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Enhancing academic leadership in higher education institutions has become one of the most im-
portant challenges in government reform agenda in Japan (Chuoh Kyouiku Shingikai 2014). The 
interest on academic leadership is not limited to Japan, since there have been rising interests in 
academic leadership elsewhere in the world. 

In the United States, management, governance and leadership have always been one of the ma-
jor topics in the literature of higher education studies (Gerber 2014; Ginsberg 2011; Mortimer 
and Sathre 2007; Tierney ed. 2004; Trachtenberg et al 2013). In the European countries, gov-
ernance has been one of the most discussed topics in the field of higher education (De Boer and 
File, 2009; Huisman 2009; Paradeise et al eds. 2009; Shattock 2014,). 

According to the academic profession questionnaire survey that carried out from 1992 to 2017 
in Japan, the level of the Japanese academic profession replying agree to “At your institution, 
there is a competent leadership” dramatically decrease. 

As a result of analyzing why the level of academic professions who reply agree to “there is a 
competent leadership in my institution” decrease from 1992 to 2017, it became clear that the 
collegial decision-making processes lead to a competent leadership and the top-down manage-
ment style impede a competent leadership (Arimoto & Daizen, 2020). 

In the above analysis, we did not examine the difference in perception of the competent leader-
ship depending on the university sector (national university and private university) and the uni-
versity level (research university and non-research university). The purpose of this study is to an-
alyze and discuss the differences in perception of the competent leadership depending on the 
university sector and university level. 

The analytical hypotheses are as follows. 

Hypothesis 1: The academic profession at research universities perceive collegial decision-mak-
ing as the competent leadership more than the academic profession at non-research universities. 

Hypothesis 2: The academic profession at national universities perceive collegial decision-making 
as the competent leadership more than the academic profession at private universities. 
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