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The objective of the study lies in the contrasting of a theoretical model of university 
governance in the COVID-19 era. Given that the literature consulted warns of the 
impact of the pandemic on university governance, the factorial structure was 
confirmed. An exploratory, cross-sectional and correlational study was carried out 
with a sample of 180 administrators, teachers and students from a university in 
central Mexico, selected for their participation in the social service system and 
professional practices in community health institutions. Participants were contacted 
through their institutional email, and the confidentiality and anonymity of their 
responses were guaranteed. The concepts were homogenized in focus groups. The 
instrument was evaluated using the Delphi technique in three phases; qualifying, 
comparative and reiterative-reconsiderative. The University Governance Scale was 
applied via zoom session. The data was captured in Excel and processed in JASP. 
Reliability, validity, adjustment and residual coefficients were estimated for 
hypothesis testing. The trifactorial structure was corroborated: identity, reputation 
and image, although the first factor explained the highest percentage of variance and 
only 12 of 18 indicators correlated with its factors. The contribution of the study lies 
in the contrasting of the university governance model in a scenario of exposure to 
COVID-19, but the limit of the study lies in the non-generalization of the results to the 
university community. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The history of university governance is long and varies across different cultures and educational 
systems over time [12]. The most significant milestones in the evolution of university governance: 
Modern universities have their roots in the Middle Ages, with institutions such as the University of 
Bologna (founded in 1088) and the University of Paris (founded in 1150). In this period, universities 
emerged as autonomous institutions of learning, governed by professors and students, with a 
hierarchical structure and the participation of the Church. 

During the 12th and 13th centuries, the model of collegiate universities developed, in which 
institutions were divided into smaller colleges that awarded degrees and had a degree of 
autonomy. During the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, the Catholic Church had a predominant 
role in university governance [17]. Bishops and other ecclesiastical officials exercised great 
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influence over universities and their operation. With the advent of the Enlightenment in the 18th 
century, changes in university governance arose. Greater academic and scientific autonomy was 
advocated, and the absolute authority of the Church was questioned. Throughout the 19th century, 
many universities in Europe became secularized and gradually freed themselves from ecclesiastical 
influence. National governments began to intervene more in the administration and financing of 
universities. At the end of the 19th century, Germany introduced a model of the modern university 
characterized by increased specialization and the notion of an independent university faculty. This 
model influenced the development of universities around the world. In the 20th century, the 
university system expanded globally, with different governance approaches depending on the 
country and culture. Some countries adopted more centralized and governmental models, while 
others leaned towards greater autonomy and participation of teachers and students in decision-
making. 

In recent times, many universities have adopted more corporate governance structures, with 
non-academic boards, presidents, and administrators assuming a greater role in decision-making 
[7]. In response to more corporate governance trends, some student and academic movements 
have advocated for greater democratization of decision-making, promoting broader participation of 
faculty, students, and staff in university affairs. 

University governance remains a dynamic and evolving topic, adapting to changing social and 
educational needs and contexts [16]. Each university institution has its own governance structure, 
which may vary depending on its history, traditions and national educational systems. Governance 
and human capital formation are closely related, since the way in which a society or educational 
institution is organized and managed can significantly influence the development of human capital. 

The term "human capital" refers to the set of skills, knowledge, experience, and competencies 
that people possess that contribute to their productivity and ability to contribute to economic and 
social growth [23]. The formation of human capital is achieved through education, training and the 
personal and professional development of people. Governance, on the other hand, refers to the 
structures, policies, processes, and practices by which decisions are made and authority is exercised 
in a society or institution. In the context of human capital formation, governance can play a role in 
various ways: 

Decisions about the educational system, investment in education and the quality of training 
programs have a direct impact on the development of human capital [15]. Effective governance can 
ensure that there are coherent and well-focused education policies. 

Governance can guarantee that all people have equal opportunities to access quality education, 
which will allow the development of human capital in a more equitable and effective way [3]. 
Governance also plays a crucial role in improving the quality of education. Establishing educational 
standards, constantly evaluating and improving study plans, and training teachers are fundamental 
aspects to develop highly qualified human capital. 

Good governance can encourage investment in research and development, which translates 
into scientific and technological advances that contribute to the development of human capital in 
innovative and cutting-edge areas [22]. Well-structured governance can ensure that human capital 
formation is aligned with the needs of the labor market and the economy, focusing on the 
development of skills and competencies relevant to the current and future context. 

Inclusive governance, which includes the participation of academics, human resources experts, 
companies and other relevant stakeholders, can contribute to a more accurate formation of human 
capital adapted to the demands of the work environment [14]. Effective governance committed to 
the formation of human capital can generate benefits both at the individual level and at the social 
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and economic level. By investing in education and the personal and professional development of 
people, sustainable growth and a fairer and more prosperous society are promoted. 

The theory of university governance refers to the set of principles, models and approaches that 
describe and explain how decisions are made and authority is exercised in university institutions 
[19]. This theory addresses the power structure, the roles of the different actors and the decision-
making mechanisms within a university. The theory of university governance highlights the 
importance of the autonomy of academic institutions. This implies that universities must have the 
freedom to make academic and administrative decisions without undue political interference or 
excessive restrictions by the government or other external entities. 

University governance implies the participation of various actors in decision-making [13]. These 
stakeholders may include academic staff (teachers, researchers), administrative staff, students and, 
in some cases, government representatives or external members on the board of directors. 
Universities often have governing bodies that make key decisions. These bodies can vary by 
institution and country, but commonly include a board of trustees or governing council, an 
academic board, and a university president or chancellor. University governance theory emphasizes 
the importance of transparency in decision-making and accountability to stakeholders, including 
students, staff, and society at large. 

University governance also considers the interaction of the university with its environment, 
including relationships with government, industry, the community, and other external partners [8]. 
Given the diversity of interests and perspectives within a university, university governance theory 
also examines how conflicts are managed and agreements reached between the actors involved. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has had a significant impact on university governance, as academic 
institutions have been forced to face unprecedented challenges to ensure the continuity of 
education and the safety of their community [4]. The rapid spread of the virus and the need to take 
urgent measures to protect the university community and adjust academic and administrative 
operations required universities to make agile and adaptable decisions. Governance structures had 
to respond quickly to the new circumstances and take steps to mitigate risks and ensure continuity 
of learning. 

Universities had to move to online teaching to prevent the spread of the virus [1]. This involved 
an accelerated transition to online learning platforms and technologies, requiring quick decisions 
on teacher training, access to technology resources, and adaptation of curricula. University 
governance had to implement measures to protect the health and safety of students, faculty, and 
staff. This included the adoption of hygiene protocols, social distancing, and possibly the 
implementation of testing and contact tracing. 

Students faced emotional and academic challenges due to the pandemic [18]. University 
governance had to make decisions to provide additional support and resources to students, such as 
online counseling services and flexible options to complete their studies. COVID-19 created 
economic challenges for many universities due to declining enrollment, budget cuts, and the impact 
on research and business activities. Governance had to make tough decisions about the institution's 
budget, investment, and financial sustainability. 

The pandemic highlighted the importance of scientific research and collaboration between 
universities and other institutions [10]. University governance had to facilitate collaboration 
between academics and scientists to address the challenges related to COVID-19 and contribute to 
the development of solutions. In times of uncertainty, transparent and effective communication 
was a key to maintaining the trust of the university community and external stakeholders. 
University governance had to clearly and constantly communicate the decisions made, the 
measures implemented and updates on the situation. 
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Studies on university governance in the COVID-19 era consist of establishing a health agenda 
and the impact of anti-COVID-19 policies without considering the trust between the authorities and 
the university community regarding the pandemic and its effects on the teaching learning [2]. Once 
the pandemic stopped and intensified, biomedical studies demonstrated the imminent risk in 
closed spaces. Consequently, risk communication became the focus of the discussion. In this way, 
the review of studies related to the diffusion of innovations, the usefulness of technology and the 
perception of risks are essential to establish the formation of intellectual capital in university 
governance during the pandemic. 

The objective of the study is to establish the learning network of university governance in the 
COVID-19 era regarding the formation of intellectual capital. If governance is a regulatory system of 
identities, reputations and images, then it is to be expected that the pandemic will increase the 
stigma towards the authorities regarding the management of the health crisis and its effects in the 
classroom. 

Are there significant differences between the theoretical structure of university governance 
versus student evaluations regarding the image, reputation, and identity of anti-COVID-19 policies? 
Hypothesis 1, there will be significant differences between the theoretical structure of governance 
and the empirical observations if the impact of COVID-19 on the reputation, image and identity of 
the parties involved is considered. Hypothesis 2, there will be significant differences between the 
theoretical structure of university governance with respect to the evaluations of students trained in 
distance, asynchronous, virtual and immersive systems. Hypothesis 3, there will be significant 
differences between the theoretical governance regarding the utility, innovation or risk of students 
in the use of technology, devices and public networks. 
 
2. Methodology  
 

A cross-sectional, exploratory and correlational study was carried out in a sample of 40 
administrative staff (M = 45.45 DE = 12.34 age and M = 34'672.00 DE = 12'856.00 monthly income), 
40 teachers (M = 52.78 DE = 18.89 age and M = 27'893.00 SD = 12'643.00 monthly income), 100 
students (M = 21.3 SD = 3.4 age and M = 5'782.00 SD = 435.00 monthly income). 

The Perceived University Governance Scale was used. It includes statements about the identity, 
reputation and image of anti-COVID-19 policies [11]. Each statement is answered with one of five 
options ranging from 0 = “not at all in agreement” to 5 = “quite in agreement”. The reported 
reliability of the instrument ranges between 0.789 and 0.864, although in the study the general 
scale reached alpha and omega values of 0.756 and 0.764 respectively, as well as values between 
0.768 and 0.794 for the subscales. The validity obtained factorial weights between 0.348 and 0.523. 

Respondents were contacted through institutional mail [5]. They were sent a letter explaining 
the objectives of the study and those responsible for carrying it out, as well as a guarantee of 
confidentiality and anonymity so as not to affect their academic status. The homogenization of the 
concepts was established in focus groups of 10 students. The activating questions were: What 
instrumental policies to defeat the pandemic? Identity, reputation and image are terms that 
describe your opinion on anti-COVID-19 policies? Next, the Delphi technique was used to evaluate 
the scale. In the first phase, the judges scored the items. In the second they compared their grades 
with averages. In the third they reiterated their initial rating or modified it. The scale was applied in 
a zoom session organized in groups of 20 respondents. 

The data was captured in Excel. They were analyzed in JASP version 16. The reliability, 
adequacy, sphericity, validity, adjustment and residual coefficients were estimated. The values 
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close to the unit were interpreted as evidence of non-rejection of the hypotheses, except for the 
residual that should have tended to zero for the contrast of the hypothesis. 
 
3. Results  
 

The model specification delimits the relationships between the variables and indicators. In this 
sense, the comparison of the theoretical model of three variables with the empirical model is 
specified with the eigenvalues (see Table 1). 
 

Table 1 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test 
 MSA 

Overall MSA 0.821  
r1 0.831  
r2 0.912  
r3 0.861  
r4 0.671  
r5 0.914  
r6 0.711  
r7 0.781  
r8 0.757  
r9 0.930  
r10 0.847  
r11 0.897  
r12 0.741  
r13 0.777  
r14 0.646  
r15 0.855  
r16 0.702  
r17 0.798  
r18 0.724  

KMO = 0.762; Sphericity [x2 = 23.24 (24gl) p < 0.01] 

 
The eigenvalues suggest the inclusion of three variables, but the empirical test of the model, the 

fit and residual values indicate that the 18 indicators should be reduced to 12 and the three 
variables decreased to three for identity, four for reputation and four for the image (see Table 2). 

The fit and residual parameters [X2 = 829.868 (102 gl) p < 0.001; TLI = 0.412; BIC = 360,141; 
RMSEA = 0.026] suggest the non-rejection of the hypothesis regarding the significant differences 
between the theoretical and empirical model (see Table 3). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Journal of Advanced Research in Business and Management Studies 

Volume 37, Issue 1 (2024) 15-22 

20 
 

Table 2 
Factor loadings 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Uniqueness 

r1    0.914     0.166  

r2 0.950        0.097  

r3 0.907        0.102  

r4          0.801  

r5 0.938        0.111  

r6 0.557  -0.722  0.410  0.149  

r7 0.799        0.315  

r8       -0.816  0.222  

r9 0.755        0.339  

r10       -0.430  0.637  

r11 0.882        0.097  

r12          0.902  

r13 0.516  0.488  0.515  0.140  

r14          0.786  

r15 0.858  -0.497     0.039  

r16    0.784     0.238  

r17       0.894  0.160  

r18    0.724     0.468  

Note: Applied rotation method is promax. 

 
Table 3 
Factor characteristics 
 SumSq. Loadings Proportion var. Cumulative 

Factor 1 6.409  0.356  0.356  
Factor 2 3.141  0.174  0.531  
Factor 3 2.682  0.149  0.680  

 
4. Discussion 
 

The present work corroborates the theoretical structure of university governance reported in 
the consulted literature. The findings show that the university governance structure includes 
identity with 34% of the total variance explained, reputation with 10% of the total variance and 
image with 3% of the total variance explained. The adjustment and residual parameters indicate 
the non-rejection of the three hypotheses related to the significant differences between the 
theoretical structures with respect to the empirical model. In addition, university governance with 
its structure of three variables can be explained from twelve indicators. Such findings are relevant 
to the state of the art, as the governance structure has not changed in the COVID-19 era. 

Studies on university governance emphasize the regulation of anti-COVID-19 policies based on 
the epidemiological traffic light [9]. In this way, the red color defined the distance teaching and 
learning policies, the use of anti-COVID-19 devices and the management of virtual procedures, but 
the green traffic light deregulated the anti-pandemic measures. Such a dilemma limited university 
governance [6]. Progress towards a knowledge management system with the participation, 
representation and decision of the parties involved was limited by the pandemic [20]. In fact, the 
stigma towards university authorities emerged to reduce university governance to a minimal 
preventive expression of COVID-19. 

University governance as the guiding axis of the health agenda implies the establishment of an 
identity, reputation and corporate image [21]. In other words, the university extension with public 
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and private actors suggests a biosecurity system that generates trust between the parties, although 
the studies indicate an institutional decoupling as a limit to governance. In fact, the present work 
found that the greatest amount of explained variance lies in the identity factor that measures 
internal trust. Meanwhile, the university governance structure includes reputation and image, but 
the explained variance is lower than identity. It means then that university governance was reduced 
to identity or internal trust between authorities, teachers and students in the face of the health 
crisis. 
 
5. Conclusion 
 

The contrast of three hypotheses related to the differences between the theoretical structures 
of university governance with respect to an empirical model suggests the non-rejection of identity, 
reputation and image as explanatory variables of the effects of COVID-19 on relations of trust 
between the parties involved. Administrative staff, teachers and students were exposed to the 
stigma towards the authorities regarding the management of the health crisis and risk 
communication. Precisely, a limit of the study lies in the non-generalization of the results to the 
study university population. In addition, the inclusion of stigma in the theoretical and empirical 
model is recommended to be able to contrast the leading hypothesis. The results show that the 
practice of university governance was reduced to an identity factor and therefore its 
implementation in university communication of the health crisis is recommended. 
 
References 
[1] Collins, Aengus, Marie-Valentine Florin, and Ortwin Renn. "COVID-19 risk governance: drivers, responses and 

lessons to be learned." In COVID-19, pp. 241-250. Routledge, 2022. 
[2] Dodds, Klaus, Vanesa Castan Broto, Klaus Detterbeck, Martin Jones, Virginie Mamadouh, Maano Ramutsindela, 

Monica Varsanyi, David Wachsmuth, and Chih Yuan Woon. "The COVID-19 pandemic: Territorial, political and 
governance dimensions of the crisis." Territory, Politics, Governance 8, no. 3 (2020): 289-298. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2020.1771022  

[3] Dutta, Anwesha, and Harry W. Fischer. "The local governance of COVID-19: Disease prevention and social security 
in rural India." World development 138 (2021): 105234. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2020.105234  

[4] Elmarzouky, Mahmoud, Khaldoon Albitar, and Khaled Hussainey. "Covid-19 and performance disclosure: does 
governance matter?." International Journal of Accounting & Information Management 29, no. 5 (2021): 776-792. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-04-2021-0086  

[5] Gao, Xiang, and Jianxing Yu. "Public governance mechanism in the prevention and control of the COVID-19: 
information, decision-making and execution." Journal of Chinese Governance 5, no. 2 (2020): 178-197. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23812346.2020.1744922  

[6] Gelter, Martin, and Julia M. Puaschunder. "COVID-19 and comparative corporate governance." J. Corp. L. 46 
(2020): 557. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3772965  

[7] Gostin, Lawrence O., Suerie Moon, and Benjamin Mason Meier. "Reimagining global health governance in the age 
of COVID-19." American Journal of Public Health 110, no. 11 (2020): 1615-1619. 
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2020.305933  

[8] Hsu, Yu-Lin, and Li-Kai Connie Liao. "Corporate governance and stock performance: The case of COVID-19 
crisis." Journal of Accounting and Public Policy 41, no. 4 (2022): 106920. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2021.106920  

[9] Janssen, Marijn, and Haiko Van der Voort. "Agile and adaptive governance in crisis response: Lessons from the 
COVID-19 pandemic." International journal of information management 55 (2020): 102180. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2020.102180  

[10] Kano, Liena, and Chang Hoon Oh. "Global value chains in the post‐COVID world: Governance for 
reliability." Journal of Management Studies 57, no. 8 (2020): 1773-1777. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12626  

[11] Khatib, Saleh FA, and Abdulnaser Nour. "The impact of corporate governance on firm performance during the 
COVID-19 pandemic: Evidence from Malaysia." Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business 8, no. 2 (2021): 
0943-0952. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21622671.2020.1771022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2020.105234
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJAIM-04-2021-0086
https://doi.org/10.1080/23812346.2020.1744922
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3772965
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2020.305933
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2021.106920
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2020.102180
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12626


Journal of Advanced Research in Business and Management Studies 

Volume 37, Issue 1 (2024) 15-22 

22 
 

[12] Koutoupis, Andreas, Panagiotis Kyriakogkonas, Michail Pazarskis, and Leonidas Davidopoulos. "Corporate 
governance and COVID-19: a literature review." Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in 
Society 21, no. 6 (2021): 969-982. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-10-2020-0447  

[13] Ladi, Stella, and Dimitris Tsarouhas. "EU economic governance and Covid-19: policy learning and windows of 
opportunity." Journal of European Integration 42, no. 8 (2020): 1041-1056. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2020.1852231  

[14] Larionova, Marina, and John Kirton. "Global governance after the COVID-19 crisis." International Organisations 
Research Journal 15, no. 2 (2020): 7-23. https://doi.org/10.17323/1996-7845-2020-02-01  

[15] Levy, David L. "COVID‐19 and global governance." Journal of Management Studies 58, no. 2 (2020): 562. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12654  

[16] McGuirk, Pauline, Robyn Dowling, Sophia Maalsen, and Tom Baker. "Urban governance innovation and COVID‐
19." Geographical Research 59, no. 2 (2021): 188-195. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12456  

[17] Martínez-Córdoba, Pedro-José, Bernardino Benito, and Isabel-María García-Sánchez. "Efficiency in the 
governance of the Covid-19 pandemic: political and territorial factors." Globalization and health 17 (2021): 1-13. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-021-00759-4  

[18] Notteboom, Theo E., and Hercules E. Haralambides. "Port management and governance in a post-COVID-19 era: 
quo vadis?." Maritime Economics & Logistics 22 (2020): 329-352. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41278-020-00162-7  

[19] Ortega, Francisco, and Michael Orsini. "Governing COVID-19 without government in Brazil: Ignorance, neoliberal 
authoritarianism, and the collapse of public health leadership." Global public health 15, no. 9 (2020): 1257-1277. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2020.1795223  

[20] Rajan, Dheepa, Kira Koch, Katja Rohrer, Csongor Bajnoczki, Anna Socha, Maike Voss, Marjolaine Nicod, Valery 
Ridde, and Justin Koonin. "Governance of the Covid-19 response: a call for more inclusive and transparent 
decision-making." BMJ global health 5, no. 5 (2020): e002655. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-002655  

[21] Schmidt, Vivien A. "Theorizing institutional change and governance in European responses to the Covid-19 
pandemic." Journal of European Integration 42, no. 8 (2020): 1177-1193. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2020.1853121  

[22] Williams, Owain David. "COVID-19 and private health: market and governance failure." Development 63, no. 2 
(2020): 181-190. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-020-00273-x  

[23] Zhang, Hu. "Challenges and approaches of the global governance of public health under COVID-19." Frontiers in 
public health 9 (2021): 727214. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2021.727214  

 

https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-10-2020-0447
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2020.1852231
https://doi.org/10.17323/1996-7845-2020-02-01
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12654
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-5871.12456
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12992-021-00759-4
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41278-020-00162-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2020.1795223
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-002655
https://doi.org/10.1080/07036337.2020.1853121
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-020-00273-x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2021.727214

