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Abstract: 
Background: Higher education as a public goods provider is now under pressure to adopt a market-based 

accountability approach. However, this type of accountability is under exploration, especially in developing 

countries. Moreover, there are indications that private universities in these countries face more serious 

challenges, compared to state universities, in terms of market accountability. In light of this literature gap, we 

selected two private universities in a growing region of Indonesia, to explore market-based accountability. 

Materials and Methods: This research material is data collected from two private universities from August to 

December 2019. This research uses a qualitative approach. The qualitative data collection techniques used are 

observation, semi-structured interviews, and document analysis. The data analysis technique used is a qualitative 

data analysis interactive model, consisting of data collection, data reduction, data display, and conclusion 

drawing/verification. Triangulation crosschecking and multiplying descriptions are taken to ensure the validity 

of the data. 

Results: Private universities have tried to implement market-based accountability, namely trying to provide good 

curriculum and high-quality learning facilities and infrastructure. The provision of these two types of public goods 

and services in both private universities has not been able to fully meet the general interests of students. 

Conclusion: Private universities lack market-based public accountability. This deficiency exists in both private 

universities and the institutional base of private universities cannot explain the lack of public accountability to 

market institutions. 
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I. Introduction  
The New Public Management (NPM) came in the late 1980s as a new way of understanding the public 

sector (Broucker et al., 2015; Cepiku; & Mititelu, 2010; Ingrams et al., 2020; Melo et al., 2022; Okolie &; Oyise, 

2021; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). Under the new approach, the emphasis on hierarchical accountability, in which 

administrators are accountable to political superiors, shifts to market-driven accountability, where public sector 

success is measured by outcomes desired by a broad group of citizens (R. B. Denhardt et al., 2014; R. B. Denhardt 

& Denhardt, 2000; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt., 2007; Lapuente & Van de Walle, 2020). This new way of 

understanding accountability also penetrates higher education. Higher education has been seen as part of the public 

sector (Courant et al., 2006; Sandhu, 2015). As a consequence, universities have come under renewed pressure to 

adopt market-based accountability approaches  (Broucker et al., 2015; Leveille, 2006). Higher education 

institutions are obliged to provide to market institutions by providing goods and services that meet the needs of 

students as the main consumers (Cheng, 2012), and adapting educational programs to the job market (Carney, 

2006). 

Accountability has become fashionable in the public sector over the past two decades (Jacobs et al., 2022; 

Lindberg, 2013). Conventional public sector literature discusses the concept of accountability as a dynamic social 

relationship between the accountor and the accountee (Smyth, 2007) The accountee refers to parties that represent 

the state, such as elected politicians and bureaucrats, while the accountor refers to citizens and civil society (Pazzi 

& Svetlova, 2021). The mechanism is that the state/government produces and discloses information about its 

operations, and the public uses that information to monitor, advocate, and secure desired changes (Hutt & Polikoff, 

2020). However, as a result of new public management, accountability relationships penetrate the vast public 

sphere(Lapuente & Van de Walle, 2020). The idea of accountability has now been associated with an important 
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means of protecting the interests of citizens in diverse venues (Zumofen, 2016, 2022). Higher education 

institutions, state and private, are not spared from the issue of public accountability (Huisman, 2018; Hutt & 

Polikoff, 2020) mainly because they produce a broad array of public outcomes (Lee, 2017).  Higher education has 

been considered a public good, at least a publicly provided private good  (Stiglitz, 2000).  Public accountability is 

a pillar of modern education efforts(Hutt & Polikoff, 2020). 

Referring to the institutional logic framework, Brown (2017) proposes that the accountability of higher 

education should be addressed to the three main social institutions in which they are embedded, namely the market, 

the state, and the profession. Before the NPM era, the accountability of higher education to the state and profession 

was dominant. NPM shifts this accountability focus to results and customer-oriented and market mechanisms 

(Broucker et al., 2015, 2018; Yamamoto, 2011). Accountability to market institutions is measured by the ability 

to provide goods and services that best satisfy consumers  (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt., 2007). The accountability 

of universities to market institutions, thus, is about the extent to which universities can provide goods and services 

that meet the legitimate expectations of their consumers,   and the primary consumers of college products and 

services are students (Cheng, 2012; UNESCO, 2017). Among the diverse interests and expectations of students 

towards their colleges, the main one is a good curriculum (Carnell & Fung, 2017; Hicks, 2018) and learning 

facilities and infrastructure  high-quality learning facilities and infrastructure. A good curriculum is desirable 

because good teaching and learning are greatly enhanced by the quality, relevance, and effectiveness of the 

curriculum (Stabback, 2016). High-quality learning facilities and infrastructure are desirable because they can 

facilitate better learning,  create a pleasant learning environment, and improve outcomes (Aithal &;  Aithal, 2019; 

Khawaja, 2022). Based on the description above, we construct market-based accountability as the ability of 

universities to provide good curricula and high-quality learning facilities and infrastructure. 

Although the accountability of universities to market institutions has been an emphasis in various 

countries for more than a decade, this type of accountability is still lacking in exploration (Kelchen, 2018). Some 

empirical research (Al Kadri, 2015; Broucker et al., 2015; Cheng, 2012; King, 2018; Nurunnabi, 2018; Rachman 

et al., 2017; Reschiwati et al., 2021; Speziale, 2012; Thiel, 2020; Utomo, 2019; Van et al., 2019) generally 

emphasize traditional accountability that focuses on issues of academic quality and productivity. The 

accountability of universities to market institutions still requires deeper exploration (Egron-Polak, 2006; Falabella, 

2014; Halvorsen, 2016; Semyonov, 2017; Shishlov, 2006; Stensaker & Harvey, 2010). This need is felt especially 

in developing countries  (Halvorsen, 2016) where higher education is recognized as a key force for development 

(Fan &; Popkewitz, 2020; Vlasov, 2021). However, the results of empirical analyses of higher education 

accountability in these countries are generally inconsistent. Some research (Al Kadri, 2015; Reschiwati et al., 

2021) found adequate accountability,  but others (Nurunnabi, 2016, 2018) found poor accountability. However, 

compared to public universities, private universities in these countries face more serious challenges in market-

based accountability (Baban, 2021). 

Kendari City, the capital of Southeast Sulawesi province, Indonesia, has 25 private universities. Most of 

them have a secular basis (Hendajany, 2016) while others have a faith base  (Hiemstra & Brink, 2006). The two 

largest of them, judging from the size of the institution and the number of students, are the University of 

Muhammadiyah Kendari (UMK) and the College of Health Mandala Waluya Kendari (STIKES Mandala 

Waluya). UMK, a faith-based university, has 18 programs with 7,103 students, while STIKES Mandala Waluya, 

a secular-based university, has seven study programs with 2,650 students. Previous studies have not explored the 

accountability of private universities in Kendari City. Meanwhile, the findings of previous studies are inadequate 

to understand the phenomenon of accountability of private universities in Kendari City because treat universities 

as organizations with a homogeneous basis. Referring to institutional logic frameworks, each social institution 

has a unique way of organizing its practices, values, and identity (Greenwood et al., 2017). Filling the gap in the 

literature, this study aims to explore the accountability of private universities in Kendari City.  In particular, the 

study answers the question of how good market-based accountability is at private universities with two different 

types of bases. By empirically examining these themes, this study contributes to theoretical discussions about 

strengthening the accountability of private universities as an evidence-based public sector in emerging regions. 

 

II. Material And Methods 
This research material is data collected from two private universities in Kendari City, Indonesia. The 

data in question has been collected during the period from August to December 2019.  This study uses a qualitative 

approach because the phenomenon of market-based accountability in private universities is a social behavior that 

includes a complex mix between objectivity and subjectivity. Such phenomena can only be investigated more 

accurately through the presence of the researcher himself as a research instrument in a real-world setting. The type 

of data used is qualitative data.  The data collection techniques used were observation, semi-structured interviews, 

and document analysis. Informants consist of faculty members, study program coordinators, heads of quality 

assurance institutions, and administrators of student bodies. The data analysis technique used is qualitative data 

analysis interactive models consisting of data collection, data reduction, data display, and conclusion 
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drawing/verification. Techniques of researching, crosschecking, and multiplying descriptions are taken to ensure 

the validity of the data. 

 

III. Result 
The first dimension of market-based accountability is the provision of a good curriculum of study 

programs. The goodness of the curriculum is reflected in the learning load and relevance.  Private universities 

apply varying learning loads. At UMK, the minimum study load for undergraduate programs is 150-semester 

credit units (SKS), while at STIKES Mandala Waluya is a minimum of 144 credits. The standard study load in 

ministerial regulations is a minimum of 144 credits. In the perception of the head of the institution, the study load 

is consistent with the general logic of normal student learning of eight hours per day. Private universities do not 

apply minimal learning loads on the grounds of maintaining substance to achieve quality. The learning load of 

students in UMK which is six credits greater than the national standard is responded negatively by students. 

Learning more than six credits than standard, equivalent to two to three courses, is very taxing for students in 

terms of finances and time. On the other hand, the student learning load at STIKES Mandala Waluya is perceived 

positively by students. Students who demonstrate seriousness in studying can complete their studies in less than 

four years. Data shows that student learning loads differ by college. In general, the curriculum that can be provided 

has not satisfied the general interest of students from the aspect of learning load.  

The goodness of the curriculum from the aspect of relevance to the world of work is also different.  The 

preparation of the curriculum design of study programs at UMK refers to national regulations on the Indonesian 

national qualifications framework (KKNI) and national higher education standards (SNPT). Curriculum 

improvement is carried out periodically, usually every time it will take part in reaccreditation.  Preparation of 

curriculum preparation is sought through workshops. In particular, UMK as a faith-based university conducts 

national alignments under the coordination of the Muhammadiyah Higher Education Council. The curriculum 

structure consists of the core curriculum, institutional curriculum, and al-Islam curriculum. The refinement and 

alignment of the curriculum is intended to be able to approach the needs of the job market. On the contrary, the 

curriculum of the study program at STIKES Mandala Waluya entirely refers to the norms of KKNI. Each study 

program designs the institutional curriculum as distinctiveness of the study program but still maintains it under 

the vision and mission of the university. The preparation of the program curriculum is carried out in a participatory 

manner through workshops at the study program level by involving relevant stakeholders. Quality assurance 

institutions play an essential role in coordinating curriculum improvement efforts. Some programs have developed 

online research instruments whose information can be accessed by the public. Leaders in both universities have a 

good perception of the relevance of the curriculum, namely that the curriculum of the study program can 

maximally support the learning outcomes of graduates. However, some students have a poor perception of the 

relevance of the curriculum. Some students realize that the curriculum of the study program does not match the 

needs of jobs both in the industrial sector as the main link of universities today and in the government sector. The 

current program curriculum does not fully represent the soft skills and hard skills needed on the job. 

The second dimension of market-based accountability is the provision of high-quality facilities and 

infrastructure. Nationally, the government has set standards for learning facilities and infrastructure, namely the 

minimum criteria for facilities and infrastructure under the needs of the content and learning process to fulfill 

graduate learning outcomes.  Private universities have learning facilities and infrastructure but vary in number, 

type, and specification. However, both universities did not reach the minimum level set in national regulations. 

As a consequence, students in both universities have different satisfaction with the provision of learning facilities 

and infrastructure. Students at UMK in general feel satisfaction and pride in the condition of learning facilities 

and infrastructure that continue to increase in number, and are getting cleaner and more beautiful. Students have 

great respect for the leadership's efforts in improving the provision of learning facilities and infrastructure and 

feel proud to be UMK students. Likewise, the provision of learning facilities and infrastructure at STIKES 

Mandala Waluya continues to increase from year to year. Progress in improving and structuring the physical 

aspects of the campus to meet the interests of students is very visible. Students stated that STIKES Mandala 

Waluya has the proper learning facilities and infrastructure supported by modern information communication 

technology. However, the results of our study found that students do not understand the minimum standards of 

learning facilities and infrastructure set by the government. Students are satisfied because they see continuous 

development in the physical aspects of the campus, even though the current conditions have not met the minimum 

criteria in national standards. Our observations show that there is a practice of knowledge hiding regarding the 

minimum standards of learning facilities and infrastructure. Disclosure about the lack of learning facilities and 

infrastructure is only contained in university policy documents that are not open to a wide range of students. 
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IV. Discussion 
Market-based accountability in private universities is a complex social phenomenon. The implementation 

of private universities' accountability to market institutions in Kendari City has not been optimal. There are 

shortcomings in both dimensions of market-based accountability.  The provision of a good curriculum, the first 

dimension of market-based accountability, has not fully met the general interests of students. The size of the 

curriculum, as an illustration of student learning load, exceeds national minimum standards and burdens students 

both financially and time. The relevance of the curriculum, on the other hand, has not been perceived equally by 

college leaders and students. Students as consumers consider the curriculum of the study program does not meet 

the criteria of link and match and does not represent the soft skills and hard skills needed in relevant jobs. The 

provision of facilities and infrastructure, nationally called learning facilities and facilities, also has not met the 

national standards set by the government. This national standard states the minimum criteria for facilities and 

infrastructure by the needs of the content and learning process to fulfill graduate learning outcomes. Higher 

education should be able to provide facilities and infrastructure that exceed the minimum criteria to be able to 

anticipate the dynamics of the needs of the work environment. After all, universities do not openly communicate 

the lack of facilities and infrastructure to all consumers. Students as consumers are satisfied with developments 

in the physical aspects of the campus which have not met the minimum criteria based on national standards.  

The provision of curriculum as well as learning facilities and infrastructure in private universities has not 

been able to provide empirical evidence for market-based accountability approaches as discussed in the literature. 

The fulfillment of student interests as internal stakeholders, and the adaptation of the program to the job market, 

have not been a core part of accountability practices. Accountability should center more on student interests, seek 

to benefit individual student actors and develop strategies that emphasize transaction efficiency, as market logic 

is discussed in the public accountability literature in higher education  (Broucker et al., 2015, 2018; Carney, 2006; 

Cheng, 2012; Huisman, 2018; Hutt &; Polikoff, 2020; Lee, 2017; Leveille, 2006; Pollitt &; Bouckaert, 2017; 

Yamamoto, 2011). An important task of higher education is to produce knowledge, while some knowledge is pure 

public goods and some are private goods produced publicly. The lack of market-based accountability, as found in 

two private universities in Kendari City, Indonesia, means that citizens' interests in higher education have not 

been protected. A market-based quantifiability has not been an important means of protecting the interests of 

citizens as predicted in the literature (Zumofen, 2016, 2022).  

The phenomenon of pseudo-student satisfaction concerning the ability of universities in providing 

learning facilities and infrastructure can be interpreted that there is a fundamental weakness in the accountability 

mechanism. Theoretically, the college as an accountee produces and discloses information about its operations,  

and students as an accountor use that information to monitor and advocate for desired change (Pazzi &; Svetlova, 

2021; Smyth, 2007). This mechanism should already be a pillar of education provision in higher education (Hutt 

& Polikoff, 2020). This market-based accountability mechanism does not work as expected, and it differs from 

previous research (Al Kadri, 2015; Reschiwati et al., 2021) The university as an accountee has produced and 

disclosed information about its operations, concerning the provision of a good curriculum and high-quality 

learning facilities and infrastructure. However, higher education as an accountee does not provide information 

and knowledge to students regarding the up-to-date status of providing a good curriculum and high-quality 

learning facilities and infrastructure. We call this phenomenon hiding knowledge. Therefore, good curriculum and 

high-quality learning facilities and infrastructure are instrumental to good teaching and learning (Aithal & Aithal, 

2019; Carnell & Fung, 2017; Hicks, 2018; Khawaja, 2022; Stabback, 2016), then the practice of hiding knowledge 

can harm the general interest of students as the main consumers of higher education, namely the non-realization 

of graduate learning outcomes. Previous empirical findings, that the accountability of universities in developing 

countries is poor (Nurunnabi, 2016, 2018), and that private universities in those countries face serious challenges 

in the area of market-based accountability (Baban, 2021), are in line with findings at a private university in Kendari 

City, Indonesia.  

The findings of this study show that accountability deficiencies exist in both universities studied. The 

two universities have different institutional bases, one secular and sectoral-based while the other is faith-based. 

with two different types of bases. While the literature on institutionalism theory predicts the impact of institutional 

logics on accountability (Greenwood et al., 2017) the research findings at two private universities with different 

bases do not support the predictions of institutionalism theory. Consequently, the findings of this study support 

methodological practices from previous research that do not distinguish the accountability of universities 

according to their institutional base. 

 

V. Conclusion 

Private universities lack market-based accountability. Lack of accountability exists both in the dimensions of 

providing a good curriculum and providing high-quality learning facilities and infrastructure, both of which are 

in the general interest of students as consumers. The lack of accountability is the large size of the curriculum and 

lack of relevance to the world of work, and the provision of learning facilities and infrastructure that are below 
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national standards of learning facilities and infrastructure. The lack of market-based accountability exists in both 

private universities with different bases. Based on these findings, it is recommended that private universities be 

more serious about meeting curriculum standards and national standards for learning facilities and infrastructure, 

as well as involving students in seeking and sharing knowledge regarding the fulfillment of these higher education 

standards and services. 
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