As various local empirical studies reviewed in line with academic freedom, the 
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finding of the study is inconsistent with previous empirical studies conducted by local scholars in 

Ethiopian public universities academic freedom (Amare, 2005; Ayalew, 2008; Baye, 2008; 

Demisu, 2008; Tesfaye, 2008). 

Financial autonomy. This is freedom of public universities to use and mobilized their 

financial resources without any state and other public authority influences. In confirming this 

notion of financial autonomy, HEP (2009) stated, “Every public university manages its funds and 

resources on the bases of proclamation and other applicable laws and regulations” (Article, 17, 

Sub-Article, 2e, p. 4986). Although HEP (2009) granted financial autonomy to public universities 

to enjoy some measures, the finding reveals that the state of financial autonomy as per the 

proclamation was not realized. For instance, public universities need to have permission from the 

Ministry of Finance and Economic Development (MoFED) and Ministry of Education to use the 

funds and budgets based on their strategic priorities. Similarly, public universities need to have 

permission to spend money for various expenditures from the Federal Procurement Agency. 

Likewise, though research and training institutions, public universities were not in the position to 

expand and generate additional funds through national and international institutional linkages to 

strengthen and support teaching learning because of bureaucratic bottlenecks except extension and   

continuing education program expansion to generate additional incomes.  

Besides, there is a high financial dependency of public universities on the state funds.  

Absence of a decentralized financial system characterized Ethiopian public universities, despite 

some top officials was enjoying some extent of financial autonomy under the allocated budgets. 

In this regard, the problem is very serious at the college and department level under G2 and G3 

universities. Thus, one can infer that limited financial autonomy to use and mobilize financial 

resources is the main features of public universities. The finding of this study is inconsistent with 
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Yohannes’s (2010, p. 96) empirical result that acknowledged “presence of a decentralized 

management system that granted more power and financial autonomy to middle level managers’ 

to carry out their institutional mandates.”   

To determine the level of model significance of three domains of autonomy (institutional, 

academic and financial), MLR and principal component analysis was conducted with the 

Eigenvalues cutoff point (1) and commonality requirement (0.3). Hence, the multiple regression 

models were statistically significant and fit the data requirement that found in R2 - 47 %, 38 % and 

39 % of total variance at p < 0.001 level of significance respectively. As obtained from both 

quantitative and qualitative data, the findings of both methods confirmed their convergence and 

complement each other, except some sort of financial autonomy granted more to top-level 

management in qualitative section. 

                                       4.2.3 University Accountability 

This part aims to answer the third basic question: “What systems of accountability are in 

place in public universities?”  Since the outputs of public universities are well-qualified workforces 

who contribute better to nation building, accountability needs to be considered as a very important 

responsibility of higher education institutions. As well, fertile evidence for investigating the role 

of accountability in relations among the university, state and market can be obtained from the 

attitude and practices of institutional accountability (Dougherty, 2016).  

The following point of the analysis was the practices of accountability in Ethiopian public 

universities. In this analysis, the view of respondents (academic leaders and teaching staff) was 

presented. There are five dimensions of accountability used to measure the current state in public 

universities of Ethiopia. It entails administrative, professional, social, legal and political 

accountability. Each dimension has different number of items used for analysis. The items were 
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drawn from different literatures, 1997 UNESCO – Recommendation, Dare es Salaam Declaration 

(1990), and Higher Education Proclamation (2009).  

The first section of analysis is administrative accountability. The study participants were 

asked to rate the extent of the existing administrative accountability system in Ethiopian public 

universities based on three points on a Likert scale measurement (1=DA/Low (1-1.667; 

2=Moderate (1.668-2.334); 3=Agree/High (2.335-3.00). The analysis below was presented in the 

Table 21. Among 11 items, six items related to administrative accountability were refined for 

rating the extent of existing administrative accountability practices in Ethiopian public universities 

through principal component analysis (PCA) (See Appendix- A). 

Table 21. Descriptive statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Administrative Accountability 

item 
 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign 

1. Compliance with rules & procedures 1.66 .89 .5626 2 .2813 .49 .610 

2. Enabling work environment 1.66 .89 .5748 2 .2287 .50 .604 

3. Impartial, fair and open system 1.68 .89 3.049 2 1.524 2.67 .069 

4. Fair scholarship for staff 1.87 .82 134.9 2 67.46 118.3 *** 

5. Fair and just treatment of staff 1.65 .89 1.412 2 .7062 1.24 .290 

6.Accountability arrangement & corruption 1.66 .89 2.275 2 1.137 1.99 .135 

Average Mean and SD 1.69 .87  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (DA/Low, Moderate, Agree/High) 
 

As can be observed in item 1of Table 21, the majority of respondents were not favorably 

rated  the practices of academic leaders ‘acting in full compliance with legally established rules 

and procedures’ in their respective university (M=1.66, SD=.89) at a non-statistically significant 

level of difference between and within the groups (p=.610). Similarly, creating enabling work 

environment for teaching and research was not promisingly rated by a majority of respondents 

(M=1.66, SD.89) at (p=.604) statistically non-significant level of difference between and within 
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the groups. The mean scores show non-significant difference between the groups, which is by 

chance not by sample error. It shows that the culture of working with legally ratified rules and 

procedures and creating attractive work environment to university communities need to enrich and 

more improvement. 

As was explained in Table 21, the practices of  impartiality, fair system of career 

development and promotion for staff,  were rated below the average mean  (M=1.68, SD=. 89) at 

(p=.069) non-statistically significant level of difference between and within the groups. The mean 

score reveals non-significant difference amongst the groups, which is by chance. The provision of 

fair scholarships for staff through international networks and collaboration was moderately rated 

by majority of respondents (M=1.87, SD=. 82) at (***) statistically significant level of difference 

between and within the groups. The result shows that the mean score of the item shows significant 

difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance.  It infers that still lack of transparency 

and discrimination of staff through various ways exhibited in public universities.  

In the same Table above, a fair and just way of staff treatment was rated below average 

mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.65, SD .89) at non-significant level of difference 

between and within the groups (p=.290). Likewise, having the system of accountability 

arrangement that discouraging corruption and mal-governance were rated below the average mean 

by most respondents (M=1.66, SD= .89) at statistically non-significance level of difference 

between and within the groups (p .135).   This result suggests that the mean of the two items 

amongst the groups is not significant, which is by chance not by sampling error. The result 

indicates that most of the administrative accountability statements were rated below the average 

mean (M=1.69). This suggests that the trends of administrative accountability were not well 

recognized and need to ameliorate. It can shows that the problems of equity and inclusiveness, 
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absence of strong system of accountability arrangement that discourage mal governance and 

corruption were well conceived.  

This section of the study analyzes the qualitative data gathered through FGD, interview 

and document review on public universities accountability issues. In the framework of sound 

governance, accountability is about limiting bureaucratic decisions through compliance with rules 

and regulations. Accountability as Salmi (2008) provides a management tool to monitor ability, to 

meet strategic targets, and to promote a culture of transparency. As Mulgan (2003), it is a 

conceptual umbrella covers equity, transparency, responsiveness, democracy, efficiency and 

integrity.  Hence, the qualitative analysis is mainly concerned the state of accountability from 

administrative accountability points of view. The FGD and KII participants were asked to reflect 

their opinions on the current practices of administrative accountability.  

In view of that, FGD participants of various universities with regard to accountability 

trends noticed that: 

Despite established policy document like HEP650/2009, the university acting based 

on compliance with established rules and procedures was under question (D3-G1). 

Less sense of responsibility with accountability was exhibited in my university 

(DH1-G1). The other participant stated ‘lack of well-organized system of 

accountability mechanisms’ that holds the officials themselves responsible and 

accountable their actions and decisions (D3-G2). The trends of working in fair, open 

and transparent system to promote sound governance was disappointing (D2-G3). 

 One can understood that, despite policy document that used as a guiding framework to 

academic leaders to work and meet the targets based on the established rules, regulations and 
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procedures, the trends of sense of responsibility and accountability to achieve the requirements 

were less.  

        Professional accountability is the second domain of accountability. Hence, the next section 

of analysis presents professional accountability. Seven variables were refined via PCA to examine 

the state of professional accountability. The respondents were asked to rate the variables based on 

a three-point Likert scale measurement (1= DA/Low (1-1.667); 2=Moderate (1.668-2.334); 

3=Agree/High (2.335-3.00). The analysis is presented as follows. 

Table 22. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Professional Accountability 

Variable 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sig 

1. Compliance with technical rules & procedures 1.67 .89 2.336 2 1.168 1.82 .162 

2. Staff Evaluation based on academic criteria 1.666 .89 7.987 2 3.994 6.22 .002 

3. Assessment based on standard academic criteria 1.663 .89 4.819 2 2.409 3.75 .023 

4. Invitation to critics of state policies 1.64 .88 .0362 2 .0181 .03 .972 

5. Invitation to critics of institutional policies 2.35 .89 2.939 2 1.464 2.29 .101 

6. Roles and function on competence and integrity 1.48 .82 2.194 2 1.097 1.71 .181 

7. Professionalized management practices 1.47 .81 6.860 2 3.430 5.34 .004 

Average Mean and SD 1.70 .86  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (DA/Low, Moderate, Agree/High) 
 

    As is indicated in Table 22 below, the role of academic leaders acting with full 

compliance of technical rules and practices of the profession was not rated favorably by most 

respondents (M=1.67, SD=.89) at non-statistically significant level of difference between and 

within the groups (p=.162). The mean score reveals non-significant difference amongst the groups, 

which is by chance.  The trends evaluating staff based on academic criteria and competence in 

research, teaching, and other professional performance were rated below the average mean 

(M=1.666, SD=.898) at (.002) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The 



180 

 

trends of standard academic criteria-based assessment of staff was rated below the average mean 

(M=1.663; SD=89) at a (.023) level of significant difference between and within the groups. This 

result reveals that the mean score of the two items was statistically significant amongst the groups 

at 0.005 level of significance.  

 The trend of inviting professionals from public universities to criticize the government 

policies was rated below the average mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.64, SD=.88) at 

non-statistically significant level of difference between and within the groups, (p=.971). Whereas, 

there is a good trend of inviting professionals to develop and criticize the institutional policies at 

university level (M=2.35, SD=.89) at non-significant level of difference between and within the 

groups (p=.101), which is by chance. Moreover, assisting the academic communities to achieve 

the intended goals through professionalized management practices was rated below average mean 

(M=1.48, SD=.82) at non-statistically significant level of difference between and within the groups 

(p=.101), which is by chance. The practice of discharging roles and functions with competence 

and integrity was not favorably rated by most respondents (M=1.48, SD=.81) at a (0.004) level of 

significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score of the item shows significant 

difference between the groups at 0.05 level of significance. It infers that the majority of the 

respondents were rated professional accountability practices below the average mean (M=1.70). It 

infers that, despite the domain more of conceptualizing professionalism and code of ethics the 

trends of recognizing technical rules and procedures of the profession were not comprehended 

well. Moreover, evaluating staff based on standard academic criteria and competence in research, 

teaching learning and professional performance need to attention and ameliorate for success. 

Though good trends of inviting professional to critic design and develop intuitional policies within, 
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the trends of taking senior professionals as an input for state policy critic, design and development 

did not well conceived and need to enrich.  

To support and strengthen the quantitative findings, this study further employed the 

qualitative data analysis on the issues of professional accountability. The FGD and KI participants 

requested to show their opinions on the professional accountability practices in their respective 

universities. Accordingly, the following opinions were captured.  

As indicated below the FGD participants remarked that:  

The trends of university holding the academic leaders accountable for their actions 

and decisions were poor (DH2-G2). Another participant marked ‘the reluctance of 

academic leaders for their responsibilities and accountability granted by law’ 

characterizes my university (DH3-G1).  

In vocalizing the above notion, KII pronounced that: 

 In the situation to which high interference in our works and absence of autonomy, 

how do I think accountability, it is ‘paradox’ (HRD1-G3). As the main reasons for 

the failure of accountability in public universities are absence of strong monitoring 

and evaluation system, lack of accountability arrangement that discourage mal-

governance (SC1-G1).  

It indicated in the qualitative findings, absence of accountability system that has been made 

them accountable for their actions and decisions, reluctance of the academic leaders for their 

responsibilities, lack of balanced autonomy and accountability and lack of strong system of 

monitoring and evaluation were recognized well.    
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Social accountability. As mentioned in Ackerman’s (2008) empirical study, the second 

perspective of accountability is “dynamic process,” which means that the agency (University) 

serves public interests and desires. Cardenas (2011) and Hevia (2011) appreciated the social 

actors’ involvement and participation, and indicated that social actors are highly encouraged to 

demand explanations from public officials about the rationale behind decisions for the allocation 

and utilization of public resources. Furthermore, public universities are highly expected to serve 

national, regional, local and institutional demands and overcome the contemporary problems 

society facing.  

Therefore, this section tried to examine the state of social accountability practices in 

Ethiopian public universities. Among ten items developed, only six statements concerning social 

accountability were refined by Principal Component Analysis (PCA). The participants of the study 

were asked to rate the extent of the practices of social accountability in their respective universities. 

The six items were examined through a three-point Likert scale measurement (1=1-1.667, Low; 

2=1.668-2.334, Moderate; 3=2.335-3.00, High) (Preston & Colman, 2000). The analysis is 

presented as follows.  

Public universities are solely government funded and working to satisfy public interests. 

Accordingly, as indicated in Table 23, item 1, the actions of public universities, in accordance with 

the needs and interests of social groups and society as a whole, were promisingly rated by the 

majority of respondents (M=2.63, SD .66) at non-statistically significant difference between and 

within the groups (p=.387), which was by chance. This suggests that the public universities are 

highly committed to satisfying their community via teaching and learning, research and 

community services, and establishing good relationships with the society they are serving. 
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Table  23. Descriptive statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Social Accountability item 
 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Needs & interests-based actions 2.63 .663 1.924 2 .6414 1.01 .387 

2. Supporting public policies & issues 2.64 .66 .4421 2 .4422 .70 .404 

3. Fair and equal admission to all students  2.44 .69 15.58 2 7.789 12.26 *** 

4. Research & training support industries 1.66 .89 2.5 2 1.294 2.04 .130 

5. Contemporary problem solving  2.12 .76 9.207 2 1.492 7.25 .007 

6. Enabling environment to women academia 1.62 .87 1.424 2 .7123 1.12 .326 

Average Mean and SD 2.18 .75  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Low, Moderate, High) 
 

The trends to which  public universities ‘acting as resources and supporting public policies 

and issues’ were also favorably rated by the majority of respondents (M=2.64, SD=.66) at a non-

statistically significant level of difference between and within the groups (p=.404).  The result 

points out that the mean score is not statistically significant amongst the groups, which is by 

chance.   It infers that, despite the public policies designed and developed by the government with 

absence of university professionals and scholars’ involvement, the public universities, highly 

support and committed and dedicated to the policies implementation.  

 In the same Table, item 3, the practice of ensuring admission to all qualified students from 

all sections of society, was promisingly rated by the most respondents (M=2.44, SD=.69), at (***) 

level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score of the item shows 

statistically significant difference amongst the groups at the 0.001 level of significance.  It infers 

that the universities fairly ensuring admission for all qualified students without discrimination. On 

the other hand, the trend of assisting business firms and industries through training, research and 

consultancy was rated below the average mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.66; SD=.89) 

at (p=.130) non-significant level of difference between and within the groups, which is by chance. 



184 

 

In the same table above, the trend of addressing contemporary problems facing society was 

moderately rated by majority of the respondents (M=2.12, SD=.77), at a (0.007) level of significant 

difference between and within the groups. The mean value of the item was statistically significant 

amongst the groups at 0.05 level of significance. The practice of creating enabling environments 

for women to participate in institutional leadership was not rated favorably by majority of 

respondents (M=1.66, SD=.87) at (p=.326) non-statistically significant level of difference between 

and within the groups, which is by chance. Briefly, the findings show that the trends of working 

to satisfy the interests of society need to further improvement. Besides, assisting the business firms 

and industries through training and research needs to ameliorate more than ever. The trends of 

creating enabling environment to women to participate in leadership and decision making in the 

institution were not realized well.  Thus, it can infers that the social accountability domain was 

well conceived despite little deficits exhibited (M=2.18).  

The findings obtained through quantitative method were also supported by the qualitative 

data analysis. The participants were requested to express their opinions on the issues of social 

accountability practices in their respective universities. Accordingly, the following opinions were 

collected from FGD and KI participants.  On the practices of social accountability, FGD 

participants pronounced that:  

There are better efforts to help the local communities through the research and 

community services (D1-G1). The university transferring adapted technology to 

different stakeholders (DH3-G2).  One of the FGD participant remarked serious 

shortage of funds to provide research and community service to local communities 

(D2-G2). 
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Other participants from KI claimed that: 

….limited linkage with industries to facilitate enabling environment to employment 

of newly graduates (SC-G2). The trends working to overcome the societal problem 

through research and community services in my university at infant stage (HRD3-

G2).  One of participant from KI session remarked ‘serious problem in cultural and 

social integrity of university communities’ best characterizes my university (SC2-

G3).  

            As indicated in the above qualitative analysis, there are good trends and efforts to help 

local communities through transferring the adopted technology to solve the problem society facing.  

Serious challenges of inadequacy of funds to transfer the adopted technology recognized well. 

Furthermore, the poor linkage of university and industry the other problems of social 

accountability that needs to enrich and improve further.  

          This section of quantitative analysis mainly concerned to the trends of legal accountability 

in public universities. The arrangement of internal discipline and a strong accountability system 

that is the cornerstone of managing the governance system of public universities would encourage 

academic leaders to acknowledge legal accountability (Sadker & Zittleman, 2010). Furthermore, 

the extent to which all stakeholders of public universities are responsible and accountable for their 

strategic decisions and actions as per strategic priorities is the main concern of legal accountability 

(De Waal, 2011). Thus, the following section of the analysis treated the variables of legal 

accountability. In Table 23, six statements related to legal accountability were used for rating the 

extent of legal accountability practices in Ethiopian public universities. Three-point Likert scale 

measurement was employed (1=1-1.667, Low, 2=1.668-2.334, Moderate, and 3=2.335-3.00, 

High). The analysis is presented as follows.  
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Table 24. Descriptive statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Legal Accountability Item 
 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Respect academic freedom & rights 2.56 .74 4.747 2 .5413 3.82 .022 

2. Creation of code of ethics 1.63 .94 4.266 2 .5781 3.43 .032 

3. Discrimination and harassment prevention 1.65 .94 .9040 2 .4520 1.06 .347 

4. Disclose of relevant documents & procedures 1.66 .89 .1862 2 .0931 1.55 .312 

5. Working on ethical & scientific standards 2.01 .83 22.38 2 14.39 18.00 *** 

6. Legal mechanisms for being accountable  1.67 .87 9.205 2 1.403 7.25 .007 

Average Mean and SD 1.86 .87  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Low, Moderate, High) 
,    

In Table 24, the respondents were requested to rate the practices of legal accountability in 

their respective university. Accordingly, the practice of respecting academic freedom and 

fundamental rights of academic communities was promisingly rated by a majority of respondents 

(M=2.56, SD=.74) at (0.005) level of significant difference between and within the groups. 

Whereas, creating professional codes of ethics to guide university communities was rated below 

the average mean (M=1.63, SD=.94) at (0.005) level of significant difference between and within 

the groups. The practices of “working to prevent discrimination, harassment and violence against 

the academic community were rated below the average mean by majority of respondents (M=1.65, 

SD=.94) at (p=.347) non-significant level of difference between and within the groups, which is 

by chance.  The trends of ‘disclosure of relevant documents procedures and policies to 

stakeholders’ were rated below the average mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.66, 

SD=.89) at (p=.312) level of non-significant difference between and within the groups, which is 

by chance. It infers that, despite different policy documents and initiatives like HEP 650/2009 and 

FDRE (2008) grant free access of information, the practice was not adequately realized. 
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             In the same table, item 5, “the trends of public universities working with the highest ethical 

and scientific standards”, were moderately rated by the majority of respondents (M=2.01; SD=.83) 

at (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups.  The mean score amongst 

the respondents was significant at 0.001 level of significance. On the other hand, access to legal 

mechanisms academic leaders hold themselves accountable to their decisions and actions was not 

favorably rated by the majority of the respondents (M=1.67, SD=.87) at a (.007) level of significant 

difference between and within the groups. The finding indicates that the mean score is statistically 

significant amongst the groups, at the 0.005 level of significance. It suggests that even though the 

public universities have good trends of respecting academic and fundamental rights of the staff 

and various supporting policy documents, rules, regulations, procedures and scientific standards 

to carry out institutional mandate, still there is a missing link on the policy documents and practices 

of legal accountability mechanisms.  

 This section mainly analyzes the qualitative data in order to strengthen the findings 

obtained through quantitative method. Moreover, it helps to triangulate or cross check the results 

obtained from quantitative and qualitative data. Thus, FGD and KI participants requested to reflect 

their opinions on the issues of legal accountability trends in Ethiopian public universities. 

Accordingly, the following responses were captured from both FGD and KI participants. 

Participants from FGD pronounced that: 

Commitment and dedication to work with the sense of accountability and 

responsibility to promote sound governance was disappointing (D1-G1). Since 

ethnic oriented structure and nomination of leaders, the access to addressing the 

issues of accountability is unthinkable (DH1-G2).  One of the dean claimed that 
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‘lack of strong system of accountability mechanism and less feeling of 

belongingness to institutional development (D2-G2). 

           Participants from key interviews also reflected their views on the same issues.  Therefore, 

participants said that: 

The legal systems of accountability that helps to discourage corruption and cheating 

were not in place (HRD2-G1). One of the KI participant remarked ‘Lack of unity 

and team spirit to fight corruption from the university’ (HRD2-G2).  

To put  in a nutshell, qualitative findings reveled that little commitment and dedication, 

ethnic oriented leadership nomination that dismantled accountability system, less sense of 

belongingness to institutional development, lacks of strong system of accountability that holds the 

academic leaders accountable to their actions and decisions and discourage corruption were the 

major features of public universities.   

Political accountability. The relationship and quality of institutions, procedures and 

mechanisms that ensure government responsiveness to needs of nations are the main concern of 

political accountability (Brinkerhost, 2001). Horng, Pak, Ann, & Ngo (2005) point out political 

accountability as a core principle of democracy formation, transparency, and tolerance and have 

significant implications for all other dimensions of accountability. It is more practiced in the 

principal-agent relationship chain (Strom, 2000). Thus, this section analyzes the variables of 

political accountability developed from different policy documents and literatures. Seven 

statements were specified to measure the extent of the practices of the political accountability. The 

respondents were asked to rate the statements based on three point Likert scale measurement as 

recommended by Preston & Colman, (2000) (1-Low, 1-1.667; 2-Moderate, 1.668-2.334; 3-High, 

2.335-3.00). The analysis was presented as follows.  
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Table 25. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Political Accountability Item 

 

Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign 

1. Follow political & programmatic provision 2.56 .74 1.098 2 .5495 0.55 .384 

2. Transparency to information disclosure 1.64 .88 33.13 2 16.56 28.8 *** 

3. Participative decision-making 1.48 .81 1.596 2 .7984 1.39 .249 

4. Tolerance to different views 1.46 .81 1.534 2 .7672 1.33 .263 

5. Ensure transparency and accountability 1.61 .87 13.19 2 6.597 11.5 *** 

6. Internal & external supervision mechanisms 2.19 .73 9.565 2 4.783 8.32 .003 

7. Fulfillment of socio-economic & political rights 1.46 .79 .0786 2 .0393 .07 .933 

Average Mean and SD 1.77 .80  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Low, Moderate, High) 
 

As can be observed in Table 25 above, the practice of following political and programmatic 

provisions adopted by the government was favorably rated by most respondents (M=2.56, 

SD=.74), at non- significant level of difference between and within the groups, (p=.384). The mean 

score of the item is not significant amongst the groups, which is by chance. This suggests that 

academic leaders were supportive, committed, and dedicated to implementing the political issues 

and programs adopted by the government in public universities. 

However, the trends of being transparent in disseminating information and being 

accountable to their decisions and actions were not promisingly rated by the majority of 

respondents (M=1.64, SD=.88 and M=1.61, SD=.87), at (***) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups. It depicts that the mean scores of the two items are statistically 

significant at the .001 level of significance. It deduces that although transparency, information 

dissemination, and accountability are indicators of sound governance, practically, their 

implementation was not well considered in public universities. 

As was presented in Table 25, item 3, faculty and staff participation in decision-making 

was rated below the average mean (M=1.48, SD=.81) at non-significant level of difference 
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between and within the groups (p=.249), which is by chance.  Similarly, promoting the spirit of 

tolerance toward different views and positions, and enhancing democratic debates and discussions 

were rated below the average mean by a majority of respondents (M=1.46, SD=.81) at non-

statistically significant level of difference between and within the groups (p=.263), which is by 

chance.  It suggests that, since public universities are academic institutions, the contribution of 

well-qualified and experienced scholars in academic affairs decisions has a significant impact on 

the quality of the programs. Besides, being tolerant of different views of academics is the best 

strategy to find out the best alternative solution to carry out institutional mandates. As can be 

identified in the table, such practices were not effectively institutionalized in Ethiopian public 

universities.  

                 The practices of internal and external supervision and controlling mechanisms based on 

administrative performance were rated moderately by the majority of respondents (M=2.19, 

SD=.73), at (.003) level of significant difference between and within the groups. ANOVA further 

points out that the mean score of this item is statistically significant at the 0.05 level of significance. 

The trends of working to fulfill socioeconomic and political interests of nations in public 

universities were rated below the average mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.46, SD=.79) 

at a non-significant level of difference between and within the groups (p=.933). This finding 

indicates that the mean score of the item is not significant amongst the groups, which is by chance. 

It concludes that, although some external supervision and monitoring was carried out by 

government officials, it was only used for ranking the public universities, not for taking corrective 

measures and decisions to shape how the universities address socioeconomic, political, and 

cultural problems of the society. Hence, such a supervision and monitoring system was not well 

conceived in public universities. 
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              In addition to quantitative results, qualitative analysis is also the target of this section in 

terms of the political accountability trends in Ethiopian public universities. Therefore, the FGD 

and KI participants requested to reflect their views on the practices of political accountability in 

their respective universities.   The opinions of participants were analyzed in the following section.    

 Accordingly, participants from FGD on the issues of political accountability pronounced that: 

The academic leaders give more attention to political issues that academic affairs 

like teaching learning, research and community services in my university (DH1-

G1). The other participant of FGD claimed ‘problem in disclosing relevant 

information to university community on timely bases’ on current performance and 

the progress of my university (D2-G12).     

Participants from KIs have their own says on the issues of accountability. KIIs remarked that: 

Poor system of transparency in dissemination of relevant information to the various 

stakeholders characterizes my university (SC3-G3). One of the key interview 

participant commented that ‘power was used for his/her own interests rather than 

working for the benefits of institution’ (HRD3-G3). 

As indicated in the findings of the above qualitative section, more attention to political 

orientation than academic affairs, serious problem on timely dissemination of relevant information 

on university performance and progress, uses of power and authority to satisfy personal interests 

than institution were the manifestation of public universities. 

Documentary review. Government policy documents and reports have their own says in 

the issues of accountability. As indicated in the document, Higher Education Proclamation 

(650/2009) aimed to promote the enhancement of proper balance between institutional autonomy 
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and accountability in public universities (p.4979). Moreover, the UNESCO (1997) 

recommendation remarked that public universities endeavor to open their governance system in 

order to be accountable (Article 22, p. 28).  As presented in the findings of both quantitative and 

qualitative data, the balance between autonomy and accountability was not well considered.  In 

the same proclamation, Article 23 recognized scientific, clear, realistic, cost-effective and simple 

accountability system of public universities (p. 28).  

    Besides, Article 24 granted the responsibility to design and implement appropriate 

systems of accountability to public universities to achieve intended goals without harming 

institutional autonomy and academic freedom (p. 28). Even though the policy document clearly 

stated the role and responsibility of accountability, the findings reveal a lack of well-designed 

accountability mechanism and lack of legal mechanism that holds the officials accountable for 

their actions and decisions made. Despite the above policy documents recognized a proper balance 

between the level of autonomy enjoyed by higher education institutions and their systems of 

accountability, such trend was not well communicated except enacted in policy documents.  More 

recent finding from Ethiopian Education Sector Development Road Map document confirmed 

‘lack of strong accountability mechanism between policy makers, education and training providers 

and users in Ethiopian public universities (MoE, 2017).  

Data intersection. This research also tried to see the convergence and divergence of 

quantitative and qualitative data. As indicated in the findings of quantitative and qualitative data 

analysis, except social accountability, four of the accountability domains (administrative, 

professional, legal and political) were not promisingly practiced in Ethiopian public universities. 

The findings of both methods were consistent. Nonetheless, there is divergence of quantitative and 

qualitative data findings on the practice of social accountability.  The quantitative finding depicted 
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promising practices of social accountability, whereas, qualitative finding was denied the 

quantitative finding.  Hence, there is inconsistency in the two findings.  

In strengthening the above findings, despite Growth and Transformation Plan -1 (GTP-1) 

report remarked the significant contribution of governance system in human development, 

democratization, enhancing peoples’ participation, transparency and accountability, the results 

obtained for a specified time period of GTA-1 was not consistent with the research finding at hand. 

One of the interesting issues obtained from the GTP-1 report is stated as “combating corruption 

and rent seeking leave to be much desired” (FDRE, 2014, p. 9).  It shows the government need to 

give serious attention to the accountability issues in public universities.  

Inferential statistics was part of the analysis under this study. Among, ANOVA and 

multiple regressions were instrumental to examine the model fitness to the requirement and level 

of significance. Certainly, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) gives evidence of the degree 

of variability within the regression model. Besides, multiple regression analysis was utilized to test 

the relationship between the predictor variables (six administrative accountability variables) and 

the dependent variable (sound governance system) and the influences of one on other. As can be 

observed, each of the predictor variable scores were promisingly and significantly associated with 

the criteria, showing that those with the highest scores under these components have a tendency of 

maximum contribution in promoting sound governance system in Ethiopian public universities. 

Thus, as can be seen in Table 26 below in model 1, the level of significance was smaller than 

0.001. However, the model has statistically significant power to predict how administrative 

accountability constructs (independent variables) contribute to the to the effective governance 

system (dependent variable).  In addition, the F tabulated value at the 1 % level of significance 
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was 4.318. Hence, F tabulated (Critical) value is less than the F calculated value (24.54), it can 

suggest that the overall model was statistically significant. 

Table 26. Multiple Regression Analysis with Accountability as Predictor & Sound Governance 

as Dependent Variable 
 

Model β SE t df F R R2 Sig. 

1 Administrative Accountability     

 

 

12 

 

 

 

24.5 

 

 

 

.41 

 

 

 

.64 

 

 

 

*** 

Accountability Arrangement Comp-1 .85 .024 34.8 

Enabling Environment Comp-2 .53 .015 16.1 

Fairness Component -3 .41 .030 13.6 

Rule & Procedure Compliance Comp-4 .25 .034 7.27 

2 Professional Accountability 

Professionalized Practices Comp-1 .31 .025 12.4  

 

14 

 

 

7.2 

 

 

.49 

 

 

.57 

 

 

*** 

Evaluation & Assessment Comp-2 .30 .025 12.2 

Participation-Comp-3 .39 .023 15.9 

Compliance with technical rule Com-4 .46 .029 17.3 

3 Social Accountability         

Contemporary problems Comp-1 .293 .022 13.2  

14 

 

8.34 

 

.40 

 

.51 

 

*** 

 

.385 

Research and Training Comp-2 .541 .026 20.1 

Support public policy Comp-3 .362 .027 15.1 

Gender and Equity- Copm-4 .024 .028 .87 

4 Legal Accountability 

Freedom & Human right-Comp-1 .73 .015 48.1  

12 

 

12.4 

 

.51 

 

.62 

 

*** Ethical sys & Scientific-Stand. Comp-2 .85 .017 49.3 

5 Political Accountability  

Transparency & Tolerance Comp-1 .43 .014 13.7  

14 

 

20.1 

 

.55 

 

.48 

 

*** Supervision & fulfill SEP  Comp-2 .94 .029 31.4 

Political & Programmatic prov. Comp-3 .196 .024 8.32 

Constant 1.97 .038 99.1      
 

In the first section of the Table 26 above, principal component analysis (PCA) was refined 

the variables of administrative accountability into four components at cutoff point of Eigenvalues 

(1) and commonality requirement (0.3). The multiple regression model with all four components 

of predictor variables yielded R2 = 0.639, p<0.001 level of significance. It indicates 63.9 % of total 
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variance in the outcome variable (DV) is explained by the independent variables (administrative 

accountability) as stated under R2.  

As presented in Table 26 above, accountability arrangement (component-1) with the 

regression weight of β = 0.85, t-34.8, p<0.001 has the highest statistically significant positive 

contribution in promoting sound governance system by assuming all other components in the 

model. It is then followed by enabling environment (component-2) β=0.53, t-16.1, p<0.00, fairness 

(component-3) β= 0.41, t-13.6, p<0.001 and acting in compliance of rules and procedures 

(component-4) β= 0.25, t-7.27, p<0.001 respectively.   

As indicated in table above, a unit improvement in the system of accountability 

arrangement will have a .85 unit influence to promote effective governance at the t-34.8, p<0.001 

level of significance. A unit increase in having conducive enabling environment, will improve a 

.53 unit of the system of governance at t-16.1, p<0.001 level of significance. Having equity and 

fairness in the institution will lead to a .41 unit increase in the effectiveness of the governance 

system at t-13.6, p<0.001 level of significance. A proper use of rules and regulations will 

ameliorate a .25 unit change in the system of governance at t- 7.27, p<0.001 level of significance. 

As far as professional accountability was concerned in the same table above, ANOVA 

statistics indicated that the F statistics is equal to 7.18.  As was observed from the table, the 

distribution of F (14, 1459) and the probability of observing a value greater than or equal to 7.18 

is less than 0.001. This suggests that there is strong evidence that β is not equal to zero. Moreover, 

R2 term is 0.517, indicating that 51.7 % of the variability (DV) in response is explained by predictor 

variables (IV) and the model fits to the data. Furthermore, the F tabulated value at 1% level of 

significance was 4.14, which is less than the F calculated value (7.18); therefore, the overall model 

was statistically significant. 
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 In the same manner, PCA refined four components of professional accountability based on 

the cutoff point of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement (0.3). As observed in the 

regression presented in Table 26 above, it was indicated that acting in compliance with technical 

rules (component-4) β= 0.46, t-17.3, p<0.001 had significant regression weights in contributing to 

promoting sound governance in Ethiopian public universities. It was followed by participation 

(component-3) β= 0.39, t-15.9, p<0.001, professionalized management practices (component-1) 

β= 0.31, t-12.4, p<0.001 and evaluation and assessment (Component -2) β= 0.30, t-12.2, 

p<0.001respectively. So far, the model meets the requirement.  

In a practical term, academic leaders acting in compliance with professional and technical 

rules will improve a 0.46 unit in the system of governance. Likewise, a unit increase in 

participation of the staff in policies critics, and decision-making process will lead to a 0.39 unit 

improvement in the governance system of public universities. Institutions experiencing more 

professional management practices will have 0.31 unit contribution to promote effective 

governance system. Similarly, appropriate practices of evaluation and assessment in the 

universities will lead to increase the effectiveness of governance system by 0.30 units. Thus, it 

suggests that, all the variables have significant contribution to promote professional accountability 

and sound governance as well.  

As can be seen from the same table regard to social accountability, the level of significance 

was (***) that is less than 0.001. However, the model has significant power to predict how the six-

predictor variables of social accountability contribute in promoting effective governance system 

in Ethiopian public universities. In addition, the F critical value at 1% level of significance was 

4.14, which is less than the F calculated value (8.34), suggests the overall model was statistically 

significant. Hence, the model appropriately fits the requirement. The multiple regression model 
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with all four predictor components obtained through principal components analysis at the cutoff 

point of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement (0.3) produced R2 of .508. This indicates 

that the sound governance (dependent variable) can be explained by 50.8 % of four independent 

variables (social accountability) as stated in R2. 

Table 26 indicated that, among four components, research and training trends (component-

2) with β= 0.541, t-201, p<0.001 has positively higher significant regression weight in contribute 

the improvement of social accountability and effective governance system as well. It was followed 

by support of public policies and issues (component-3) with β= 0.361, t-15.1, p<0.001, addressing 

contemporary problems (component-1) with β= 0.293, t-113.2, p<0.001 respectively. The 

contribution of gender and equity (component-4) with β= 0.024, t-0.87, p=.385 is very slight but 

positive at the non-significant level. So far, the model meets the requirement.   

As was mentioned in the table, a unit increase in component-2 (research and training 

services) will have a 0.541 unit increase in quality of institutional governance. Similarly, a unit 

increase in supporting public policy implementation and addressing the interests and needs of 

society will lead to 0.36-unit improvement in promoting social accountability and sound 

governance as well. Working to address the contemporary problems of society, will lead to 0.29 

unit improvement in social accountability and quality of governance as well. Therefore, three 

components have a positive significant contribution to promote social accountability and sound 

governance in public universities.  

With regard to legal accountability, the ANOVA result in Table 26 shows the value of tests 

of significance as (***), which is less than 0.001. Thus, the model is statistically significant in 

predicting how the legal accountability (IV) contributing to promote sound governance.  

Furthermore, the F critical at 0.001 level of significance was 4.318. Since F calculated is greater 
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than the F critical value (12.43), thus, the overall model was significant.  As indicated in table of 

model summary above, 62 % of the variance in the dependent variable (sound governance) can be 

explained by the six independent variables that were studied, as denoted by the R2 at statistically 

0.001 level of significance. 

Furthermore, the predictor variables were refined in to two main components by principal 

component analysis at the cutoff point of Eigenvalues of (1) and commonality requirement (0.3). 

As observed in the above table, the level of regression weight of the component-2 (creation of a 

code of ethics and carry out duties in accordance with the highest ethical standard) with β= 0.85, 

t-49.3, p<0.001 level of significance contribute to promote legal accountability and sound 

governance as well. It followed by the component-1 (respecting human rights and academic 

freedom) with β= 0.73, t-48.1, p<0.001).  Similarly, a unit increase in uses of ethical system and 

scientific standards to carry out the institutional mandate and being accountable for their decisions 

and actions, will  lead to improve 0.85 unit  the state of legal accountability in particular and the 

quality of institutional governance in general. Equally, a unit increase in a good practice of 

respecting academic freedom and fundamental rights of academic communities and maintaining 

codes of ethics, will lead to 0.73 unit increase the quality of governance in public universities. In 

this sense, the two components have a positive and strong contribution to influence the promotion 

of effective governance system in Ethiopian public universities. 

  Political accountability is the last section of the analysis. In the above Table 26, the 

dependent variables (sound governance) were explained by 47.5 % of independent variables 

(political accountability) as stated in R2 at statistically 0.001 level of significance. ANOVA further 

confirms the extent of variability within regression model. According to the findings, the level of 

significance was (***), which is less than 0.001. Therefore, the model has the power to predict 
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how the independent variables (Constructs of political accountability) contribute in promoting 

sound governance in public universities. In addition, F critical at 1% level of significance was 

(4.14), which is less than the F calculated value of (20.18), thus, the model was significant and 

meets the requirement as well.   

 Moreover, the predictor variables were refined into three components based on principal 

component analysis on the cutoff point of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement (0.3). As 

indicated in the table, component-2 (having a good internal and external supervision mechanism 

and fulfillment of socioeconomic and political interest of social groups) with the higher regression 

weight, β= 0.94, t-31.4, p<0.001 contributes to promote the effective political accountability as 

well as an effective governance system in public universities. It was followed by component-1 

(ensuring transparency and tolerance of different views) β= 0.43 t-13.7, p<0.001 and component-

3 (political and programmatic provisions β= 0.196, t-8.32, p<0.001, respectively.  

In more advanced term, a regression equation point outs that a unit increase in 

transparency, participating in decision-making, and tolerance, will lead to 0.43 unit improvement 

in the state of sound governance in general and accountability in particular. Likewise, a unit 

increase in internal and external supervision mechanisms and fulfillment of socioeconomic and 

political rights and interests of the nations will contribute 0.94 unit in promoting sound governance 

in general and accountability in particular. Similarly, following political and programmatic 

provisions will have a contribution of 0.196 unit to the improvement of effective governance and 

accountability in public universities. As can be described in the same table, the contribution of the 

second component has a significant regression weight (β=0.94) as compared to others, followed 

by first component (β =0.43) and third component (β= 0.196) respectively. 
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Discussion of major findings. Accountability is one of the domains of governance used to 

measure the state of public university governance based on five major themes - administrative, 

professional, social, legal and political.  Therefore, the following section discusses the major 

findings of accountability dimensions.  

 Administrative accountability. Ackerman (2008) points out two perspectives of 

institutional accountability as static process and dynamic process. Administrative accountability 

most related to the first perspective. This perspective representing the implementation of 

administrative rules and procedures mainly concerned to guarantee best administrative functions 

in the institutions and public access to government information (Pardo, 2010; Merino, 2009). 

 Notwithstanding substantial endeavors to improve administrative accountability in 

higher education institutions have been made, leaders were not acting with full compliance of 

established rules and procedures. Tus, it resulted lacks of enabling environment for teaching and 

research. Besides, the practices of an impartial, fair and open system of career development, 

promotion and scholarships and accountability arrangement that discourages corruption and mal-

governance was not in place except enacted under official documents in public universities. It 

further ensued equity and inclusiveness problem in universities   Thus, the static conceptualization 

of accountability is so weak in Ethiopian public universities. The finding of this study is consistent 

with the empirical result of Befekadu and Mulatu (2017, p. 96) which found that “weak 

administrative accountability trend because of incompetence and in capabilities of academic 

leaders” in Ethiopia public universities.  

            Professional accountability. It is more concerned for action of agents on professional and 

ethical standard of the institution dominated by professionals in operationalizing institutional 

functions. In this regard, this section discusses the practices of professional accountability. As can 
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be seen from the findings of this study, although professionals are expected to act in compliance 

with technical rules, procedures and practices of the profession, such a trend was not well realized 

as intended. In the same vein, a culture of evaluating academic staff based on academic criteria 

and competence of research, teaching learning, community services and other professional 

performance would promote professionalism and avoid unnecessary conflicts of interest among 

parties. Although such benefits, this trend was not successfully comprehended as intended in 

public universities. The assessment trend based on standard academic criteria developed by 

professionals was not in place; rather, the government imposes and forces to implement its 

strategies developed by the Ministry of Education at federal level. 

             Inviting professional academics to design and critics, state policies have substantive values 

for the quality of policies and programs. In this regard, the trend of inviting scholars to design and 

critic’s state policies and program were not well communicated in public universities. In contrary, 

the trends to inviting scholars at the institutional level policies and programs critics and design in 

order to get essential inputs to improve the policies and programs were well conceived in public 

universities.   

            As important, academic leaders, discharging institutional roles and functions with the 

required competencies and integrity will promote professional accountability and effective 

governance as well. As can be seen in this study, such a practices were not fully actualized in 

sampled universities. Similarly, professionalized way of management that helps to give support 

and increase the engagement and commitment of the academic staff were not conceived well in 

public universities. It deduces that accountability from points of professionalism did not succeed 

its target as intended in Ethiopian public universities. The empirical finding of Befekadu and 

Mulatu (2017) highly confirms this finding, stated, “the organizational culture of professional 



202 

 

accountability of vibrant intellectual discourse and scholarly dynamism that characterize academic 

life in sampled universities were not comprehended” (p. 96). 

             Social accountability. As was mentioned elsewhere in the literature review section of this 

dissertation, social accountability from university points of view presents the ideas and principle 

of quality of ethics, institutional linkages, actors and institutions; efficiency and performance. 

Furthermore, it looks addressing contemporary societal problems; attention to social capital; and 

social actors who engaged in university, standardization of services delivery to the public based 

on the indicators. Moreover, creating an enabling environment for women to participate in 

academic institution leadership and decision-making through elimination of gender stereotypes is 

also the main concern of social accountability in the system of governance.  

             As presented above in the analysis section, public universities recently highly engaged in 

various activities like teaching learning, research and community services to satisfy the needs and 

interests of societal groups through supporting public policies developed by the government. 

Besides, the result further indicated that, admitting all students who qualify for the admission 

criteria of public universities without any discrimination from various society groups highly 

recognized in public universities of Ethiopia. In addition, the level of commitment of academic 

leaders in creating awareness of the concerns and needs of society was promising as the finding 

revealed. On the other hand, though the firms and industries are the main sources of employment 

to graduating students of the universities and reducing the level of unemployment rate through 

recruitment, the university-industry linkage and interaction was at the very infant stage, and needs 

to enrich and improve. The finding is consistent with Abdu’s (2014) research work that recognized 

‘poor linkage of industries and public universities.’  
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             Similarly, the degree of scholars in conducting scientific researches to overcome the 

societal problems and the public university’s ability in addressing the contemporary problems 

society was limited and need to work better than ever.  The finding also shows that, the academic 

environment favors males as dominant to their counterparts in institutional leadership and 

decision-making process. Thus, gender stereotypes still play a significant role in public universities 

leadership. The finding is consistent with Mulatu’s (2017) empirical result that confirms “male 

dominance in public universities leadership” under the research entitled “Gender stereotype in 

managerial process of public universities.”  

  Legal accountability will be functional under specific responsibilities that formally 

consulted upon authorities (Bovens, 2007). Bovens further confirms that it will be based on 

detailed legal standards, and prearranged civil, penal or administrative statutes (2003). Academic 

freedom and respecting the fundamental rights of academic communities have paramount 

importance in public universities to carry out their duties and responsibilities. Furthermore, 1997 

UNESCO –Recommendation (Article, 17) and Ethiopian Higher Education Proclamation, 2009 

(Article, 31) highly recommended to respect academic freedom and fundamental rights of 

academic communities in compliance with duties, responsibilities and accountability in higher 

education. 

As various policy documents (Harmonized HEIs Legislation, 2012; FDRE, 2009; 

UNESCO, 1997; Dare es Salaam Declaration, 1990) support the legal way of institutional 

management as per the legal standards and laws, the practices of respecting academic freedom and 

the fundamental rights of academic communities in public universities was promisingly 

institutionalized. Whereas, ethnic based discrimination was dominantly characterized the 

Ethiopian public universities.  
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Furthermore, FDRE (2008) 590/2008 Proclamation (free access to relevant information) 

recommend and forced the public institutions to disclose information to different stakeholders and 

to the public at large (FDRE) (2008). In this regard, researchers and any stakeholders were 

suffering to get information from public intuitions. It implies that there is a missing link between 

the policy document and the actual practice in public universities. In addition, as formal public 

academic institutions, public universities are entitled to work on the highest ethical and scientific 

standards. As can be seen in the finding, academic leaders have been paying little attention to this 

practice. Moreover, the legal mechanism that holds the academic leaders accountable for their 

decisions and actions need to be in place. 

To encapsulate, though the functionalities of the public universities were supported by 

many legal policy initiatives and documents adopted nationally as well as internationally, there 

was inconsistency in the actual practices of legal accountability and policy documents. This 

finding is consistent with the work of Jeilu’s and Mulatu’s (2017) that acknowledged, “Poor legal 

accountability practices” (p. 36). 

Political accountability. As can be seen in the findings, since most academic leaders are 

political nominees of the government, the extent of political and programmatic provisions adopted 

by the government is very high. Contrarily, despite transparency, participation and accountability 

are the indicators of sound governance; it has been getting very little attention in public 

universities. This finding was supported by empirical findings of Jeilu and Mulatu (2017, p. 36) 

that declared “lack of transparency and genuine political accountability in public universities.” 

To increase the level of understanding between the policy makers and practitioners’, access 

to relevant information on public universities’ performance play significant roles. Thus, the FDRE 

(2009, Article 27, p. 4992) and FDRE, 590/2008, Proclamation of Free Access of Information 
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forced the public institutions to provide information to the public as well as to those who in need 

of without any reservation (Article, 4). As indicated in the finding, though public universities are 

research institutions, the practice of providing and disseminating information to various 

stakeholders and to the public at large was disappointing, it needs to ameliorate the trend. It further 

shows, the public universities lack proper conceptualization and understanding the freedom of 

access to information that granted by proclamation (HEP-2008/590: Article, 4). 

It is obvious that, the participation of academic communities with the high academic caliber 

and experiences in the decision-making process on academic affairs, programs, policies and 

procedures has paramount importance to the achievement of institutional vision and missions. 

Besides, it helps to look for various best alternative strategies to handle the academic affairs. Even 

though the above benefits, these trends were not materialized well in Ethiopian public universities.  

In principle, there are internal and external supervision and control mechanisms of public 

universities to find either the institutions performing below the standards or not. Likewise, the 

mechanisms give strong feedback on institutions current performance. As presented in the analysis 

section, both supervision and control mechanisms were very weak. However, despite, 

accountability helps to encourage an ethos of transparency, and participation to achieve the 

intended outcomes, there is a discrepancy on the political accountability practices. The finding of 

this study is similar to the local empirical study conducted by Befekadu and Mulatu (2017) that 

noticed ‘lack of genuine political accountability practices’.  

Even though public universities in Ethiopia supposed to be steered by higher education 

proclamation 650/2009, and this law urges them to place a premium on public accountability 

(Article, No. 1 (j), as indicated from the finding, the state of accountability as per the law was not 
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in place and it needs to enrich and establish a strong system of accountability to meet the 

requirements.   

To strengthen the findings of descriptive statistics, inferential were also instrumental. 

Principal component analysis with cutoff point Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement 

(0.3) and multiple regressions statistics supported the results. Thus, the models of five of 

accountability domains (administrative, professional, social, legal and political) were statistically 

significant and meet the requirement of data with total variation of a R2- 64 %, 57 %, 51 %, 62 % 

and 48 % dependent variable explained by independent variables at p<0.001 level of significance 

respectively.  

Furthermore, the findings of both methods (QUAN+QUAL) are confirmed their 

convergence in four accountability domains (administrative, professional, legal and political). 

Whereas, there is a divergence of findings in social accountability that quantitative finding reveals 

best practices of social accountability, whereas qualitative finding denied the best practices.   

4.2.4 University Empowerment 

 

In order to make the best choices and transform these choices into sound actions and 

outcomes, the role of empowerment is very significant in building the capacity of individuals, 

groups and institutions (Alsop, Berthelsen, & Holland, 2006). Strategic decision-making and 

changes in the organization highly and positively influenced by empowered employees.  This 

section, therefore, addresses 4th research question, “What is the level of Ethiopian public 

universities’ empowerment (structural, psychological, and leadership) to carry out institutional 

mandates?” Thus, the study seeks to examine the current state of empowerment of Ethiopia public 

universities from three perspectives. 
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Structural empowerment. It is the conditions and situations in the work place, not personal 

attributes, that affect employee work behavior (Manojlovich, 2007). The analysis mainly 

concerned access to opportunity, support, information, resources, formal power and informal 

power. The presence of such structural conditions and situations in the public university’s 

environment, determine the extent of empowerment, organizational effectiveness and sound 

governance as well. The first part of the analysis entails structural empowerment from access to 

opportunity, information, support, and resources, formal and informal power points of view. The 

following table presents the access to opportunity under structural empowerment. Access to 

opportunity is mainly concerned with the possibility for growth and movement within the 

organization as well as the opportunity to increase knowledge and skills (Laschinger, 2012). A 

three-point Likert scale measurement was used (1=Low, 1-1.667; 2=Moderate, 1.668-2.334; 

3=High-2,335-3.00). The analysis presented in the following table as follows. 

Table 27. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Structural Empowerment Item 
 

Opportunity Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Access to gain new skills and knowledge 2.17 .72 10.8 3 3.605 6.5 .002** 

2. Access to further training programs 1.55 .81 1.63 2 .8126 1.46 .231 

3. Access to learn how university works 2.05 .77 22.6 2 11.32 20.4 *** 

4. Access to use all skills & knowledge I have 1.63 .79 .7885 2 .3942 .70 .492 

5. Access to advance to better jobs 2.04 .76 6.17 2 3.058 5.56 .003** 

6. Access to assume  different roles  1.94 .74 11.2 2 5.578 10.05 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.89 .77  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Low, Moderate, High) 
 

Six items were identified to measure the status of access to opportunity. The respondents 

were asked to rate the extent of access to opportunity. Accordingly, as observed in Table 27, the 

chance to gain new skills and knowledge on the job was moderately rated by a majority of 
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respondents (M=2.17, SD=.72), at (.001) level of significant difference between and within the 

groups. The result depicts that the mean score of the item amongst the groups is statistically 

significant at .005 level of significance. It implies that, although some extent of access to 

opportunity to gain new skills and knowledge; need to have more access to opportunity.  

As can be described in Table 27, access to training  programs for learning new things were 

rated below the average mean (M=1.55, SD=81) at a (p =.231) level of  non-significant level of 

difference between and within the groups. The finding reveals that the mean score of the item is 

not significant amongst the groups, which is by chance. This suggests that the arrangement of 

training programs to improve the performance of employees to add value to university governance 

has been paid little attention.  

 As employees of the public universities, they need to learn and know how their respective 

university is functioning. The respondents were asked to rate their interest to know and learn how 

their university work. Nevertheless, this item was moderately rated by the majority of respondents 

(M=2.05, SD=.77) a statistically (***) level of significant difference between and within the 

groups. It further shows that the mean value of the item significant at .001 level of significance 

between the groups. It shows that, the level of employee readiness to learn the ways universities 

functioning was restricted and need to enrich. 

 Academic leaders using all their skills and knowledge to accomplish their tasks were rated 

below the average mean by most respondents of the study (M=1.63, SD=.79) at non-significant 

level of difference between and within the groups, (p=.492). The result points out that the mean 

score of the item is not statistically significant between the groups, which are by chance. On the 

same table, access of employee’s advancement to better jobs were moderately rated by majority 

of respondents (M=2.04, SD=.76) at (.003) level of significant difference between and within the 
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groups.  In the same vein, assuming varieties of roles different from their current job were rated 

moderately by majority of respondents (M=1.94, SD=.74), at (***) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups.   The ANOVA findings show that the mean score of items is 

significant at .005 and .001 level of significance amongst the groups. It supposes that, although 

opportunity explains the wider institutional framework of formal and informal rules and norms to 

which academic communities develop and upgrade their work experiences and capacities to pursue 

institutional as well as personal interests, the current trends of access to opportunity under 

structural empowerment need to have further attention in Ethiopian public universities.  

           To strengthen and triangulate the findings of quantitative data, qualitative analysis was also 

materialized under this section. The notion of empowerment of academics and experts has been 

provocative and it is widely recognized to enhance individual as well as institutional performance 

(Michael et al., 2016). It has been linked with autonomy, accountability, power, authority, 

professional growth and development (Hermann, 2016). Moreover, empowerment is a 

motivational means designed to improve performance if managed with great care through 

increased levels of the employee’s participation and self-determination (Dobre, 2013; Meyerson, 

2012).  

           However, this section of qualitative analysis is mainly concerned with exploring the state 

of empowerment from structure perspective. The FGD and KII were asked to reflect their views 

on the current practices of structural empowerment.  Accordingly, participants of FGD claimed:  

Since the university is young and recently established, there are gaps in 

empowerment practices, particularly in access to advance their skills, ability and 

knowledge through further training (D3-G3).   
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This view is strengthened by the words of another FGD participant:  

Although the university recruits new employees those  who are new to the 

university environment and culture, access to induction training to those new 

comers was so limited (D2-G2).  

 On the same issues of structural empowerment, key interview participants have also their 

say:  

In this work environment, I did not find that planned strategy to empower 

employees through further training except scholarship to upgrade the level of 

education through the Ministry of Education. We have been experiencing poor 

trends of training (HRD1-G2).  Despite many competence gaps, nobody cares about 

it; we are working traditionally to get work done (HRD1-G1). Other participants 

shared the above views given by KI participants (SC1-G1 and SC2-G3). For instance, 

I am council of student, but I did not get any training to coordinate, lead in 

university.  

Briefly, the qualitative results above reveal limited access of training to empower the 

employees through skills, ability and knowledge; limited induction program to new comers in line 

with institutional culture and climate; lacks of strategically planned programs to empower staff 

through training in public universities. 

The second section of analysis of descriptive statistics to structural empowerment is access 

to information. The focus of information constructs, as Laschinger (2012) is to have the formal 

and informal knowledge that is necessary to be effective in the workplace. Eight constructs were 

specified to measure the current state of structural empowerment under access to information. The 
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respondents were asked to rate level of knowledge they have on information items.  A three point-

Likert scale was employed (No knowledge, 1-1.667, Some Knowledge; 1.668-2.334; Know a Lot, 

2.335-3.00).  The analysis was presented in the following section. 

As observed from Table 28 below, ‘access to the current state of university’ was rated 

moderately by most respondents (M=2.17, SD=.73) at (.005) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups. The result depicts that the mean of the construct is statistically 

significant amongst the groups at .005 level of significance. This infers that the academic 

communities have some degree of access to information about their current university status. 

Table 28. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Structural Empowerment Item  
 

Access to Information Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Current state of university 2.17 .73 5.276 2 2.64 5.15 .005 

2. Relationship of work units 2.23 .74 1.008 2 .504 .99 .374 

3. Others perception to your works 2.13 .73 10.60 2 5.30 10.4 *** 

4. Values of top management 1.63 .94 11.64 2 5.82 11.6 *** 

5. Goals of top management 1.64 .88 .4868 2 .243 .48 .621 

6. Strategic plan of university 2.21 .75 2.302 2 1.16 2.3 .105 

7. Decisions made by Officials 1.56 .86 9.429 2 4.71 9.21 .001 

8.  Other departments perception to your units 2.09 .75 11.59 2 5.79 11.3 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.95 .79  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (No Knowledge, Some Knowledge, Know A Lot) 
 

On Table 28 above, access to information about the relationships of work units and overall 

university status were rated moderately (M= 2.23, SD=.74) at non-statistically significant level of 

difference between and within the groups, (p=.374), which is by chance. Similarly, access to 

information about others’ perceptions of work units were rated moderately by the majority of 

respondents (M=2.13, SD=.73) at (***) statistically significant level of difference between and 

within the groups. The mean score amongst the groups is significant at 0.001 level of significance. 
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It infers that the knowledge of employees in their respective universities in line with relationships 

of work units, overall university status and others perceptions of work units was moderate.  

 

 As from the above table, it has been seen that access to information about values of top 

management rated below the average mean by most respondents (M=1.63, SD=.94) at (***) 

significant level of difference between and within the groups. Access to the goals of top 

management and governing bodies were rated below the average mean (M=1.64, SD=.88) at 

(p=.621) level significant difference between and within the groups, which is by chance. It 

concludes that, despite all academic communities working to achieve the common goals and values 

of public universities, the level of awareness of these two concerns was not promising.  

On the same table, “knowledge about the current strategic plan of their units or 

departments, were moderately rated by majority of respondents (M=2.21, SD=.75), at non-

significant level of difference between and within the groups, (p=.105).  This result further 

indicates that the mean score of item amongst the groups is not statistically significant, which is 

by chance. It suggests that, even though the strategic plan of the unit is the road map and guideline 

to the overall function of the university and their unit, the level of knowledge of their unit strategic 

plan was very limited.   

The knowledge about decisions made in their respective university was not favorably rated 

by the majority respondents (M=1.56, SD=.86), at (.001) level of statistically significant difference 

between and within the groups. The mean score shows significant difference between the group at 

(.005) level of significance.  The knowledge about “the perception of others to his respective unit” 

rated moderately by the majority respondents (M=2.09, SD=.75) at (***) level of statistically 

significant difference between and within the groups. This finding shows that the mean score is 

significant at 0.001 level of significance between the groups. It shows that, despite the technical 
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knowledge and expertise required for accomplishing the job and to understand organizational 

policies and decisions to achieve the institutional mandate, the level of access to information to 

meet the requirement was not conceived well under structural empowerment. 

 Qualitative data was analyzed under this section to support the quantitative data results. 

The FGD and KI participants requested to reflect their opinions on the extent of knowledge to 

information in their respective universities. The following section describes the opinions of the 

participants.  

FGD participants with regard to access to information marked that: 

 ‘Unpromising trends of access to relevant and up-to-date information to 

employees’ (D3-G1). In support of this view, one of the FGD participants noticed 

that ‘those who are responsible bodies at the top are reluctant to disseminate 

relevant information at the right time to the right individuals (DH1-G2). Other 

participant mentioned the reason as mainly ‘no well-organized information 

management system in the university’ (D3-G3). One FGD participant points out 

that, despite well-organized information management department in the university, 

timely flow of information was not well communicated (DH2-G1).  

Participants from key interviews in the same issue pronounced that: 

I am not happy about how information was managed and disseminated to the 

university communities (HRD1-G2). Lack of transparency in information disclosure 

is best characterizes my university (SC2-G3).  

Concisely, the qualitative finding depicts limited knowledge on relevant and up-to-date 

information; restriction of disseminating information timely to stakeholders, poor information 
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management system, and lacks of transparency in disclosing information resulted having moderate 

level of knowledge.  

Access to support. The following section of the analysis is mainly concerned with access 

to support. In principle, working in a supportive and encouraging institutional environment 

inspires and empowers employees to take initiatives and becoming more creative and innovative 

in their jobs to be assigned. Moreover, it inhabits the fear of punishment in taking actions and 

decisions. Thus, access to support is one of the constructs of structural empowerment. Seven items 

were identified to measure the extent of support found in the public universities from structural 

empowerment perspective. The respondents were asked to rate the access to support in public 

universities. The constructs measured by three points Likert scale (Low, 1- (1-1.667); Moderate, 

2- (1.668-2.334); High, 3- (2.335-3.00). The discussion was presented in the following section.  

Providing specific information can inspire and motivate university employees for further 

results. As indicated in Table 29 below, such a trend was moderately rated by a majority of 

respondents (M=2.18, SD=.73) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the 

groups. This result shows that the mean score of the item is significant amongst the groups at .001 

level of significance. It implies some sort of support was given in public universities. 

As indicated in Table 29, item 2, the practices of providing comments and feedback timely 

on the current state of performance of individual as well as institutions was moderately rated by 

most respondents (M=2.15, SD=.76) at (0.013)  level of significant difference between and within 

the groups. The finding reveals that the mean value of the item significant amongst the groups at 

0.005 level of significance. However, timely feedback on individual as well as institutional 

performance will ameliorate future results and fill the gaps, such a trend further enrichment. 



215 

 

Table 29. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Structural Empowerment Item 
 

Access to Support Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Specific information to well-done jobs  2.18 .73 11.94 2 5.971 11.74 *** 

2. Specific comments to improve jobs 2.15 .76 4.530 2 2.215 4.35 .013 

3. Suggestion or problem solving advice 1.66 .89 8.098 2 4.493 7.95 .004 

4. Further training and education 2. 4 .76 6.021 2 3.010 5.92 .0027 

5. Help in work place crises 2.10 .73 12.49 2 6.245 12.28 *** 

6. To get materials and supplies to do tasks 2.05 .75 9.265 2 4.632 9.11 .001 

7. Rewards and recognition to well done jobs 1.64 .88 2.189 2 1.095 2.15 .116 

Average Mean and SD 2.03 .78  

Note: Mean values Ranged 1-3 Respectively. (Low, Moderate, High) 
 

On the other side, the practice of providing helpful suggestions and problem solving advice 

to institutional members was rated below the average mean by a majority of respondents (M=1.66, 

SD=.89), at a (.004) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score 

of this item further depicts a significant difference between the groups at .005 level of significance. 

The trend of access to further education and training were promisingly rated by the majority of 

respondents (M=2.4, SD=.76) at (.002) significant level of difference amongst and within the 

groups. The mean score of the item is significant amongst the groups at 0.005 level of significance. 

Since access to training and further education help in solving work-related problems and enhancing 

employees’ skills, the trends of access to further education or training to capacitate the staff 

abilities for better results was well conceived in public universities. 

The finding reveals that the practices of managing workplace crises immediately through 

the support of academic leaders was moderately rated by most respondents (M=2.1, SD=.73) at 

(***) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score of the item is 

significant at 0.001 level amongst the groups. It infers that, despite, supporting employees when 
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crises arise in the workplace is one strategy to minimize the risks of the institutions; the trend need 

to have more attention.  

Access to materials and supplies to fulfill job requirement was moderately rated by most 

of the respondents (M=2.05, SD=.75) at (.001) level of significant difference between and within 

the groups. In shows that, even though providing materials and supplies required to function the 

work smoothly in the workplace has paramount importance to achieve the desired goals of the 

institutions; such a trend need to more improvement get to perform the job well. As indicated in 

the above table, the culture of rewarding and giving recognition for well-executed jobs was not 

favorably rated by most participants (M=1.64, SD=.88) at (p=.116) level of -significant difference 

between and within the groups, which is by chance. It deduces that, despite, rewarding, giving 

recognition for well-executed jobs in the institutions encourages the staff for further results, and 

helps to take new initiatives to change the institution, the culture still need to enrich and ameliorate 

further to get the desired point. 

 In supporting the quantitative findings, the qualitative analysis was also instrumental to 

capture the opinions of the FGD and KI participants on the issues of access to support. Participants 

reflected their views with regard to support given by the university management. Consequently, 

three participants said the following: 

Actually, in principle, providing support to employees working at different levels 

has significant benefits to individuals as well as institution. In this sense, the level 

of support given by top officials and governing board is not to the standard (D1-

G1). In my university, rather than building the capacity of middle level managers 

in decision-making, top officials interfere and make decisions centrally (D3-G3).  
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The academic leaders working in various level lack trust among each other. This, 

in turn, restricted the level of support given by the top officials (DH1-G2).  

 As can be seen in the above FGD discussion, their views were strengthened by the words 

of other key interview participants: 

Coordination and cooperative culture of the university is poor. This is mainly 

because of lack of trust among leaders (HRD1-G2). The trend of cooperation and 

teamwork to get things done is limited (HRD1-G1). Since I am representative of the 

whole students, I am not happy with the type and level of supports given by the 

university (SC1-G3). The officials are so reluctant to give an urgent decision as per 

the request of students (SC3-G1).  

 As indicated in the above qualitative findings, lack of standardized support, interference of 

top officials other than building the capacity of lower and middle level managers, limited 

coordination and cooperation, less sense of teamwork and delay in decisions resulted low level of 

support practices in universities.  

Access to resources. It relates to one’s ability to acquire the financial means, materials, 

time, and supplies required to do the work (Kanter, 1994). On the other hand, the absence and 

delay of resources will lead to failure of timely goal attainment.  This section treated access to 

resources as one of the constructs of structural empowerment. Under this section, six variables 

were specified through PCA to examine the accessibility of resources at work place in Ethiopian 

public universities. The participants were asked to rate the extent of access of resources on three 

points of Likert scale (1=1-1.667, Low; 2= 1.668-2.334, Moderate; 3=2,335-3.00, High). The 

details of the analysis were presented as follows. 
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Table 30. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Structural Empowerment Item 
 

Access to Resources Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Access to supplies 2.06 .76 1.072 2 .5358 1.01 .362 

2. Time to paperwork 2.16 .76 6.143 2 3.071 5.82 .003 

3. Time to job requirement fulfillment  2.19 .70 15.86 2 7.932 15.02 *** 

4. Influencing decision to get HR 1.63 .88 11.69 2 5.849 11.08 *** 

5. Influencing decision to get supplies 2.05 .75 4.53 2 2.269 4.30 .013 

6. Influencing decision to get equipment 2.02 .76 19.58 2 9.791 18.54 *** 

Average Mean and SD 2.01 .77  

Note: Minimum and Maximum mean value ranged from 1-3 respectively. (Low, Moderate, High) 
 

 

Table 30 discusses the six items of access to resources under the structural empowerment 

framework. Accordingly, most respondents were rated the ‘access to supplies for the task to be 

done’ moderately (M=2.06; SD=.76) at non-statistically significant level of difference between 

and within the groups, (p=.362) level. The result depicts that the mean score is not significant 

amongst the groups, which is by chance.  Similarly, the second and third items, ‘time to paperwork 

and time for fulfillment of job requirements,’ were rated moderately by most respondents (M=2.16; 

SD=.756 and M=2.19; SD=704) at (.003) and (***) level of significant difference between and 

within groups respectively. Mean score of the two items amongst the groups are significant at 

0.005 and 0.001 level of significance respectively. It deduces that, although, access to supplies and 

sufficient time in each unit of the organization play a significant role in goal attainment, the trends 

were need improvement to enhance structural empowerment and sound governance as well. 

On the same table above, the practices of obtaining required human resources through 

influencing decision’ was rated below the average mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.63; 

SD=.88) at  (***) level of significant difference amongst and within the groups. Mean score result 

further depicts significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. On the 

other hand, the level of decision influencing to get supplies were rated moderately by the majority 
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of respondents (M=2.05; SD=.75) at a non-significant level of difference between and within the 

groups (p=.013). The mean score of the item is not significant amongst the groups, which is by 

chance. Likewise, the level of influencing decision to get equipment were rated moderately by the 

majority respondents (M=2.02; SD=.76) at a statistically significant level of difference between 

and within the groups at (***) level. There is a significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 

level of significance as the mean score indicated. It shows that despite human resource, supplies 

and equipment being the most important institutional ingredients to organizational success; 

academic leaders have a weak influencing decision to get the required resources to their units. 

Access to resources was also treated under this section qualitatively to strengthen the 

results of quantitative data. Hence, the FGD and KI participants were requested to reflect their 

opinions on access to resources in their respective universities. The following section incorporated 

their opinions.  

 Accordingly, three FGD participants reflected their concerns on the practices of access to 

resources in their respective universities:  

The government allocated sufficient resources to public universities. We do not 

have any shortage of resources in my university (D2-G1). Actually, it is not the 

issues of resource shortage we are facing, rather, the way we utilize and manage 

the resources are the major problems (DH2-G2). We have a problem of using the 

scarce resources efficiently and effectively in the university (G3-G2). Can you 

imagine that, one of the stacks was full of teaching learning resources, while we are 

facing serious challenges with the absence of these resources last year? Thanks to 

Kaizen (proper office arrangement), ‘we have got it’ and enjoyed much (DH1-G1).  
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 Contrary to what has been said above regarding access to resources, two other key 

interview participants commented that: 

In our college there are serious problems of shortage of resources to carry out our 

day-to-day- activities. This is mainly because of the procurement procedures and 

bureaucratic chain of Ministry of Finance and Economic Development (MoFED) 

to purchase the required resources to universities timely (HRD2-G1). In support of 

the above view, the other key interview participant claimed that: ‘most engineering 

and natural science colleges and departments facing major challenges in access of 

laboratory chemicals and equipment’s that are used for daily teaching learning 

processes (SC2-G2). In vocalizing the above views, another interview participant 

also replied that, “absence of up-to-date reference materials, laboratories 

equipment’s and chemicals” characterize my university (SC3-G3). 

Despite sufficient allocation of resources to carry out day- to- day institutional activities, 

the problem of proper utilization and fair distribution of resources characterize public universities. 

Besides, shortages of resources like chemicals, laboratory equipment and up- to-date reference 

materials reflected by participants.  

Formal power. This section rigorously analyzed formal power (JAS) as one of the items of 

structural empowerment. Only five related statements were specified among seven items through 

principal component analysis to measure the practices of formal power. A three-point Likert scale 

measurement was utilized to capture the responses of the participants (1=1-1.667, Low; 2=1.668-

2.334, Moderate; 3=2.335-3.00, High). The participants were asked to rate their responses based 

on the established scales. The analysis was presented below as follows.  
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Table 31. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Structural Empowerment Item 
 

Formal Power Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Reward for unusual performance 1.66 .89 13.30 2 6.650 11.86 *** 

2. Reward for Innovation 1.58 .81 3.231 2 1.615 2.88 .056 

3. Flexibility in line of work 2.07 .77 1.199 3 .3995 .70 .544 

4. Participation on educational programs 2.14 .78 16.81 2 8.405 14.98 *** 

5. Participation in problem solving 2.16 .72 21.52 2 10.76 19.18 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.92 .79  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1.-3   (Low, Moderate, High) 

 

The management levels differ in their hierarchies, the institutional work force always likes 

to hear they have done a good job and need appreciation from the top management. Accordingly, 

as indicated in Table 31, the practice of rewarding employees for their unusual performance was 

rated favorably by the majority of respondents (M=1.66; SD=.89) at (.001) level of significant 

difference between and within the groups. Similarly, the trend of reward for innovation was not 

promisingly rated by the majority of respondents (M=1.58; SD=.81) at non-statistically significant 

level of difference between and within the groups (p.056,) which is by chance. It concludes that, 

as one of the strategic and performance management tools, rewarding the performance of 

individual, their innovation as well as their units is a good strategy to motivate employee to 

perform better assumes more responsibilities in institution. The both trends were not well 

communicated in public universities and need to enrich and improve. 

On the same table, item three, “the level of flexibility in work line,” was moderately rated 

by a majority of respondents (M=2.07; SD=.77) at a non-statistically significant level of difference 

between and amongst the groups, (p= .544). The analysis of variance further indicates that the 

mean score of the item is not statistically significant amongst the groups, which is by chance. 

Despite professional institutions that different ideas arise, flexibility is one of a philosophical view 
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of contingency theory of management. As observed in the finding, the trend of academic leaders 

being flexible on their work unit to handle and manage diversified interests of the academic 

communities needs further improvement in public universities.  

The trends of task forces participating in educational programs and problem solving is the 

last themes of analysis under formal power. Consequently, the two items were moderately rated 

by most participants (M2=2.14; SD=.78 and M=2.16; SD=.72) at (***) level of significant 

difference between and within the groups. The mean score of two items indicted significant 

difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. It implies that employees in 

institutions were partially engaged in educational program and problem solving process.  

The above section of quantitative analysis was also supported by the qualitative data 

analysis to ascertain the strength of the results. Both FGD and KI participants involved and 

reflected their opinions on the practices of formal power. Accordingly, the participants forwarded 

the following opinions.   

With regard to the current practices of formal power, FGD participants remarked that:  

Though rewarding innovative idea and unusual performance motivate the employee 

to work more, the current trends in my university was missing (D1-G2). One of the 

participants from FGD claimed “absence of strong system of reward system in the 

university that discourages the creativity and innovativeness of the young and 

novices’ researchers (D3-G). Other participant from FGD remarked that, 

“Management rigidity and absence of adaptability, visibility, and centrality to 

organizational purpose and goals and less creativity associated with discretionary 

decision-making exhibited in my university (DH3-G1).  
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Participants from KI sessions noticed that:  

The involvement of academic communities in identifying serious bottlenecks of the 

institution and overcoming the problems to up-shoot the performance of the 

institutions so limited (HRD1-G1).  The other participant also claimed the absence of 

required problem solving competencies since the processes are procedural and 

scientific (HRD2-G2).  

The qualitative findings revealed absence of reward system in rewarding innovative and 

unusual performance, rigidity of management and absence of adaptability and visibility to 

organizational purposes, less creativity in decision-making issues need further attention. 

Informal power- Organizational Relationship Scale (ORS). This part of the analysis is 

mainly concerned with informal power, which is also known as organizational relationships scale 

under structural empowerment. Informal power refers to the personal networks and associations 

within the organization, such as relationships with academic communities, leaders, funding 

agency, peers, and other stakeholders of the public universities. It emanated from social 

connections, and the development of communication and information channels with sponsors, 

peers, subordinates, and cross-functional groups (Laschinger, 2012).  Hence, six items were 

identified among 13 constructs through PCA to examine the current state of structural 

empowerment from informal power (organizational relationships scale) perspective. The three 

point Likert scale measurement (1=1-1.667, Low; 2=1.668-2.334, Moderate; 3=2.335-3.00, High) 

was utilized. The participants were asked to rate their respective responses, on the trends of 

informal power based on the measurement. The analysis was presented as follows.  
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Table 32. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Structural Empowerment Item 
, 

 

Informal Power (ORS) Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sig 

1. Receiving helpful feedback from professionals 2.08 .75 4.975 2 2.487 4.87 .007 

2. Receiving recognition from professionals 2.05 .74 10.66 2 5.328 10.4 *** 

3. Receiving information to upcoming changes 1.99 .76 13.77 2 6.883 13.5 *** 

4. Opportunities to increase influence 2.03 .74 1.479 2 .7397 1.45 .235 

5. Receiving helpful feedback from peers 2.15 .76 40.72 2 20.36 39.8 *** 

6. Seeking out idea from professionals 2.07 .75 .6950 2 .3475 .68 .506 

Average Mean and SD 2.06 .75  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1. (Low, Moderate, High) 
 

As is indicated in Table 32 above, the practice of getting helpful feedback from 

professionals and peers was moderately rated by most respondents (M=2.08; SD=.75 and M=2.15; 

SD=.76) at (.007 and .000) level of  significant difference between and within the groups. ). The 

mean score of the items is statistically significant at 0.005 and 0.001 level of significance amongst 

the groups respectively.  Although, the provision of accurate and professional feedback to 

employees in the organization is a determining factor to overcome various challenges the 

institutions facing at the time of reform implementation, the practice needs to communicate well 

in Ethiopian public universities. 

On the same table, item 2, “the culture of receiving recognition for the work to be well 

done by academic professionals,” was moderately recognized and accepted by  most respondents 

of the study (M=2.05, SD=.74) at (0.001) significant level of difference between and within the 

groups. In the same vein, receiving early information about upcoming changes in the work unit 

from immediate supervisors was moderately rated by a majority of the respondents (M=1.99, 

SD=.76) at (0.001) significant level of difference between and within the groups. The mean score 

of the two items are significant between the groups at .005 level of significance. 
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The opportunities for academic leaders increasing their influence outside their work unit 

was rated moderately by majority of respondents (M=2.03, SD=.74) at (p=.235) level of non-

significant difference between and within the groups.  Similarly the opportunity to seeking out 

ideas from professionals outside the work unit were moderately rated by the majority of 

respondents (M=2.07, SD=.75) at non-significant level of difference between and within the 

groups, (p=.506), which is by chance. It implies that the academic communities were partially 

recognized both the practices. To put it concisely, even though organizational relationship scales 

(informal power) have a significant role in promoting structural empowerment by building good 

relationships and team spirit in public universities under properly implementation, as was indicated 

from the findings, the overall items were partially realized and need to be enriched. 

 Some of the issues of informal power were also captured through qualitative method to 

strengthen the quantitative results. Both FGD and KI participants were part of the qualitative data 

analysis. They requested to reflect their views on the trends of formal power in their respective 

universities. Accordingly, the following section treated their opinions. 

 FGD participants have their own says on the current practices of formal power. One of the 

FGD participants remarked that:  

The culture of open communication among professionals on performance gaps and 

providing constructive and positive feedback was so limited (D2-G1). The other 

participant noted ‘less readiness and commitment of leaders to the new change and 

development’ (D2-G2). Other FGD participant also noticed that ‘less recognition 

from leaders and professionals to well done jobs’ sometimes discouraging the new 

idea (DH1-G2).  
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Participants from Ke interview session also reflected their opinions on the issues of formal 

power trends. Consequently, the key interview participants claimed that: 

….The trends of seeking new and developmental idea from peers and professionals 

to improve individual and institutional performance were so restricted (HRD1-G3). 

Other KI participant stated that, ‘there are poor social connections, the development 

of communication and information channels with most stakeholders and cross-

functional groups in my university (HRD2-G2).  

Put briefly, the state of empowerment from structural points of view as obtained from FGD 

and KII convinced that accesses to opportunity, information, and support in their respective 

university were not to best of the standard and need to enrich. Whereas, access to resources 

promisingly marked by the FGD and KI participants, while inappropriate utilization and 

management of resources are the major problems in public universities. Moreover, managerial 

rigidity, absence of adaptability, visibility, centrality to university purposes and goals, creativity 

associated with open decision-making characterize public universities. The observation of the 

participants matches closely with the findings obtained from survey results. 
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Table 33. Multiple Regression Analysis with Empowerment (Structural) as Predictor and Sound 

Governance as Dependent Variable 
 

Model β SE t df F R R2 Sig. 

1 Access to Opportunity   

 

13 

 

 

26.5 

 

 

.66 

 

 

.598 

 

 

*** 

To skill & Knowledge Comp-1 .385 .023 16.1 

To Application Comp-2 .42 .025 16.6 

Advancement & Control Co-3 .65 .029 22.4 

2 Access to Information 

Perception issues Comp-1 .395 .025 15.1  

16 

 

31.2 

 

.500 

 

.544 

 

*** Strategic plan & Deci’ns Co-2 .460 .026 17.7 

Values & Goals  Comp-3 .471 .027 18.1 

3 Access to Support  

Advocacy & Training Comp-1 .331 .0224 11.1  

14 

 

36.4 

 

.508 

 

.584 

 

*** Material & Supplies. Comp-2 .522 .0218 23.8 

Information & Comments Co-3 .390 .026 14.8 

4 Access to Resources  

 Supplies and Time Comp-1 .572  32.5  

14 

 

31.2 

 

.529 

 

.515 

 

*** Influencing Decisions Comp-2 .734  38.0 

5 Formal Power  (JAS) 

Rewards Comp-1 .409 .0223 18.4  

 

11 

 

 

29.3 

 

 

.540 

 

 

.528 

 

*** 
Participation Comp-2 .327 .0283 11.5 

Flexibility Comp-3 .263 .031 8.62 

6 Informal Power (ORSS)  

Change & Influence-  Comp-1 .580 .0212 21.4  

12 

 

41.4 

 

.562 

 

.635 

 

*** Recognition Comp-2 .348 .0245 14.4 

Constant 1.97 .0226 103.8 
 

In addition, the descriptive statistics results were supported by the inferential statistics. 

Accordingly, Table 33 below summarizes the results of the Analysis of Variance with sound 

governance as the dependent variable, and structural empowerment as the independent variable in 

this section. The first section of analysis was access to opportunity. As can be observed from this 

finding, analysis of variance produced a statistically significant model with the value of (F, 26.5, 

at (***) level of significance with 59.86 % of total variance as indicated in R2. In addition, F 

critical value is less than F calculated value (4.221), hence, the model was significant.  
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Equally, multiple regressions were used to explain the magnitude and direction of each 

predictor variable’s effect on the dependent variable (Allison, 1999; Pedhazur, 1997). Moreover, 

it shows the relationships between sound governance and structural empowerment (Opportunity 

construct) and predicts how structural empowerment affects sound governance. Table 33 reveals 

the standardized function of the coefficients that is mainly concerned with the rank importance of 

each variable. As observed in the finding, the multiple regression analysis yielded statistically 

significant model at (***) level of significance, which explains 59.86 % of total variance.  

Furthermore, the principal component analysis refined six opportunity constructs into three 

components. The regression equation of co-efficient determination statistics in Table 33 above 

reveal that, component-1 (Skills, knowledge, and procedures), β=.375, t-16.01, (p=***); 

component -2 (Own skill and knowledge application) β=.422, t-16.61, (p=***); component-3 

(advancement and varieties of roles) β=.651, t-22.42, (p=***) have regression weights to predict 

the promotion of sound governance respectively.  

Amongst, the third component has the highest regression weight to predict in promoting 

sound governance followed by second and first components at p<.001 level of significance. One 

can understand from the equation that, a unit increase in employees’ skills, knowledge and proper 

uses of procedures will have a .375-unit improvement in system of governance. A better uses of 

one’s own skills and knowledge to do the job will enhance a .422 unit improvement in system of 

governance. If there is advancement to a better job and chance to various roles carried out in 

university will lead to a .651 unit increase the effectiveness of individuals and the governance 

system as well.  Thus, as can be seen, the three components have significant influence to promote 

the effectiveness of governance system in public universities.  
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As the illustration of the second model (access to information) on Table 33 shows, the 

ANOVA produced the calculated value of F=31.17 with 16 degrees of freedom. The F critical 

value was 4.015, which is statistically significant at 0.001 level, which explains the 54.44% of 

total variance as stated in Table 33 R2.. Therefore, the F critical value (4.015) is less than that of F 

calculated (31.7), thus, the model was statistically significant. 

 Under the second section of structural empowerment, Table 33 above summarizes multiple 

regression results that sound governance as dependent variable and structural empowerment as 

independent variables from access to information perspective.  Thus, the model produced β 

constant value of 1.975, t=103.8 statistically significant at 0.001 level of significance. The 

principal component analysis also refined eight constructs of access to information into three 

components, through the rotating matrix at cutoff point of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality 

requirement (0.3). Component-1 (current state, relationships, and perception) had a β value of .395, 

t-15.06; component-2 (strategic plan, decisions, departmental relation) had a β value of .4604, t-

17.68; component-3 (Values and Goals of Top Management) has β value of .4710, t-18.07 

statistically significant at 0.001 level of significance respectively.   

As observed from the finding, component-3 scored the highest regression weights (.4710) 

to promote sound governance in public universities, which was followed by component-2 (.4604) 

and component-1 (0.395) β values respectively. It implies that, a unit increase in component-1 

(having knowledge about the current state of university, good relationships, knowledge to others 

perception of the work units) will lead to 0.471 unit increase in effective system of governance. 

Academic leaders with the sufficient knowledge about the institutional strategic plan, system of 

decisions, departmental relationship (component-2) will lead to 0.46 unit increase in the system of 
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governance; having sufficient knowledge about values and goals of top management (component-

3) will lead to 0.395 unit increase in the effectiveness of public university governance system.   

With regard to access to support, as indicated in the finding, structural empowerment 

analysis of variance was formed statistically significant model (F=36.4, at p<0.001) which asserts 

58.4 % total variance as indicated in R2.  Additionally, the analysis confirms 36.4 of the F 

calculated value, which is greater than the F critical value (4.14). Henceforth, the model was 

significant. 

 As observed in the above Table 33, the multiple regression statistics summarizes, structural 

empowerment from “access to support” perspective as independent variable and sound governance 

as the dependent variable. Hence, the regression analysis yielded (F 36.4; p<0.001) which asserts 

54.44 % of total variance. Principal component analysis was used to assess the factorability of the 

items on three measurement scales based on cutoff points of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality 

requirement (0.3) and to determine the number of components. All items in the scale fulfilled the 

commonality requirement of (0.30). PCA refined the variables into three components. Component-

1 (Advocacy and training support), β-.331, t-11.08, (p=0.001); component-2 supplies and 

equipment’s support) β-.522, t-23.83, (p=0.001); component-3 (Provision of relevant information 

and comments) β-.390, t-14.78, (p=0.001) made a statistically significant contribution to the 

regression model. The results further reveal that component-2 has higher regression weight (0.552) 

contributing to effective governance system followed by component-3 (0.390) and component-1 

(0.331) respectively.  

 This suggests that a unit increase in assisting the employees in the workplace and providing 

sufficient materials and supplies to carry out the institutional mandate will lead to a 0.52 unit 

increase in the effectiveness of governance system in public universities. Meanwhile, a unit 
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increase in providing relevant information, feedback and comments to universities communities 

to ameliorate performance will lead to a 0.39 unit increase in effectiveness of the governance 

system. Lastly, a unit increase in providing appropriate advice and training or education will lead 

to a 0.33 unit increase in effective implementation of governance reform.   

 The point of analysis of this section is access to resources. As Table 33 above described, 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) produced a statistically significant model (F=31.2, p<0.001), 

which proclaims 51.5 % total variance as designated in R2. As well, the analysis confirms 31.2 F 

calculated value, which is greater than the F critical value (4.14) at DF of 14. So far, the model 

was perfect and statistically significant. 

The multiple regressions were part of the analysis to determine the level of predictive 

power of the constructs in contributing model building and sound governance promotion. Thus, 

Table 33 above summarizes multiple regression analysis results. The regression analysis entails 

“access to resources” under structural empowerment as the predictor variable and sound 

governance as the dependent variable.  Furthermore, principal component analysis (PCA) was also 

refined six constructs of access to resources in to two main components at a cutoff point of (1) 

Eigenvalues and commonality requirement of (0.3). As indicated below, component-1 (access to 

times and supplies) that is β= 0.572, t=32.5, (P<0.001); and component-2 (access to influencing 

decision to get required supplies, materials and human resources) that is β= 0.734, t=38.03, 

(P<0.001) yielded a statistically significant model.   

 The findings further illustrate that the component-2 (β= 0.7338) has the higher regression 

weight in predicting the model and contributing to effective governance system, which is followed 

by component-1 (β= 0.5716) respectively. From the finding, it is possible to infer that a unit 

increase in access to required supplies and time to carry out institutional mandate will lead to a 
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0.734 unit increase in ameliorating governance system in public universities. Likewise, a unit 

increase in access to influencing decision to get the desired materials, supplies and human 

resources will lead to 0.5716-unit increase in effective governance system.   

The Table above also treated formal power under this section. As indicated in the analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) statistics for individual variable structural empowerment (formal power), 

the value of a test of significance is (***), which is less than 0.001. Consequently, the model was 

statistically significant in predicting how the independent variables contribute to promoting sound 

governance (dependent variable) in public universities. One-way ANOVA further suggests 

statistically significant difference between and within the groups (F=29.33, ***, DF=11). The F 

tabulated at (.001) level of significance was 4.437 at degree of freedom of 11. Since F calculated 

is greater than the F tabulated (value = 29.33), it illustrates that the model was significant at .001 

level of significance. 

As indicated on the same table, PCA and multiple regression analysis yielded three 

components from six constructs (independent variables) that explain 52.8 % dependent variable. 

Component-1 (Rewards) β- 0.409, t-18.36, at (.001); Component-2 (participation) β- 0.327, t-

11.54, at (0.001); and Component-3 (Flexibility) β- 0.263, t-8.62, at (.001) comprised a statistically 

significant regression model. As can be observed from the findings, among the three components, 

component-1 has a higher regression weight (0.409) to contribute the promotion of sound 

governance system, followed by component -2 (0.327) and component-3 (0.263) respectively. It 

implies that, having a good reward system in public universities will lead to a 0.409 unit 

improvement in the governance system. Similarly, implementing participatory approaches in 

public universities, will lead to a 0.327 unit improvement in the governance system. Likewise, 



233 

 

having flexible management system in the university, will lead to a 0.263 unit ameliorate 

governance system. 

As far as informal power concerned, ANOVA has been made statistically significant model 

(F (12, 1461) = 41.44, (p<.001) level of significance, which declares 63.45 % of total variance. As 

presented in the same table below, the analysis of variance further produced 41.44 F calculated 

value, which is less than F tabulated value (4.318). Therefore, the model was significant.  

 According to Table 33 above, multiple regression indicates that there is a significant 

contribution of structural empowerment from informal power (organizational relationships scale) 

points of view on sound governance system at p<0.001 statistically significant level. The 

contribution is higher since the R2 value is 0.635, which means that the organizational relationships 

scale predicts 63.4 % of an effective governance system under structural empowerment. 

 The principal component analysis was instrumental to specify and reduce related 

components for predicting the contribution of the constructs to model building and effective 

governance system based on cutoff point of Eigenvalues (1) and commonality requirement (0.30). 

Thus, two components were specified at beta constant of 1.976, t-103.8 and (p<0.001). 

Component-1 (Access to information to change and influencing opportunity) has β=0.45, t=21.37, 

at (p<0.001); component-2 (Recognition and feedback) β=0.35, t=14.37, at (p<0.001).  As 

indicated in the Table, component-1 (0.4528) had the higher regression weight in predicting the 

contribution model building and effective governance system, followed by component-2 (0.35) at 

a significant level. This suggests that a unit increase in better access to information and influencing 

opportunity will have 0.45 unit increase in the effectiveness of the governance system. Similarly, 

a better the system of recognition and provision of feedback, will lead to .35 unit improvement of 
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system of governance. One can conclude that both components of structural empowerment have 

significant contribution to promote sound governance.  

Psychological empowerment. Spreitzer (1995, p. 1441) stated it as, “a motivational state 

that reflects an employee orientation toward work characteristics that rely on four determinants, 

that are competence, impact, meaning and self-determination.”  This section of analysis is mainly 

concerned with the four determinants of psychological empowerment. Amongst these, competence 

is the first construct analyzed in the following Table 34. Competence is the knowledge, abilities 

and skills to which employees can perform task activities perfectly as required requirement. Six 

constructs were specified to measure the psychological empowerment from competence 

perspective. The respondents requested to rate constructs based on three scales of Likert 

measurement (1=1.1.667, Low; 2=1.668-2.334, Medium; 3=2.335-3.00, High). The details of the 

analysis were presented in the following section. 

 

Table 34 Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Psychological Empowerment Item 

Competence Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Confidence on ability 2.15 .79 6.171 2 3.085 6.50 .0015 

2. Self-assured about capacities 2.12 .79 8.634 2 4.317 9.10 .001 

3. Mastery of skills 1.65 .94 15.34 2 7.653 16.12 *** 

4. Possess skills and abilities to the best 2.20 .79 13.02 2 6.509 13.72 *** 

5. Competence to work effectively 1.65 .84 4.987 2 2.494 5.25 .005 

6. Address the challenges easily at work 1.66 .89 41.17 2 20.59 43.37 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.91 .84  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1-3. (Low, Medium, High) 

 

The respondents were asked to rate the level of confidence the academic leaders have in 

their ability to do their job under Table 34 item 1. Accordingly, the distribution of the responses 

to the item was moderate (M=2.15, SD=.79) at (.0015) level of significant difference between and 

within the groups.  Besides, self-assured capacities of academic leaders to carry out the assigned 



235 

 

tasks were also rated moderately as most respondents (M=2.12, SD= .79) at (0.001) significant 

level of difference between and within the groups. The mean score of two items is significant 

amongst the groups at 0.005 level of significance.  The academic leader’s enjoyment of skills and 

abilities to best of their potentials was moderately rated by most participants of the study (M=2.20, 

SD=.79) significantly at (***) level of difference between and within the groups. The mean score 

of the item reveals significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. It 

shows that confidence in abilities and self-assured capacities of academic leaders need to give 

further attention to build their confidence and ability to perform the job well. 

 

 The level of mastery of skills and competencies required to perform the job efficiently and 

effectively were rated below the average mean by the majority of the respondents (M=1.65, SD.94 

and M=1.65, SD=.84) at (***) and (0.005) level of significant difference between and within the 

groups. The mean score of the two items shows significant difference amongst the groups at .001 

and .005 level of significance. Moreover, the abilities of academic leaders in addressing challenges 

facing at work easily were also rated below the weighted mean by the majority of respondents 

(M=1.66, D=.89) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean 

score of the two items confirms significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of 

significance.   It concludes that, the level of competence of academic leaders to get the jobs done 

well and build their confidence and self-assured at the work place is further assignment to public 

universities. 

 To triangulate the findings obtained through quantitative method, qualitative method was 

also employed. Both FGD and KI participants were involved and requested to reflect their opinions 

on various psychological empowerment issues. The following section captured the opinions of 

participants on competence.   
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 Accordingly, FGD participants pronounced that: 

There are some leaders with good competence and highly committed to the 

university vision and mission achievement. Nevertheless, that does not mean all are 

competent leaders in the university (D1-G1). The level of self-efficacy and self-

confidence of the governing bodies in my university were not to the best of 

requirements (DH3-G2).  

On the same issues, participants of key interviews noticed the following: 

Sometimes, I am not in the position to believe my ability to perform well with skills 

the assigned tasks because of the high interference of top management (HRD1-G2). 

The other participant noticed that ‘leaders lack administrative skills to properly 

manage and lead the institutions. Therefore, it needs to build their administrative 

skills through various method like management development program (HRD3-G1).  

One of the KI participants remarked that, ‘I doubt the academic leaders’ ability to 

address the challenges of the academic communities (teachers, students, and 

administrative staff) and the university as well (SC1-G1).   

 As indicated in the qualitative results, the academic leaders’ lack required competence to 

perform activities perfectly as required requirements and need to enrich and improve their 

competence.  

The second construct of psychological empowerment is self-determination or choice.  Self-

determination or choice mainly deals with the feeling of being free to choose, being able to use 

their own judgment and act according to their own understanding of the task.  Thus, four statements 
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were specified to examine the state of psychological empowerment from self-determination points 

of view. Three of Likert scale measurement was employed (1=1-1.667, Disagree, 1.667-2.334, 

Sometimes, 2.335-3.00, Agree). The analysis presented in the following table below.  

The first item in Table 35 stated, ‘significant influence’ academic leaders have in their 

respective university was moderately rated (M=1.89, SD=.82) at (.0028) level of significant 

difference between and within the groups. The level of autonomy academic leaders have in 

determining how they perform their jobs was rated below the average mean (M=1.64, SD=.84) at 

(.001) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score of the items 

is significant among the groups at 0.005 level of significance. It implies that, the power of influence 

and level of autonomy academic leaders have in their respective universities were restricted.  

Table 35. Descriptive Statistics of Mean & ANOVA for each Psychological Empowerment Item 
 

Self-Determination (Choice) Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Significant influence in university 1.89 .82 5.657 2 2.828 5.90 .0028 

2. Significant autonomy to decide procedures 1.64 .84 132.9 2 66.43 138.5 *** 

3. Own decisions to manage jobs 1.89 .83 .6217 2 .3108 .65 .523 

4. Independence and freedom to perform jobs 1.58 .94 11.54 2 5.768 12.03 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.75 .85  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1-3 (Disagree, Sometimes, Agree) 
 

Most respondents rated “the abilities of self-decision making on how to manage their work” 

moderately (M=1.89, SD=.83) at (p=.523) level of non-significant difference between and within 

the groups. The mean score further suggests non-significant difference amongst the groups, which 

is by chance.  Independence and freedom in the ways performing their tasks were rated below the 

average mean by the majority of respondents (M=1.58, SD=.94) at (***) statistically significant 

level of difference between and within the groups. The mean score also reveals significant 
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difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. It infers that, the level of self-decision 

making and independence to freely performing their tasks were not well institutionalized.  

This section tried to capture the FGD and KI participants’ opinions on the issues of self-

determination or choice. This mainly to strengthen the results obtained through quantitative 

method and for triangulation. Thus, the following opinions reflected from FGD and KI 

participants’. Accordingly, participants from FGD on the issues of self-determination or choices 

marked that: 

The level of self-determination or choice of their own strategy and decision-making 

of the academic leaders’, particularly middle level restricted (D2-G1).  One of the 

FGD participants claimed that, ‘top level managements were highly and 

significantly powered and able to influence in the university but this influence 

restricted in university (DH1-G3).   

Participants of KI sessions pointed out that: 

In my university, particularly at middle and operational level managers were not 

well empowered, because, the provision of power and authority to decide on 

different strategic and procedural issues in their respective work units dominated 

by top officials (HRD2-G2). The other participant from KI was noticed that, ‘strong 

interference of top officials in a very routine issues of the work units other than 

providing strategic directions (HRD1-G1).  One of the student councils revealed that 

‘we are not independent and free to work our job, there is very strong interference 

and internal and external pressures (like political organizations, governing boards, 

top managing bodies-president) (SC3-G3).  
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 This suggests that though self-determination manifested through sense of control, 

autonomy and freedom of choice in initiating actions in public universities, the level of significant 

influence academic leaders have in their respective unit of management and their capabilities in 

self-decision to manage their assigned tasks were not fully recognized by most respondents. 

Similarly, the practices of autonomy, independence and freedom of academic leaders’ in 

performing their tasks were not well conceived both survey and qualitative   results confirmed. 

 Impact. It focuses on the degree of individual influences on strategic, administrative and 

operational outcomes at the assigned tasks in their respective university. The following section of 

the descriptive analysis is mainly concerned with the impact under psychological empowerment. 

Five related statements were refined through principal components analysis among seven.  Three 

points Likert scale measurement was used to measure the extent of psychological empowerment 

from impact points of view (1=1-1.667, Low; 1.668-2.334, Moderate; 2.335-3.00, High).  The 

analysis presented as follows: 

 In Table 36, the respondents were asked to rate the extent of the academic leaders’ impact 

in their respective university, as low, moderate, and high respectively. Accordingly, the level of 

academic leaders’ control over their supervisory units was moderate (M=1.99, SD=.84) at (.0026) 

level significance difference between and within the groups. The mean score of this item is 

significant amongst the groups at .005 level of significance. 

 

             In the same vein, the role of academic leaders in realizing organizational goals through 

their career responsibilities was moderately rated (M=2.02, SD=.85) at (p=.135) level non-

statistically significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score further indicates 

non-significant difference amongst the groups, which is by chance. 
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Table 36. Descriptive Statistics of Mean & ANOVA for each Psychological Empowerment Item 
 

Impact Variables Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Control over units  1.99 .84 6.676 2 3.338 5.98 .0026 

2. Role to realize goals 2.02 .85 2.236 2 1.118 2.00 .135 

3. Impact on the units/departments 2.04 .84 40.45 2 20.23 36.25 *** 

4. Managing occupational results & outcomes 2.01 .83 13.06 2 6.53 11.71 *** 

5. Handling barriers at jobs 1.64 .88 14.74 2 7.37 12.10 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.94 .84  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1.-3:  (Low, Moderate, High) 
 

 As presented in the same table above, items 3 and 4, the impacts of academic leaders on 

their job and their capabilities to manage occupational results and outcomes were moderately rated 

by most respondents (M=2.04, SD=.84 and M=2.01, SD=.83) at (***) level of  significant  

difference between and within the groups. The findings of mean score of the two items illustrate 

significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance.  

The last item in Table 36, “ability of academic leaders in handling barriers faced at work 

place,” was rated below the average mean by a majority of study participants (M=1.64, SD=.88), 

at (***) level of  significant difference between and within the groups.  The mean score of the item 

reveals a significant difference amongst the groups at .001 level of significance. It concludes that, 

the levels of academic leaders’ impact on the institutional tasks, realizing goals, managing 

occupational results and outcomes were moderate, whereas, the level of handling barriers at work 

was low, and needs further improvement.    

 The study also tried to capture the opinions of participants on psychological variable in the 

framework of impact. Both FGD and KI participants were part of the qualitative data analysis and 

requested to reflect their views on the variables. Accordingly, the opinions stated as follow: 
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One of the FGD participants remarked the impact variable that: 

The level of influence (Impact) of the academic leaders is not significant 

particularly at the middle and lower level managers as intended in their work units 

(D3-G3). Other FGD participant stated that, the middle level and first line managers 

are not free to control and supervise their units because of high interference from 

the top (DH1-G2).  

Participants of KI sessions mentioned that: 

The culture of playing significant role to realize the institutional goals through 

career responsibility and accountability is so limited (HRD2-G1). Similarly, the 

participant from the KI sessions remarked that, ‘the way the academic leaders 

handling barriers that hamper their operations at the job is not scientific and to the 

standard’; and the luck such skills (HRD1-G3).   Other also claimed that, ‘I 

observed that top management has no trust on my abilities and skills to work the 

assigned tasks’ (HRD3-G1). Two participants from KI sessions noticed that, ‘I feel 

that I am not influential on position’ because of high interference (HRD2-G3). In 

supporting their view, other key interview informant claimed that, ‘the leaders’ lack 

their confidence to make sound decision (SC1-G1).  

To put it briefly, despite literature and empirical studies recognizing the impact of 

academic leaders in the strategic, administrative, and operational outcomes of their respective 

universities, these findings reveal a moderate level of impact of academic leaders on the 

aforementioned issues. Besides, the ability of academic leaders in managing organizational 

barriers at work was weak. Thus, the state of psychological empowerment from an impact 
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perspective was not promisingly realized in Ethiopian public universities. Hence, need to improve 

and enrich the impact of academic leaders in their respective universities.  

 Meaningfulness. It is last construct of psychological empowerment. Meaningfulness is 

mainly concerned with the fitness of task requirements of a job and employee’s own values, 

beliefs, and behaviors (Brief & Nord, 1990). Thus, this section discusses psychological 

empowerment from the meaningfulness points of view. Five statements were linked to 

meaningfulness as measured by a three-point Likert scale (1=1-1.667, Low; 1.668-2.334, 

Moderate; 2.335-3.00, High) as indicated in Table 37 below. 

Table 37. Descriptive Statistics of Mean & ANOVA for each Psychological Empowerment Item 
 

Meaningfulness Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Meaningfulness of the work  to be done 2.01 .85 12.33 2 6.17 12.85 *** 

2. Importance to staff work to be done 2.26 .75 15.14 2 7.57 15.78 *** 

3. Job activities meaningfulness to staff at units 2.27 .73 21.89 2 10.94 22.82 *** 

4. Level of satisfaction of work at units 1.48 .88 .1339 2 .0669 .14 .869 

5. Working to university betterment 2.20 .85 33.96 2 16.97 35.39 *** 

Average Mean and SD 2.04 .81  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1-3 (Low, Moderate, High). 

The respondents were asked to rate the extent of the psychological empowerment in the 

framework of meaningfulness. Accordingly, the degree of meaningfulness of work academic 

leaders are doing at their respective university were rated moderately by majority of respondents 

(M=2.10, SD=.85) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups. 

Similarly, the participants rated the level of importance of work academic leaders doing to staff 

was moderately rated (M=2.26, SD=.75) at (***) level of significant difference between and within 

the groups.  Similarly, the distribution of responses for ‘academic leaders’ job activities 

meaningfulness to staff personally’ was rated ‘moderately (M=2.27, SD=.73) at (***) level of 
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significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score of the three items indicated 

significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance. It implies that, the levels 

of meaningfulness and importance of the tasks carried out by academic leaders’ were partially 

recognized by staff of public universities; it needs to improve and deepen their meaningfulness at 

work.  

 On the same table, item 4, ‘the level of academic leaders’ satisfaction with their work in 

their respective university’ was rated below the mean average (M=1.48, SD=.88) at (p=.869) non-

statistically significant level of difference between and within the groups. It further reveals the 

mean score of the item was not significant amongst the groups, which is by chance. Lastly, the 

commitment of academic leaders’ working to their university’s betterment was moderately rated 

by the majority of respondents (M=2.20, SD=.85) at (***) level significant difference between and 

within the groups. . The mean score further indicates a significant difference amongst the groups 

at 0.001 level of significance. Although, the focus of meaningfulness under psychological 

empowerment is appropriate fitness of task requirements of a job and employee’s own values, 

beliefs and behaviors, the requirements was not conceived well as per the respondents. This further 

derived a poor level of satisfaction among academic leaders. 

 This section mainly concerned to the qualitative data analysis on the issues of 

meaningfulness under psychological empowerment. Both FGD and KI participant were part of the 

analysis and requested to reflect their views on the variables. Thus, the following part describes 

the opinions of FGD and KI participants. 
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Accordingly, some of the FGD participants claimed that: 

I am not feeling good on what my leaders doing in territory and I do not have trust 

among us (D1-G2). Other also stated that, ‘I am not satisfied on my current position, 

mainly because lack of autonomy (D2-G2). Some of the academic leaders do not 

sense that their job requirements are valid, and they will not persist in carrying out 

the assigned tasks effectively (DH2-G1).     

Participants from KI remarked that: 

The level of commitment in all level of management is weak.  Lack of trust among 

the management working in various level, less decision-making authority, 

interference of higher officials’ some of the reasons (HRD2-G3).  

 Overall, the above quotes revealed the ways both FGD and KI participants perceived and 

experienced the current practices of empowerment from psychological points of view. The 

participants indicated the feeling of incompetency, inability, and absence of confidence on their 

skills and knowledge to do the assigned tasks. Furthermore, the participants presented limited 

power of academic leaders influencing ability, particularly at the middle and operational level of 

management in their respective university. In addition, lack of trust among various level of 

management in universities was also presented by participants as major issues. The findings 

gathered from both participants consistent with the survey empirical results.  

Inferential statistics were also instrumental to support and strengthen the descriptive 

findings. As indicated on Table 38 below, it shows one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 

multiple regression statistics results. The first section of the analysis is concerned with the 
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competence. The finding depicts that analysis of variance produced statistically significant model 

(F (12, 1461) =52.02, at (p<0.001) level of significance, which proclaims 59.52 % of total variance. 

Besides, the analysis was yielded F calculated value of 52.02 that is less than F calculated value 

(4.318). Hence, the model meets the requirement.  

Table 38: Multiple Regression Analysis with Empowerment (Psychological) as Independent 

Variable and Sound Governance as Dependent Variable 
 

Model β SE t df F R R2 Sig. 

1   Competence   

 

12 

 

 

52.0 

 

 

.575 

 

 

.595 

 

 

*** 

Skills Comp-1 .580 .0226 26.1 

Confidence Comp-2 .592 .0212 27.7 

Abilities Comp-3 .345 .0245 11.6 

2  Self-Determination/Choice  

Influence Comp-1 .63 .0267 23.7  

8 

 

77.8 

 

.498 

 

.611 

 

*** Independence & Freedom Com-2 .38 .028 13.6 

3 Impact  

Role, impact, barrier handle Co-1 .65 .028 24.2  

8 

 

41.1 

 

.574 

 

.594 

 

*** Control & Managing result Com-2 .59 .029 20.4 

4 Meaningfulness  

His work importance Perce. Co-1 .199 .0167 11.96  

 

10 

 

 

62.4 

 

 

.613 

 

 

.363 

 

 

*** 

Satisfaction & Commitment. Co-2 .133 .0186 7.15 

Meaningfulness work done Co-3  .12 .0214 5.4 

Constant  1.97 .0182 108.3      

  

           The above Table further summarizes the multiple regression analysis of psychological 

empowerment from competence points of view as a predictor variable and sound governance as 

the dependent variable.  Three components of competence variables at cutoff points of Eigenvalues 

(1) and commonality requirement of (0.30) refined through PCA in Table 38. Therefore, 

component-1 (skills) β=0.58, t=26.08, at (p<.001); component-2 (Confidence or self-efficacy) 

β=0.59, t=27.74, at (p<.001); component-3 (abilities) β=0.31, t=11.74, at (p<.001) at (***) level 

of significance respectively. As can be seen in Table 38 above, the contribution of the second 
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component (.59) is significant in model building and promoting effective governance, followed by 

first and third components (0.58) and (0.31) beta values respectively. 

As can be observed from these findings, having better employee skills and knowledge 

required to do the tasks assigned will lead to ameliorate 0.58 units of the governance system in 

public universities. Similarly, a unit increase in employees’ self-efficacy or confidence on the tasks 

he/she is performing will lead to 0.59 unit improvement in promoting a system of effective 

governance. In the same way, employees’ able to do their job well, will have a 0.31 unit 

improvement in effective governance system of Ethiopian public universities.  

 The second section inferential statistics of Table 38 encapsulates psychological 

empowerment from self-determination points of view as a predictor variable, sound governance 

as the dependent variable. As indicated in the table above, the analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

yielded a statistically significant model (F (8, 1465) =77.82, at (p<0.001) level of significance. It 

further shows that 61.14 % independent variables explain the outcome variable (dependent) as 

stated in R2 in Table 38. Furthermore, the F calculated value was 77.82, less than the F critical 

value (5.041). Hence, the model was significant.  

Furthermore, principal component analysis was instrumental to refine major components 

for multiple regression statistics at cutoff point of Eigenvalue (1) and (0.30) commonality 

requirement. Hence, the four constructs of self-determination refined into two main components. 

The regression produced a model constant of β-1.976, t-127.53, at (p<0.001) significant level. 

Multiple regression also identified component-1 (Influencing power of academic leaders in their 

unit) that is β value, 0.63, t-23.72, at (p<0.001) and component-2 (Independence and freedom of 

academic leaders in their unit) that is β value, 0.38, t-13.62, at (p<0.001) level of significance 

respectively.  
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This reveals that the first component has the higher regression weight to build the model 

and promote sound governance at beta values of (0.63), followed by component-2 beta value of 

(0.38) at (***) level of significance.  In addition, these findings indicate that a unit increase in 

influencing power of academic leaders in their respective university will lead to 0.63 unit 

improvement in sound governance. Similarly, a unit increase in academic leaders’ independence 

and freedom to do their tasks freely will lead to 0.38 unit improvement in the system of governance 

in Ethiopian public universities. Hence, the contribution of two components is statistically 

significant at .001 level of significance.  

On the same Table 38, item 3 summarizes psychological empowerment from an impact 

perspective as a predictor variable and sound governance as a dependent variable. The Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) was part of the analysis to determine the response difference between and 

within the groups and to examine the level of significance of the model. Accordingly, the ANOVA 

yielded a statistically significant model (F (8, 1465) = 41.14, at (p<0.001) level of significance that 

also indicates 59.4 % of total variance as indicated in R2.  This analysis also produced F calculated 

value (41.14). F calculated value was greater than F critical or tabulated value (5.041). Thus, the 

modal meets the requirement. 

In addition, as can be seen from the table above, the co-efficient (β) was determined by 

multiple regression equation. Multiple regression with integration of PCA used two components 

to predict the level of variable contribution and to build the model. Furthermore, two components 

were refined through PCA. Component-1 reveals (role, impact and barrier handling), β- 0.65, t-

24.18, at (p<0.001) and component-2 (control and managing occupational results and outcomes) 

depicts β- 0.59, t-20.41, at (p<0.001) level of significance respectively.  Moreover, the regression 

analysis was made model constant of β- 1.976, t-108.03, at (***) level of significance.  
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 One can see from Table 38 above, the first component has a higher regression weight (0.65) 

in contributing to model building and promoting sound governance system at (p<0.001) level of 

significance, followed by the second component (0.59) beta value at (p<0.00l) level of 

significance. This suggests that a unit increase in the role and impact on the realization of 

institutional goals and handling barriers will lead to 0.65 unit improvement in the  system of public 

university’ governance. Likewise, a unit increase in ability to control and manage occupational 

results or outcomes will lead to a 0.59 unit increase in the effectiveness of governance system. 

Therefore, the contribution of these two components was positively and statistically significant.     

 Table 38, item 4 above summarizes the psychological empowerment in the framework of 

meaningfulness as an independent variable and sound governance as a dependent variable. 

Analysis of variance was used to predict future outcomes based on the predictive variables (Field, 

2009). Accordingly, this analysis yielded a statistically significant model (F (10, 1463) =62.38, 

(p<0.001) level of significance, which further confirms 36.32 % dependent variable (sound 

governance) explained by the independent variables (meaningfulness) as stated in R2. As was 

mentioned above, this analysis produced F calculated value (62.38) that is greater than the F critical 

value (4.587) at 10 degrees of freedom. However, the model was significant. 

 Furthermore, multiple regressions yielded a model constant of beta 1.976, t-108.33 at 

(p<0.001) level of significance. Thus, three output components were generated from regression 

analysis that are component-1 (perception of the importance of work) β=.199, t-11.96, at (p<.001); 

component-2 β=.13, t-7.15, at (p<.001); and β=.19, t-5.37, at (p<.001) level of significance 

respectively. The first component has a higher regression weight (.199) which contributing to 

model building and promoting effective governance system, followed by component-2 (0.13) and 

component-3 (0.12) at (.001) level of significance respectively.  
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These findings indicate that a unit increase in perception of importance of tasks to be done 

in the universities will lead to .199 unit motivate employees and improvement of effective 

governance system. A unit increase in satisfaction and commitment will lead to 0.13-unit 

improvement in system of governance. Similarly, a unit increase in the meaningfulness of work to 

be done to staff will lead to 0.12 unit increase the commitment and improve the governance system. 

Thus, even though the beta value is smaller, the three components have a positively significant 

contribution to promote sound governance in Ethiopian public universities. 

Leader Empowering Behavior (LEB). The following section of analysis encompasses the 

leader empowering behavior. This dimension of empowerment, according to MacPhee et al. (2014) 

and Vecchio et al. (2010), is recognized as a facilitative process that allows self-management, self-

leadership, self-regulation, and self-control of employees by their leaders. Furthermore, it will 

share information, delegate responsibility, encourage accountability; enable self-directed decision-

making, coaching for innovativeness, and enhancing skill development (Arnold et al., 2000). These 

are considered as the main constructs of leader empowering behavior. Hence, it provides 

employees with development opportunities to establish self-leadership skills to bring positive 

responses to new roles and responsibilities under empowerment practices (Kontoghiorghes, 2014). 

In this regard, leader empowering behavior was examined based on delegation of authority, self-

directed decision-making, skill development and coaching for innovativeness. Amongst, 

delegation of authority is the first section of the analysis. 

Delegation of authority has paramount importance to accomplish the tasks and assuming 

accountability for their attainment of specified objectives and motivating the employees. Besides, 

it helps employees feel to control over their own tasks assigned. Six items were refined to explore 

the state of leader empowering behavior from delegation points of view. Three-point Likert scale 
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of measurement was employed to solicit the responses (1=1-1.667, Disagree; 1.668-2.334, 

‘sometimes’; and 2.335-3.00, Agree). The analysis was presented in the following section as 

follows.  

Table 39. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each Empowering Leaders Behavior 
 

Delegation of authority Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Considering task suitability to delegate 1.63 .94 21.89 2 10.95 25.8 *** 

2. Delegating the whole tasks other than part of it 1.95 .81 6.036 2 3.018 7.11 .0008 

3. Delegating task to wide variety staff 1.61 .89 12.61 2 6.305 14.9 *** 

4. Ensuring proper training to delegate 1.63 .94 3.72 2 1.860 4.39 .012 

5. Anticipating potential problem before delegate 1.89 .83 14.32 2 7.164 16.9 *** 

6. Delegating based on Competence& capabilities 1.56 .70 13.44 2 1.72 4.1 .017 

Average Mean and SD 1.71 .85  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1-3 (Disagree, Sometimes, Agree) 
 

As can be seen from Table 39, the respondents were asked to rate their responses based on 

the given response categories. Accordingly, the practices of academic leaders’ considering task 

suitability before delegating to staff were not favorably rated by a majority of respondents 

(M=1.63, SD=.94) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The 

mean score of the item further reveals significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of 

significance. It infers that the academic leaders were not considering suitability of the tasks before 

delegating to the staff. 

The distribution of the responses on the trend of “delegating the whole tasks to delegated 

academic leaders” was moderately rated by majority of respondents (M=1.95, SD=.81) at (0.0008) 

level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean result shows that, there is 

significant difference amongst the groups at 0.005 level of significance. It shows that the extent of 

delegating the whole tasks to new delegatee was minimal. On the same Table 39, “delegating tasks 
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to wide variety staff without partiality” and “ensuring proper training to delegate tasks” were rated 

below the average mean (M=1.61, SD=.89 and M=1.63, SD=.94) at (***) and (.012) level of 

significant difference between and within the groups respectively. The mean score of the two items 

show significant differences between the groups at 0.001 and 0.005 level of significance 

respectively. It deduces that the trends of inviting all staff without any difference and ensuring 

proper training before delegating the tasks were not well conceived.  

The response distribution of “anticipating potential problem before delegating authority” 

was rated moderately by most respondents (M=1.89, SD=.83) at (***) level of statistically 

significant difference amongst and within the groups.  The mean score of the Item depicts the 

significant difference between the groups at 0.001 level of significance.  It shows that the trend of 

investigating the potential problem before delegating the authority to the staff was not well 

regarded. Competence and capacity based delegation practice were rated below the mean average 

(M=1.56, SD=.70) at (.017) level of significant difference between and within the groups.  The 

mean value confirms the existence of significant difference amongst the groups at 0.005 level of 

significance. It infers that the trends of considering the competencies, skills and capacity of the 

delegatee were not well institutionalized in public universities. 

 The following section mainly concerned with the qualitative analysis of leader empowering 

behavior to support the findings obtained through quantitative method. Both FGD and KI 

participants were part of the qualitative data analysis and were asked to reflect their opinions on 

the extent of leadership empowerment practices in their respective universities. The following 

words of FGD and KI participants from three generations universities were stated.   
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Accordingly, the participants from FGD manifested that: 

Despite delegation of authority is one of the important constructs of leader 

empowerment behavior, the academic leaders were not follow the scientific 

procedures to delegate (D1-G2). Ethnic and religious oriented delegation of 

authority mainly characterizes my university (D1-G1). Another participant also 

commented that ‘friendship and family hood are the bases of delegation in my 

university’ (D1-G3). Politically affiliated employees have high advantages to be 

delegated in my university (D3-G2). The trend of looking for individual competence 

and capacity to delegate authority in my university was not in place (DH2-G3). Top 

officials nominate unqualified candidates with the absence of sufficient experience, 

knowledge and skills to lead the institution (DH2-G1). Some officials delegate 

employees without any competition with the preference of board instruction (DH1-

G2).   

On the other hand, KI participants on the same issues remarked that: 

Some officials fear delegating authority based on the level of chain of command 

and control in my university. This is mainly because of lack of trust amongst the 

management (HRD1-G2).  Another participant from KI claimed that, “delegation of 

authority was not comprehended merit and experience” (HRD2-G1). Other KI 

participants commented that, “my university is not fully perfect in line with 

delegation of authority to staff, there are some gaps, but they follow delegation 

procedures and principles (SC1-G1).  
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 To put a nutshell, even though delegation of authority have scientific procedures need to 

follow to delegate delegatee, the trend of following such scientific procedures of delegation was 

missing.  As indicated on the above analysis, ethnic orientation, friendship, family hood, and 

political affiliation highly realized to delegate staff. On the other vein, the academic leaders fear 

to delegate authority to staff because of lack of trust among the leaders and subordinates. In 

addition, policy documents like HEP-2009, Dare es salaam Declaration-1990 and UNESCO 

Recommendation -1997 recommended merit base delegation. Hence, there is the missing link and 

the actual practice in the process of delegation in public universities. Despite such limitations of 

delegation of authority, others but few participants appreciated and recognized the delegation 

procedures and practices in their respective universities.  

 Skill development. Although, the facilitating role of empowering leader, the efforts to 

develop their followers’ skills play a significant influence on the success of their institution. Thus, 

leaders must continuously prove that their followers possess the right skills to perform to the 

standard. This section analysis, therefore, is mainly concerned with the skill development as leader 

empowering behavior. Five statements were identified to examine the extent of leadership 

empowerment from the skill development framework. It was measured through a three-point 

Likert scale measurement (1=1-1.667, Disagree; 2=1.668- 2.334, Sometimes; and 3=2.335-3.00, 

Agree). The analysis was as follows. 

As per the request of respondents to rate the statements in Table 40, the first item, ‘the 

practices of academic leaders identifying their followers’ potential gaps in skill development were 

moderately rated by most respondents (M=1.88, SD=.85) at (.0038) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups.  The mean score suggests significant difference amongst the groups 

at 0.005 level of significance. 
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Table 40. Descriptive statistics of Mean & ANOVA for each Empowering Leader Behavior 

Item 
 

Skills Development Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Identifying people’s potential 1.88 .85 4.573 2 2.286 5.58 .0038 

2. Considering developmental challenges 1.97 .79 53.57 2 26.78 65.43 *** 

3. Developing leaders at all levels 1.65 .89 1.609 2 .8046 1.97 .140 

4. Finding ways to support and encourage others 1.94 .79 28.47 2 14.23 34.77 *** 

5. Investing all efforts in people development 1.64 .88 12.63 2 6.32 15.43 *** 

Average Mean and SD 1.82 .84  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1-3 (Disagree, Sometime, Agree) 
 

Considering and offering developmental challenges to tackle through skill development 

was moderately rated by the majority of respondents (M=1.97; SD=.79) at (***) level of 

significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score of the Item is significant at 

0.001 level of significance amongst the groups. It infers that the trend of identifying potential gaps 

and considering developmental challenges to develop the skills through training was realized to 

some extent and need to enrich.  

The commitment of academic leaders in developing and producing their followers at all 

levels of the institutions was rated below the average mean (M=1.65, SD=.89) at non-significant 

level of difference between and within the groups (p=.140). It indicates that the mean score not 

statistically significant amongst the groups, which is by chance. The commitment of academic 

leaders in looking for ways to support and encourage subordinates was moderately rated by most 

respondents (M=1.94, SD=.79) at (.001) level of statistically significant difference between and 

within the groups. Whereas, the commitment of academic leaders in investing all their efforts to 

people development was not promisingly rated by the majority respondents (M=1.64, SD=.88) at 

(***) level of statistically significant difference among and within the groups.  The mean score 

reveals statistically significant difference amongst the groups at 0.001 level of significance.  
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It deduces that, even though leaders take the lion’s share of the role to empower their 

followers through identifying their potential gaps and supporting, encouraging, and facilitating 

training for skills development and their subordinates, the leaders were not promisingly behaving 

the empowering leader behaviors as expected. Besides, there are gaps between theory and practice 

as can be observed from the analysis of data. Thus, the leaders need to give attention to identify 

their roles and responsibilities to empower their subordinates to realize leader empowering 

behavior and carry out institutional mandates as well. 

The study was also utilized the qualitative data analysis to capture the opinions of the study 

participants. Participants from FGD and KI involved soliciting the opinions. Accordingly, the 

following section briefly stated the views of both FGD and KI participants.  

Accordingly, the FGD participants replied that:  

With the absence of empowerment initiatives and enabling environment, it is 

difficult to deals about skill development (D1-G2). Other FGD participant noticed 

that, “there is no empowerment program in my university. The leaders work 

through traditional way to get the work done” (D2-G1). FGD participant noticed 

that, ‘there is no any management development program to build the capacity of 

the leaders’ (DH1-G1). The other participant stated that, ‘the trend of university to 

have a strategic plan to empower their leaders through further training and 

development programs was not in place’ (DH2-G3).  

 Participants from key interviews also reflected their views. The key interview participants 

remarked that:   
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…. First, to develop the skills and capacity of others, the leaders need to have the 

required skills, knowledge and ability. Therefore, the leaders lack such 

requirements to develop the skill and capacity of other employees (HRD1-G1). 

Other KI participant pronounced that, “the consideration of the skill development 

program at the university strategic plan was poor except the scholarship given by 

Ministry of Education (HRD2-G2). One of student representative mentioned that, “I 

am student and I came directly from school. I do not have the required skills and 

capacity to manage student issues and to lead them well. Further training is 

mandatory to newly assigned student council. This trend was missing and nobody 

care about it’ (SC1-G1).  

One can be understood from the qualitative findings, limited empowerment initiative and 

empowerment and management development programs were highly recognized. Besides, the 

empowerment program was not incorporated in university strategic plan. Moreover, leaders’ 

capacity to empower their subordinates was below the standard. Thus, we need to work on more 

than ever to empower the academic communities.  

Self-directed decision-making. As Mills et al. (2013), it focuses on encouraging and 

inviting institutional members to participate in decision-making and problem solving process while 

enabling employees to feel more empowered. However, self-directed decision-making activity 

needs to be stimulated at lower ranks within the institution (Peterson, 2014). In strengthening the 

idea of Peterson, Vecchio et al. (2010) stated that, to become successful, decision makers need to 

be empowered by leaders. This section of analysis, therefore, is concerned with self-directed 

decision-making practice in Ethiopian public universities.  Six items were identified to measure 

the practice of self-directed decision-making. A three-point Likert scale was employed to capture 
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the responses of participants (1=1.-1.1667, Disagree; 1.668-2.334, Sometimes; 2.335-3.000, 

Agree). The analysis is presented as follows. 

The respondents were asked to rate the practices of Leader Empowering Behavior (LEB) 

in the framework of self-directed decision-making in Table 41. Accordingly, the trend of 

encouraging work groups in their institution to express ideas freely was moderately rated by most 

respondents (M=1.93, SD=.86) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the 

groups. It infers that the extent of supporting the academic staff to reflect their ideas freely in the 

institution was minimal and need to ameliorate.  Similarly, the practices of listening the work 

group ideas and using work groups ideas to make sound decision were rated moderately by most 

respondents (M=2.04, SD=.82 and M=2.01, SD=.84) at (***) level of significant difference 

between and within the groups. The result of mean score of three items above depicts the 

significant difference amongst the groups at .001 level of significance. It deduces that the trends 

of giving attention to various views and ideas and use their views and ideas to make sound decision 

were partially realized and it needs to improve.   

On the same Table, item 4, the provision of equal chance for all group members to vocalize 

their view were not favorably rated by most respondents (M=1.61, SD=.89) at (***) level of 

significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score further confirms statistically 

significant difference amongst the groups at .001 level of significance. In shows providing equal 

chance to all staff to reflect their views were not well materialized. 
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Table 41. Descriptive statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each LEB Variable of Self-directed 

Decision-making Item 
 

Self-Directed Decision-Making Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign 

1. Encouraging work group to express ideas 1.93 .86 10.9 2 5.5 16.11 *** 

2. Listening work groups ideas 2.04 .82 18.1 2 9.0 26.53 *** 

3. Using groups idea to make sound decision 2.01 .84 20.7 2 10.3 30.34 *** 

4. Giving equal chance to all work groups 1.61 .89 22.5 2 11.2 32.94 *** 

5. Considering others' ideas, though, disagree  1.65 .89 3.14 2 1.6 4.61 .010 

6. Make decision solely by own opinions 1.94 .85 .93 2 .47 1.37 .255 

Average Mean and SD 1.86 .86  

Note: Mean value ranged 1-3 (1- 1.667, Disagree; 2=1.668-2.334, Sometimes; 3= 2.335-3.00, Agree 

 

Furthermore, the distribution of responses of participants to item five, ‘considering others 

idea, despite academic leaders disagree’ was rated below the average mean (M=1.65, SD=89) at 

(.010) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The mean score portrays the 

significant difference amongst the groups at 0.005 level of significance.  

As can be pointed  out in Table 41, the trend of academic leaders in making decision solely 

by their own opinion was moderately rated by a majority of respondents (M=1.94, SD=.85) at non-

significant difference between and within the groups, at (p=.255) level. The mean score shows 

non-significance difference amongst the groups, which is by chance. It can infers that considering 

others idea at the time of conflict of interests and making decision by his own opinion were 

partially acknowledged and need further improvement. 

          This section mainly concerned to the qualitative data analysis to leader empowering 

behavior in the framework of self-directed decision-making. Participants of FGD and KI were 

involved to reflect their views on the items of self-directed decision-making. The participants’ 

views were stated as follow. Accordingly, five of the FGD participants claimed that:  
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In my work unit, I am freely expressing my ideas and suggestion without any 

restriction (D1-G2).  The culture to give attention to the new ideas evolved in the 

work unit was insufficient (DH2-G1). Other FGD participant observed that, “equity 

and fairness to all members to vocalize their views were respected” (DH3-G3). A 

participant from FGD noticed that, “most of the time, my supervisor makes-

decision without the consent of work groups of the units” (DH3-G1). Despite 

disagreement among us, my immediate supervisor respect and consider the work 

group’s ideas (D2-G2).  

             At the same construct of leader empowering behavior, the KI participants were requested 

to reflect their views and forwarded as follow: 

There is strong interference of top officials in my work units. I am not autonomous 

to make decisions based on the interest of my work groups (HRD2-G1). The 

decision made by my work unit easily disqualified by top officials, and they made 

the decision based on their interest (HRD2-G2). Other KI participant marked that, 

“sometimes I hesitate either it is academic institution or not on the ways top 

officials react to my work unit (HRD1-G3) 

On the same issue, KI participant noticed that: 

Despite, the university legislation recognizes the participation of student 

representatives on senate meeting to take part in the decision-making process; they 

reject student council and decide with the absence of the representative (SC2-G1).  
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           As indicated in the above, despite insufficient culture of giving attention to others ideas, 

academic staff were freely express their idea and suggestions without restriction.  Moreover, 

participatory decision-making culture was restricted and influenced by top officials’ interference 

in decision-making. For instance, student council was not part of the decisions, despite the 

legislation granted to autonomy to participate in university governance and decisions were made.  

Briefly, the trend of self-directed decision-making was not well conceived at middle and first line 

managements, whereas, well regarded at top-level management. 

Coaching. This section of descriptive analysis focuses on leader empowering behavior 

from ‘coaching’ points of view. Bean (2004b) describes coaching as the leader’s ability to be a 

guide and trainer that based on the capacity to respect people, to listen attentively, willingly and 

considerately. However, seven items were identified to measure the coaching practices. . Three-

point Likert scale measurement was utilized (1=1-1.667, Disagree; 2=1.668-2.334, Sometimes; 

3=2.335-3.00, Agree). The details of the analysis were presented below. 

The participants were asked to rate the state of leader empowering behavior from coaching 

for innovativeness points of view (see Table 42). Accordingly, the practices of identifying skills 

gaps to provide further training to the staff were rated below the average mean by most respondents 

(M=1.63, SD=.93) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups. The 

result shows that the mean score of the item is significant amongst the groups at .001 level of 

significance.   It can infers that poor trend of providing further training by identifying the skills 

gap of the subordinates. 

 

 

 

 

 



261 

 

Table 42. Descriptive Statistics of Mean and ANOVA for each ELB Item 
 

Coaching Items Mean SD SS DF MS F Sign. 

1. Identifying training gaps of staff 1.63 .93 18.8 2 9.44 24.8 *** 

2. Suggesting best ways to improve performance 2.02 .80 2.77 2 1.38 3.63 .026 

3. Encourage team work to solve problems 1.98 .81 .335 2 .167 .44 .644 

4. Encourage information exchange in a unit 1.97 .83 9.13 2 4.57 11.9 *** 

5. Advising how to solve problems by own 2.04 .82 5.59 2 1.87 4.90 .002 

6. Assisting team to focus on goals 2.05 .82 10.8 2 5.44 14.3 *** 

7. Helping staff to develop good relationships 1.61 .87 3.63 2 1.82 4.77 .008 

Average Mean and SD 1.90 .84  

Note: Mean value ranged from 1. (Disagree, Sometimes, Agree) 
 

The trend of ‘leaders suggesting best ways to improve institutional as well as individual 

performance’ was rated moderately by most respondents (M=2.02, SD=.80) at (.026) level of 

significant difference between and within the groups. This finding reveals that the mean value is 

statistically significant amongst the groups at .005 level of significance. It shows that the culture 

of providing and suggesting best ways to improve the institution as well as individual performance 

were partially recognized and realized, need to ameliorate for better result.  As indicated in the 

same table above, the trend of teamwork encouragement to tackle the problems and challenge 

public universities face was moderately rated by the majority of respondents (M=1.98, SD=.81) at 

a non-significant level of difference between and within the groups (p=.644). This finding depicts 

the mean score of the item is not statistically significant amongst the groups, which is by chance 

not by sampling error. Despite, university communities have common mission and values, the 

sense of oneness, unity and integrity through team sprite was not in place in public university. 

 The trend of encouraging information exchange among and within the work units was 

moderately rated by most respondents (M=1.97, SD=.83) at (***) level of difference amongst and 

within the groups. The mean score further confirms significant difference between the groups at 
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.001 level of significance.  Similarly, item five from the above table, the practice of leaders’ 

advocacy in providing strategic procedures to solve the problems in their respective units, was 

moderately recognized by most respondents (M=2.04, SD=.82) at (.002) level of significant 

difference between and within the groups. This result portrays that the mean value of the item is 

statistically significant amongst the groups at .005 level of significance. Assisting team members 

mainly to focus on the institutional goals was also moderately rated by the majority of respondents 

(M=2.05, SD=.82) at (***) level of significant difference between and within the groups.  The 

mean score reveals significant difference amongst the groups at .001 level of significance. It can 

deduces that the practices of encouraging information exchange among work units; advocacy in 

strategic procedures in order to solve institutional problem; assisting team members mainly to 

focus on institutional goals were partially institutionalized and need to enrich. The effort of 

academic leaders in developing good relationships among institutional members was rated below 

the aggregate weighted mean by most respondents (M=1.61, SD=.87) significantly at (.008) level 

of difference between and within the groups. The mean score indicated significant difference 

amongst the groups at .005 level of significance. As indicated in the finding, collegial leadership 

practices was not well conceived in the public universities, while power distance among leaders 

and subordinates were exhibited. 

           Qualitative data analysis was also part analysis to triangulate the quantitative results of 

coaching variables. Both FGD and KI participants were took part to reflect their opinions in 

coaching practices.  Accordingly, five of FGD participants remarked that: 

The ability of my immediate supervisor to search for skill gaps of his work groups 

to provide further training was not satisfactory (D2-G1). Other FGD participant 

marked that, ‘the creative ability of my immediate supervisor in generating best 
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strategy to improve work group’s performance not sufficiently practiced (DH3-G2). 

On the same issue, another participant of FGD stated that, “the ability to create team 

spirit to tackle the work unit problems of my immediate supervisors was weak” 

(DH2-G3). Regularly based exchange of information about the progress of work 

units and assigned employees’ performance is missing (D3-G1).  The culture of 

creating the practice of self-determined problem solving ability in work unit was 

not implemented as intended (DH1-G2).  

                Similarly, the KI participants were requested to reflect their views on the practices of 

coaching. Subsequently, four key interview participants said that: 

The provision of assistance to the work groups mainly to focus on the purposes and 

goals of the work unit was restricted (HRD1-G2). The ability to create an enabling 

environment to build good relationship amongst the work groups was not well-

communicated (HRD2-G1). Other interview participant marked that, “the culture of 

coaching works frequently while providing assistance to perform well in my 

university was not in place” (SC1-G2).  I do not have a good relationship with 

various stakeholders like deans, department heads and instructors. They assume 

student council as political nominee of the university (SC2-G3).  

           Concisely, despite leader empowering behavior helps academic leaders to feel autonomous 

and accountable for their actions and decisions made, FGD and KI participants were not happy 

about the current practices of leader empowering behavior in the framework of delegation of 

authority, skill development and coaching. Moreover, there was a trend of making decisions 
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without the consent of members’ work groups in a unit.  Likewise, self-directed decision-making 

practices were not fully institutionalized in the Ethiopian public universities.   

This part of analysis entails inferential statistics like multiple regression and analysis of 

variance and PCA to leader empowering behavior.  Four models were treated under this section. 

In Table 43, model 1, shows leader empowering behavior from authority delegation as independent 

variable and sound governance as the dependent variable. 

Table 43.  Multiple Regression Analysis with Empowerment (Leaders empowering Behavior) as 

Predictor and Sound Governance as Dependent Variable 
 

Model β SE t df F R R2 Sig. 

1 Delegation of Authority   

 

14 

 

 

64.4 

 

 

.607 

 

 

.468 

 

*** 

.015 Sli. sig. 

Views of delegation Comp-1 .25 .009 28.5 

Competence & CapabilityCom-2 .042 .017 2.45 

2  Skill Development  

Role of Skill development Comp-1  .28 .009 29.1 10 98.2 .651 .402 *** 

3 Self-Directed Decision-M   

Decision-M Competence Comp-1 .34 .008 36.9 12 123.1 .743 .479 *** 

4 Coaching  

Coach for innovativeness Comp1 .26 .0077 33.5 15 77.9 .680 .445 *** 

Constant  1.97 .0162 122.2      
 

 Accordingly, Table 43 above shows the results of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and 

multiple regression statistics. As elucidated on the table, analysis of variance was made a model 

(F (14, 1459) = 64.35, statistically significant at (***) level of significance, which declares 46.8 

% total variance stated in R2. As can be observed in the Table above, the F calculated value (64.35) 

is greater than the F critical value (4.14). Then, the F critical value less than the F calculated value; 

however, the model was significant.  

 Furthermore, principal component analysis (PCA) and multiple regression statistics were 

employed for the determination of the co-efficient (β), which indicates the level of variable 

contributions at the cutoff points of Eigenvalues (1) and the commonality requirement (0.30). Two 
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components were refined by PCA and multiple regression analysis was produced the model 

constant of 1.975, t-122.2 at (p<0.001) level of significance.  Thus, component-1 (Leaders view to 

delegate jobs) which is β =.25, t-28.23, 9p<0.001); component-2 (competence and capabilities) 

which is β =.042, t-2.45, (p>0.001). The findings reveal that the regression weight of component-

1 is higher (0.25) followed by positive but very slight contribution of component-2 (0.042). It can 

suggest that, having an appropriate delegation of authority in the organization will lead to .25 unit 

improvement in the system of governance. Likewise, following a competence and capability-based 

delegation of authority, will also contribute .042 unit improvements in an effective governance 

system. Hence, the first component has a significant contribution as compared to the second 

component on influencing the system of governance.  

 Skill development is the second section of analysis in the same table above. As indicated 

in Table 43, model 2, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine the significance 

effects of skill development on model building to determine their extent of contribution to promote 

effective governance. Thus, the analysis of leader empowering behavior yielded a significant effect 

of skill development construct (F (10, 1463) = 98.24, at (p<0.001) which explains 40.2 % of total 

variance. As presented in the table, the F calculated score (98.24) is less than F critical values 

(4.587) at 10 degrees of freedom; therefore, the model was significant. Multiple regression analysis 

was performed between leader empowering behavior construct (Skill development) as an 

independent variable and sound governance as the dependent variable. In addition, PCA refined 

the five constructs of skill development into a single component at cutoff points of (1) Eigenvalues 

and (0.30) commonality requirement. However, the component has a value of regression weight 

of β=0.283, t=29.1 at (***) level of significance contribute to the enhancement of sound 

governance in Ethiopian public universities.  Hence, it indicates that a unit increase in employee 
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skills development required to perform a job will contribute 0.28 unit improvements in the 

governance system. Conversely, the result shows that the construct has a positive effect on model 

building and effective governance system as well.   

 Self-directed decision-making is the third section of analysis in Table 43. The multiple 

regression statistics (MLR) identified the self-directed decision-making constructs as predictor 

variables and sound governance as the dependent variable. Thus, one-way analysis of variance 

yielded F calculated value of 123.1 at 12 degrees of freedom at (***) level of significance that 

accounts for 47.9 % of total variance. The F critical value was 4.318 at 0.001 level of significance 

and which is less than the F calculated value (123.1). Thus, the model was statistically significant.  

Moreover, principal component analysis (PCA) amalgamated the six constructs of self-

directed decision-making into one component (decision-making competence) which is β-.3009, t-

36.86, (p<0.001) at cutoff point (1) Eigenvalues and (0.30) commonality requirement. It reveals 

that the component has a regression weight of 0.301 in predicting the contribution to build the 

model and to enhance sound governance. Therefore, the contribution of the component is 

statistically significant at (***) level of significance. It infers that academic leaders having a self-

directed decision-making power in their respective university will help to ameliorate 0.30 units of 

an effectiveness of the system of governance in public universities. 

 The last point of the analysis is coaching as presented in Table 43. Furthermore, ANOVA 

and multiple regression (MLR) statistics were made between leader empowering behavior 

coaching for innovativeness perspective as an independent variable and sound governance as the 

dependent variable. Therefore, the analysis produced a significant effect of coaching for 

innovativeness, (F (15, 1458) = 77.89, at (***) level of significance which accounts for 44.5 % of 

the predictive power of total variance. As shown above, the F calculated value was 77.89, which 
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is less than the Critical or Tabulated value (4.073) at 15 degrees of freedom. Hence, the model was 

statistically significant at .001 level of significance. 

In addition, the PCA reduced the seven constructs of coaching for innovativeness into a 

single component (coaching) with the cutoff points of Eigenvalues (1) and (0.30) commonality 

requirement was made constant of beta value, 1.976 at t- 122.15 at (***) level of significance. As 

observed in Table 43, item 4 above, component-1 has the regression weight of 0.26, which 

positively contributes to promoting sound governance in general and exhibiting leader 

empowering behavior in particular. This also implies that having a good practice of coaching for 

innovativeness in public universities will lead to a .26 unit improvement in system of governance. 

Thus, the model meets the requirement. 

Document review. Ethiopian Strategic Center for Education (ESCE) (2014) acknowledged 

and recognized the need for effective leadership and management capacity within public 

universities as top priorities in order to position the public universities to respond the demands of 

the environment in which it operates; deals with changes in the form of governance and 

accountability (p. 13). Furthermore, Education Sector Development Program- V (2015) and FDRE 

(2014) of GTP-1 designed capacity development program aimed at improving the management 

and governance of public universities. The report of GTP-1 confirmed various training programs 

were delivered to top and middle level management to meet the transformation need of their 

respective jobs (p. 68).  

The findings of this study reveal a lack of appropriate training to a different level of 

management, lack of required leadership skills to lead, limited support from the government, and 

lack of access to up to date relevant information that empower the academic leaders characterize 

Ethiopian public universities. It implies that absence of leader empowering environment and 
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empowerment strategies and initiatives that strengthen the management and governance system of 

public universities. The findings of the study partially inconsistent with the GTP-1 report of the 

government (FDRE, 2014).   

           Data intersection. This section deals about data intersection to quantitative and qualitative 

(QUAN+QUAL) results of empowerment dimensions. Empowerment analysis was carried out 

based on three contracts-structural, psychological and leadership. In this sense, as can be seen in 

both quantitative and qualitative analyses, there is inconsistence of findings on the trends of 

structural and psychological empowerment. Some of the constructs of two empowerment domains 

were partially realized in quantitative findings, whereas, qualitative results reveal poor practices. 

On the other hand, the results of quantitative and qualitative data of leadership empowerment 

practices were consistent and one complements the other.   

Discussion of major findings. This section of the study seeks to treat the discussion of the 

major findings of empowerment dimensions. Various scholastic findings confirmed that 

empowerment in academic institution leads to a better organizational performance and building 

trustful relationships in the organization through the practice of effective governance system 

(Davies et al., 2000; Meyerson, 2012). Randolph and Sashkin (2016) in a very clear way stated 

empowerment as strategic management that partially delegate the power to employees and give 

them more freedom to accomplish their tasks. Jafari and Iranzade (2012) pointed out that 

empowerment helps employees make self-determined choices about their day-to-day activities and 

tend to be more effective and efficient. As can be understood in governance perspective, 

empowerment is a contemporary management style that values autonomy, initiative, and 

decentralization of power and responsibility of institutional employees. Hence, this section 
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rigorously discusses the state of governance from three domains of empowerment (structural, 

psychological and leadership) in Ethiopian public universities.  

Structural empowerment. According to Abu Kassim et al. (2012, p. 133), structural 

empowerment is “Management practices and policies that aimed to transfer power, resources, 

information from management to employees.” Furthermore, it is the culture of “freeing someone 

from rigorous control by instructions, policies, and orders, and giving that person freedom to take 

responsibility for ideas that he/she provide for management, decisions, and actions that he/she 

made in the workplace context” (Melhem, 2004, p. 73). The main aim of this section is to discuss 

the major finding of the state of empowerment from a structural construct perspective in Ethiopian 

public universities. Six structural constructs including access to opportunity, support, information, 

resources, formal power and informal power were discussed.   

It is acknowledged that employees have access opportunity for new skills and knowledge 

on the job can inspire and motivate employees for better results, fill their gaps, and make them 

ready for further responsibilities in the organization. The findings reveal, the access to 

opportunities in public universities that help to build and recognize their knowledge, abilities and 

skills was not promisingly institutionalized. The access of opportunity that provides individuals to 

advance the organization and to develop their knowledge and skills partially realized and needs to 

enrich. Similarly, building the capacity of employees through further training will fill capacity, 

skills and knowledge gaps, and enhance institutional as well as individual performance. Though 

such benefits, the practices were not well conceived, while employees become less motivated to 

succeed and less productive. Thus, it needs to enrich the practice. 

  Proper awareness and understanding of procedures and techniques to which university 

functions help the academic staff to know more about the universities and act upon the rules and 
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regulations. Accordingly, there is limited access to learn how the university works. This suggests 

that, lack of openness and transparency and lack of coordination as the major features of public 

universities. The working environment of the universities was not encouraging all employees to 

use their own skills and knowledge. Access to opportunity to advance to better jobs will lead 

employees for assuming additional roles and responsibilities in the institution. The participants 

informed that opportunities for ongoing professional development through further training at work 

were not encouraging and the structures were not in place, which facilitate this through career 

development, flexible scheduling and funding for training and development particularly to 

administration staff. Therefore, it suggests that there is a missing link between the theoretical 

notions of Laschinger (2012) and Kanter (1993) and the actual practices of structural 

empowerment from opportunity points of view in Ethiopian public universities.  

Structural empowerment, from access to information points of view deals with having 

formal and informal knowledge that is required to carry out their assigned tasks. Hence, employees 

need to have accurate and sufficient information on understanding organizational policies, 

regulation, rules, procedures and decisions to accomplish the jobs (Abdollahi & Naveh, 2011). 

Kanter (1993, p. 6) suggested that, “to empower employees, an organization can make more 

information available to more people at a more level through more devices.” As indicated in 

literature reviews the government adopted various policies to ensure free access of information 

(FDRE, 2009; FDRE, 2008). Nonetheless, the trends sharing information through various 

structures, staff meetings, and conferences that offers them the opportunity to keep up to date with 

new policies, standards of practice, and organizational changes were not well realized in public 

universities. Moreover, the academic staff had no say regarding the goals, values, and decisions 

made by the governing bodies in their respective universities. Although Higher Education 
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Proclamation (FDER, 2009) in Article 29, and the Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia 

(FDER, 2008), Article 4, claim free access of information from public institutions to any 

stakeholders who in-need of, there is a discrepancy between the policy documents and the actual 

practice in the Ethiopian public universities. Despite, progress on plan to resolve these issues by 

government through huge technology investment in public universities however, may not be 

communicated back to the individual employees. Furthermore, the finding of this study contradicts 

with the policy directives. .  

Providing appropriate support to employees in the organization has paramount importance 

and considered as a key factor to improve employee organizational commitment in promoting 

sound governance (Colakoglu et al., 2010). Empirical studies by Spreitzer (1996) and Wallach and 

Mueller (2006) stated those individuals who perceive that employees with high levels of support 

from their immediate supervisors report higher levels of empowerment than those who perceive a 

low level of support. Working in a supportive and encouraging environment inspires and 

empowers the organization’s members to take challenges and be more creative in their tasks. 

Moreover, it inhibits the fear of punishment. Therefore, as can be seen in the analysis section, the 

level of support provided by the governing bodies in public universities was partially recognized 

and needed to enrich the practice; whereas, access to further education was promisingly realized 

through staff development programs designed by MoE. Moreover, the participants did not perceive 

themselves as having an environment of mutual support from academic leaders in order to cope 

with the intensity of the work. The relationships they feel significantly affect recognition, respect, 

appreciation, and trust in each other’s university expertise.  The theoretical notions stated by 

Colakoglu et al. (2010) confirm the same fact. 
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  Resource is one of the ingredients of structural empowerment, which enables the worker 

to perform their duties and assignments assigned by the organization effectively and achieve the 

desired goals of the organization. Kanter (1986, p. 6), describes, access to resources as ‘one’s 

ability to acquire the financial, means, material, time and supplies required to do their job’. Despite 

sufficient resources allocated from the government, due to the bureaucratic chain and command 

system the employees was facing shortage of required resources to perform their assigned work 

properly. In this regard, the government highly appreciated in allocating sufficient budget to public 

universities to achieve their institutional mandate.  

Formal power. Power is a dynamic structure that is created through formal and informal 

systems within the organization. Formal Power (Job Activities Scale - JAS) is derived from a 

specific job characteristic such as flexibility, adaptability, creativity associated with discretionary 

decision-making, visibility, and centrality to organizational purpose and goal accomplishment 

(Laschinger, 2012). According to Laschinger, access to information, access to support, and access 

to resources required for realizing organizational goals highly determine the structure of formal 

power in the workplace. 

 It is Obvious that, recognizing and reinforcing personal competencies and providing 

individuals with incentives for his or her unusual performance and unique innovation have 

significant impact for organizational effectiveness and inspiring and motivating to work more in 

the future directions of the organization. As indicated in the analysis section, this type of practices 

was not well communicated in Ethiopian public universities. This finding further suggests that 

although attending different professional programs and participating in problem solving task forces 

offers ample experiences, refreshes employees for next steps, and develops problem solving skills 

of the employees, such practices have limited attention and need to be supplemented.  One can 
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infers that, the culture of public universities to get work done successfully; rewarding, and 

recognizing innovators, flexibility, and participating in various programs and problem-solving 

processes needs to be in place well to sustain structural empowerment and effective governance in 

public universities.  

Informal power. Informal power, as pointed out by Laschinger (2012), involves the 

personal networks and associations within the organization, such as relationships with academic 

communities, leaders, funding agency, peers, and other stakeholders of the public universities. It 

emanates from social connections and the development of communication and information 

channels with sponsors, peers, subordinates, and cross-functional groups. This part of the 

discussion is mainly concerned with the practices of informal power in Ethiopian public 

universities.  

As demonstrated in the analysis, the opportunity to receive helpful feedback, recognition, 

and up to-date information about the upcoming change from academic professionals and peers in 

their work units were not well communicated, even though its help in improving their skills, 

knowledge and abilities to attain intended goals. Thus, universities need to improve this practice. 

In the same manner, although Yukl (2012) claims leadership as the process of influencing 

others, academic leaders’ access to influence outside their work units was limited. Moreover, since 

public universities are a blend of professionals with high academic caliber, and different views, 

opinions, and ideas, the trends of acknowledging and respecting different views and seeking out 

new ideas from these professionals were received limited recognition and it needs to be cultivated. 

It suggests that the findings of structural empowerment (opportunity, information, support, 

resources, formal and informal power) were partially institutionalized and it needs to ameliorate 

more than ever to promote empowerment in particular and sound governance in general. 
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Moreover, to check the accuracy and relevance of descriptive data, principal component 

analysis with Eigenvalues cutoff point (1) and commonality requirement (0.3) was made. In 

addition, to determine the coefficient of structural empowerment variables (opportunity, 

information, and support resources, formal and informal power) and model fitness, multiple 

regressions were instrumental. Thus, the models were statistically significant at (***) level of 

significance and satisfy the requirement of data. Furthermore, the  percentage of each independent 

variables (Themes of structural empowerment), which accounts, 59.8 %, 54.4 %, 58.4 %, 51.5 %, 

52.8 %, and 63.5 % explain the  dependent variable (sound governance) as stated in R2 at P<0.001 

level of significance. 

In line with qualitative results, except access to resources, the finding of other constructs 

of structural empowerment (opportunity, information, support, formal power, and informal power) 

was inconsistent with quantitative data results. All the constructs under quantitative findings were 

partially recognized in a positive way; whereas, qualitative data did not recognize well these 

practices.  Nevertheless, in case of access to resources, both quantitative and qualitative results 

confirm the same fact 

Psychological empowerment. Conceptualizing empowerment as psychological motivation 

of individuals in the work place was first acknowledged by Conger and Kanungo (1988). They 

claim that psychological empowerment is a process of enhancing employees’ feelings of self-

efficacy by identifying conditions within the workplace that foster feelings of powerlessness 

through four constructs-competence, self-determination, impact, and meaningfulness. The first 

section focuses on the major findings of psychological empowerment from competence 

perspective.  As important to Al sada (2003), individual feeling of competence has paramount 

importance for empowerment of self-confidence to make sound decisions and suggestions without 

http://www.sajip.co.za/index.php/sajip/article/view/1215/1816#CIT0021_1215
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fear of failure. Further, Al sada pointed out that sense of competence will increase the individuals’ 

creativity and innovation (p. 39). As presented in the literature, academic leaders need to have the 

required skills, knowledge, and abilities to perform the job to the best of their potential in order to 

achieve the intended objectives.  

The findings revealed that the level of skills, knowledge, and abilities was not met the 

requirements. Furthermore, the capacities to address the challenges facing the institutions easily 

were not well regarded. Thus, the required competence under psychological empowerment needs 

improvement in Ethiopian public universities. These findings are consistent with the local 

empirical studies conducted by Ashebir (2016), Amanuel (2016), and Teshome (2006) that 

confirm absence of competence of strategic leadership and decision-making skills as the major 

challenges of Ethiopian public universities.  

Self-determination, according to Al sada (2003), is the feeling of being free to choose and 

of being able to use his/her own judgment and act out of his/her own understanding of the tasks to 

be assigned in the institution. Spreitzer (1995) recognizes self-determination as sense of control, 

autonomy, and freedom of choice in initiating actions and decisions. In this sense, the level of 

significant influence academic leaders have in their respective unit of management and their 

capabilities in self-decision to manage their assigned tasks was not fully recognized by most 

respondents. Equally, the practices of autonomy, independence and freedom of academic leaders 

in performing their tasks were lacking significant attention in Ethiopian public universities. It is 

safe to infer that the self-determination construct was not realized well.  

Fedai (2015) recognizes impact as the degree to which individuals can influence strategic, 

administrative, and operating outcomes at work. Important to Thomas and Velthouse (1990, p. 

672), the impact is “producing the intended effect in one’s task environment”. Although the 
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literature and empirical studies recognized the effects of academic leaders in strategic, 

administrative and operational outcomes, this finding indicates the effect of academic leaders in 

the aforementioned issues were limited. Besides, inabilities of academic leaders in managing 

organizational barriers that occur at work characterize the public universities. Thus, the theoretical 

notions and actual practices were inconsistent and need to balance and improve the impact of 

academic leaders at public universities from strategic, administrative and operational frameworks. 

Fedai (2015) describes meaningfulness as a fit between the requirements of a work role 

and a person’s beliefs, values, and behaviors. In confirming Fedai’s view, Zhang and Bartol (2010) 

acknowledged a sense of personal connection to work. Accordingly, increased commitment, 

involvement, and concentration were determined by high level of meaning (Thomas & Velthouse, 

1990). As indicated in the analysis above, appropriate fitness of task requirements of a job and 

employee’s own values, beliefs and behaviors were partially fulfilled. Likewise, dissatisfaction on 

the current job was the manifestation of the academic leaders. Hence, feeling esteemed or 

meaningful is an element that empowers the individual, and encompasses being recognized as a 

major contributor and an important element in the institution, the result reveals that, the desired 

requirements of psychological empowerment was partially recognized and it needs further 

improvement. 

To the conformity of the model to data, principal component analysis with Eigenvalues 

cutoff pint (1) and commonality requirement of (0.3) and multiple regression was employed to 

psychological empowerment domains (competence, self-determination, impact and 

meaningfulness). As presented in the analysis section for inferential statistics, the model was 

statistically significant and met the requirement of data fitness with total variance of 59.5 %,  
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61.1 %, 54.4 % and 36.3 % dependent variable explained by independent variables  as stated in R2 

respectively at p<0.001 level of significance.  

With regard to qualitative data findings, there is inconsistency with the survey results on 

some of the variables. For instance, quantitative results partially acknowledged confidence, self- 

assured capacities, skills and abilities, whereas, qualitative data denied the survey results. In the 

same manner, quantitative findings partially recognized self-determination, meaningfulness and 

impact, whereas, qualitative finding poorly acknowledged this variable Therefore, the findings of 

both qualitative and quantitative did not tell the same facts and do not complement each other.     

Leader Empowering Behavior (LEB). It is a management decision that improves workforce 

inner motivation by enhancing his/her self-determined demand or self-efficiency (Ahearne et al., 

2005).  MacPhee et al. (2024) and Vecchio (2010) recognized LEB as a facilitating process by 

which leaders allow self-control, self-regulation, self-management and self-leadership to his/her 

followers.  Thus, it is the most vital ingredient to promote sound governance through empowering 

the academic community in a public university.  

This section discusses the major findings of LEB based on the four constructs including 

delegation authority, self-directed decision-making, skill development, and caching (Arnold, 

2000). Two of the variables, accountability for outcomes and information sharing, were discussed 

in other sections. As is indicated in the analysis, despite various scholastic studies, which suggested 

that leader empowering behavior ameliorates employee job motivation and performance through 

delegating authority for job related decisions (Chen et al., 2011; Huang et al., 2010), the practice 

of leader’ empowering behavior in the framework of delegation of authority was not practiced well 

in this study. Moreover, the procedure of delegating authority was not to the standard nor scientific. 

Rather, ethnic-oriented (delegation based on locality not on merit), political affiliation and 
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friendship delegation of authority highly characterize the Ethiopian public universities. 

Furthermore, providing delegated authority can enable employees to control their own work, and 

gives managers greater opportunities to concentrate on senior level work, such practices still under 

serious challenges. However, the finding reveals inconsistency to policy documents, theoretical 

philosophy and actual practices of the delegation practices. 

Organizations with high investment in achievement orientation, self-confidence, skills and 

development of employees can increase the likelihood of successful leadership empowerment 

(Forrester, 2000). High level of achievement motivation, self-confidence, and self-efficacy and 

internal locus of control orientation boost the responsiveness of employees to opportunities for 

more accountability and participation (Argyris, 1998).  In so doing, leader empowering behavior 

has a significant role.  As presented in the analysis, even though the role of leaders takes the lion’s 

share to empower their followers through identifying their potential gaps and supporting, 

encouraging, and facilitating training for skills development, the leaders were not promisingly 

behaving in this regard.  However, there are gaps between theories, policy documents (ESDP- 4 

& 5, HESC) and actual practice as can be observed from the findings of this study. Furthermore, 

this finding is consistent with Ashebir’s (2016) empirical work, which confirmed the lack of 

management development program to empower academic leaders and their subordinates. 

According to Mills et al. (2013), self-directed decision-making focuses on encouraging and 

inviting institutional members to participate in decision-making and problem solving process while 

enabling employees to feel more empowered. However, self-directed decision-making activity 

needs to be stimulated at lower ranks within the institution (Peterson, 2014). According to Peterson 

(2014) and Vecchio et al. (2010), to become successful, decision makers need to be empowered. 

According to Beamer and Brookes (2001), in most HEIs, it is often the trends to provide greater 
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autonomy to group members and let them make self-directed decisions that affect their routines 

and some strategic priorities. Hence, the governing bodies in most cases are not happy to relinquish 

or give up authority and thus, there is often struggling going on among various management levels 

in line with self-directed decision-making process.  

As can be seen in this finding, though self-directed decision-making is one of the 

ingredients of LEB, in reality, it is something that has not been fully actualized in Ethiopian public 

universities. Although involving employees can potentially improve the quality of decision, the 

extent of encouraging and facilitating the involvement of others when making the decision was 

restricted. On the other hand, encouraging work groups to express ideas, creating a culture of 

listening to work group ideas, and allowing groups to make-decisions were partially 

institutionalized and it needs to enrich. To be empowered, the employees must have the authority 

to make decisions without getting prior approval from a manager, and without having their 

decisions overruled. Nonetheless, such the trend was not conceived well. Consequently, the 

finding of this study is consistent with Beamer & Brookes’s (2001) empirical study that 

acknowledges reluctance of leaders to engage followers in the decision-making process. Both the 

findings tell the same fact.  Thus, a possible solution needs to be given to workgroups and those 

working at various levels of management without bargaining strategic requirements to empower 

workgroups to enhance self-directed decision-making skills. 

 Konczak et al. (2000) and Pearce and Sims (2002) recognize the role of leaders in coaching 

and skill development for efficient, effective and innovative performance while they create access 

to opportunities for training and enhancing skills of their work groups. Moreover, human capital 

development is one of the most predictive elements in terms of intuitional effectiveness (Cameron 

et al., 2011). Hence, employees are more likely to have a sense of meaning in their job and to feel 
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capable to job activities on a self-managed basis (Arnold et al., 2000). Accordingly, as indicated 

in the above analysis, despite some effort being made by very few universities in practicing leader 

empowering behavior in the framework of coaching for innovative performance that creates 

opportunities for training and enhancing followers’ skills, this practice was not fully realized in 

most public universities.  However, academic leaders need to pay attention to coach for innovative 

performance of their subordinates in their work units to enhance best leader empowering behavior 

in Ethiopian public universities. Thus, the theoretical notions and actual practices did not tell the 

same fact.  

To strengthen the descriptive results, principal component analysis with the Eigenvalues 

cutoff point (1) and commonality requirement of (0.3) was made to leader empowering behavior 

domains (delegation of authority, skill development, self-directed decision-making, and coaching 

for innovative performance). Moreover, to check the statistical significance and the fitness of the 

model to the data, multiple regression statistics was utilized. Hence, the model was statistically 

significant with the total variance of 46.8 %, 40.2 %, 47.9 %, and 44.5 % that dependent variable 

explained by independent variables as stated in R2 at p<0.001 level of significance respectively. 

 Qualitative analysis came up with different results from quantitative findings. As indicated 

in the analysis section, there is complementarity of the both qualitative and quantitative results in 

line with delegation of authority and self-directed decision-making. Both methods confirmed weak 

practices of delegation of authority in Ethiopian public universities, whereas, both methods 

partially acknowledged self-directed decision-making trends. Nonetheless, there is a divergence 

in the findings of qualitative and quantitative data in skill development and coaching for innovative 

performance. The trends of skill development and coaching were poorly recognized in qualitative 
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results, whereas, quantitative results partially acknowledged the practices. Hence, there is 

inconsistency of the results of the two methods and did not tell the same fact  

To put briefly, empowerment will not happen naturally in organizations. The main 

components of organizations must go through major reforms and changes to push empowerment 

forward. Hence, a multidimensional approach (structural, psychological and leadership) needs to 

be in place in the organization to become empowered at institutional as well as individual levels 

to meet the empowerment requirements in public universities in particular and sound governance 

in general. 

4.2.5 Major Challenges Hinder Promoting Effective Governance 

Under this section of the analysis, the analytical modeling was instrumental to explore the 

major challenges public universities face in promoting sound governance in Ethiopian. An analytic 

model has paramount importance to check the problem of multicollinearity effect among the 

selected predictors. 

Multicollinearity effect was examined through the variance inflation factor (VIF) or 

Tolerance to test for the presence of a relationship between independent variables (Gujarati, 2004). 

To manage the multicollinearity effect, the variables with VIF values greater than 10 was omitted. 

Hence, all the explanatory variables have no multicollinearity problems as indicated on the 

maximum likelihoods estimates of the logit model Table below. 

The dependent variable for the study at hand is sound governance and by attributing a value 

of (1) if  X-variable is considered as a challenge to promote effective governance and the value (0) 

otherwise. In this regard the following equations were developed. 

Li=ln  [
Pi

  1.Pi
] =Zi= β0+β1 X1 +β2X2 +β3X3 +β4X4 + ⋯ . βn Xn … … … … (1) 



282 

 

Li =is the log of the odd ratio, which is not only linear in Xi, but also linear in Parameters. 

When Pi is a probability of being a major challenge range from 0 to 1. 

Zi = is a function of ‘n’ explanation variables (repressors) (X) which is also expressed as: 

Zi = β0+ β1 X1+ β2 X2+β3 X3+β4 X4………….. βn Xn…………………………….(2) 

β0= is an intercept, β1, β2 β3 β4 ……………….βn = are the slopes of the equation in the 

model.  

Xi - is the vector of major challenges of effective governance features. If the Error term 

(Ui) is brought in the logit model, thus: 

Zi = β0+ β1* Strong control & interference of State + β2 * Absence of autonomy+β3 * Equity 

and Inclusiveness problem+β4* Honest and open accounting system+ β5* Lack of well-designed 

accountability mechanism + β6* Lack   of structural empowering environment + β7* Lack of 

leadership competences + β8 * Lack of transparency+ β9 * In-appropriate leadership nomination + 

(Ui). 

The predictor variables (X) refined in the model are comprehended based on various local 

and international empirical studies (Amanuel, 2016; Arowolo & Ogunboyede, 2013; Demissu, 

2008; Demoze, 2013; Fadile, 2006; Habtamu, 2008; Hall et al., 2004; Kenenisa, 2015; Lawal, 

2010; Mohan, 2016; Mimiko, 2010 and Teshome , 2006).  

 As indicated in Table 44 above, Pearson chi-square reveals the goodness of fit of model 

to the data that X2 -0.956 (95.6 %) statistically significantly at 0.001 level of significance. As can 

be observed from the regression of logit model, 75.2 % declares that the model is positively reliable 

for overall correct prediction purpose. 
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Table 44. The Maximum Likelihoods Estimates of the Logit Model 

NO PARAMETERS B S.E SIGN. OR TR VIF 

1 Strong control & interference of State .19 .1158 .005** .64 .994 10.06 

2 Absence of autonomy .43 .0951 .000*** .57 .994 10.06 

3 Equity and inclusiveness problems .26 .1850 .041* 1.9 .429 23.32 

4 Lack of Honest and open accounting system .08 .1821 .694NS .89 .435 23.01 

5 Lacks well -designed accountability mechanism .15 .1398 .000*** .43 .970 10.31 

6 Lack of Structural empowering environment .23 .1247 .014* .66 .942 10.61 

7 Lack of leadership competencies .51 .1443 .439SN 1.17 .637 14.37 

8 Lack of transparency .56 .0819 .000*** 2.6 .901 11.10 

9 In Appropriate leadership nomination .41 .1159 .001** 1.8 .889 11.25 

 Constant -2.37 .0067 .000 .0144  

Model Fitting Information; Wald=195.162; Exp(B)=.378 

Overall Correct Prediction In Percentage = 72.5% 

-2 Log Likelihood = 215.326;  Wald Chi-2=226.56; Df=16, .000*** 

Cox &Snell R2=. .742; Nagelkerke R2= .777 , Goodness of Fit: Pearson Chi-2=.956 At .001 

Tolerance(Tr) And Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) Shows Multicollinearity Statistics 

Note: *, **, *** Presents Significance Levels At .01, .05, .001; Ns-Not Significant; Or –Odd Ratio 
 

Moreover, the Cox and Snell R2 index and Nagelkerke R2 index point out that between 

74.2 % and 77.7 % of total variation in the outcome variable (DV) is explained by a set of predictor 

variables (IV) in the model. This result indicates that the model fits to the data. Moreover, the 

score of the log-likelihood ratio of the logit model was statistically significant at p<0.001 level of 

significance depicted that the specified independent variables had positively significant effect on 

the model predictive power.  

A. Strong control and interference of government 

As described in Table 44 above, the probability of promoting sound governance in 

Ethiopian public universities was positive and statistically significantly influenced by strong 

government control and interference in university internal affairs at 0.005 level of significance, 
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Beta value of 1.9 and Odd Ratio of 0.64 of the model output. It implies that a unit increase in the 

strong control and interference of the government in the university internal governance will lead 

0.64 unit influence in promoting sound governance in public universities. The regression output 

of odd ratio also increases by 0.64. Therefore, the government strong control and interference in 

the university internal affairs is the major challenge of public universities to promote sound 

governance. The finding is supported by various empirical studies conducted in Ethiopian public 

universities, which acknowledge strong government control and interfere in university internal 

affairs (Baye, 2008; Kenenisa, 2015; Teshome, 2003; Yohannes, 2010).   

Besides, Yohannes (2010) confirmed that ‘all universities in Ethiopia follow the direction 

given by the Ministry of Education.’ It shows government strong control and interference of public 

universities in internal affairs. Furthermore, the finding is inconsistence with the policy document 

that stated, “The MoE is mandated to steer the higher education system and organizations from 

distant within the broader legal and policy framework” (Article 88 No. 1-13 of the HEP650/2009). 

B. Absence of Autonomy 

Autonomy was analyzed based on three constructs under this section, institutional, 

academic, and financial. As can be observed on the maximum likelihood estimation of the logit 

model above, despite public universities enjoying some measure of academic autonomy as 

identified in the second basic question, the regression weight of the variable shows that the absence 

of autonomy (institutional as well as financial) is the major challenge of public universities in 

promoting an effective governance system with the beta value of 0.43 and 0.57 odd ratio of the 

model output at (***) level of significance. As presented in the table above, a unit increase in the 

absence of autonomy to carry out institutional mandates will affect 0.43 unit improvement of the 

governance system. The regression output of odd ration also increases by 0.57. Different empirical 
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studies supporting this finding (i.e., ‘limited autonomy of public universities) (Ayalew, 2008; 

Demoz, 2013; Demisu, 2008; Taye, 2008; Tesfaye, 2008; Yohannes, 2010).  

C. Equity and Inclusiveness Problem 

 

As can be described in the conceptual framework of this dissertation, equity and 

inclusiveness are the best indicators of sound governance. This section of analysis is mainly 

concerned about equity and inclusiveness. According to Matemu (2013), the strong integrity 

cohesion of university community highly depends on guaranteeing that all staff members feel that 

they have a stake in their institutions and public at large without any exclusion. As can be seen in 

Table 44, the regression weight of the variable (Equity and Inclusiveness problem) is the major 

challenge to public universities, a beta value of 0.26 at 0.041 level of significance,. The model 

output of the odd ratio was 1.9. As the result implies, absence of equity and inclusiveness increases, 

will affect 0.26-unit improvement of effective governance system. Thus, the variable has positive 

and significant influence to promote sound governance in Ethiopian public universities.  

This finding partially contrasted with various policy initiatives of the government (MoE, 

2015 - ESDP-V; MoFED, 2010-GTP-I; ETP, 1994) which acknowledge promoting equity and 

inclusiveness in the governance reform. Furthermore, this finding is consistent with the 

demographic analysis section, mainly the gender perspective that recognized male domination in 

academic affairs, decision-making, and leadership participation. It is also consistent with the 

empirical studies conducted by Mulatu, (2017, p.  A11) and Ayalew and Mulatu (2015, p.5) which 

stated, “Domination of male and lack of women participation in decision-making and leadership 

in Ethiopian public universities in all aspects” as compared to their counterpart.  
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D. Lack of Well-Designed Accountability Mechanism 

Sasha et al. (2006) claimed accountability as a driving force of governance and its quality; 

highly determine the impact of governance in development. Thus, this section of analysis mainly 

focuses on absence of well-designed accountability mechanism and its impact on promoting sound 

governance. As can be seen from Table 44, the regression weight of the variable is statistically 

significant at (***) level, at a beta value of 0.15. Moreover, the odd ration of the logit model output 

was .43. Although the beta value of the variable is slight, it has a positive influencing power to 

promote sound governance in public universities at a p<0.001 statistically significant level. This 

finding suggests that, a unit increase in the absence of well-designed accountability mechanism to 

make academic leaders responsible for their actions will influence 0.15 unit influence in promoting 

governance system in Ethiopian public universities. The odd ratio model output increase by 0.43. 

Thus, the result indicates that a lack of well-designed accountability mechanism is the major 

challenge affecting the promotion of sound governance. This finding confirms the empirical 

studies that recognized “absence of well-designed accountability mechanism” (Befekadu, & 

Mulatu, 2017; Demoz, 2013; Jeilu & Mulatu, 2017; Pandy, 2004).    

E. Lack of Enabling Environment to Empowerment 

Bish et al. (2014) underscored the environment of empowerment as assigning power to 

others, making them feel significant, and enabling employees in institution ranks. In addition, it 

entails access to opportunity, support, resources, and information. Hence, this finding identifies 

the lack of enabling environments of empowerment as the major challenge that influences 

promoting sound governance at a (0.04) level of significance. The regression analysis produced 

beta value of 0.23 and .66 odds ratio of the model output. This suggests that absence of an enabling 

environment to empowerment increases by a unit, will affect 0.23 unit improvement of an effective 
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governance system, and odd ratio output increase by 0.66. Therefore, this variable has a positive 

and significant impact on promoting sound governance in Ethiopian public universities at a p<.005 

level of significance.  The studies carried out by various local scholars such as Ashebir (2016), 

Befekadu (2013), and Amanuel (2016) confirm the absence of an enabling environment for 

empowerment, and consistent with the finding of this research.  

F. Lack of Transparency 

Matemu (2013) clearly points out that providing reliable, relevant and timely information 

about the activities and performance of institutions to various stakeholders is the main concern of 

transparency. In this regard, the probability of promoting sound governance was positive and 

significantly influenced by the absence of transparency at (***) level of significance, at a beta 

value of 0.56, and 2.6 odd ratio of the model output. Lack transparency in public universities, will 

affect 0.56 unit improvement of governance system. The odd ratio value is increase by 2.6. This 

suggests that, the absence of transparency among the other variables has a positively significant 

impact on promoting sound governance in Ethiopian public universities.  

G. Inappropriate Leadership Nomination 

Since public universities are professional institutions, their leaders must fulfil the standard 

requirements for nomination as stated in various policy documents (HE-Proclamation, 650/2009; 

UNSECO Recommendation, 1997; Dare es Salaam Declaration, 1990) to which Ethiopia as a state 

member signed to respect the requirements. Despite, such policy documents clearly stated the 

requirements; the finding reveals that inappropriate leadership nomination highly characterizes 

Ethiopian public universities at 0.001 level of significance, at a beta value of 0.41 and 1.8 odd 

ratio. It indicates that, the nomination of inappropriate leadership will influence 0.41 unit 

improvement of sound governance system. Hence, this variable has a positive and significant 
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impact on promoting effective governance system in public universities of Ethiopia. This finding 

is consistent with empirical studies of Ashebir (2016) and Befekadu (2013) which confirm 

“inappropriate nomination of academic leadership” in public universities.  

H. Lack of Honest and Open Accounting System Problem 

This section of analysis concentrates on honest and open accounting system and its 

influence to promote sound governance in Ethiopian public universities.  The regression result 

shows that honest and open accounting system has slightly positive and non-significant at p=.694 

level of significance. The Odd ratio value is 0.89. This suggests that the impact of the variable to 

promote sound governance was not statistically significant. 

I. Lack of Leadership competencies 

Southworth (2002) indicated that leaders with leadership competencies are central to 

successful school leadership governance. According to Mauro, Tammy, and Blake (2014), these 

competencies provide the structure for institutional leadership initiative, an entirely effective 

governance system for academic leaders passionate about leading the profession. Although 

scholars recognize leadership competencies as an important icon to promote sound governance 

and have positive beta value (.507) the finding of this study did not recognize its influence on 

promoting sound governance in Ethiopian public universities. Thus, leadership competencies were 

not the major challenge to promote sound governance (non-significant level, p=.439, beta=.507, 

and odd ratio1.17). This shows that, despite a positive beta value in the model output, the level of 

influence in promoting effective governance system was not statistically significant. Thus, the two 

variables (lack of competencies and open accounting system problem) were rejected. 
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             This research also identified the major challenges through qualitative method. Bearing in 

mind the ineffective state of governance practice, focus groups and key interview participants were 

invited to identify major challenges facing the Ethiopian public universities that hamper promoting 

effective governance. Regarding effective governance constraints, many scholars (Brown, 2012; 

Henard, 2008; Toutkoushian & Shafiq, 2010) acknowledged challenges encountering a process of 

promoting effective governance system by recognizing that no governance system is free from 

challenge. Consequently, participants of FGD and KI identified some major challenges public 

universities face in promoting effective governance system in their respective university.  

           The main concern of the participants was the strong interference and influence of 

government (Ministry of Education) and state organ (Board) in internal affairs. A participant in 

one of the second-generation universities remarked that, “my university lack institutional 

autonomy to take self-directed actions and decisions”. This view was shared by many other 

participants who believed that universities lack appropriate institutional as well as financial 

autonomy to govern the institution efficiently and effectively. Two participants strengthened the 

above view by underlining the absence of autonomy-associated constraints and some other 

challenges as follows- centralized financial management system, rigid procurement procedures, 

and lack of well-structured chain of command (D2-G1). Lack of decisiveness and responsiveness, 

and lack of commitment to follow policy directives and initiatives to promote effective governance 

are among others (DH1-G2).   

             The other critical issue raised by participants was the lack of an inclusive strategic plan 

(participatory approach). Participants need to have a common understanding on the institutional 

strategic plan through their participation starting from design to implementation.  Nonetheless, this 

is not realized well. Moreover, other participants remarked the major challenge was “lack of well-
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design accountability mechanism to hold officials accountable and responsive to their actions and 

decisions” (D1-G1). Besides, openness and transparency to disclose relevant information to various 

stakeholders are the other bottleneck in public universities (DH3-G2). Other participants 

acknowledged the absence of merit-based nomination of leaders and lack of visionary leaders was 

the other serious challenges of my university (D2-G3). Lastly, poor linkages between industry and 

universities, lack of sense of ownership and belongingness, and less commitment to obey and 

respect rules of law are other critical challenges public universities face in promoting effective 

governance systems. 

Challenges from documentary review. Although the study specified the major challenges, 

public universities face in promoting effective governance system in quantitative and qualitative 

findings, there are various additional challenges recognized by a GTP-1 report of 2014. Among, 

the implementation capacity problem of leaders, financial mobilization problem, poor data 

management system to take corrective measure, a lack of strong accountability and transparency 

system, corruption and rent seeking are the major one. In addition, the annual performance reports 

of Ethiopian public universities identified some other major challenges of the academic years of 

2016/17. It encompasses a poor participatory approach, high turnover of senior professionals 

because of lack of attractive environment and mal-governance and poor linkage with international 

institutions to share their experiences, demotivated staff due to institutional environment, 

centralized financial management, and lack of required competence to the job. Equally, the lack 

of further training and management development program, lack of strong support and supervision, 

poor system of monitoring and evaluation, delay in bidding, restricted financial and institutional 

autonomy, procurement bureaucratic procedures and unskilled and inefficient personnel 

recruitment are the major challenges that hamper the promotion of effective governance system of 
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public universities.  In the same vein, new 2017 Ethiopian Education Development Road Map 

document acknowledged ‘serious governing board’s leadership competencies in preparing their 

work plan follow up the implementation and reporting to higher officials as the major challenges.  

In addition, reluctant to being responsive to various challenges raised by university community, 

delay in strategic decision making to institutional mal-governance, undemocratic leader behavior’ 

are the major challenges in higher education (MoE, 2017, p.56). The same document 

acknowledged ‘absence of strategic leadership skills to implement industry-university linkage to 

satisfy national, regional and local demands’ as serious challenges of public universities (p.56). 

          Recommended strategies.  FGD participants (deans, department heads) and KI participants 

(HR-directors and student council) specified and suggested various strategies to improve the 

system of governance as recommendations. Accordingly, to promote effective governance, public 

universities need to grant appropriate and clear autonomy with accountability to the major actors 

and stakeholders. Besides, the road map of governance reform needs to be clear and understandable 

by implementers.  Timely evaluation of universities’ performance based on customer satisfaction 

and performance indicators needs to be in place. The university needs to be a source of policies 

and strategies other than imposing borrowed policy and strategies on the university. In addition, a 

strong system of accountability mechanism and management development programs to empower 

academic leaders need to be realized on a regular basis.  

                At the end, some good experiences of empowerment strategies need to be in place to 

empower leaders. The strategies entail enlargement of span of control, increasing the qualification 

of leaders, team bases cooperation and interaction in the universities, restructuring the work 

process to increase the influence of middle and lower level management, and rewarding based on 

performance are some of the suggested strategies. 
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Results from open-ended survey questions 

The survey study participants were asked to reflect additional issues, which were not raised 

in the main themes in the open-ended item questions. Their responses were classified into six 

categories: (i) supervision, (ii) ownership, (iii) financial adequacy, (iv) Ethnic orientation, (v) legal 

mechanism, and (vi) empowerment initiatives.  The responses obtained from participants are 

presented in each category in the following Table 45. As observed from the comments, the sample 

views shared by most survey tools participants of three groups (Top and middle level management 

and teaching academic staff) who responded to the open-ended question. 

Table 45.  Replies to open-ended survey question. 

Category Sample views of the participants 

1. Supervision: ‘strong control than supervision, which do not recognize the loosely 

coupled, multifaceted character of public universities by the government (MoE) as 

the chief actor.’ 

2. Ownership: ‘Absence of adequate, consistent and genuine belongingness and 

ownership concern of all in implementation governance reform to promote effective 

governance system.’ 

3. Financial Adequacy: ‘Despite academic freedom in research and community services, 

inadequate financial resource allocation hindered the involvement of more interested 

academia. 

4. Ethnic Orientation: ‘Even though universities are federal institution and governed by 

federal laws, they are highly manifested by localized and narrowed ethnic orientation 

through delegation of institutional leadership.’ 

5. Legal Mechanism: ‘Absence of strong legal mechanism that discourage corruption 

and hold the officials accountable and responsible for the failure of strategic priorities 

designed to meet the national, regional, local and institutional interests.’ 

6. Empowerment Initiatives: ‘Although the government has the responsibility to equip 

institutional leaders with the required competence of management and support, such 

initiatives and support was not in place fully in public universities. Both side advantage 

when they are equipped and supported in this regard.’  
 

Data intersection. As indicated in the analysis of quantitative data section, some of the 

major challenges identified were strong control and interference of governance, absence of 

autonomy, equity and inclusiveness problems, lack of well-designed accountability mechanism, 

lack of empowering environment, lack of transparency, and inappropriate leadership nomination. 

Despite divergence of two of the challenges mentioned in quantitative analysis (equity and 
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inclusiveness problems and lack of empowering environment), all other challenges were consistent 

with the qualitative findings. Furthermore, qualitative findings come up with some additional 

challenges that hinder the promotion of effective governance in public universities.  

Discussion of major findings. This section treated the discussion of major findings for 

public universities challenges captured from quantitative, qualitative and documentary review.  

Lazerson (2010) recognized the availability of diversified pressure of public universities in 

governance and management areas. In a very competitive environment that the institutions operate, 

various challenge public universities facing in managing and running the institutions. This also 

referred to as challenges of governance (Adewale, 2004; Kolawole, 2001).  

This section thus, discusses the major challenges public universities face in promoting 

effective governance system in Ethiopia. Multicollinearity was instrumental to test the relationship 

of independent variables through Variance Inflection factor (VIF) and or Tolerance. As indicated 

in the finding, the Pearson chi-square X2 – 0.956 (95.6 %) at the 0.001 level of significance for this 

model shows the goodness of fit to the data. The logit model declares 75.2 % reliability for overall 

correct prediction purpose. The likelihood ratio of the logit model was statistically significant at 

0.001 level of significance that individual variables had positively significant effect on the model 

predictive power. Cox and Snell R2 and Nagelkerke R2 indexes point out that among 74.2 % and 

77.7 % of total variance in outcome variable (Dependent) explained by predictor (Independent) 

variables in the model.   

Based on the equation of coefficient determination, the following variables are the major 

challenges public universities face in promoting effective governance in Ethiopian, which was 

explained by beta values, level of significance and odd ratio of the logit model. The specified 

challenges entail-strong control and interference of the government (β-.19, p>0.001, .64 Odd 



294 

 

ratio), absence of autonomy (β-0.43, p<0.001, 0.57 Odd ratio), equity and inclusiveness problem 

(β-0.26, p>0.001, .43 Odd ratio), lack of well-designed accountability mechanism (β-0.146, 

p<0.001, .43 Odd ratio). In addition, lack of enabling empowerment environment (β-0.234, 

p>0.001, .66 Odd ratio), lack of transparency (β-0.56, p<0.001, 2.6 Odd ratio), and inappropriate 

leadership nomination (β-0.41, p<=0.001, 1.8 Odd ratio).   

However, these seven variables with their positive beta values and level of significance 

and Odd ratio values assured that the variables had a significant effect on promoting effective 

governance in Ethiopian public universities.  Furthermore, despite positive beta and Odd ratio 

values, the logit model rejected two variables with insignificant effect on effective governance 

promotion such as the open accounting system problem (β-0.08, p=0.694, .89 Odd ratio) and lack 

of leadership competencies (β-0.51, p=439, Odd ratio1.2).  

 Qualitative data came up various challenges that hinder to promote effective governance 

in public universities in Ethiopia. Some of the challenges are consistent with challenges identified 

by quantitative method above.  Nevertheless, qualitative method came up with other different types 

of challenges such as- lack of visionary leaders, lack of an inclusive strategic plan (Participatory 

approach), and centralized financial management system. 

 Furthermore, rigid and bureaucratic procurement procedures, lack of well-structured chain 

of commands, lack of decisiveness and responsiveness, lack of commitment to obey and follow 

policies, rules, regulations and procedures, lack of sense of ownership and belongingness and poor 

linkages  (network) of universities and industries and stakeholders. 
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Chapter Five 

5. Major Findings, Conclusion and Policy Implications 

This chapter presents a summary of the major findings, conclusions drawn from these 

findings and finally recommendations of the study. 

5.1. Major findings 

This study aimed to examine the perceived practices of Ethiopian public university in the 

framework of government relationship, autonomy, accountability, and empowerment. It was 

conducted using convergent parallel-mixed methods through quantitative and qualitative 

approaches (QUAN+QUAL). The concurrent strategy was employed to conduct research to 

examine the current state of governance from autonomy (institutional, academic and financial), 

accountability (administrative, professional, social, legal and political) and empowerment 

(structural, psychological and leadership) perspectives. Nine public universities were drawn from 

31 public universities through stratified proportional random sampling. Furthermore, a total of 

1586 academic leaders and teaching staff were selected from the sample universities through multi-

stage simple random sampling and purposive sampling techniques. Of these, 1474 (92.94 %) 

participants correctly filled and returned two sets of questionnaires prepared for academic leaders 

and teaching staff to collect data for the study. Quantitative (descriptive and inferential statistics), 

qualitative (thematic analysis), and documentary review were used to analyze and interpret the 

data. The study addressed five major guiding research questions: 

1. What does government - university relations look like in Ethiopia’s public universities?  

2. To what extent the public universities are academically, institutionally, and financially 

autonomous?  

3. What systems of accountability are in place in public universities?  



296 

 

4. What is the level of Ethiopian public universities’ empowerment (structural, 

psychological, and leadership) to carry out institutional mandates? 

5. What challenges do Ethiopian public universities face in promoting effective 

governance? 

Finally, the study came up with the following major findings.  

 

Demographic characteristics of the respondents 

With regard to demographic characteristics of the participants, the findings demonstrated 

that the public universities were experiencing male dominated culture 80.12 %). Concerning age 

of the participants, the majority were 26-30 (42.6 %) and 31-35 (25 %) respectively. As far as 

educational qualifications were concerned, the majority of participants were found to be master’s 

degree holders (73.3 %). On top of this, most participants served 5-10 years (63.6 %). This suggests 

that the academic staff were young. The academic ranks of the participants indicated that the 

majority were lecturers (67.2 %). In line with teaching load, the majority of the participants had 

been teaching 10-12 credit hours per week (46.2 %). As observed from the findings, the number 

of senior staff in the study was few and was mainly in first generation universities.  

A. University-Government Relationship 

As indicated in the analysis section, the average mean of university –government 

relationship was (1.98). In this regard, the finding of the study indicated that the majority of 

respondents were rated the practice of fast and flexible data analysis and report below the average 

mean (1.56) at p<0.001 level of significance. The provision of quality, accurate, and timely data 

to the government were also rated below the average mean (1.64) at a non-significant level p=.190. 

The university access to well-designed strategic direction toward the government’s objectives was 

promisingly rated by the majority of respondents (2.68) at a non-significant level of p=.630. The 
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availability of well-designed strategic plan by the government that is responsive to the public 

interests was also favorably rated by the majority of participants (2.48) at a non-significant level 

p=0.082. The alignment of university and government strategic plan and objectives was rated 

above the average mean by most respondents (2.49) at p<0.001 level of significance. Access to 

good financial resources strategy was rated below the mean average (1.64) at a non-significant 

level, p=.191. Autonomy to use the funds without any influence was rated below the average mean 

(1.73) at a non-significance level, p=.565. Autonomy to use internal financial resources without 

the prior knowledge of the government (MoFED) was rated below the mean average (1.63) at the 

0.006 level of significance.  

The F tabulated value at 1% level of significance was 4.015.  Successively, the F tabulated 

value was less than the F calculated (value = 4.40); this confirmed that the overall model was 

significant. Moreover, the value of R2 was 0.577, which indicated that 57.7 % of the total 

variability was explained by the independent variables. It further explained their influence to 

promote effective governance in public universities 

This study found that there are challenges in the system of information asymmetry to 

provide up to date, timely, accurate, and relevant data to the government to take corrective 

measures on public universities. On the other side, the government lacked a well-designed and 

established information management system to follow and supervise the performance of public 

universities.  

Furthermore, the findings revealed that there was a great deal of conflict of desires and 

interests between the government and universities because of various course of actions taken by 

universities, which is not desired by government. As the main reason, all strategic direction and 

strategic plans were adopted by the government and imposed by universities without the prior 
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knowledge of the universities. Moreover, the universities were forced to realize the strategic plan 

adopted by the central government (Ministry of Education) based on their strategic priorities. In 

the end, it resulted goal conflict between the government and universities.  

B. Autonomy: Institutional, academic and financial 

As described in the analysis the average mean of the institutional autonomy is (1.50). The 

findings of the study indicated that the practice of self-governance of public universities was rated 

below the mean average (1.43) at p<0.001 level of significance. It shows that, different agents like 

Ministry of Education (MoE), governing board assigned by the government, Ministry of Finance 

and Economic Development (MoFD) from outside interfere and control public universities. 

Furthermore, the participation of professional scholars in state policies and program critique was 

below the mean average (1.45) at p<0.001 level of significance. Although public universities are 

professional and full of specialists in various disciplines, the commitment of government to invite 

professional scholars to critic’s state policies and programs was restricted. The collegial leadership 

trend was also rated below the mean average (1.41) at p<0.005 level of significance. This suggests 

that, despite teamwork highly appreciated and recognized to get the best results, good relationship 

among the management and employees was not well recognized. Besides, power distance was 

exhibited among leaders and their subordinates. The findings further depicted that the power and 

authority to form their organizational structure was rated below the average mean (1.59) at p<0.001 

level of significance. This shows that public universities lack institutional autonomy to manage its 

internal affairs and systems. Rather they are managed by external authorities of the universities.  

In the same vein, the trend of establishing the governing body of the public universities 

based on proclamation was rated below the mean average (1.61) at a non-significant level of 

difference (p=.485). The participation of the academic community in selecting their executives 



299 

 

and respecting their voice to nominate competent leaders was rated below mean average (1.48) at 

a non-significant level of difference (p=.175). Inviting student representatives (Student Council) 

in university governance was rated below mean average (1.52) at p<0.001 level of significance. 

Though the students were the main actors and customers of the university, their participation was 

restricted. Concisely, public universities were not enjoying institutional autonomy to carry out 

their mandate.  

With regard to academic freedom, it was far better than institutional autonomy with 

average mean (2.42). The current governance system granted academic freedom to research and 

disseminate the outputs without influence (2.34) at p<0.001 level of significance; and freedom to 

design curriculum (2.44) at p<0.001 level of significance. Moreover, there is freedom to decide 

academic issues (pedagogy, teaching material, teaching methods) at highest average mean score 

(2.79) at p<0.001 level of significance. In addition, public universities enjoy the freedom to start 

and terminate programs with the highest mean score (2.77) at a non-significant level of difference 

(p=.169). Furthermore, public universities have authority to program structure and contents as the 

highest average mean score rated (2.65) at non-significant level of difference (p=.375). Contrary 

to this, autonomy to decide student admission and set criteria for their admission was rated below 

the average mean (1.47) at p<0.001 level of significance. This suggests that public universities 

enjoy the academic freedom promisingly. 

As far as financial autonomy is concerned, the average mean was (1.76). As the findings 

revealed, most variables of financial autonomy were rated below the mean average. For instance, 

public universities were not autonomous to decide on funds to use without the influence of external 

authority as the lowest mean score (1.62) at p<0.001 level of significance. Besides, in public 

universities, budget did not decentralize to different work units such as colleges and departments 
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as the lowest mean score (1.64) at p>0.001 level of significance. Moreover, re-using the unused 

budget and funds and spending funds without influence were rated below mean average (1.61 and 

1.62) at non-significant level of difference (p=.570, .790) respectively. The practice of expanding 

financial resources was not rated favorably (1.65) at p<0.005 level of significance. The provision 

of adequate finance to promote research and community services was below the mean (1.62) at 

p<0.001 level of significance. Financial dependency was rated promisingly (2.62) at p<0.001 level 

of significance. As can be seen from these findings, the extent public universities financial 

autonomy was not promising and it needs to ameliorate.  

The results of multiple regression statistics yielded a statistically significant model for the 

three domains of autonomy at p<0.001 level of significance.  As can be observed, the dependent 

variable was explained by 47 %, 38.5 %, and 39 % of independent variables as stated in R2. 

Furthermore, qualitative data results confirmed quantitative findings.  

C. Accountability: Administrative, professional, social, legal and political 

As indicated in the analysis, the aggregate weighted mean to administrative accountability 

was (1.69). The findings reveal that, acting in compliance with rules and procedures, and creating 

an enabling work environment was rated below the average mean (1.66, 1.66) at non-significant 

level of difference (p=.610, .604) respectively. The trends of being impartial, honest, open and fair 

to staff were rated as ‘moderate’ (1.68) at a non-significant level of difference (p=.069).  

Nonetheless, the trend of being fair in scholarship distribution to staff were rated as “moderate” 

(1.87) significant at p<0.001 level of significance.  The statements, fair and just treatment of staff 

and accountability arrangements that discourage corruption was rated below the average mean 

(1.65 and 1.66) at a non-significant level of difference (p=.290 and .135) respectively. It can infers 

that the administrative accountability practices of public universities were not well communicated. 
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The qualitative results also confirmed the survey results. Thus, it implies the convergence of the 

quantitative and qualitative results.       

With regard to professional accountability, the average mean was (1.70). Hence, the 

finding showed that the trends of action on compliance with professional rules and procedures and 

inviting professional academia to state policies and programs critics was rated below the mean 

average (1.67 and 1.64) at a non-significant level of difference (p=.162, and .972) respectively. 

Academic standards-based staff evaluation and academic criteria-based assessment trends were 

rated below the mean (1.66 and 1.6) at p>0.001 level of significance respectively. The survey 

findings were consistent with the qualitative findings and one complements the other.   

As far as social accountability practice was concerned, the average mean was (2.18). As 

indicated in the analysis, most variables were rated promisingly above the average mean scores. 

For instance, public universities engaged in local communities’’ interest-based actions as the 

highest mean score (2.63) at non-significant level of difference p=.387. Public universities have a 

positive support to public policies and issues with the highest mean score (2.64) at non-significant 

level of difference among the group (p=.404). Moreover, public universities offer fair and equal 

admission to all qualified students from different corners with the highest mean score (2.44) at 

p<0.001 level of significance respectively. Whereas, the trend of research and training support to 

various stakeholders, such as industries, was rated below the mean average (1.66) at a non-

significant level of difference (p=.130). This finding presented the trend of solving the 

contemporary problems society faces was moderately (2.12) at p<0.001 level of significance, 

whereas, creating an enabling environment for women to minimize gender gaps was poorly rated 

(1.60) at non-significant level of difference (p=.326).  Nonetheless, some of the findings were 

divergent from the qualitative results.  
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The finding of legal accountability practices revealed good trends in respecting academic 

freedom and the rights (2.56) at p>0.001 level of significance. Whereas, creating professional 

codes of ethics and legal mechanisms for being accountable for their actions was rated below the 

mean average (1.63 and 1.67) at p>0.001 level of significance. Moreover, discrimination and 

harassment prevention, and disclosure documents and procedures were poorly rated (1.65 and 

1.66) at a non-significant level of difference (p=.347 and .352) respectively. The trend of working 

on ethical and scientific standards rated moderately (2.01) at p<0.001 level of significance. This 

shows that the participants were reserved in reacting to the trends. The qualitative finding 

consistent with the survey results and one complements the other.  

The trend of follow political and programmatic provision (a program mainly concerned to 

achieve the political mission of the government) assertively rated with the highest mean score 

(2.56) at non-significant level of difference (p=.384). On the other hand, the trend of being 

transparent to the public was rated below average mean score (1.64) at p<0.001 level of 

significance. The trends of participatory decision-making and tolerance of different views were 

poorly rated (1.47 and 1.46) at a non-significant level of difference (p=.249 and .263) respectively. 

The trend of ensuring transparency and accountability was rated below the mean average (1.61) at 

p<0.001 level of significance. The fulfillment of socioeconomic and political rights was rated 

moderately (2.19) at a non-significant level of difference (p=.933).  

This suggests that the current state of accountability practices from administrative, 

professional, legal and political points of view was not realized as expected and need to further 

improvement. The trend of social accountability (being accountable to public and larger society) 

was positively rated by most respondents. The multiple regression statistics produced a statistically 

significant model with total variance 64 %, 57 %, 51 %, 62 % and 47% of explaining power as 
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indicated by R2 at p<0.001 level of significance. These models confirm the good fit to the data and 

meet the requirement. The qualitative finding supported the quantitative results of administrative, 

professional, legal and accountability, whereas the social accountability result was inconsistent 

with qualitative finding.  

D. Empowerment: Structural, psychological and leadership 

The findings of structural empowerment revealed that some of the opportunity variables 

such as access to gain skills and knowledge, access to learn how the university works, access to 

advance better job, and access to assume different roles were rated average (2.17, 2.05, 2.04, and 

1.94) at statistically significant level respectively. Whereas, access to further training program, and 

access to use all skills and knowledge in the work units was rated below the mean average (1.55 

and 1.63) at non-significant level of difference (p=.231 and .492) respectively. The average mean 

of access to opportunity was (1.89).  

With regard to access to information, the average mean was (2.09). Hence, the participants 

were rated to have ‘some knowledge’ about the current state of university (2.17) at p>0.001 level 

of significance; relationships of work units (2.23) at non-significant level of difference; and other 

perception of the work units (2.13) at p<0.001 level of significance, respectively. Knowledge and 

values about top management was not favorably rated (1.63) at p<0.001 level of significance. 

Knowledge about goals of top management was not assertively rated (1.64) at non-significant level 

of difference (p=.621). Knowledge about the strategic plan of the university and other department 

perception of the work unit was rated moderately (2.21 and 2.09) at a non-significant level of 

difference (p=.105) and at p<0.001 level of significance respectively. Knowledge about the 

decisions made by others was not rated promisingly (1.56) at p<=0.001 level of significance.  
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As can be seen from the findings, providing specific information to do the job well was 

rated moderately (2.18) at p<0.001 level of significance. The trend of the provision of specific 

comments to improve job was rated average as of the mean score of (2.15) at p>0.001 level of 

significance. Similarly, having material and supplies support to do the job well was also rated 

average as the mean score of (2.05) at p<0.001 level of significance.  The practice of providing 

help in workplace crises was rated average as the mean score of (2.10) at p<0.001 level of 

significance. On the other hand, the trend of providing suggestions or problem-solving advice to 

subordinate to handle the challenges well was rated below the average mean score (1.66) at 

p<0.005 level of significance. The trend of rewarding and recognizing employee in the public 

universities to well-done jobs were also rated below the average mean score (1.64) at non-

significant level of difference (p=.116). 

As far as access to resources was concerned, the average mean was (2.10). Thus, access to 

supplies was rated average as the mean score of (2.06) at non-significant level of difference.  

Similarly, access to time to paperwork (academic activities like research) was rated average as of 

mean score (2.16) at p<0.001 level of significance.  The trend to have access to time requirements 

for job fulfillment was rated average as the mean score (2.16) at p<0.001 level of significance.  

Furthermore, access to influencing decision to get supplies and equipment was rated average (2.03) 

at p<0.001 level of significance. On the other hand, access to influencing decisions to get human 

resources was poorly rated (1.63) at p<0.001 level of significance. 

With regard to formal power, the average mean was (1.92). In this regard, three of the 

variables were rated average, including flexibility in work line (2.07) at non-significant level of 

difference (p=.544); participation in educational programs (2.14) at p<0.001 level of significance; 

and participation in problem-solving (2.16) at p<0.001 level of significance. Whereas, two 
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variables, which were rated below the mean average, where the trend of rewarding unusual 

performance (1.6) at p<0.001 level of significance, and rewarding for innovation (1.58) at non-

significant level of difference (p=0.056). 

In line with informal power, the average mean was (2.06). The findings indicated that 

receiving helpful feedback from professionals was rated average mean score (2.08) at p<0.001 

level of significance; receiving recognition from professionals (2.05) p<0.001 level of 

significance; receiving information to up-coming changes (1.99) at p<0.001 level of significance; 

and opportunities to increase influence (2.03) at non-significant level of difference (p=.235). Other 

constructs that were rated average were receiving helpful feedback from peers (2.15) at p<0.001 

level of significance and seeking out ideas from professionals (2.07) at non-significant level of 

difference (p=.506). This suggests that the state of structural empowerment based on access to 

opportunity, information, support, resources, and formal and informal power perspectives were 

partially recognized by most participants of the study.  

The multiple regression statistics further supported the above findings and yielded a 

statistically significant regression model that found 59.8 %, 54.4 %, 58.4 %, 51.5 %, 52.8 %, and 

63.5 % total variance of explaining power stated at R2 at p<0.001 level of significance. On the 

other hand, the qualitative results did not support some of the findings of the quantitative data. For 

instance, the themes of structural empowerment, including access to opportunity, information, 

support, formal and informal power, were not favorably acknowledged by FGDs and KIIs. 

Nonetheless, the result of access to resources was consistent with qualitative findings.  

The average mean of competence was (1.91). As indicated in the findings, three of the 

competence variables were rated average, including confidence in the ability (2.12) at p>0.001 

level of significance, self-assurance about one’s own capacity (2.12) at p<=0.001 level of 
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confidence and possess the skills and abilities to the best of potential (2.20) at p<0.001 level of 

significance.  On the other hand, three remaining variables that rated below the mean average were 

mastery of skills (1.65) at p<0.001 level of significance, competence to work effectively (1.65) at 

p>0.001 level of significance, and addressing the challenges easily at work (1.66) at p<0.001 level 

of significance.  

As far as self-determination was concerned, the average mean was (1.75). Thus, two of the 

constructs that rated moderately were a significant influence in the university (1.89) p>0.001 level 

of significance and own decisions to manage the jobs (1.89) at non-significance level (p=.523). 

The other variables that rated below mean average were independence and freedom to perform 

jobs (1.58) at p<0.001 level of significance, and having significant autonomy to decide procedures 

(1.64) at p<0.001 level of significance.   

The average mean of impact was (1.94). The findings of psychological empowerment in 

line with impact variables that were rated moderate, i.e., control over work unit (1.99) at p>0.001 

level of significance, role to realize goals (2.02) at non-significant level (p=.135). Likewise, the 

two variables that moderately rated by majority participants were the academic leaders impact on 

the unit/department and managing occupational results and outcomes (2.04, 2.01) at p<0.001 level 

of significance, respectively.  The ability to handle barriers on the job was not promisingly rated 

(1.64) at p<0.001 level of significance.    

In line with the constructs of meaningfulness, the average mean was (2.04). However, three 

of the variables were rated moderate: meaningfulness of the work to be done (2.01), the importance 

of work to be done to staff (2.26), and meaningfulness of job activities of the staff units (2.20) at 

p<0.001 level of significance. The level of satisfaction of work at units was rated poorly (1.48) at 

non-significance level of difference (p=.869). Analysis of variance and multiple regression also 



307 

 

produced a statistically significant model that found 59.5 %, 61.1 %, 59.4 %, and 36.3 % of total 

variance (DV) explained the predictors (IV) stated in R2 at p<0.001 level of significance. 

As indicated in the qualitative findings, most of the study participants felt dissatisfied with 

the practices of psychological empowerment domains such as competence, self-determination, 

impact and meaningfulness. The findings of the qualitative data were inconsistent with quantitative 

results.  

Leader Empowering Behavior. This section describes the major findings of leader 

empowering behavior. Four dimensions were treated to see the current practices. As indicated in 

the analysis, the aggregate weighted mean of competence was (1.71). The findings of the study 

revealed that three of the variables of delegation of authority that rated poorly were considering 

the task situation to delegate (1.63) at p<0.001 level of significance; ensuring proper training to 

delegate (1.63) at p<0.001 level of significance; and delegating based on competence and 

capability (1.56) at P>0.001 level of significance. The items that rated moderately were delegating 

the whole task other than part of it (1.95) at p<0.001 level of significance; and anticipating the 

potential problem before delegating (1.89) at p<0.001 level of significance.  

As indicated in the finding of skill development variables, the average mean was (1.82). 

Thus, three of the variables rated moderate were able to identify people potential in a unit (1.88) 

at p>0.001 level of significance; considering development challenges (1.97) at p<0.001 level of 

significance; and finding ways to encourage and support other (1.94) at p<0.001 level of 

significance. The two remaining variables that were not favorably rated were developing leaders 

at all levels (1.65) at a non-significance level (p=.140), and investing all effort on people 

development (1.64) at p<0.001 level of significance.  
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With regard to self-directed decision-making, the average mean was (1.86). The findings 

indicated that four of the variables rated average were encouraging work groups to express ideas 

(1.93); listening to work group ideas (2.04); and using group ideas to make sound decisions (2.01) 

at p<0.001 level of significance. Similarly, making decisions solely by one’s own opinion was 

rated average (1.94) at non-significant level (p=.255). Two of the items that poorly rated were 

‘giving equal chance to all work groups’ (1.65) at p<0.001 level of significance; and despite 

disagreement, ‘considering others' ideas and thoughts’ (1.61) at p>0.001 level of significance.   

The average mean of coaching variable was (1.96). The findings of coaching items revealed 

that five of the constructs that moderately rated were suggesting the best ways to improve 

performance (2.02) at p>0.001 level of significance, and encouraging teamwork to solve problems 

(1.98) at non-significance level (p=.644). Furthermore, encouraging information exchange in a 

unit (1.97) at p<0.001 level of significance; advising employees how to solve problems on their 

own (2.04) at p>0.001 level of significance; and assisting the team to focus on institutional goals 

(2.05) at p<0.001 level of significance was rated average. The two remaining items, which poorly 

rated were identifying gaps in staff to further training (1.63) at p<0.001, and helping staff to 

develop good relationships (1.61) at p>0.001 level of significance.   

ANOVA and multiple regression also yielded a statistically significant model that met the 

requirement of data fitness at p<0.001 level of significance. As indicated in the findings, the 

dependent variable (sound governance) explained 46.8 %, 40.2 %, 47.9 %, 44.5 % of the total 

variance of independent variables such as delegation of authority, skill development, self-directed 

decision-making, and coaching that stated in R2 for each leader empowering behavior constructs 

respectively. 
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As illustrated in the findings in the qualitative analysis section, the results of delegation of 

authority were consistent with the quantitative findings. The other three themes of the leader 

empowering behavior findings such as skill development, self-directed decision-making, and 

coaching were inconsistent with quantitative findings. The qualitative results depicted poor 

practices of leader empowering behavior in line with the three domains; whereas, quantitative 

results revealed a moderate level of practices of the variables. Thus, there is a divergence of the 

findings between the methods.  

E. Major challenges public universities face in promoting effective governance 

The findings of the quantitative data indicated that strong control and interference of 

government (β=.188, p<.005), absence of autonomy (institutional and financial) (β=.434, 

p<0.001), and problems of equity and inclusiveness (β=.262, p<0.005) were the major challenges 

of public universities. Moreover, lack of a well-designed accountability mechanism (β =.146, 

p<0.001), lack of empowering environment or initiatives (β=.234, p<0.005), lack of transparency 

(β=.563, p<0.001), and inappropriate leadership nomination (β=.411, p<0.005) were remarked as 

the major challenges of public universities facing in the promotion of effective governance as the 

logit model results revealed.  

Although qualitative findings and documentary review confirmed some of the major 

challenges obtained from quantitative results, there were additional challenges that hindered the 

promotion of sound governance in public universities such as lack of an inclusive strategic plan, 

merit base leadership nomination, and lack of decisiveness and responsiveness. In addition, 

findings indicated a lack of visionary leaders, poor linkage between industry and university, lack 

of trust among management, lack of sense of ownership and belongingness, and less commitment 
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to obey and respect the rules of law are the challenges captured qualitatively from public 

universities focus group discussion and key interview participants.  

Suggested strategies 

           Finally, qualitative data suggested various strategies to overcome the major challenges and 

improve the system of governance. Accordingly, to promote effective governance, public 

universities need to grant appropriate and clear autonomy with accountability to the major actors 

and stakeholders. The road map of governance reform also needs to be clear and understandable 

to implementers. Timely evaluation of universities based on customer satisfaction and 

performance indicators needs to be in place. Universities need to be a source of policies and 

strategies other than imposing borrowed policies and strategies on universities. In addition, a 

strong system of accountability mechanism and management development programs to empower 

academic leaders need to be realized on a regular basis.   

            The participants identified the best empowerment strategies to empower leaders. These 

strategies entail enlargement of span of control, increasing the qualification of leaders, team bases 

cooperation and interaction in the universities, restructuring the work process to increase the 

influence of middle and lower level management, and rewards based on performance. 

5.2 Conclusions 

The following conclusions were drawn based on the major findings of the study. One of 

the strategic pillars of governance is to promote a good relationship between university and 

government that helps to enhance individual as well as institutional performance. In the other 

direction, university-government relationships play a significant role in promoting sound 

governance in public universities. Hence, government and university need to work cooperatively 

to bring both sound governance system and better relationship. As indicated in the finding, leaders 
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of a  state organ (Governing board, MoE, Ministry of Finance and Economic Development, Federal 

Procurement Agency) were the principal actors of public universities decision making, leadership 

and governance which is partially controversial to the notion of self-governance. Nonetheless, 

these organs need to be intermediary bodies responsible for integrated strategic planning 

throughout the government line without having authority over individual universities.  As the 

results depicted, the government was trying to establish governance and funding mechanisms that 

will promote statewide goals; public universities, however, work within these constraints to 

maximize their own goals, which may be divergent from the broader government goals. Therefore, 

it resulted in the problem of information asymmetry, conflict of interests and goal conflicts among 

agent (university) and principal (government). Furthermore, absence of strong supervision, 

performance management indicators and system, and information management system to 

exchange information between university and government were regarded as the other bottlenecks 

for government-university relationship. Thus, it concludes that the control mechanisms of 

government did not conceive the loosely coupled and multidimensional features of public 

universities. Hence, the required relationship between government and universities were not 

institutionalized well as intended, rather, it has characterized by the strong influence of the 

government and centralized control system. 

To realize autonomy within the institution and individual, macro and micro management 

and close supervision need to be swapped by a clear work boundary in which the institution and 

individuals can act autonomously. The main reason is, universities’ effectiveness and efficiency 

are highly determined by the level of autonomy granted by the government. Since the whole 

governance structures and leadership are regularly designed and controlled by the government, 

there is no doubt that the state of autonomy of public universities falls under question. Looking at 
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different dimensions of autonomy allows for concluding that the levels of autonomy (Institutional 

and Financial) were under high pressure or influence and it has not used by a key actors at the 

institutional level as per enacted policies and laws. Thus, the academic leaders under the law a 

broader room of maneuvers at administrative and financial level lost a considerable degree of 

institutional and financial autonomy in public universities, while the academic autonomy was 

promisingly institutionalized. Somewhat more abstractly, the previous traditional approach that 

limits academic freedom through immense bureaucracies began to a likely collapse in public 

universities in the face of critiques claiming government performance, responsiveness, 

empowerment and accountability.  For instance, the dependence on external approval of new study 

programs is restricted; this apparently resulted in increasing the academic autonomy of the 

university communities. In this regard, the institutional leadership decentralized the power to 

departments, colleges, faculties and schools and Senate council internally to design, review and 

approve the initiatives to create new study programs. Likewise, the academic staff enjoys design 

and develops curriculum for post undergraduate and postgraduates, conducting scientific research, 

publishing and disseminating to the academic community.  

  Nonetheless, this does not mean the trend of academic freedom of public universities is 

perfect.  Suppose, public universities do not have much flexibility in recruiting undergraduate and 

PhD students. There are nationally centralized procedures and regulations. It meant that the public 

universities have no say in both program students’ selection and placement. Besides, institutional 

management and academics have no role in defining criteria for their admission.  Hence, it 

concludes  that the move toward institutional as well as financial autonomy did not succeed very 

well as intended, whereas, scholars enjoy academic freedom promisingly in Ethiopian public 

universities. 
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 It is obvious that sound governance requires policies, processes and structures be put in 

place for the enhancement of fruitful university operation and permit it to fulfill its mandate and 

meet its objectives. In so doing, effective accountability mechanism and holding institutional 

leaders responsible for actions and decisions is mandatory. Different policy documents enacted to 

academic leaders to confirm compliance with applicable government laws, rules, and regulations 

and to minimize the legal risks associated with university affairs. In contrast, the roles, 

responsibilities and accountability of academic leaders and governing boards were not 

expressively stated in the strategic and policy documents.  

Furthermore, absence of well- designed accountability arrangement and strong legal 

mechanisms to which the academic leaders hold themselves responsible and accountable for their 

actions and decisions, lack of transparency, participation and dissemination of information to 

different stakeholders characterize the Ethiopian public universities. Even though university-

industry partnerships are particularly vital and impair institutional autonomy as strategic 

management to answer the question of ‘How can universities satisfy its stakeholder’s expectations’ 

in  providing services and consultancy and develop research projects; such relationships were not 

recognized well in public universities of Ethiopia. This blurring between external interests and 

internal actors make the elusive transformation of university governance as a social institution in 

to a complete organization. In addition, the academic leaders at various levels did not exercise 

policy and fiduciary (legal) responsibilities in their respective universities well; rather, they were 

competing for political patronage more-or-less in such a regulated environment of service delivery 

to academic communities. Thus, it is possible to conclude that the current state of accountability 

practices based on the various working documents and policy directives were not well 

institutionalized in Ethiopian public universities.  
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Academic leaders need balanced power to perform their institutional mandates effectively 

and efficiently through collaboration of all stakeholders of the university (Manojlovich, 2007). 

This power is also accompanied by four important constructs of structural empowerment-

opportunity, support, resources and information. Despite this, paths of power in public universities 

are the sources of structural empowerment; there is restriction to mobilize information, resources 

and support to get things done in public universities. Furthermore, shared governance (formal 

systems that are in place within the organization that promotes flexibility, creativity, and 

participation in decision-making), autonomy and accountability were not favorably practiced. 

From a psychological perspective, the competence of academic leaders to perform their tasks with 

required skills and knowledge were not to the best of requirements, the level of self-determination 

to choose actions and decisions by their own judgement was not conceived, and the level of impact 

on strategic, administrative or operational outcomes lacked soundness.  

In spite of leaders’ fascination with the notion of empowerment in theory, the experience 

indicated that, in practice, leaders fail to demonstrate empowering behaviors. As can be observed 

from the findings, delegating authority, skill development, self-directed decision-making and 

coaching practices were counterintuitive to the requirement of leader empowering behavior. 

Concisely, as presented above, one can conclude that, the overall state of empowerment from 

structural, psychological, and leader empowering behavior perspectives were not assertively 

comprehended in Ethiopian public universities as intended.  

To put it concisely, Donina et al. (2015) and Hanada (2013) described university 

governance as an authoritative conception that reflects the way a university is governed in a given 

political, social, and financial context. Thus, contemporary governance approach have been widely 

adopted by public universities and are becoming a strategic part of institutions’ attempts to become 
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more efficient, effective and client oriented (Sahney et al., 2010).  Although, there have been many 

policy initiatives to promote effective governance system in Ethiopian public universities by 

granting appropriate autonomy and accountability. However, as indicated from the findings, both 

the domains of governance (autonomy, accountability, and empowerment) were not well 

communicated as enacted in policy documents. Thus, public universities were missing sound 

governance system in Ethiopia. 

5.3 Policy Implications 

The following policy implications were forwarded based on the major findings of the study 

and conclusions drawn. The policy implications mainly forwarded for two levels - national and 

institutional - to improve the governance system in public universities.  

Establish strong supervisory model by adopting outcomes based funding and key 

performance indicators. Since public universities are in a dynamic change and expansion in 

Ethiopia, the government also invests huge amounts of funds in order to fulfill the national, 

regional, local, and institutional priorities. This also needs to have common assumptions and goals 

between the government and university to achieve the desired objectives. In so doing, at the 

national level, the government should establish strong supervisory mechanism and grant the 

required autonomy to use their potential to the best of the standard to achieve institutional mandate. 

Moreover, because of greater accountability and transparency concerns, the government should 

institutionalize strategic approaches to manage public funds and track the performance of public 

universities. Besides, the government should put in place outcome-based funding approach, which 

is an efficient mechanism to manage agent performance and minimize goal conflicts between the 

two parties. To overcome the challenge of information asymmetry, the government should create 

pressure on public universities to make the most in-depth and up to date information available at 
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all the time to its stakeholders to easily manage and supervise the overall performance of public 

universities. Equally, the government should establish an advanced information management 

system to easily supervise and manage the performance of public universities and to exchange up-

to-date information. The government should establish standard for performance as an indicator 

that help to examine the level of public university’s accountability and to reward high performing 

institution based on their performance and outcomes achieved. 

Granting more autonomy with clear boundaries of university and state organs (MoE, 

Governing Boards, MoFED and FPA). At the national level- First, in order to grant more 

institutional autonomy to public universities, the working legal and policy framework (most 

importantly, Higher Education Proclamation, 650/2009, Governance reform documents, 2002; 

Higher Education Strategic Documents, Growth and Transformation Plan-II, Education and 

Training Policy, 1994) need to be revised seriously. Secondly, the government should respect 

institutional autonomy, particularly in establishing the governing boards and top management 

executives of public universities based on the proclamation and academic merits. Third, the 

government should make a strong support for strengthening the internal and external financial 

capacity through designing and institutionalizing various financial, strategic approaches while 

granting greater autonomy to use their funds effectively and efficiently to achieve national, 

regional, local and institutional priorities. Fourth, strong interference of governing board, Ministry 

of Finance and Economic Development and Federal Procurement Agency should be minimized 

and managed through the development of better strategic monitoring and evaluation mechanism.  

At the Institutional Level: Since universities are sources of creativity and innovative 

excellence, granting more freedom to the academy takes the lion’s share. Besides, universities 

should create enabling environments for scientific researchers in order to solve national, regional, 
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local and institutional problems to bring sustainable development. Likewise, universities should 

facilitate the academy to publish and disseminate their findings to different stakeholders and 

academic communities better than ever. Moreover, public universities need to design and create 

national and international linkages to get further supports and financial resources to strengthen 

financial independence and to minimize the government-funding burden. Furthermore, 

universities should decentralize their financial management systems to empower the middle and 

operational level managers to make sound decisions and actions. 

Institutionalize effective governance structures. The government should establish 

effective governance structures to enable the attainment of the intended outcomes of the institution 

with clear lines of institutional as well as a government accountability framework and clear 

boundary of officials (state organ). Furthermore, the government should establish a legal 

mechanism that holds public officials accountable and responsible for their actions and decisions.   

Design and develop strong accountability mechanisms and legal framework. 

Institutionalizing strong accountability mechanisms and legal framework that holds the governing 

bodies accountable and responsible for their actions to be made and decisions to be taken. This 

also maintains legal accountability practices. Thus, the new thinking about accountability 

(performance funding-tied directly to the achievement of public universities on specific 

performance indicators) that focus on outcomes need to be in place with clear measurement 

techniques and performance indicators to enhance strong accountability culture in public 

universities.  

Revisit policy initiatives and directives. At national level-the government should revisit 

the existing policy initiatives and directives and come up with a new model of accountability 

framework by benchmarking the experiences of developed countries and their universities. 
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Moreover, the government should communicate and update regularly the statutory, regulatory and 

policy framework which public university system functions because universities are in a dynamic 

change and the environment. 

Institutional Level- Establish a strong system of accountability and transparency: Strong 

system of accountability of public universities is vital for its capacity to survive and becoming 

sustainable. To advance the development of public university’s excellence in the pursuit of 

sustainability, universities should develop a strong system of institutional accountability and 

transparency arrangements. 

Create an enabling environment. Universities should create enabling environments to 

implement the accountability and transparency measures to respond to all stakeholders of the 

universities and to address the contemporary problems facing society. Smooth, sound and 

attractive institutional environments highly determine whether the process of sound governance 

will be effective or not. 

Institutionalize strong system of monitoring and evaluation. Universities should 

monitor their work activities to confirm that the requirement for the system is being fulfilled in 

compliance with legislation and government policies, since the government is the sole funding 

agent of public universities 

Build accountability work groups. In order to develop shared accountability between 

members of the institution, and achieve the accountability targets, the university should create 

accountability groups as one of the best strategies. They should organize in teams and find creative 

strategies to work together in order for the university to achieve the intended results. Further, it 

helps to fight corruption and strengthen legal accountability system.  
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Institutionalize reward and recognition program system. Universities should provide 

rewards and recognitions for their work so that it can keep accountability and heighten their 

morale. Besides, it can inspire and motivate academia to contribute, and strive for high 

performance, and become responsible and accountable to their institution.  

Communicate the big picture. For the success of a good governance system, all university 

communities hold a great deal of responsibility for their institution. Hence, universities should 

spend sufficient time talking individually with team members of each unit to determine what extent 

their contribution affects the vision and mission of the university. The members of the academic 

community become conscious and wiser in their decisions and actions from the notion of the ‘big 

picture’ and become accountable to their respective universities.     

Management development program. Since governing bodies of public universities 

(boards, top management, and management council) provide strategic directions, leadership and 

decisions on the internal affairs of the universities; they must clarify the requirement of 

competencies. Thus, the government (MoE), with coordinates of Higher Education Strategic 

Center (HESC), should facilitate and provide management development training, particularly on 

the issues of autonomy, accountability, transparency and its mechanisms to strengthen the 

awareness of governing bodies and to improve governance system of public universities.  

Awareness creation. Although the government adopted different policy initiatives and 

directives (HEP-650/2009; FDRE, 2008) regarding the practicality of access to free information 

in Ethiopian public universities, still it is a serious challenge and was missing proper awareness. 

Hence, the government should create strong awareness regarding the right of free access of 

information as per policy framework.  
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Support and resource. The provision of effective support and resources helps public 

universities to achieve the strategic objectives established based on national, regional, local and 

institutional priorities to solve the contemporary problem society face.  Therefore, the government 

and public universities should provide sufficient support and resources to the public universities 

to institutionalize the strategic priorities.  

 Balanced Autonomy and Accountability. In order to overcome institutional disorder and 

to hold the governing bodies accountable for actions and decisions, there must be a balance 

between autonomy and accountability in public universities. Thus, institutional governing bodies 

should grant autonomy with accountability to management unites working at different echelons of 

management to create empowerment and effective governance system as well.   

Establish and institutionalize supportive and shared organizational culture and 

empowerment values. It is obvious that supportive and shared culture and values could facilitate 

the process of empowerment in these institutions. The government as well as public universities 

should adopt supportive and shared organizational cultures and empowerment values that enhance 

creative problem solving, fair and constructive judgment of ideas, strong value for information 

sharing, reward, and recognition for creative and innovative ideas. 

Adopt effective empowerment program. Institutional environments that empower 

employees to do their assigned tasks well in their work unit have significant contributions in 

promoting empowerment and sound governance. In this regard, public universities should create 

empowering environments for employees that inspire and motivate better results. Moreover, 

different types of empowerment programs based on the level of management and nature of jobs 

need to be in place in public universities to increase the level of empowerment. In this regard, the 

government and public universities together should adopt new empowerment initiatives, which are 
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guided by multi-objectives of improving institutional governance, effectiveness, and quality of 

work life for employees.    
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Appendix-A 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND BEHAVIORAL STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

Survey Instrument for Presidents, Vice Presidents, Directors, Deans and 

Department Heads of the University 
Dear Participants, 

 Attached herewith is a questionnaire developed for the requirement of the PhD Degree in 

Educational Policy and Leadership from Addis Ababa University. The purpose of this 

questionnaire is to gather information related to “Governance in Ethiopian Public Universities: 

The State of Autonomy, Accountability and Empowerment.” Data obtained from this 

questionnaire will provide the researcher with a deeper understanding of issues perpetuating the 

widespread Governance practices in the academic institutions with specific reference of nine 

public universities. You are kindly asked to participate in this study. Your participation is purely 

voluntary and the information you supply is strictly confidential. Your personal details will remain 

anonymous and protected. Your name will never be published and aggregate responses from 

different respondents will be identified only by codes. The information to be gathered from this 

questionnaire will be utilized exclusively for academic research use. Hence, I kindly request you 

to participate voluntarily since the quality of the study depends on your genuine response. In the 

meantime, you have the right NOT to take part in the study. Please read these questions carefully. 

There is no right or wrong answer. If you need clarification for any question regarding the 

questionnaire questions, please feel free to contact 

 

  Mulatu Dea Lerra                                                   
  PhD Candidate. AAU                                                     

  Email: lerramulee2010@gmail.com 

  Cell Phone: +251-921-42-15-06 

 

Thank you in advance for your time and kind cooperation! 

 

 

 

mailto:lerramulee2010@gmail.com


 

  

Section 1: Bio Data of Respondents 

Direction: Please put /X/ mark in the appropriate box and provide written responses where applicable. 

Attempt all the questions, which apply to you. 

1. Sex:             Male                    Female  

2. Age: _________ 

3. Your college/school/Faculty__________________ 

4. Field of Specialization________________________________________ 

5. Your work experiences at current position in your university _____ In other Organization 

_____Total______ 

6. Educational Status: (please show your highest qualification only) 

1. Diploma or equivalent 

2. Bachelor’s Degree or Equivalent 

3. Master’s Degree 

4. Doctorate Degree 

5. Post-Doctorate Degree 

7. Academic Rank:  

1. Graduate Assistant I 

2. Graduate Assistant II 

3. Assistant Lecturer 

4. Lecturer 

5. Assistant Professor 

6. Associate Professor 

7. Full Professor 

8. Current Position held: 

1. Lecturer 

2. Department Head  

3. College, school, faculty Dean 

4. Director 

5. Vice President 

6. President 

9. Current teaching and advising load per week  

1. Undergraduate,         

2.  Postgraduate program  

 

 



 

  

 

 

Section 2: Issues Related to University-Government Relationship at Public Universities Rated by College, 

Faculty and School Deans. The following questionnaire addresses the state of university-government 

relationship. Please read each statement carefully. Then rate items each item by ticking the statement that best 

reflects your opinion. There is no right or wrong responses. 
Note: The Rating scalesaredescribed as  follows: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2 =Disagree; 3 = Some/Moderate; 4 =Agree, 5= Strongly 

Agree 

Items rated by academic leaders 1 2 3 4 5 

1 In my university, institutional performance is monitored by 

governmental objectives 

     

2 I provide fast and flexible analysis and reporting of data to assist accurate 

strategic decisions to the government  

     

3 I produce quality and timely information relevant to government 

requirements 

     

4 I work on in an improved direction of university towards the desired 

goals of the government 

     

5 In my university, there is an improved strategic planning focus to 

increase responsiveness in line with government objectives 

     

6 There is a high alignment between government strategic planning and 

institutional strategic planning 

     

7 In my university, there is an increased accountability to meet government 

objectives 

     

8 Currently, there is good alignment of institutional objectives with 

government objectives  

     

9 The government provides incentives for improving academic 

performance, quality and efficacy to better align with government 

objectives in my university 

     

10 In my university, there is  use of performance indicators to align with 

government objectives 

     

11 The government established strong supervision mechanisms rather than 

controlling mechanisms to ensure that government policy, goals and 

objectives are addressed in my university 

     

12 In my university, there is an improved financial resources' strategy in 

accordance with government objectives 

     

13 My university is autonomous in the use of funds and other financial 

resources  

     

14 In my university, there is an increased use of internal financial resources 

as part of the strategy to generate funding according to government 

objectives 

     

 Other issues you want to add:__________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  

Section 3: Items Related to Autonomy Domains in public universities. The following questionnaire 

addresses the state of university autonomy. Please read each statement carefully. Then rate yourself in terms 

of how well you believe you possess the attribute by ticking the statement that best reflects your opinion. 

There is no right or wrong responses. 

A. Institutioal autonomyin your  university 

Note: The Rating scales are described as  follows: 1= SDisagree, 2 =Disagree/Low; 3 = Moderate; 

4 =Agree and 5= SAgree /High 

Items 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The existence of self-governance in my university (i.e., free from 

external interference in internal affairs) 
     

2 The academic community freely participates in decision/policy making 

processes directly or through their representatives in my university 
     

3 The relationship between academic staff and university leadership is 

friendly 
     

4 University has power and authority to form its own organizational 

structure 
     

5 University formed the governing bodies based on proclamation and 

legislation 
     

6 University members participate in selecting their executive leaders      

7 University involves students or their representative in institutional 

governance and decision-making processes. 
     

B The State of Academic Freedom in my University 1 2 3 4 5 

1 In University, scholars have freedom to conduct research, subject to the 

norms and standards of scholarly inquiry, without state interference  
     

2 University freely designs and develops its curriculum based on the 

demands of national, regional, and local community  
     

3 University has freedom to decide academic issue such as instructional 

material, pedagogy, and methods of teaching 
     

4 University is autonomous to start and terminate both undergraduate and 

post graduate academic programs 
     

5 University has authority to make decision regarding structure and content 

of each program 
     

6 University is able to make decision regarding admission of students and 

set admission criteria for students 
     

7 University is capable, with regards to quality assurance of the programs 

and degrees to be awarded 
     



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

8 Freedom of thought, enquiry, conscience, expression and the right to 

integrity are highly exercised in my university 
     

C The State of Financial Autonomy in my university 1 2 3 4 5 

1 University raises its own funds and uses these funds without the 

influence of the state 
     

2 University decides to use funds according to university internal systems, 

rules and process 
     

3 Budget is decentralized to each faculty and department       

4 University is autonomous to reuse unused funds from one fiscal years to 

other 
     

5 University is autonomous to decide how to spend funds      

6 University have freedom to expand its financial resources      

7 University is independent decision making power to use its own funds as 

well as government funds 
     

8 University dependency  on government financial resource is  low      

9 The university is capable of spending money according to its strategic 

priorities to achieve its stated goals 
     

10 University promotes research by securing adequate funds through its 

national and international networks and collaborations 
     

 Other issues you want to add about the autonomy: __________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  

Section 4: Questions Related to Accountability Domains. The following questionnaire consists of 

accountability domains. Please read each statement carefully and rate yourself in terms of how you believe 

you possess the attribute by ticking the circle that best reflects your opinion for each item. There is no right 

or wrong responses 

A. The State Administrative Accountability 

Note: The Rating scales are described as  follows: 1= SDisadree, 2 =Disagree; 3 = Moderate; 4 

=Agree, 5= SAgree 

Items  Rated by Academic Leaders 1 2 3 4 5 

1  I act in full compliance with legally established rules and procedures.      

2 There is an enabling work environment for teaching and research under 

my supervision 
     

3 The terms and conditions of employment are free from discrimination of 

any kind in my unit/units 
     

4 There is an impartial, fair and open system of career development 

including promotion under my supervision  
     

5 There are fair scholarships for staff through its international networks and 

collaborations in my units/units  
     

6 There is  highly commitment to academic excellence in my university      

7 There is treat the staff in a fair and just way in my university.       

8 There is honest and open accounting and efficient use of resources       

9 Accountability arrangement institutionalized to discourage corruption 

and improper governance 
     

10 Accountability arrangements stimulate administrative bodies and 

officials to implement governance reform, increase self-reflection and 

bring the ability to change the university 

     

11 There are mechanisms to which academic leaders hold themselves 

accountable to their various stakeholders  
     

B The State of Professional Accountability 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Academic leaders acting in full compliance with the technical rules and 

practices of the profession. 
     

2 Institutionalizes staff evaluation based only on academic criteria of 

competence in research, teaching and other professional performance 
     

3 institutionalizes assessment based on known, standard academic criteria 

which are developed by professionals from university 
     

4 Have culture of inviting professionals to criticize state policies on higher 

education and other national issues in university 
     



 

  

5 Institutionalizes culture of inviting professional scholars to criticize 

institutional policies and practices in university  
     

6 Academic leaders assist staff in professionalizing management practices 

in a desirable way to achieve the intended goals 
     

7 Discharging my roles and functions with competence and integrity and 

to the best of my abilities. 
     

C The State of Social Accountability  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Acting according to the needs and interests of social groups or society as 

a whole in my university 
     

2 I act as a resource and supporter of public policies and issues      

3 I ensure admission to all qualified students from all sections of society       

4 Have a culture of  helping business and industry through training research 

and consultancy 
     

5 Research is conducted on the issues that are significant for government, 

the industry and other sectors and disseminate the research finding to 

different stakeholders timely 

     

6 I collaborate with other academic institutions to help them, improve their 

academic standard 
     

7 I Inform the academic community in various education programs to the 

concern and needs of society 
     

8 I address contemporary problems facing society      

9 I create an enabling environment to encourage women academic staff to 

be part of institutional leadership 
     

10 I feel obliged to account for my performance to the public at large or, at 

least, to civil interest groups, and other stakeholders 
     

D The State of Legal Accountability 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Have a  trends of supporting and respecting academic freedom and 

fundamental rights in the university 
     

2 Academic leaders creating of codes of ethics to guide university 

communities  
     

3 Working to handle discrimination, harassment, and violence against the 

academic community  
     

4 Trends of  disclosure of relevant documents, procedures, and policies to 

different stakeholders in the university 
     

5 Academic leaders carry out duties in accordance with the highest ethical 

and scientific standards 
     



 

  

  

  

6 In my university, there are legal mechanisms to which academic leaders 

hold themselves accountable to their various stakeholders. 
     

E The State of Political Accountability 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I follow the political and programmatic provisions adopted by the 

government 
     

2 There is transparency in the system of information dissemination       

3 I invite different units and faculty members for decision- making       

4 I promote the spirit of tolerance towards different views and positions 

and enhance democratic debates and discussion 
     

5 I ensure transparency and accountability under my supervision      

6 There are internal and external supervision and control mechanisms 

based on administrative performance  
     

7 Assistance in the fulfillment of economic, social, and political rights 

characterize my university leaders 
     

 Other issues you want to add about public universities accountability:___________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  

Section 5: Questions Related to Structural Empowerment Dimensions Instructions: The following 

questionnaire entails Conditions of Work Effectiveness I and II. Please read each statement carefully. 

Then rate yourself in terms of how well you believe you possess each attribute. Circle the statement that 

best reflects your opinion. This is not a test – there is no right or incorrect responses. 

A. Structural Empowerment: Opportunity Dimensions 

 1. How much of each kind of Opportunity do you have in your present job? 

 Note: The rating scales will be merged as follows: 1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 The chance to gain new skills and knowledge on the job   

 

2 Access to training programs for learning new things  

 

3 The chance to learn how the university works  

4 Tasks that use all of my own skills and knowledge  

5 The chance to advance to better jobs  

6 The chance to assume different roles not related to my current 

job 
 

 B. Structural Empowerment: Access to Information  

2. How much access to information do you have in your present job? 

Note: The rating scales will be merged as follows: 1 & 2 =No knowledge, 3= some knowledge; 4 

& 5= Know A lot 

1 The current state of the university       

2 The relationship of the work of my unit to the university      

3 How other people in positions like yours do their work       

4 The values of top management, governing bodies      

5 The goals of top management, governing bodies      

6 
This year’s plan for my work unit 

     

7 How benefits decisions are made for employees      

8 What other departments think of my unit      

C.  Structural Empowerment: Access to Support  

3. How much access to support do they have in their present job? 

Note: The rating scale will be merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 Specific information about things I do well      



 

  

2 Specific comments about matters I could ameliorate/improve       

3 Helpful suggestions or problem-solving advice       

4 Information or suggestions about job possibilities      

5 Discussion of further training or education      

6 Help when there is a workplace crisis      

7 Help in gaining access to people who can get the job done      

8 Assistance in making materials and supplies needed to make 

the task done 

     

9 Rewards and recognition for a task well executed      

D. Structural Empowerment: Access to Resources 

4. How much access to resources do they have in their present job? 

Note: The rating scales will be merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Having supplies necessary for the task      

2 Time available to do necessary paperwork       

3 Time available to fulfil job requirements       

4 Acquiring temporary help when asked      

5 Influencing decisions about obtaining HR for my unit      

6 Influencing decisions about getting supplies for my unit      

7 Influencing decisions to obtain equipment for my unit      

E. Structural Empowerment: Formal power: JAS: Job Activities Scale- 

5. IN MY WORK SETTING/JOB 

Note: The rating scales will be merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The amount of variety in tasks associated with their job is       

2 The rewards for unusual performance on the job are       

3 The rewards of innovation on the job are       

4 The amount of flexibility in their line of work is       

5 Their amount of participation in educational programs is       

6 Their amount of participation in problem solving task forces      

7 The number of approvals required for non-routine decisions 

are 

     

F. Structural Empowerment: Organizational Relationships Scale– Informal Power 

6. How much opportunity do you have for these activities in your present job? 

Note: The rating scales will be merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Collaborating on teaching and learning, research and 

community services with professionals 

     



 

  

2 Receiving helpful feedback from professionals       

3 Receiving recognition by academic professionals      

4 Being sought out by the supervisor/academic leaders for ideas 

regarding management issues 

     

5 Having immediate supervisor/academic leaders ask for my 

opinion 

     

6 Receiving early information about upcoming changes in the 

work unit from my immediate supervisor 

     

7 Opportunities to increase my influence outside my unit.       

8 Trying out ideas from auxiliary/support workers in the unit      

9 Seeking out ideas from auxiliary/support workers outside of 

the unit 

     

10 Receiving helpful feedback from peers      

11 Having peers ask my opinion on teaching & learning, research 

and community services 

     

12 Being sought out by my peers for assistance with problems      

13 Seeking out ideas from professionals other than my work units      

Overall State of Structural Empowerment  

Note: The Rating Scales are Described as Yes and No 

 Other issues you want to add about the structural empowerment:_____________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

  



 

  

Section 6: Questions Related to Psychological Empowerment:  

1. Psychological Empowerment: Perceived Support by the academic leadership to staff 

Note: the rating scales will be merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 The University really cares about staff well-being      

2 The University values staff contributions to its welfare      

3 The University would accommodate complaint from staff      

4 The university would notice if staff did the best job possible      

5 The University cares about staff’s general satisfaction at work      

6 The University shows high concern for staff      

7 My University appreciate any special effort from staff      

8 The University takes pride in staff’s skills at work      

2. Psychological Empowerment: Perceived Control  

Note: the rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I can influence the way work that is done in my department      

2 I can influence decisions taken in my department       

3 I have the authority to make decisions at work      

4 I have the authority to work effectively      

5 I feel responsible for my jobs      

3. Psychological Empowerment: Competence Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I am confident about my ability to do the job      

2 I am self-assured about my capacities to perform my work      

3 I have mastered the skills necessary for my jobs      

4 I possess the skills and abilities to practice my job well      

5 I have the competence to work effectively      

6 I sustain the capacities needed to perform my job well      

7 I can address the challenges I face at work easily      

4. Psychological Empowerment: Self-Determination Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I have a significant influence over what happens in my 

university 

     

2 I have a significant autonomy in determining how I do my job      

3 I can decide on my own how to go about managing my work      

4 I have substantial autonomy in shaping how I perform my job      



 

  

5 I have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom 

in how I perform my business 

     

5. Psychological Empowerment: Impact Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 My impact on what happens in my work unit is large      

2 I have a great deal of control over what happens in my 

department/college/university 
     

3 I have a significant role in the realization of the organizational 

goals by performing my career responsibilities  
     

4 I have a positive impact on what occurs in my job and       

5 I can manage in the occupational results and outcomes      

 I handle the limitations and barriers in my jobs      

6 I have an important influence over what goes on in my 

department/college/university 
     

6. Psychological Empowerment: Goal Internalization Dimension of Academic leaders 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I am inspired by what we are trying to achieve as an 

organization 

     

2 I am inspired by the goals of the organization      

3 I am enthusiastic about working toward the organization’s 

goals 

     

4 I am keen on doing well as an organization      

5 I am enthusiastic about the contribution my work makes to the 

organization 

     

7. Psychological Empowerment:  Meaningfulness Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The work I am doing is meaningful      

2 The work I am doing is very important to staff and the 

university 

     

3 My job activities are personally meaningful to staff      

4 Within my university my work gives me satisfaction      

5 I love to work for the betterment of this university      

 

 

 

 

Other additional issues you want add:___________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  

Section 7: Empowering Leadership Questionnaire 

A. Self-Directed Decision-Making Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I encourage work group members to express ideas 

/suggestions 

     

2 I listen to my work group’s ideas and hints      

3 I use my work group’s suggestions to make sound decision that 

move them one step a head 

     

4 I give all work group members a chance to vocalize their view      

5 I consider my work group’s ideas when I disagree with them      

6 I make decisions not solely on my own thoughts      

B. Coaching Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I help my work groups see areas in which we need more 

training  

     

2 I suggest ways to improve my work group’s performance      

3 I encourage work group members to work out problems 

together 

     

4 I encourage work group members to exchange information       

5 I teach my work group how to solve problems on their own      

6 I tell my work group when they perform well      

7 I support my work group’s efforts      

8 I assist my work group to focus on their goals      

9 I help to develop good relations among working groups      

C. Developing People Skills Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I identify and seek to tap people’s potential      

2 I consider and offer developmental challenges      

3 I try to develop leaders at all levels of my university      

4 I find ways to support and encourage others      

5 I invest all my effort in people development in my university      

D. Delegation Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I always consider whether the task is suitable to be delegated      

2 I try to always delegate a whole task rather than just part of it      



 

  

3 I make sure that I delegate tasks to a wide variety of staff      

4 I ensure that proper training is available where needed      

5 I anticipate potential problems before delegating the task      

6 I delegate based on the competence and capabilities of staff      

7 I delegate tasks to staff without any fear      

Section 8: Major challenges public universities face in promoting effective governance 

  Yes No 

1 Strong control and interference of government in PUs   

2 Absence of autonomy   

3 Equity and inclusiveness problem   

4 Lack of Honest and open accounting system   

5 Lack of well-designed accountability mechanism   

6 Lack of empowering environment and initiatives   

7 Lack of leadership competencies   

8 Lack of transparency   

9 In-appropriate leadership nomination   

 9. Sound Governance (Dependent Variable) Yes No 

1 Existence of good University-Government Relationship   

2 Autonomous Public universities    

3 Accountable public universities   

4 Empowered Public universities   

 

 10. Other challenges you want to add: 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Overall comments:__________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

 



 

  

Appendix –B 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND BEHAVIORAL STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

 

Survey Instrument for Academic Teaching Staff of the University 

 

Dear Participants, 

 Attached herewith is a questionnaire developed for the requirement of the PhD Degree in 

Educational Policy and Leadership from Addis Ababa University. The purpose of this 

questionnaire is to gather information related to “Governance in Ethiopian Public Universities: 

The State of Autonomy, Accountability and Empowerment.” Thereby, the data to be obtained 

from the questionnaire will provide the researcher with a deeper understanding of issues 

perpetuating the widespread Governance practices in the academic institutions with specific 

reference of nine public universities. 

 You are kindly asked to participate in this study. Your participation is purely voluntary and 

the information you supply is strictly confidential. Your personal details will remain anonymous 

and protected. Your name will never be published and aggregate responses from different 

respondents will be identified only by codes. The information to be gathered from this 

questionnaire will be utilized exclusively for academic research use. Hence, I kindly request you 

to participate voluntarily since the quality of the study depends on your genuine response. In the 

meantime, you have the right NOT to take part in the study. Please read these questions carefully. 

There is no right or wrong answer. If you need clarification for any question regarding the 

questionnaire questions, please feel free to contact. 

 

 Mulatu Dea Lerra                                                   
 PhD student. AAU                                                     

 Email: lerramulee2010@gmail.com 

 Cell Phone: +251-921-42-15-06 

 

Thank you in advance for your time and kind cooperation 

mailto:lerramulee2010@gmail.com


 

  

Section 1: Bio Data of Respondents 

Direction: Please put /X/ mark in the appropriate box and provide written responses where 

applicable. Attempt all the questions, which apply to you. 

1. Sex:             Male                    Female  

2. Age: _________ 

3.Your college/school/Faculty__________________ 

4.Field of Specialization____________________________________ 

5.Your work experiences at current position _____ In other Organization _____Total______ 

6.Educational Status: (please show your highest qualification only) 

1. Diploma or equivalent 

2. Bachelor’s Degree or Equivalent 

3. Master’s Degree 

4. Doctorate Degree 

5. Post-Doctorate Degree 

7. Academic Rank:  

1. Graduate Assistant I 

2. Graduate Assistant II 

3. Assistant Lecturer 

4. Lecturer 

5. Assistant Professor 

6. Associate Professor 

7. Full Professor 

11. Current Position held: 

1. Lecturer 

2. Department Head  

3. College, school, faculty Dean 

4. Director 

5. Vice President 

6. President 

9.Current teaching and advising load per week  

1. Undergraduate,         

2.  Postgraduate p 



 

  

Section 2: Issues Related to the University-Government Relationship at Public Universities Rated by 

Acaemic teaching staff (Teachers). The following questionnaire addresses the state of university-government 

relationship. Please read each statement carefully. Then rate each item by ticking the statement that best 

reflects your opinion. There is no right or wrong response. 

Note: The Rating scales are described as  follows: 1= Strongly Disagree, 2 =Disagree; 3 = 

Moderatelly/Some; 4 =, 5= Strongly Agree 

Items rated by academic teaching staff 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Institutional performance is monitored by governmental objectives 

in university, 
     

2 Academic leaders provide fast and flexible analysis and reporting 

of data to assist accurate strategic decisions by the university 
     

3 Academic leaders produce quality and timely information relevant 

to government requirements in my university 
     

4 There is high commitment of leaders to improve direction of 

university towards the desired goals of the government 
     

5 In my university, there is an improved strategic planning focus to 

increase responsiveness in line with government objectives 
     

6 There is a good alignment between government strategic planning 

and institutional strategic planning in your University 
     

7 In my university, there is an increased accountability to meet 

government objectives 
     

8 Currently, there is better alignment of institutional objectives with 

government objectives in your University 
     

9 The government provides incentives for improving academic 

performance, quality and efficacy to better align with government 

objectives in my university 

     

10 In my university, there is better use of performance indicators to 

align with government objectives 
     

11 The government has established strong supervision mechanisms 

rather than controlling mechanisms to ensure that government 

policy, goals and objectives are addressed in my university 

     

12 In my university, there is an improved financial resources' strategy 

in accordance with government objectives 
     

13 My university is autonomous in its use of funds and other financial 

resources  
     

14 In my university, there is an increased use of internal financial 

resources as part of the strategy to generate funding according to 

government objectives 

     

 Other issues you want to add regarding universitity-government relationship: 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________. 



 

  

Section 3: Items Related to Autonomy Domains in Public Universities. The following 

questionnaire addresses the state of university autonomy. Please read each statement carefully. 

Then rate yourself in terms of how well you believe you possess each attribute by ticking the 

statement that best reflects your opinion. There is no right or wrong response. 

  

B. Institutioal autonomyin your  university 

Note: The Rating scales aredescribed as  follows: 1=  SDisAgree, 2 =DisAgree; 3 = Moderate; 4 

=Agree, 5= SAgree 

Items 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Self-governance characterizes your university (i.e., free from external 

interference in internal affairs) 
     

2 The academic community freely participates in decision/policy making 

processes directly or through their representatives in my university 
     

3 The relationship between academic staff and University leadership is 

friendly 
     

4 University has power and authority to form its own organizational 

structure 
     

5 University formed governing bodies based on proclamation and 

legislation 
     

6 University members participate in selecting their executive leaders      

7 University involves students or their representative in institutional 

governance and decision-making process. 
     

B The State of Academic Freedom in my University 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Scholars have freedom to conduct research, subject to the norms and 

standards of scholarly inquiry, without state interference in university 
     

2 University freely designs and develop its curriculum based on the 

demands of national, regional, and local community  
     

3 University has freedom to decide academic issues such as instructional 

material, pedagogy, and methods of teaching 
     

4 University is autonomous to start and terminate both undergraduate and 

post graduate academic programs by their own 
     

5 University has authority to take decision regarding structure and 

content of each programs 
     



 

  

 

  

6 University is able to make decisions regarding admission of 

students and set admission criteria for students 
     

7 University is capable in regards to quality assurance of the 

programs and degrees to be award 
     

8 Freedom of thought, inquiry, conscience, expression and the right 

to integrity are highly exercised in my university 
     

C The State of Financial Autonomy in my university 1 2 3 4 5 

1 University raises its own funds and uses these funds without the 

influence of the government 
     

2 University decides to use funds according to University internal 

systems, rules and process 
     

3 The budget is decentralized to each faculty and department in my 

university 
     

4 University is autonomous to reuse unused funds from one fiscal 

years to other 
     

5 University is autonomous to decide how to spend funds      

6 University has freedom to expand its financial resources      

7 University has independent decision-making power to use its own 

and the government’s funds 
     

8 There is low financial resource dependency on the government      

9 My university is capable to spending money according to its 

strategic priorities to achieve its stated goals 
     

10 My university promotes research by securing adequate funds 

through its national and international networks and collaborations 
     

 Other issues you want to add about autonomy:______________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________. 



 

  

Section 4: Questions Related to Accountability Domains. The following questionnaire consists 

of accountability domains. Please read each statement carefully and rate yourself in terms of how 

you believe you possess each attribute by ticking the statement that best reflects your opinion. 

There is no right or wrong response. 

B. The State Administrative Accountability 

Note: The Rating scales aredescribed as  follows: 1= Strongly Disagree, 2 =Disagree; 3 = 

Moderately/Some; 4 =Agree, 5= Strongly Agree 

Items 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Academic leaders act on full compliance with legally established 

rules and procedures. 
     

2 At this university, there is an enabling work environment for 

teaching and research  
     

3 The terms and conditions of employment are free from 

discrimination of any kind in university 
     

4 There is an impartial, fair and open system of career development 

including promotion in university  
     

5 there are fair scholarships for staff through its international 

networks and collaborations in university  
     

6 Academic leaders commitment to academic excellence is high      

7 Academic leaders treat the staff in a fair and just ways in your 

university.  
     

8 Under academic leaders’  supervision, there is honest and open 

accounting and efficient use of resources  
     

9 Accountability arrangements institutionalized to discourage 

corruption and improper governance in university 
     

10 In your university,  accountability arrangements stimulate 

administrative bodies and officials to implement governance 

reform, increase self-reflection and bring the ability to change 

university 

     

11 There are mechanisms to which academic leaders hold themselves 

accountable to their various stakeholders  
     

B The State of Professional Accountability 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Academic leaders act on full compliance with the technical rules 

and practices of the profession in your University 
     

2 Staff evaluation is based only on academic criteria of competence 

in research, teaching and other professional performance 
     



 

  

3 In their unit/units the assessment is based on known, standard 

academic criteria which is developed by professionals from the 

university 

     

4 Academic leaders invite professionals to criticize state policies on 

higher education and other national issues in the university 
     

5 Academic leaders invite professional scholars to criticize 

institutional policies and practices in University  
     

6 Academic leaders assist staff in professionalizing management 

practices in a desirable way to achieve the intended goals 
     

7 Academic leaders discharge their roles and functions with 

competence and integrity and to the best of their abilities. 
     

C The State of Social Accountability  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Academic leaders acting according to the needs and interests of social 

groups or society as a whole 
     

2 Academic leaders act as resources and supporter of public policies and 

issues 
     

3 Academic leaders ensure admission to all qualified students from all 

section of the society in my university 
     

4 The academic leaders  help/s business and industry through training, 

research and consultancy 
     

5 Research is conducted under academic leader’s supervision on the issues 

that are significant for government, the industry and other sectors, and 

academic leaders disseminate the research finding to different sections 

of society 

     

6 Academic leaders collaborate with other academic institutions to help 

them improve their academic standard 
     

7 Academic leaders inform the academic community in various education 

programs to the concern and needs of society 
     

8 Academic leaders address contemporary problems facing society      

9 Academic leaders create enabling an environment to encourage women 

academic staff to be part of the institutional leadership 
     

10 Academic leaders feel obliged to account for my performance to the 

public at large or, at least, to civil interest groups, and other stakeholders 
     

D The State of Legal Accountability 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Academic leader support and respect academic freedom and 

fundamental rights in University 
     



 

  

 

 

2 Academic leaders create codes of ethics to guide University 

communities  
     

3 Academic leaders work strongly to prevent discrimination, 

harassment, and violence against the academic community  
     

4 There is disclosure of relevant documents, procedures, and policies 

to different stakeholders in the university 
     

5 I carry out my duties in accordance with the highest ethical and 

scientific standards 
     

6 In my university, there are legal mechanisms to which academic 

leaders hold themselves accountable to their actions. 
     

E The State of Political Accountability 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Academic leaders follow the political and programmatic 

provisions adopted by the government in university 
     

2 There is transparency in the system of information dissemination 

in university 
     

3 Academic leaders invite different units and faculties members for 

decision- making  
     

4 Academic leaders promote the spirit of tolerance towards different 

views and positions and enhance democratic debates and 

discussion 

     

5 Academic leaders ensure transparency and accountability under 

their supervision 
     

6 There are strong internal and external supervision and control 

mechanisms based on administrative performance in university 
     

7 There is assistance in the fulfillment of economic, social, and 

political rights characterizes my university leaders 
     

 Other ideas you want to add about public universities accountability:____________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________. 

 



 

  

Section 5: Questions Related to Structural Empowerment Dimensions Instructions: The 

following questionnaire addresses Conditions of Work Effectiveness I. Please read each statement 

carefully. Then rate yourself in terms of how well you believe you possess each attribute by ticking 

the statement that best reflects your opinion. This is not a test – there are no correct or incorrect 

responses. 

B. Structural Empowerment: Opportunity Dimensions 

 7. How much of each kind of Opportunity do you have in your present job? 

 Note: The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 The chance to gain new skills and knowledge on the job  

 

2 Access to training programs for learning new things  

 

3 The chance to learn how the university works  

4 Tasks that use all of my own skills and knowledge  

5 The chance to advance to better jobs   

6 The chance to assume different roles not related to my current 

job 
 

 B. Structural Empowerment: Access to Information  

8. How much access to information do you have in your present job? 

Note: The rating scales are merged as follows: 1 & 2 =No knowledge, 3= some knowledge; 4 & 

5= Know A lot 

1 The current state of the University       

2 The relationship of the work of my unit to the University      

3 How other people in positions like mine do their work.       

4 The value of top management, governing bodies      

5 The goals of top management, governing bodies      

6 
This year’s plan for my work unit 

     

7 How benefits decisions are made for people in positions       

8 What other departments think of my unit      

  



 

  

C.  Structural Empowerment: Access to Support  

9. How much access to support do you have in your present job? 

Note: The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 Specific information about things you do well.      

2 Specific comments about matters you could 

ameliorate/improve  

     

3 Helpful suggestions or problem-solving advice       

4 Information or suggestions about job possibilities      

5 Discussion of further training or education      

6 Help when there is a workplace crisis      

7 Help in gaining access to people who can get the job done      

8 Assistance in making materials and supplies needed to get the 

task done 

     

9 Rewards and recognition for a task well executed.      

D. Structural Empowerment: Access to Resources 

10. How much access to resources do you have in your present job? 

Note: The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Having supplies necessary for the task      

2 Time available to do necessary paperwork       

3 Time available to fulfil job requirements       

4 Acquiring temporary help when asked      

5 Influencing decisions about obtaining HR for your unit      

6 Influencing decisions about getting supplies for your unit      

7 Influencing decisions to obtain equipment for your unit      

E. Structural Empowerment: Formal power: JAS: Job Activities Scale- 

11. IN MY WORK SETTING/JOB 

Note: The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The amount of variety in tasks associated with your job is       

2 The rewards for unusual performance on the job are       

3 The rewards of innovation on the job are       

4 The amount of flexibility in your line of work is       

5 Their amount of participation in educational programs is       

6 Their amount of participation in problem solving task forces is      



 

  

7 The number of approvals required for non-routine decisions 

are 

     

F. Structural Empowerment: Organizational Relationships Scale– Informal Power 

12. How much opportunity do you have for these activities in your present job? 

Note: The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2 =None; 3 = Some; 4 & 5= A lot 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Collaborating on teaching and learning, research and 

community services with professionals 

     

2 Receiving helpful feedback from professionals       

3 Receiving recognition by academic professionals      

4 Being sought out by the supervisor/academic leaders for ideas 

toward management issues 

     

5 Having immediate supervisor/academic leaders ask for their 

opinion 

     

6 Receiving early information about upcoming changes in the 

work unit from their immediate supervisor 

     

7 Opportunities to increase their influence outside their unit.       

8 Trying out ideas from auxiliary/support workers on the unit      

9 Seeking out ideas from auxiliary/support workers outside units      

10 Receiving helpful feedback from peers.       

11 Having peers asks their opinion on teaching & learning, 

research and community services 

     

12 Being sought out by their peers for assistance with problems 

  

     

13 Seeking out ideas from professionals other than their work 

units 

     

Overall State of Structural Empowerment  

Note: The Rating Scales were Described as Yes and No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If you have any additional idea on structural empowerment: 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________. 



 

  

Section 6: Questions Related to Psychological Empowerment:  

8. Psychological Empowerment: Perceived Support by the academic leadership 

Note: the rating scales are merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The University really cares about my well-being      

2 The University values my contribution to its welfare      

3 The University would appreciate any complaint from me      

4 If I did the best job possible, the university would notice      

5 The university cares about my general satisfaction at work      

6 The university shows very high concern for me      

7 The university fails to appreciate any special effort from them      

8 The university takes pride in my skills at work      

9. Psychological Empowerment: Perceived Control 

Note: the rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 1 2 3 4 5 

1 They can influence the way work is done in their department      

2 They can influence decisions taken in their  department       

3 They  have the authority to make decisions at work      

4 They have the authority to work effectively      

5 Important responsibilities are part of their job      

10. Psychological Empowerment: Competence Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 1 2 3 4 5 

1 They are confident about their ability to do the job      

2 They are  self-assured about my capacities to perform my work      

3 They have mastered the skills necessary for their jobs      

4 They possess the skills and abilities to practice their job well      

5 They have the competence to work effectively      

6 They sustain the capacities needed to perform their job well      

7 They can do their jobs more efficiently      

8 They can deal with the challenges they face at work easily      

11. Psychological Empowerment: Self-Determination Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 1 2 3 4 5 

1 They have a significant influence over what happens in their 

university 

     

2 They have significant autonomy in determining how they can do 

their job 

     

3 They can decide on their own how to go about managing their work      



 

  

4 They have substantial autonomy in shaping how they perform their 

business 

     

5 They have considerable opportunity for independence and freedom 

in how I perform their business 

     

12. Psychological Empowerment: Impact Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 1 2 3 4 5 

1 My impact on what happens in my work unit is large      

2 They have a great deal of control over what happens in their 

department/college/university 
     

3 They have a significant role in the realization of the organizational 

goals by performing their career responsibilities  
     

4 they have a positive impact on what occurs and I handle the 

limitations and barriers in their jobs 
     

5 They can easily manage their occupational and outcomes      

6 They have an important influence over what goes on in their 

department/college/university 
     

13. Psychological Empowerment: Goal Internalization Dimension of Academic leaders 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 I am inspired by what we are trying to achieve as an organization      

2 I am inspired by the goals of the organization      

3 I am enthusiastic about working toward the organization’s 

objectives 

     

4 I am keen on our doing well as an organization      

5 I am enthusiastic about the contribution my work makes to the 

organization 

     

14. Psychological Empowerment:  Meaningfulness Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4 & 5= Agree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1 The work I do is meaningful      

2 The work I do is very important to me      

3 My job activities are personally meaningful to me      

4 Within my university my work gives me satisfaction      

5 I love working for the betterment of this university       

 Other issues regarding psychological empowerment you want to add: 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 



 

  

Section 7: Empowering Leadership Questionnaire 

E. Self-determined Decision-Making Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Sometimes; 4 & 5= Agree 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 1 2 3 4 5 

1 they encourage work group members to express ideas 

/suggestions 

     

2 They listen to my work group’s ideas and hints      

3 They use my work group’s suggestions to make 

determinations that move them  

     

4 They give all work group members a chance to vocalize their 

view 

     

5 They consider my work group’s ideas when I disagree with 

them 

     

6 They make decisions not solely based on my own thoughts      

F. Coaching Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows: 1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Sometimes; 4 & 5= Agree 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 1 2 3 4 5 

1 They help my work groups see areas in which we need more 

training  

     

2 They suggest ways to better my work group’s performance      

3 They encourage work group members to work out problems 

together 

     

4 They encourage work group members to exchange 

information  

     

5 They teach my workgroup how to solve problems on their own      

6 They tell my workgroup when academic leaders perform well      

7 They support my work group’s efforts      

8 They assist my work group to focus on their goals      

9 They help to develop good relations among working groups      

G. Developing People Skills Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Sometimes; 4 & 5= Agree 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 1 2 3 4 5 

1 They identify and seek to tap people’s potential      

2 They consider and offer developmental challenges      

3 They develop leaders at all levels of my university      

4 They find ways to support and encourage others      

5 They invest all my effort in people development in my 

university 
     

H.  Delegation Dimension 

Note:  The rating scales were merged as follows:  1 & 2= Disagree; 3=Sometimes; 4 & 5= Agree 



 

  

                                                                                                        1     2       3       4        5 

‘They’ stands for “Academic leaders” 

1 They always consider whether the task is suitable to be 

delegated 
     

2 They try to always delegate a whole task rather than just part 

of it 
     

3 They make sure that they delegate tasks to a wide variety of 

staff 
     

4 They ensure that proper training is available where needed      

5 They anticipate potential problems before delegating the task      

6 They delegate staff without any fear      

 Section 8: Major challenges to promote effective 

governance 

Yes No 

1 Strong control and interference of government in PUs   

2 Absence of autonomy   

3 Equity and inclusiveness problem   

4 Lack of Honest and open accounting system   

5 Lack of well-designed accountability mechanism   

6 Lack of empowering environment and initiatives   

7 Lack of leadership competencies   

8 Lack of transparency   

9 In-appropriate leadership nomination   

 9. Sound Governance (Dependent variable) Yes No 

1 Existence of Good University-Government Relationship   

2 Autonomous public universities   

3 Accountable Public universities   

4 Empowered Public universities   

 10. Some other challenges public universities face in promoting effective governance: 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

Overall comments:__________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  

 

Appendix- C 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND BEHAVIORAL STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

Focus Group Discussion Protocol 

Introduction and Consent 

The main objectives of this study is to generate relevant data for a PhD research entitled 

“Governance in Ethiopia Public Universities: The State Autonomy, Accountability and 

Empowerment” which will be used to fulfill academic requirement for the degree of Doctor of 

philosophy in Educational policy and Leadership. Hence, besides its importance for the attainment 

of the academic purpose of the researcher, the information you provide will be helpful to explore 

the current state of governance practices of public universities in the framework of autonomy, 

accountability, and empowerment. Furthermore, it helps to explore State-University relationship 

and identify the major challenges the public universities face in promoting effective governance 

in Ethiopia and to draw valid conclusions, which will be used for improved governance of Higher 

Education Institutions at both policy-making and implementing grounds. There is no wrong answer 

but rather differing points of view. Please feel free to share your point of view even if it differs 

from what others have said.  Keep in mind that we are just as interested in negative comments as 

positive comments and at times, the negative comments are the most helpful. Therefore, your 

kindly cooperation and active participation with genuine responses during the discussions will be 

vital for the overall success of the study. Results and any other details will not be used and the 

respondents for un-intended purpose. To this end, anonymity of the respondents and 

confidentiality of their responses is highly guaranteed unless and otherwise under mutual consent 

between the researcher and research participants. 

No Name of the FGD participants Position/Role Telephone No. 

1    

2    

3    

4    

5    

6    

 Level of education  Age in years  Sex 

   

Places Name  Code Time (HH:MM) Date (dd/mm/yyyy 

Region   Starting:   



 

  

Organization   End time:   

Facilitator name      

 

1. How do you explain governance from your points of view? How can you describe the state of 

governance practices in your respective university? And why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Can you explain the relationship of government and university in your institution? What kinds 

of controlling mechanism were instrumental in your university? State supervision or state 

control? If so to what extent?  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

3. How can you explain the status of autonomy of your university from institutional, academic 

and financial points of view? (Institutional autonomy, academic autonomy, financial.  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Can you explain the trends of accountability in your university? (from administrative, 

professional, social, legal and political accountability points of views) Is there accountability 

mechanism in your university? What kinds and what strength and weakness of the mechanism 

you observed? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________



 

  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5. What is empowerment to you? Do you think academic leaders (presidents and vices, deans, 

directors, department heads) empowered structurally, psychologically and from leadership 

points of view? How do you think the leadership nomination of governing bodies of public 

universities from HEP, 650.2009 points of view? Is it merit based or not? If not, what are the 

requirements for the nomination of governing bodies of public universities?  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

6. How can you describe the major challenges your university face in promoting effective 

governance? What strategies you suggest to overcome the challenges? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

 

Appendix- D 

ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND BEHAVIORAL STUDIES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

Key Informant Interview Guide 

Introduction and Consent 

The main objectives of this study is to generate relevant data for a PhD research entitled 

“Governance in Ethiopia Public Universities: The State Autonomy, Accountability and 

Empowerment” which will be used to fulfill academic requirement for the degree of Doctor of 

philosophy in Educational policy and Leadership. Hence, besides its importance for the attainment 

of the academic purpose of the researcher, the information you provide will be helpful to explore 

the current state of governance practices of public universities in the framework of autonomy, 

accountability and empowerment. Moreover, it helps to explore the State-University relationship 

and identify the major challenges the public universities facing in promoting effective governance 

in Ethiopia and to draw valid conclusions, which will be used for improved governance of Higher 

Education Institutions both at policy-making and at implementing grounds. Therefore, your kindly 

cooperation and active participation with genuine responses during the discussions will be vital 

for the overall success of the study. Results and any other details will not be used and the 

respondents for un-intended purpose. To this end, anonymity of the respondents and 

confidentiality of their responses is highly guaranteed unless and otherwise under mutual consent 

between the researcher. 

No Name of the key informant Position/Role Telephone No. 

1    

2    

3    

4    

5 Level of education  Age in years  Sex 

   

Places Name  Code Time (HH:MM) Date (dd/mm/yyyy) 

Region   Starting:   



 

  

Organization   End time:   

Facilitator name      

 

1. Can you explain what governance meant for you? How can you describe the state of 

governance practices in your respective university?  And why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

2. How can you explain the relationship of government and university in your institution? Is 

there state supervision mechanism or state control mechanism exist in your university? 

How do you explain level of control or supervision?  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

3. How can you explain the status of your university autonomy from institutional autonomy, 

academic autonomy and financial autonomy points of view? And why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

4. How can you explain the trends of accountability in your university? (from administrative, 

professional, social, legal and political accountability points of views) Is there 

accountability mechanism in your university? If what the strength and weakness of the 

mechanism? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

5. What does empowerment mean to you? Do you think academic leaders (presidents and 

vices, deans, directors, department heads) empowered structurally, psychologically and 

from leadership points of view? How do you think the leadership nomination of governing 

bodies of public universities? What are the requirements for the nomination of governing 

bodies of public universities?  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

6.  What are the major challenges your university face in promoting effective governance? What 

strategies do you suggest to overcome the challenges? 



 

  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

                              Appendix E 

Letter of Permission to use Standard tools  

 

 

I request permission to copy the Nursing Work Empowerment Scale as developed by Dr. G. Chandler and 
Dr. Heather K. Spence Laschinger, and Arnold, J.A., Arad, S., Rhoades, J.A., Drasgow, F. ‘The Empowering 
Leadership Questionnaire’ developed in 2000. Upon completion of the research, I will provide Dr. 
Laschinger with a brief summary of the results, including information related to the use of the Nursing 
Work Empowerment Scale used in my study.  
Questionnaires Requested:  
Conditions of Work Effectiveness-I (includes JAS and ORS):   Yes 
Conditions of Work Effectiveness-II (includes JAS-II and ORS-II):  Yes 
Job Activity Scale (JAS) only:            
Organizational Relationship Scale (ORS) only:       Yes  
Organizational Development Opinion  or Manager Activity Scale:          Yes  
Other Instruments:  structural empowerment, psychological empowerment and leader empowering 
behavior (LEB)  
Please complete the following information: 
Date:  12/24/2015  
Name: Mulatu Dea Lerra  
Title:  PhD In educational policy and leadership: Governance In Public universities of  Ethiopia: The State 
of Autonomy, Empowerment, Accountability  
University/Organization:    Addis Ababa University  
Address:    Addis Ababa University, P. O. Box .1176, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia  
Phone:      251921421506  
E-mail:     lerramulee2010@gmail.com 
Description of Study:   I am working on higher education institution governance in the framework of 
autonomy, empowerment, accountability: my population are all higher institution community like 
academic staff, top leaders, Board members, administrative staff which around 1568 in number from 9 
public universities.   

PERMISSION GRANTED FOR THE USE REQUESTED ABOVE: 
 Date:  January 6, 2016  
 
 

 
 
 
Dr. Heather K. Spence Laschinger, Professor  
School of Nursing, University of Western Ontario  
London, Ontario, Canada  N6A 5C1  



 

  

Tel: 519-661-2111 ext.86567     
Fax: 519-661-3410  
E-mail: hkl@uwo.ca  

 

Appendix - F 

Israel 2013 Sample size 

Determination Table 

Required Sample Size† from: 

The Research Advisors 

Population  

Size 

 Confidence =   

Degree of Accuracy/ Error 

Margin 

95.0% DConfidence = 99.0%  

 

Degree of Accuracy/Error 

Margin 
 DeDeAcc 

  0.05 0.035 0.025 0.01  0.05 0.035 0.025 0.01 

10 

20 

30 

50 

75 

100 
150 

200 

250 

300 

400 

500 

600 

700 

800 

900  

  10 10 10 10 

 19 20 20 20 

 28 29 29 30 

 44 47 48 50 

 63 69 72 74 

 80 89 94 99 

108 126 137 148 

132 160 177 196 

152 190 215 244 

169 217 251 291 

196 265 318 384 

217 306 377 475 

234 340 432 565 

248 370 481 653 

260 396 526 739 

 10 10 10 10 

 19 20 20 20 

 29 29 30 30 

 47 48 49 50 

 67 71 73 75 

 87 93 96 99 

 122 135 142 149 

 154 174 186 198 

 182 211 229 246 

 207 246 270 295 

 250 309 348 391 

 285 365 421 485 

 315 416 490 579 

 341 462 554 672 

 363 503 615 763 

http://research-advisors.com/


 

  

1000 

1,200 

1,500 

2,000 

2,500 

3,500 

5,000 

7,500 

10,000 
25,000 

50,000 

75,000 

100,000 
250,000 

500,000 

1,000,000 
2,500,000 

10,000,000 

100,000,000 
264,000,000 

269 419 568 823 

278 440           606          906  

291 474           674        1067 

306 515          759        1297 

322 563          869        1655 

333 597 952 1984  

346 641 1068 2565 

357 678 1176 3288 

365 710 1275 4211 

370 727 1332 4899 

378 760 1448 6939 

381 772         1491 8056 

382 776         1506 8514 

383 778         1513 8762 

384 782         1527 9248 

384 783 1532 9423 

384 783 1534 9512 

384 784 1536 9567 

384 784 1536 9594 

 

 382 541    672       854 

399 

 427 636 827   1119 

460 712 959 1376  

498 808 1141 1785 

 524 879 1288    2173 

558 977 1510 2890  

586 1066 1734 3842 

 610 1147          19605165 

 622 1193 2098     6239 

   646        1285         2399    9972  

655 1318 2520 12455 

658 1330 2563 13583 

659 1336 2585 14227 

662 1347 2626 15555 

663 1350 2640 16055 

 663 1352        2647    16317 

 663 1353        2651     16478 

 663 1354        2653     16560 

  

 

         575         727       934 

The recommended sample size for a given population size, level of confidence, and 

margin of error appears in the body of the table. 

For example, the recommended sample size for a population of 1,000, a confidence level of 

99%, and a margin of error (degree of accuracy) of 3.5% would be 575. 

  Change these values to select different levels of confidence. 

  Change these values to select different maximum margins of error. 

  Change these values to select different (e.g., more precise)   population sizes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Appendix- G 

Table of Universities Based on their Year of Establishment 

No Old  (MoE labeled 

as first generation 

universities) 

Year 

of  

est. 

Young  (MoE 

labeled as second 

generation 

universities) 

Year 

of  

est. 

New  universities 

(MoE labeled as 

third generation 

universities) 

Year  

of  

est. 

1 Addis Ababa U. 1960 Adama U. (old as a 

college) 

2005 AAST    U. 2010 

2 Arbaminch  U. 1987 Aksum U. 2006 Adigerat  U. 2010 

3 Bahir Dar U. 1999 Debrebrihan U. 2006 Ambo  U. (old as a 

college) 

2006 

4 Gonder U. 2004 Debre Markos U. 2006 Assosa  U. 2010 

5 Haromaya U. 1978 Dilla U.(old as a 

college) 

2006 Bule Hora U. 2010 

6 Hawassa U. 1999 Diredawa U. 2006 Debre Tabor U. 2010 

7 Jimma U. 1999 Jigjiga U. 2006 Metu U. 2010 

8 Mekele U. 2000 Medawolabu U. 2006 Wachamo U. 2010 

9   Mizan Tepi U. 2006 Woldiya U. 2010 

10   Semera U. 2006 Wolkite U. 2010 

11   Wolayta Sodo U. 2006   

12   Wolega U. 2006   

13   Wollo U. 2006   

Source: MoE, 2017



 

  

Appendix- H 

Table of Number of Participants Position in Public Universities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
No 

 
University 

Top 
level  

 
College 

 
Dept
. 

 
Scho
ol 

 
Faculty 

 
Institute  

 
Directors 

 
Total 

 
                            Remark 

        Academic  
wing 

Admin 
wing 

Presi. 
Offic
e 

  

 
1 

 
Addis Ababa  

 
5 

 
9 

 
120 

 
15 

 
- 

 
3 

 
6 

 
5 

 
8 

 
175 

4              4 Under Research & 
Tech. Transfer VP 

2 Haromaya  5 12 40 10 - 2 16 5 - 90  

3 Mekele  4 8 68 2 - 7 5 4 4 102  

4 Jimma 3 5 51 - - 2 14 1 6 76  

 
5 

 
Bahir Dar 

 
6 

 
4 

 
62 

 
1 

 
3 

 
3 

 
12 

 
5 

 
- 

 
101 

2 Academies 
(Maritime & Sport) 

6 Hawassa 3 7 15 21 - 1 2 7 4 64  

7 Gondar  5 4 61 3 2 1 7 8 4 95  

8 Arba Minch 4 5 39 - - 1 9 8  66  

9 Dire Dawa 3 - 33 5 - 1 - -  42  

10 ASTU (Adama) 4 - 58 7 - 3 31 8  111  

11 Dilla  3 6 44 3 - 1 4 6 3 70  

12 Madda Walabu 3 1 41 9 - 1 17 8  80  

13 Wolayita Sodo 4 6 38 3 - - 9(both)   59  

14 Mizan Tepi 3 6 34 2 - - 6 5 1 58 1 Campus Director  

15 Debre Markos 5 7 32 1 - - 5 5 8 63  

16 Semera  4 7 35 - - - 8 14  68  

17 Jigjiga  3 7 36 2 1 - 9 3  61  

18 Wollega  4 7 68 3 - - 8 13 8 111  

19 Aksum  3 6 46 - - - 17(both)   72  

20 Wollo  6 8 48 2 - 2 18(both)   84  

21 Debre Brehan 4 8 34 - - 1 20(both)   67  

22 Assossa  4 - 21 - 5 - 3 6  55  

 
23 

 
Wachemo  

 
4 

 
- 

 
25 

 
- 

 
6 

 
- 

 
3 

 
6 

 
7 

51 3 Under Research & 
Comm. Srev. VP 

24 Bule Hora 3 - 23 - 5 - 4 4 1 40  

25 Woldiya  4 - 30 1 6 - 14(both)   55  

26 Debre Tabor 3 - 22 - - - 5 4 4 38  

27 Mettu  3 - 33 - 6 1 7 4+3 3 60  

28 Ambo  3 5 38 1 1 3 5 15 4 75  

29 Wolkite  4 7 31 1 - - 6 7  56  

30 AASTU 5 - 23 10 - - 6 8 8 60  

31 Adigrat 3 6 30 - - - 7(both)   46  

Total             



 

  

Appendix-I 

Code of FGD & KI Participants to Avoid Anonymity to Qualitative Analysis 

No Code Description 

1 G1 First Generation University 

2 G2 Second Generation University 

3 G3 Third Generation University  

4 HRD-G1 Human Resource Director from First Generation 

5 HRD-G2 Human Resource Director from Second Generation  

6 HRD-G3 Human Resource Director from Third Generation  

7 SC-G1 Student Council from First Generation 

8 SC-G2 Student Council from Second Generation 

9 SC-G3 Student Council from Third Generation 

10 D-G1 Dean from First Generation  

11 D-G2 Dean From Second Generation 

12 D-G3 Dean From Third Generation 

13 DH-G1 Department Head From First Generation 

14 DH-G2 Department Head From Second Generation 

15 DH-G3 Department Head From Third Generation 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Appendix-J 

Consent Cover Letter for Survey Research 

Title: Governance in Ethiopian public Universities: The State of Autonomy, Accountability 

and Empowerment 

Dear Participant, 

I invite you to participate in a research study entitled: Governance in Ethiopian public 

Universities: The State of Autonomy, Accountability and Empowerment. I am currently enrolled in 

the Doctoral Program at Addis Ababa University in Ethiopia and am in the process of writing my 

PhD Thesis. The purpose of the research is to explore ‘The State of Governance in Ethiopian Public 

Universities in the Framework of Autonomy, Accountability and Empowerment.’ The enclosed 

questionnaire has been designed to collect information on ‘The State of Public Universities 

Governance of Ethiopia on autonomy, accountability and empowerment perspectives’. Your 

participation in this research project is voluntary. You may decline altogether or leave blank any 

questions you do not wish to answer. There are no known risks to participation beyond those 

encountered in everyday life. Your responses will remain confidential and anonymous. Data from 

this research will be kept under lock and key and reported only as a collective combined total. No 

one other than the researcher will know your individual answers to this questionnaire. If you agree 

to participate in this project, please answer the questions on the questionnaire as best you can. It 

should take approximately 1 hour to complete. Please return the questionnaire as soon as possible 

in the enclosed business reply envelope.  If you have any questions about this project, feel free to 

contact Mulatu Dea, PhD Candidate at Addis Ababa University. Cell Phone, +251921421506, 

Email: mulatu.dea@wsu.edu.et 

Thank you for your assistance in this important endeavor. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mulatu Dea Lerra 

 

mailto:mulatu.dea@wsu.edu.et

