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Abstract

This study examined the moderating role of social justice in the relationship between democratic leadership and cultural 
diversity in public universities in Southwest Nigeria. It addressed the concern that universities may bring together 
students from different ethnic, religious, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds while inclusion, fairness, participation, and 
belonging remain uneven. The objective was to determine whether social justice strengthens or weakens the relationship 
between democratic leadership and cultural diversity. The study adopted a pragmatic research philosophy and a 
convergent mixed-methods design. Quantitative data were collected from 592 final-year students across six selected 
public universities, while qualitative data were obtained through semi-structured interviews with 14 educational leaders. 
Data were analysed using descriptive statistics, ordinal logistic regression, and thematic analysis. Findings showed that 
democratic leadership significantly influenced cultural diversity (χ²(3) = 18.138, p < .001, Nagelkerke R² = .038). Social 
justice significantly moderated the relationship (χ²(3) = 19.849, p < .001, Nagelkerke R² = .059), increasing explanatory 
power from 3.8% to 5.9%. The conclusion was that democratic leadership supports cultural diversity, but its influence is 
stronger when supported by fairness, equity, inclusion, and access.
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Introduction

Cultural diversity has become a defining feature of higher 
education because universities now bring together students 
and staff from different ethnic, religious, linguistic, gender, 
national, and socio-economic backgrounds. This diversity can 
enrich learning, creativity, intercultural understanding, and 
institutional development when it is supported by inclusive 
structures. However, the presence of different groups within 
a university does not automatically produce inclusion, 
fairness, belonging, or meaningful participation (Ramdas et 
al., 2025; Ward et al., 2025). Students may study in the same 
institution and still experience exclusion when their cultural 
identities are not reflected in classroom practices, curriculum 
content, student leadership, policy processes, and institutional 
support systems. Cultural diversity in higher education should 
therefore be understood not only as the presence of diverse 

groups, but as the extent to which those groups are recognised, 
respected, represented, and able to participate in academic and 
institutional life (Corres-Medrano et al., 2026; Morgan et al., 
2025; Ward et al., 2025).

The challenge of cultural diversity is more complex in African 
higher education because universities operate within historical, 
political, linguistic, ethnic, and resource-related realities that 
shape how inclusion is experienced. African universities are 
often expected to promote national integration and global 
competitiveness while also responding to local cultural 
identities, social inequalities, and institutional constraints 
(Bhowmik et al., 2026; Cumar et al., 2025; Idahosa & Love, 
2025). In Nigeria, these concerns are particularly important 
because the university system operates within a deeply plural 
society marked by ethnicity, religion, language, region, social 
class, and state-of-origin identity (Abiola et al., 2026b; Obiagu 
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et al., 2025). Although public universities admit students and 
employ staff from different backgrounds, cultural inclusion 
may still be weakened by ethnic preference, language 
dominance, unequal representation, quota-related imbalance, 
weak curriculum responsiveness, and uneven participation in 
university life (Obiagu et al., 2025). This shows that cultural 
diversity in Nigerian universities is not only a demographic 
reality, but also an institutional and leadership concern.

Leadership shapes how these dynamics play out because 
university leaders influence decision-making, resource 
allocation, conflict management, policy implementation, 
and student and staff involvement in matters that affect them 
(Bhowmik et al., 2026; Cumar et al., 2025). Democratic 
leadership is relevant to culturally diverse universities 
because it emphasises participation, consultation, shared 
responsibility, teamwork, and motivation (Raupu et al., 
2021; Riza et al., 2025; Ukeje et al., 2026). These leadership 
practices can create opportunities for students and staff from 
different cultural backgrounds to express their views, work 
collaboratively, share responsibilities, and feel represented in 
institutional processes. However, democratic leadership may 
not automatically lead to cultural inclusion if participation is 
shallow, authority remains centralised, teamwork excludes 
minority voices, or motivation is applied selectively (Adewale 
& Ghavifekr, 2025; Bhowmik et al., 2026). This means that 
democratic leadership may provide the process of inclusion, 
but it may require supportive institutional conditions to 
produce meaningful cultural diversity outcomes.

Social justice, which includes fairness, equity, and access to 
resources and representation (Chaaban et al., 2025; Mincu 
& Mills, 2026), is the condition that may determine whether 
democratic leadership translates into real inclusion. Leaders 
can invite participation, but participation does not guarantee 
inclusion if some groups are treated unfairly or denied equal 
access to institutional support (Chaaban et al., 2025; Zare 
& Pathania, 2025). This study treated social justice as a 
moderating variable in the relationship between democratic 
leadership and cultural diversity. In Southwest Nigerian 
public universities, this matters because the region serves 
students from diverse backgrounds despite the dominance 
of Yoruba culture; students outside the dominant setting 
may remain enrolled yet marginally included if language 
practice, leadership structures, and resource distribution do 
not intentionally support other voices (Abiola et al., 2026b; 
Obiagu et al., 2025).

Although leadership, social justice, and cultural diversity 
have each been studied in education, few studies have 
tested how social justice moderates the relationship between 
democratic leadership and cultural diversity, specifically in 
Nigerian public universities (Bhowmik et al., 2026; Owusu-
Agyeman, 2021). This study addressed that gap by pursuing 
two objectives: to examine the influence of democratic 
leadership on cultural diversity in public universities in 
Southwest Nigeria; and to determine the moderating role 
of social justice in the relationship between democratic 
leadership and cultural diversity in public universities in 
Southwest Nigeria.

Literature Review

Democratic Leadership and Cultural Diversity in 
Universities

Democratic leadership is one of the major leadership styles 
discussed in organisational and educational leadership literature. 
It is commonly traced to the early work of Lewin, Lippitt, 
and White, who distinguished democratic leadership from 
autocratic and laissez-faire leadership. Democratic leadership 
was associated with group participation, discussion, shared 
decision-making, and a leadership climate in which members 
are allowed to contribute to issues that affect them (Lewin et 
al., 1939; Lippitt & White, 1943). Later scholars expanded 
this understanding by explaining democratic leadership as 
a leadership style that promotes participation, consultation, 
shared responsibility, deliberation, and collective ownership of 
institutional decisions (Gastil, 1994; Northouse, 2021; Raupu 
et al., 2021). It does not remove the authority of the leader. 
Rather, it requires the leader to use authority in a way that 
allows members of the institution to participate meaningfully in 
decisions and activities that affect them.

Its major tenets are participation, empowerment, deliberation, 
shared responsibility, teamwork, and motivation, as captured 
in Gastil’s (1994) three functions: distributing responsibility 
(sharing leadership tasks beyond formal leaders), empowering 
members (providing support, confidence, and recognition), 
and aiding group deliberation (ensuring different views are 
heard before decisions are made). These tenets are useful in 
universities because higher education institutions are made up 
of students, lecturers, administrators, committees, and other 
stakeholders with different roles, knowledge, and cultural 
backgrounds (Cumar et al., 2025; Kelder et al., 2025).

Sharma and Singh (2013) further made democratic leadership 
measurable by identifying leadership behaviours such as 
involving subordinates in decision-making, motivating 
followers, encouraging participation and skill-sharing, 
mediating leader-follower and follower-follower relationships, 
and taking input from followers. Accordingly, this study 
examined democratic leadership through four dimensions: 
participation, shared responsibility, teamwork facilitation, and 
followers’ motivation, reflecting how it may operate where 
students and staff span different ethnic, religious, linguistic, 
regional, and socio-economic backgrounds.

The relationship between democratic leadership and cultural 
diversity rests on the idea that leadership practices shape 
whether diversity is ignored, controlled, or leveraged for 
inclusion. Participation can create opportunities for students 
and staff from different backgrounds to express their concerns 
and contribute to institutional decisions. Shared responsibility 
or authority can reduce overdependence on a few leaders and 
allow different groups to take part in governance. Teamwork 
can strengthen cooperation, trust, and conflict management 
across cultural lines. Followers’ motivation can encourage 
students and staff to participate in university life when they 
feel recognised and valued (Sharma & Singh, 2013; Cumar 
et al., 2025; Ukeje et al., 2026). These leadership practices 
can therefore support intercultural competence, curriculum 
inclusivity, and student participation.
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Empirical studies have provided support for this relationship, 
although the evidence differs across contexts. Almaskari et al. 
(2021) studied 633 university employees in the United Arab 
Emirates and found that participative leadership significantly 
predicted innovation (β = 0.38, p < .001, R² = .46). Cultural 
diversity also played an important role in the relationship 
between leadership and institutional outcomes. Zulfqar et al. 
(2022) found that participatory decision-making significantly 
predicted job satisfaction in higher education (β = 0.41, p 
< .001, R² = .52). These studies showed that participatory 
forms of leadership can influence institutional outcomes in 
higher education. Both, however, focused on innovation and 
satisfaction rather than cultural diversity, and neither reflected 
the ethnic, religious, linguistic, and resource realities of 
Nigerian public universities.

Shared responsibility or authority has also been linked with 
inclusion and knowledge sharing in higher education. Lauring 
and Selmer (2012), in a study of 489 academics in Danish 
universities, found that cultural and linguistic diversity had 
a positive relationship with knowledge sharing (β = 0.28, p 
< .01, R² = .34). This suggested that when diverse academic 
groups are able to share knowledge, institutional learning 
may improve. Kezar et al. (2025) and Harper et al. (2025) 
showed that shared and distributed responsibility can support 
equity work and institutional change in higher education. 
However, shared leadership does not always operate strongly 
in university systems. Al Muqarshi et al. (2020) found that 
shared leadership in an Omani university department was 
limited by centralised and hierarchical practices. This criticism 
is important because universities may claim to support shared 
responsibility while major decisions remain controlled by a 
small group of formal leaders.

Teamwork may also support cultural diversity by helping 
students and staff cooperate and manage difference 
constructively. Urionabarrenetxea et al. (2021) found 
team diversity significantly related to performance among 
management students (β = 0.27, p < .01, R² = .38); Cherian 
et al. (2020) reported cultural diversity’s influence on team 
performance (β = 0.31, p < .01, R² = .29); and Iskhakova and 
Ott (2020) found team-level cultural intelligence contributed 
significantly to culturally diverse team performance (β = 0.42, 
p < .001, R² = .44). Diversity can produce positive outcomes 
when teamwork is properly managed. These gains depend 
on active facilitation, since poor communication, unequal 
participation, or majority dominance can turn diversity into 
tension instead.

Followers’ motivation, which refers to the encouragement, 
recognition, support, and inspiration that leaders provide 
to members of the institution, is also key. In culturally 
diverse universities, students and staff may withdraw from 
participation when they feel ignored, undervalued, or 
excluded. Motivational leadership can therefore encourage 
them to take part in academic and institutional life. Almaskari 
et al. (2021) found that leadership motivation significantly 
predicted innovation in culturally diverse university settings 
(β = 0.42, p < .001, R² = .46). Holgate (2020) established 
that university instructors’ intercultural orientations were 
significantly associated with students’ classroom experiences 
and educational outcomes (β = 0.40, p < .001, R² = .39). 
Motivation may support cultural diversity by strengthening 
morale, participation, and belonging. 

Even so, the relationship should not be overstated: democratic 
leadership may encourage participation, teamwork, and 
motivation without producing deep cultural inclusion if 
institutional structures remain unfair or centralised, consulting 
without allowing input to shape policy, encouraging teamwork 
while excluding some groups from leadership, or motivating 
generally while overlooking minority needs. In Nigerian 
public universities, this concern is heightened by bureaucracy, 
political influence, resource limitations, ethnic identity, 
religious difference, and state-of-origin considerations 
(Adewale & Ghavifekr, 2025; Abiola et al., 2026a; Obiagu et 
al., 2025). 

Moderating Role of Social Justice on the Relationship 
between Democratic Leadership and Cultural 
Diversity

Social justice is an important concept in education because 
it focuses on fairness, equity, access, participation, 
representation, dignity, and protection from exclusion or 
discrimination (Makateng, 2022; Mincu & Mills, 2026). In 
higher education, social justice is concerned with whether 
students and staff from different backgrounds have fair 
opportunities to learn, participate, access resources, and 
experience respect within the institution (Forde, 2014; 
Lopez, 2016). This makes social justice relevant to cultural 
diversity because the presence of different cultural groups in a 
university does not automatically mean that those groups are 
treated fairly or included meaningfully. A university may have 
students from different ethnic, religious, linguistic, and social 
backgrounds, yet some groups may still experience limited 
representation, weak participation, poor access to resources, 
and exclusion from decision-making (Bhowmik et al., 2026; 
Zare & Pathania, 2025).

The major tenets of social justice in education include equity, 
inclusive learning, access to resources, representation, and 
respect for diversity. Equity means that students and staff should 
have fair opportunities and support, especially where some 
groups may experience disadvantage. An inclusive learning 
environment means that classrooms, teaching methods, 
institutional spaces, and student support systems should allow 
students from different backgrounds to participate without fear 
of exclusion. Access to resources refers to a fair opportunity 
to benefit from academic materials, facilities, information, 
mentoring, welfare support, and institutional opportunities. 
Representation means that different groups should see their 
identities, experiences, and concerns reflected in leadership, 
curriculum, policy, and student participation structures 
(Makateng, 2022; Mincu & Mills, 2026; Zare & Pathania, 
2025). These tenets show that social justice is not only a moral 
concern but also an institutional condition that can shape how 
cultural diversity is experienced.

Social justice was treated as a moderating variable in this study 
because democratic leadership may not produce the same 
level of cultural diversity outcome in all university settings. 
Democratic leadership may create participation, shared 
responsibility, teamwork, and motivation, but these leadership 
practices may have a limited effect if institutional systems are 
not fair. For example, participation may become symbolic 
if students are consulted, but their views do not influence 
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decisions. Shared responsibility may remain weak if authority 
is still concentrated among a few leaders. Teamwork may not 
produce inclusion if some groups dominate discussions or if 
minority students feel unsafe to contribute. Motivation may 
also become ineffective if recognition and support are not 
fairly distributed across cultural groups. This means that social 
justice may strengthen democratic leadership where fairness, 
access, inclusion, and representation are present, but may 
weaken its effect where institutional practices remain unequal 
(Bussu & Karp, 2026; Chaaban et al., 2025; Mincu & Mills, 
2026).

Empirical studies have supported the view that social justice 
can shape diversity-related outcomes in higher education. 
Owusu-Agyeman (2021) examined cultural diversity and 
students’ sense of belonging in a South African university using 
hierarchical regression analysis. The study found that cultural 
diversity significantly predicted students’ sense of belonging 
(β = 0.28, p < .001). When social justice was introduced as a 
moderator, the interaction term was also significant (β = 0.22, 
p < .01), and the full model explained 37% of the variance in 
students’ sense of belonging (R² = .37). This showed diversity 
becomes more meaningful under justice-oriented conditions, 
though the study measured belonging rather than cultural 
diversity itself, and was set in South Africa rather than Nigeria.

Denisova (2020) also found that institutional commitment to 
social justice significantly predicted lower interethnic tension 
(β = −0.33, p < .01) and higher perceptions of inclusivity (β 
= 0.41, p < .001). The model explained 31% of the variance 
in interethnic relations outcomes (R² = .31). Justice-oriented 
institutional practices could reduce tension and improve 
inclusion in culturally diverse settings. However, the study 
did not examine democratic leadership as the independent 
variable or focus on the Nigerian context, a gap the present 
study extended by testing whether social justice strengthens or 
weakens the leadership–diversity relationship.

Other studies have shown that social justice can influence the 
strength of relationships involving leadership, institutional 
practices, and educational outcomes. Harun and Ahmad 
(2022), in a study of 272 administrators in Malaysian private 
universities, found that distributive justice significantly 
influenced retention (β = 0.36, p < .001). They also found that 
social justice strengthened the relationship between human 
resource management practices and employee commitment (β 
= 0.24, p < .01, R² = .48). Karataş and Han (2022), using data 
from 404 prospective teachers in Turkey, found that cultural 
intelligence significantly predicted professional attitudes (β = 
0.39, p < .001), while social justice mediated the relationship 
(β = 0.31, p < .001, R² = .42). Social justice can function 
as an important condition in institutional and educational 
relationships. However, these studies did not directly test 
social justice as a moderator between democratic leadership 
and cultural diversity in Nigerian public universities.

The moderating role of social justice, therefore, rests on the 
argument that democratic leadership provides the process 
of inclusion, while social justice provides the condition that 
makes inclusion fair and meaningful. Democratic leadership 
may open spaces for participation, shared responsibility, 
teamwork, and motivation. Social justice determines whether 
those spaces are accessible, safe, fair, and representative for 

students and staff from different cultural backgrounds. Where 
equity, inclusive learning environments, access to resources, 
and respect for diversity are strong, democratic leadership is 
more likely to improve intercultural competence, curriculum 
inclusivity, and student participation. Where these justice 
conditions are weak, democratic leadership may remain 
limited to consultation and general collaboration without 
producing deep cultural inclusion.

The reviewed literature showed that social justice was 
linked with belonging, inclusivity, lower interethnic tension, 
commitment, and educational attitudes. However, most 
existing studies examined social justice as a direct predictor, 
a mediator, a general leadership value, or an institutional 
principle. Few studies had tested social justice as a moderator 
of the relationship between democratic leadership and cultural 
diversity, especially in Nigerian public universities. This gap 
matters because the effect of democratic leadership may depend 
on whether the university environment is fair, inclusive, and 
accessible. The present study addressed this gap by testing 
whether social justice significantly moderates the relationship 
between democratic leadership and cultural diversity in public 
universities in Southwest Nigeria.

Theoretical Framework

This study was anchored on democratic leadership theory, 
social justice leadership theory, and social identity theory, 
suited respectively to the analysis of leadership practice, 
justice conditions, and cultural group relations within public 
universities. 

Democratic Leadership Theory 

Democratic leadership theory is linked to the early leadership 
work of Lewin, Lippitt, and White, who distinguished 
democratic leadership from autocratic and laissez-faire 
leadership (Lewin et al., 1939; Lippitt & White, 1943). The 
theory assumes that group members should be allowed to 
participate in discussions and decisions that affect them, 
while the leader still provides direction and coordination. 
Gastil (1994) later explained democratic leadership through 
three major functions: distributing responsibility, empowering 
members, and aiding group deliberation. These functions are 
important because they show that democratic leadership is 
not only about consultation, but also about giving members 
responsibility, supporting their participation, and creating fair 
conditions for discussion.

In this study, democratic leadership theory explained 
how leadership may influence cultural diversity through 
participation, shared responsibility or authority, teamwork 
facilitation, and followers’ motivation. Participation allows 
students and staff to contribute to institutional decisions. 
Shared responsibility or authority allows leadership influence 
to move beyond one office or person. Teamwork facilitation 
promotes cooperation and conflict management across groups, 
while followers’ motivation encourages members to take 
part in university life. These dimensions matter in public 
universities because students and staff come from different 
ethnic, religious, linguistic, regional, and socio-economic 
backgrounds, and such differences require leadership practices 
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that encourage voice, collaboration, recognition, and shared 
institutional responsibility (Cumar et al., 2025; Riza et al., 
2025; Ukeje et al., 2026).

Social Justice Leadership Theory

Social justice leadership theory explains the moderating 
role of social justice in the study. The theory is rooted in the 
argument that educational institutions should promote fairness, 
equity, access, recognition, participation, and protection from 
exclusion. Rawls (1971) emphasised justice as fairness in 
the distribution of rights, opportunities, and resources, while 
Gewirtz (1998) and Fraser (2008) extended the discussion 
by showing that justice also involves recognition, dignity, 
participation, and the removal of marginalising structures. 
Accordingly, social justice requires leaders to identify 
exclusionary practices and promote conditions for meaningful 
participation (Forde, 2014; Lopez, 2016; Makateng, 2022).

Social justice leadership theory was central to this study 
because democratic leadership may not produce the same 
cultural diversity outcomes across all universities. A leader 
may encourage participation, teamwork, shared responsibility, 
and motivation, but these practices may have limited effect 
when some groups lack access to resources, when learning 
environments are not inclusive, or when institutional practices 
favour dominant groups. Social justice was therefore treated 
as a moderating variable because it can strengthen or weaken 
the relationship between democratic leadership and cultural 
diversity. Where equity, inclusive learning environment, 
access to resources, and respect for diversity are present, 
democratic leadership is more likely to produce meaningful 
cultural inclusion.

Social Identity Theory

Social identity theory explains that cultural diversity involves 
relationships among different social and cultural groups. It 
states that people classify themselves and others and interpret 
social life through such group membership (Tajfel & Turner, 
1979, as cited in Reznik, 2019). The major tenets of the theory 
are social categorisation, social identification, and social 
comparison. Social categorisation occurs when individuals 
group themselves and others by identity markers such as 
ethnicity, religion, language, gender, region, or social class. 
Social identification occurs when people attach meaning and 
belonging to those groups. Social comparison occurs when 
people compare their group with other groups, sometimes 
creating bias, exclusion, or tension.

Social identity theory is relevant to the present study because 
students and staff in Nigerian public universities may 
experience university life through ethnic, religious, linguistic, 
regional, or socio-economic identities. These identities may 
influence how they respond to leadership, curriculum, student 
participation, resource access, and institutional representation. 
Democratic leadership can reduce negative group separation 
by creating opportunities for participation, dialogue, 
teamwork, and shared responsibility among different groups. 
Social justice can further reduce exclusion by ensuring that 
such participation is fair, inclusive, and supported by access to 
resources and recognition.

Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework links democratic leadership 
and cultural diversity, with social justice as the moderating 
variable. Democratic leadership is represented through four 
dimensions: participation, shared responsibility or authority, 
teamwork facilitation, and followers’ motivation (Sharma & 
Singh, 2013). Cultural diversity, the dependent variable, is 
represented through intercultural competence, curriculum 
inclusivity, and student participation, since diversity 
involves not just the presence of different groups but how 
they interact, learn, and feel represented. Social justice is 
the moderating variable because democratic leadership 
may not yield uniform diversity outcomes across settings, 
and is represented through equity, an inclusive learning 
environment, access to resources, and diversity. The 
framework thus tests both the direct influence of democratic 
leadership and the moderating role of social justice in public 
universities in Southwest Nigeria.

Methodology

A pragmatic research philosophy underpinned the convergent 
mixed-methods design used in this study. Pragmatism 
facilitated quantitative evidence on the relationship among 
democratic leadership, social justice, and cultural diversity, 
as well as qualitative explanations of how leadership, 
fairness, and cultural diversity are experienced in university 
settings (Bryman, 2016; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Mertens 
& Wilson, 2019). The convergent mixed-methods design 
allowed quantitative and qualitative data to be collected 
within the same phase, analysed separately, and integrated 
during interpretation. 

The study was carried out in six selected public universities 
across the six states of Southwest Nigeria: Ekiti State 
University, Ado-Ekiti; Federal University of Agriculture, 
Abeokuta; Federal University of Technology, Akure; Ladoke 
Akintola University of Technology, Ogbomoso; University 
of Lagos; and Osun State University, Osogbo. One public 
university was selected from each state to ensure geographical 
representation across the geopolitical zone. The quantitative 
strand focused on final-year undergraduate students because 
they had spent enough time in the university system to assess 
leadership practices, social justice conditions, and cultural 
diversity experiences. Postgraduate students were excluded 
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because many postgraduate programmes in Nigerian 
universities are research-based and students are not always 
available on campus for structured survey participation. 
The qualitative strand engaged educational leaders, 
including deans, heads of departments, senior lecturers, and 
administrative heads, because they were directly involved 
in leadership, governance, and student-related institutional 
processes.

A stratified random sampling technique was used for the 
quantitative strand to ensure representation of final-year 
students across the selected universities and departments. 
A total of 618 questionnaires were administered, and 592 
were completed and returned, giving a response rate of 
95.9%. The qualitative participants were selected through 
expert purposive sampling to engage only leaders with 
direct experience of university leadership, social justice 
issues, and cultural diversity management. 14 educational 
leaders participated in the semi-structured interviews. Data 
collection stopped when the responses provided sufficient 
recurring ideas for interpretation.

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire and 
a semi-structured interview guide. The questionnaire was 
organised around democratic leadership, social justice, and 
cultural diversity. Democratic leadership was measured 
through participation, shared responsibility or authority, 
teamwork facilitation, and followers’ motivation, following 
the dimensions of democratic leadership identified by Sharma 
and Singh (2013). Cultural diversity was measured through 
intercultural competence, curriculum inclusivity, and student 
participation. Social justice was measured through equity, 
inclusive learning environment, access to resources, and 
diversity. The questionnaire contained a four-point Likert-
type scale ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly 
Agree.’ The interview guide contained open-ended questions 
on leadership practices, fairness, access to resources, 
inclusion, participation, representation, and cultural diversity 
within the selected universities.

The instruments were validated before the main study. 
Content validity was ensured through expert review by 
supervisors and academic reviewers, who examined the 
items for clarity, relevance, and alignment with the study 
variables. The questionnaire was adapted from established 
instruments addressing democratic leadership, social justice 
behaviour, cultural intelligence, multicultural personality, 
and diversity and inclusivity. Permission was obtained for 
instruments that required approval, while publicly available 
instruments were adapted to suit the study context. A pilot 
study was conducted among final-year students from 
Obafemi Awolowo University, which was not part of the 
main study. The pilot study assessed the feasibility, clarity, 
reliability, and validity of the instruments before the main 
data collection.

Construct validity was examined through exploratory 
factor analysis using Principal Axis Factoring with Oblimin 
rotation. The factor analysis yielded clear and interpretable 
factor structures across the scales. The retained items loaded 
meaningfully on their intended constructs, with factor 
loadings ranging approximately from .43 to .83. As all factor 
loadings exceeded the minimum acceptable threshold of .40, 

the items were retained for the main study. These findings 
provided evidence of the questionnaire’s construct validity and 
confirmed its suitability for measuring democratic leadership, 
social justice, and cultural diversity within the university 
context.

Instrument reliability was examined using Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients. All constructs recorded alpha values above the 
.70 minimum threshold commonly accepted for internal 
consistency: Participation (α = .748), shared responsibility 
or authority (α = .906), teamwork facilitation (α = .933), 
followers’ motivation (α = .905), social justice (α = .871), and 
cultural diversity (α = .865) (see Table 1). The items used to 
measure the constructs were internally consistent and suitable 
for the main analysis.

Table 1 
Reliability of the Quantitative Instrument

Quantitative data were analysed using descriptive statistics 
and ordinal logistic regression. Descriptive statistics were 
used to summarise respondents’ perceptions of democratic 
leadership, social justice, and cultural diversity using means 
and standard deviations. Ordinal logistic regression was 
employed to examine the relationship between the ordered 
levels of the dependent variable, cultural diversity, and the 
predictor variables. The model estimated the odds of reporting 
higher levels of cultural diversity as a function of democratic 
leadership and social justice (Field, 2018; Hosmer et al., 2013). 
The direct effect of democratic leadership on cultural diversity 
was first examined. Subsequently, the moderating effect of 
social justice was assessed by introducing an interaction term 
between democratic leadership and social justice into the 
ordinal logistic regression model, consistent with established 
procedures for testing moderation effects (Aiken & West, 
1991).

Before interpreting the ordinal logistic regression results, 
diagnostic tests were conducted to assess the underlying 
model assumptions. The Test of Parallel Lines was used to 
assess the proportional-odds assumption, while Tolerance and 
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were examined to assess 
multicollinearity among the predictor variables (Field, 2018; 
Kim, 2019; Liu et al., 2023) (see Table 2). These diagnostics 
were conducted to determine whether the proportional-odds 
assumption was satisfied and whether multicollinearity among 
the predictors was within acceptable limits.

Construct Cronbach’s 
alpha Interpretation

Participation .748 Acceptable

Shared responsibility 
or authority .906 Excellent

Teamwork facilitation .933 Excellent

Followers’ motivation .905 Excellent

Social justice .871 Good

Cultural diversity .865 Good



7

PLOSJ (2026) 1:1 Abiola et al.

contained four-point Likert-type scale questions, mean scores 
above the midpoint of 2.50 indicate that respondents generally 
agreed that the measured practices were present in the selected 
universities.

Table 4

Descriptive Results of Democratic Leadership, Social Justice, and Cultural 
Diversity

Democratic leadership was moderately present in the selected 
public universities, with a composite mean score of 3.07 (SD 
= .8500). Among the dimensions, team leadership recorded the 
highest mean score (3.16), followed by motivational leadership 
(3.13), shared leadership (3.01), and participative leadership 
(2.96). Qualitative data showed a similar trend as participants 
described teamwork as important for unity, cooperation, and 
respect across cultural groups. One participant explained that 
leaders must “deliberately give everyone the opportunity to 
speak, not only the majority voices.” Another participant 
noted that “a leader should allow unity in diversity.”

The mean score for motivational leadership was also 
relatively high at 3.13. Participants associated recognition and 
encouragement with stronger participation. One respondent 
noted that “recognition boosts morale,” while another 
explained that appreciation helps people “forget about tribal 
or religious differences.” 

Shared leadership recorded a mean score of 3.01, showing 
that respondents moderately perceived the distribution of 
responsibility and authority in the selected universities. 
Some educational leaders noted that universities operate 
through committees, departments, student representatives, 
and administrative structures, but major decisions are 
often still influenced by hierarchy, bureaucracy, and formal 
authority. Participants reported that universities operate 
through committees, departments, and formal administrative 
structures, but they also noted that hierarchy still affects 
decision-making. One participant observed that “there are still 
leaders who believe democracy is a weakness.”

Participative leadership recorded the lowest mean (2.96) 
among the democratic leadership dimensions, which was 
above the midpoint. Respondents reported that participatory 
practices existed, but they may not have been sufficiently 
strong or consistent. The qualitative findings showed how 
democratic leadership, social justice, and cultural diversity 
were experienced by educational leaders in the selected 
universities. Participants described consultation as important, 
but not always deep enough to influence final decisions. One 

Model Chisquare df p value Decision

Participation → 
cultural diversity 0.860 2 .650 Assumption 

met

Shared responsibility or
 authority → cultural diversity 4.541 2 .103 Assumption 

met

Teamwork facilitation → 
cultural diversity 8.672 2 .013 Assumption 

violated

Followers’ motivation → 
cultural diversity 3.807 2 .149 Assumption 

met

Social justice → 
cultural diversity 2.217 2 .330 Assumption 

met

The Test of Parallel Lines showed that the proportional 
odds assumption was satisfied for participation, shared 
responsibility or authority, followers’ motivation, and social 
justice because their p-values were greater than .05. The 
assumption was violated for teamwork facilitation (χ²(2) = 
8.672, p = .013). This did not invalidate the result, but it meant 
that the teamwork model was interpreted with caution because 
its effect on cultural diversity may differ across the ordered 
categories of the dependent variable.

The multicollinearity test showed that all tolerance values 
were above .10 and all VIF values were below 10 (see Table 
3). Participation and social justice had acceptable VIF values 
of 2.444 and 2.730, respectively. Shared responsibility or 
authority, teamwork facilitation, and followers’ motivation 
showed moderate VIF values, but these were expected because 
they are related dimensions of democratic leadership. Since 
none of the VIF values reached the severe multicollinearity 
threshold, all predictors were retained for analysis.

Table 3 

Multicollinearity Test

Predictor variable Tolerance VIF Interpretation

Participation .409 2.444 Acceptable

Shared responsibility 
or authority .184 5.434 Moderate 

multicollinearity

Teamwork facilitation .175 5.718 Moderate 
multicollinearity

Followers’ motivation .165 6.067 Moderate 
multicollinearity

Social justice .366 2.730 Acceptable

Qualitative data were analysed using thematic analysis. The 
interview recordings were transcribed, read repeatedly, coded, 
and organised into themes that reflected the study variables. 
The qualitative analysis focused on how educational leaders 
described participation, shared responsibility, teamwork, 
motivation, fairness, access to resources, inclusion, and cultural 
diversity. The quantitative and qualitative findings were 
integrated during interpretation to show areas of convergence 
and explanation. Ethical approval was obtained before data 
collection. Participants were informed about the purpose of 
the study, participation was voluntary, and confidentiality was 
maintained throughout the research process.Results

Descriptive Results

Table 4 shows the average perceptions of respondents regarding 
the major variables of the study. Since the questionnaire 

Variable Mean
Standard 

deviation
Interpretation

Participative leadership 2.96 .9669 Moderately present

Shared leadership 3.01 .8248 Moderately present

Team leadership 3.16 .7924 Moderately present

Motivational leadership 3.13 .8063 Moderately present

Democratic leadership 

composite
3.07 .8500 Moderately present

Social justice 2.99 .8538 Moderately present

Cultural diversity 3.16 .7756 Moderately present

Table 2
Test of Parallel Lines
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participant stated, “Before making any decision, you have to 
sample the opinions of others.” 

Social justice (M = 2.99; SD = .8538) was perceived as 
moderately present in the selected universities. Fairness, 
equity, inclusive learning environments, access to resources, 
and recognition of diversity were evident to some extent but 
were not strongly experienced. Participants linked fairness 
with visible institutional practice. One participant stated, “If 
you are due for promotion, they promote you, no matter where 
you come from.” Another participant added, “If you preach 
fairness, you must practice it.” 

Cultural diversity recorded a mean score of 3.16 (SD = .7756), 
making it one of the highest-rated variables in the descriptive 
analysis. Respondents generally perceived cultural diversity 
as present, with students from different cultural backgrounds 
interacting and participating in various aspects of university life. 
Qualitative findings identified student associations, religious 
groups, classroom interactions, peer relationships, group 
assignments, and social activities as visible expressions of 
cultural diversity. Participants recognised that the universities 
comprised students and staff from different backgrounds. One 
participant stated, “We have different people from different 
tribes and cultures.” 

Hypothesis Testing

Ordinal logistic regression was used to test the hypotheses, 
given the ordered nature of the cultural diversity outcome. 
The first hypothesis examined the direct effect of democratic 
leadership on cultural diversity, while the second examined 
the moderating effect of social justice on this relationship. 
Results are presented by hypothesis.

H01: Democratic leadership has no significant influence on 
cultural diversity in public universities in Southwest Nigeria

The composite democratic leadership model had a statistically 
significant influence on cultural diversity (χ²(3) = 18.138, p < 
.001, Nagelkerke R² = .038) (see Table 5). Thus, democratic 
leadership significantly predicted cultural diversity. 

Table 5 

Ordinal Logistic Regression of Democratic Leadership on Cultural Diversity

Model df pvalue
Nagelkerke 

R²
Decision

Participation 7.469 2 .024 .015 Significant

Shared 
responsibility
 or authority

5.421 3 .143 .011 Not 
significant

Teamwork 
facilitation 19.252 3 < .001 .037 Significant

Followers’ 
motivation 23.720 3 < .001 .046 Significant

Democratic 

leadership 

composite

18.138 3 < .001 .038 Significant

At the dimensional level, participation had a statistically 
significant but weak influence on cultural diversity (χ²(2) 
= 7.469, p = .024, Nagelkerke R² = .015). The qualitative 

findings indicated that students and staff were consulted 
through meetings, representatives, and committees, but such 
consultation did not always lead to a strong influence on 
institutional decisions. Shared responsibility or authority did 
not significantly influence cultural diversity (χ²(3) = 5.421, 
p = .143, Nagelkerke R² = .011). Some educational leaders 
noted that universities operated through committees and 
administrative structures, but major decisions were often still 
shaped by hierarchy, bureaucracy, and formal authority. 

Teamwork facilitation had a statistically significant influence 
on cultural diversity (χ²(3) = 19.252, p < .001, Nagelkerke R² 
= .037). The qualitative findings showed that teamwork was 
encouraged through group assignments, student associations, 
departmental committees, and collaborative activities. 
Followers’ motivation also had a statistically significant 
influence on cultural diversity (χ²(3) = 23.720, p < .001, 
Nagelkerke R² = .046). This was the strongest explanatory 
value among the democratic leadership dimensions, although 
the effect remained modest. 

Overall, democratic leadership significantly influenced 
cultural diversity in public universities in Southwest Nigeria. 
Participation, teamwork facilitation, and followers’ motivation 
were significant, while shared responsibility or authority was 
not. Based on the composite model, the first null hypothesis 
was rejected.

H02: Social justice does not significantly moderate the 
relationship between democratic leadership and cultural 
diversity in public universities in Southwest Nigeria.

Table 6 
Ordinal Logistic Regression of Social Justice Moderation on Cultural 
Diversity

Model fit statistic Value

2 Log Likelihood (Final) 16.501

Chisquare 19.849

Df 3

pvalue < .001

Nagelkerke R² .059

The moderation result in Table 6 shows that social justice 
significantly moderated the relationship between democratic 
leadership and cultural diversity (χ²(3) = 19.849, p < .001, 
Nagelkerke R² = .059). Therefore, the second null hypothesis 
was rejected. When compared with the direct democratic 
leadership model, which explained 3.8% of the variance, the 
inclusion of social justice increased the explanatory power by 
2.1 percentage points.

Participants explained that democratic leadership became more 
meaningful when it was supported by fairness, transparency, 
access, and respect for cultural differences. One participant 
stated that, “If you are due for promotion, they promote you, 
no matter where you come from,” while another emphasised 
that, “If you preach fairness, you must practice it.”

Discussion 
Previous studies have linked democratic and participatory 
leadership practices with inclusion, collaboration, and positive 
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institutional outcomes in higher education (Almaskari et 
al., 2021; Cumar et al., 2025; Riza et al., 2025; Ukeje et 
al., 2026; Zulfqar et al., 2022). These studies evidence that 
leadership practices involving participation, consultation, 
teamwork, and motivation can improve institutional 
engagement and strengthen the ability of students and staff 
to contribute meaningfully to university life. The present 
study similarly found that democratic leadership is relevant to 
cultural diversity in public universities. However, its modest 
explanatory power suggested that other factors also shaped 
cultural diversity.

The finding that participation, teamwork facilitation, and 
followers’ motivation were more relevant to cultural diversity 
than shared responsibility or authority was consistent with 
studies emphasising practical involvement over formal 
leadership structures. Almaskari et al. (2021) and Zulfqar 
et al. (2022) suggest that participatory practices are more 
effective when people feel that their voices are taken seriously 
and when their involvement produces visible institutional 
outcomes. Similarly, studies on teamwork and cultural 
diversity have shown that diversity is more productive when 
group interactions are deliberately organised, communication 
is encouraged, and students are supported in working across 
cultural boundaries (Cherian et al., 2020; Iskhakova & Ott, 
2020; Urionabarrenetxea et al., 2021). This may explain 
why teamwork and motivation are more strongly linked 
to cultural diversity than to shared authority, especially in 
public universities, where formal decision-making may 
still be shaped by hierarchy, bureaucracy, and centralised 
administrative control.

The non-significant influence of shared responsibility or 
authority agrees with studies that caution against assuming 
that shared leadership automatically produces inclusion. Al 
Muqarshi et al. (2020) observed that shared leadership may 
be weakened when institutional cultures remain hierarchical 
and when authority is formally distributed but practically 
centralised. This was relevant to Nigerian public universities, 
where formal structures for student representation and 
participation could exist while decision-making remained 
concentrated among senior administrators. The finding 
therefore suggested that shared leadership needed to extend 
beyond formal structures to provide meaningful influence, 
representation, and shared responsibility. 

The moderating role of social justice aligns with studies 
arguing that inclusion is not achieved solely by inviting 
people to participate, but by ensuring that participation 
occurs under fair and equitable conditions. Owusu-Agyeman 
(2021), Denisova (2020), Chaaban et al. (2025), Mincu and 
Mills (2026), and Zare and Pathania (2025) emphasise that 
fairness, recognition, access, and protection from exclusion 
are important in culturally diverse educational environments. 
The present study extends this argument by showing that 
social justice strengthens the relationship between democratic 
leadership and cultural diversity. Democratic leadership 
was therefore more meaningful when students and staff 
experienced fairness, access to resources, inclusive learning 
conditions, and recognition of cultural differences.

The modest increase in explanatory power after introducing 
social justice was important for interpretation. It showed that 
social justice makes a measurable contribution, but it should 

not be overstated as the dominant factor explaining cultural 
diversity. This agrees with diversity and inclusion studies 
which show that cultural diversity in universities is shaped by 
many interacting factors, including curriculum design, student 
support systems, language practices, religious accommodation, 
institutional culture, resource availability, leadership style, and 
wider social inequalities (Abiola et al., 2026b, 2021; Obiagu et 
al., 2025; Ramdas et al., 2025; Ward et al., 2025). Social justice 
was therefore best understood as a strengthening condition: it 
enhanced the contribution of democratic leadership without 
replacing the need for broader institutional reforms.

Theoretically, democratic leadership theory is extended by 
demonstrating that its effectiveness depends not only on 
participation, consultation, teamwork, and motivation, but also 
on the institutional conditions that enable these practices to 
produce inclusive outcomes. Democratic leadership may create 
spaces for voice and collaboration; however, their capacity to 
generate meaningful inclusion is constrained where access and 
fairness are uneven. This conceptualises democratic leadership 
as contingent upon justice-based institutional conditions, 
thereby extending formulations that have primarily emphasised 
participatory leadership practices.

Within social justice leadership theory, social justice is 
positioned as a moderating condition through which leadership 
practices translate into substantive inclusion, rather than merely 
as a normative value or institutional objective. It is therefore 
understood not simply as a principle of fairness, but as an 
institutional condition that shapes the extent to which democratic 
leadership can foster cultural diversity. Where social justice 
is embedded in institutional practices, democratic leadership 
is more likely to facilitate equitable participation, inclusive 
learning environments, and access to opportunities for students 
and staff from diverse cultural backgrounds. This clarifies the 
mechanism through which justice-oriented conditions could 
strengthen the relationship between democratic leadership and 
cultural diversity.

Social identity theory is further advanced by demonstrating 
that cultural diversity in universities concerns not only the 
presence of different identity groups, but also the recognition, 
representation, participation, and sense of belonging afforded 
to those groups. Students and staff may enter the university 
with diverse ethnic, religious, linguistic, regional, and socio-
economic identities; yet the institutional treatment of these 
identities shapes whether diversity is experienced as meaningful 
inclusion or merely demographic presence. Cultural diversity is 
consequently conceptualised as an institutional and relational 
phenomenon, in which recognition, equitable participation, 
and belonging are central to how different groups experience 
membership within the university community.

The findings also have broader relevance to the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs), particularly SDGs 4, 5, 10, and 
16, as listed by the United Nations (2015). Their significance 
for SDG 4 (Quality Education) lies in demonstrating that 
educational inclusion extends beyond formal access to 
encompass the conditions under which students from diverse 
backgrounds participate and experience university life. The 
relationship between democratic leadership, social justice, 
and cultural diversity therefore resonates with the SDG 4 
emphasis on inclusive and equitable quality education. The 
findings similarly relate to SDG 5 (Gender Equality) insofar as 
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institutional conditions that promote fairness and inclusion 
may influence how different forms of identity-based 
disadvantage are experienced within higher education.

The connection with SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities) is 
particularly evident in the finding that cultural diversity is 
shaped by conditions of fairness, access, recognition, and 
participation. Inequalities associated with ethnicity, religion, 
language, region, and socio-economic background are 
therefore relevant not only as demographic differences but 
also in terms of how they affect members’ experiences within 
the university. The findings further align with SDG 16 (Peace, 
Justice, and Strong Institutions) through their emphasis 
on participation, fairness, representation, and inclusive 
institutional processes. Taken together, these connections 
indicate that cultural diversity in higher education intersects 
with wider questions of educational equity, social inclusion, 
and institutional justice, extending the significance of 
the findings beyond the immediate leadership-diversity 
relationship.

Limitations

The study was limited to selected public universities in 
Southwest Nigeria, which may constrain the generalisability of 
the findings to other geopolitical regions and to private, faith-
based, and specialised institutions. The quantitative strand 
focused on final-year undergraduates, limiting representation 
of postgraduate students, lower-level undergraduates, and 
academic staff without administrative roles; moreover, the 
modest explanatory values of the statistical models indicate 
that other institutional and contextual factors may also 
influence cultural diversity. 

Future research should examine democratic leadership, 
social justice, and cultural diversity across other geopolitical 
zones and institutional types in Nigeria. Researchers should 
also examine additional moderating and mediating factors, 
such as institutional culture, curriculum inclusivity, language 
policy, religious accommodation, student support, and 
resource availability, while including postgraduate students, 
lecturers, non-teaching staff, and policymakers. Qualitative 
research could further explore how minority groups 
experience cultural diversity beyond quantitative measures.

Conclusion

Democratic leadership fostered cultural diversity through 
participation, teamwork, motivation, and shared engagement, 
but its influence was strengthened when supported by social 
justice conditions, including fairness, equity, inclusive 
learning environments, access to resources, and recognition 
of diversity. Cultural diversity, therefore, extended beyond 
the demographic presence of students and staff from different 
ethnic, religious, linguistic, regional, and socio-economic 
backgrounds to encompass their recognition, representation, 
treatment, and meaningful participation in university life. 

Universities should strengthen democratic leadership 
through meaningful participation, inclusive representation, 
collaborative practices, equitable access to resources, and 
transparent decision-making, even as policymakers support 
institutional frameworks that promote diversity, inclusion, 
and equitable participation.

The study contributed to scholarship by extending research 
on democratic leadership and cultural diversity to public 
universities in Southwest Nigeria. It advanced democratic 
leadership theory by demonstrating that its relationship with 
cultural diversity was contingent on social justice conditions, 
while contributing to social justice leadership and social identity 

References 
Abiola, O., Ouma, C., & Oduol, T. (2026a). Perception of social jus-

tice leadership and its impact on student-faculty relation-
ships in Southwest Nigerian universities. Shodh Sari-An In-
ternational Multidisciplinary Journal, 5(01), 72–93. https://
doi.org/10.59231/SARI7892

Abiola, O. A., Ouma, C. A., & Oduol, T. (2026b). Democratic leader-
ship and inclusive practices in Nigerian universities. Shodh 
Sari-An International Multidisciplinary Journal, 5(3), 49–
66. https://doi.org/10.59231/SARI7944

Adewale, A. S., & Ghavifekr, S. (2025). Challenges of leading 
change in higher education institutions: Evidence from 
Nigeria. Educational Management Administration & 
Leadership. Advance online publication. https://doi.
org/10.1177/17411432251334704 

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and 
interpreting interactions. SAGE Publications. https://books.
google.com/books?id=LcWLUyXcmnkC 

Al Muqarshi, A., Kaparou, M., & Kelly, A. (2020). Managing cultural 
diversity for collective identity: A case study of an ELT de-
partment in Omani higher education. Educational Manage-
ment Administration & Leadership, 49(6), 976–995. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1741143220921187 

Almaskari, T., Mohamad, E., Yahaya, S. N., & Jalil, M. F. (2021). 
Leadership as a driver of employees’ innovation perfor-
mance: The mediating effect of cultural diversity in UAE 
universities. Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and 
Business, 8, 271–285. https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2021.
vol8.no8.0271

Bhowmik, M. K., Chen, Y., Kennedy, K. J., & Gube, J. C. C. 
(2026). Higher education leadership for equity, diversi-
ty and inclusion: A systematic review of literature from 
2000 to 2024. Educational Management Administration 
& Leadership. Advance online publication. https://doi.
org/10.1177/17411432261432494

Bryman, A. (2016). Social research methods (5th ed.). Oxford Uni-
versity Press. https://books.google.com/books?id=N2zQC-
gAAQBAJ  

Bussu, A., & Karp, D. R. (2026). Restorative justice in higher educa-
tion: An analysis of challenges, strategies, and achievements 
using normalization process theory. Innovative Higher Ed-
ucation, 51, 293–325. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-025-
09846-5 

Chaaban, Y., Badwan, K., & Arar, K. (2025). Educational leadership 
for social justice: A systematic review of empirical evi-
dence. Review of Education, 13(2), Article e70077. https://
doi.org/10.1002/rev3.70077

Cherian, J., Gaikar, V., & Raj P., P. (2020). The role of cultural diver-
sity and how they impact work team performance. Interna-
tional Journal of Mechanical Engineering and Technology, 
11(9), 11–22. https://ssrn.com/abstract=3894168

Corres-Medrano, I., El Kattab, F., & Smith-Etxeberria, K. (2026). 
Inclusion as an educational challenge: Perspectives from 
higher education students. Frontiers in Education, 11, Ar-
ticle 1743134. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2026.1743134 

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2018). Research design: Qualita-
tive, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches (5th ed.). 
SAGE Publications. https://collegepublishing.sagepub.
com/products/research-design-5-255675 

Cumar, M. A., Kidane, B. Z., Golga, D. N., & Dinsa, F. (2025). Lead-
ership as cultural architect: A path-goal theory analysis of 

https://www.google.com/search?q=https://doi.org/10.59231/SARI7944&authuser=2
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432251334704
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432251334704
https://books.google.com/books?id=LcWLUyXcmnkC
https://books.google.com/books?id=LcWLUyXcmnkC
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143220921187
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143220921187
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2021.vol8.no8.0271
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2021.vol8.no8.0271
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432261432494 
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432261432494 
https://books.google.com/books?id=N2zQCgAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com/books?id=N2zQCgAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-025-09846-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-025-09846-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.70077
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.70077
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3894168
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2026.1743134
https://collegepublishing.sagepub.com/products/research-design-5-255675
https://collegepublishing.sagepub.com/products/research-design-5-255675


11

PLOSJ (2026) 1:1 Abiola et al.

leadership styles and organizational culture in Somaliland 
higher education. Discover Education, 4(1), Article 448. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00887-8 

Denisova, G. S. (2020). Social justice in the field of interethnic re-
lations: The need for an interdisciplinary approach. The 
World of Science. Sociology, Philology, Cultural Studies, 
11(4), 25–39. https://doi.org/10.15862/27SCSK420 

Field, A. (2018). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics 
(5th ed.). SAGE Publications. https://books.google.com/
books?id=JIrutAEACAAJ 

Forde, C. (2014). Understanding and acting on issues of diversity 
and social justice in education. Management in Education, 
28(1), 10–14. https://doi.org/10.1177/0892020613510116

Fraser, N. (2008). Scales of justice: Reimagining political space in a 
globalizing world. Columbia University Press. https://cup.
columbia.edu/book/scales-of-justice/9780231146807/ 

Gastil, J. (1994). A definition and illustration of democratic lead-
ership. Human Relations, 47(8), 953–975. https://doi.
org/10.1177/001872679404700805

Gewirtz, S. (1998). Conceptualizing social justice in education: 
Mapping the territory. Journal of Education Policy, 13(4), 
469–484. https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093980130402

Harper, J., Kezar, A., & Holcombe, E. (2025). Protecting equity 
together: Shared equity leadership in restrictive and pre-
carious legal environments. The Journal of Higher Edu-
cation, 96(7), 1218–1243. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221
546.2025.2524975 

Harun, S., & Ahmad, I. (2022). University administrators retention: 
The moderating roles of organizational justice and gen-
erational diversity. Environment-Behaviour Proceedings 
Journal, 7(20), 161–166. https://doi.org/10.21834/ebpj.
v7i20.3451

Holgate, H. A. (2020). Intersecting culture, diversity and motiva-
tion: Exploring the association between university in-
structors’ intercultural orientations, students’ experiences 
in the classroom and educational outcomes [Doctoral dis-
sertation, Purdue University]. https://doi.org/10.25394/
PGS.12749582.v1

Hosmer, D. W., Jr., Lemeshow, S., & Sturdivant, R. X. (2013). 
Applied logistic regression (3rd ed.). Wiley. https://doi.
org/10.1002/9781118548387

Idahosa, G. E., & Love, D. N. (2025). ‘It’s like dominoes’: Middle 
managers’ transversal agency and the complexity of nav-
igating transformation in post-conflict higher education. 
Higher Education. Advance online publication. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10734-025-01537-6

Iskhakova, M., & Ott, D. L. (2020). Working in culturally diverse 
teams: Team-level cultural intelligence (CQ) development 
and team performance. Journal of International Educa-
tion in Business, 13(1), 37–54. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JIEB-11-2019-0052

Karataş, K., & Han, B. (2022). Role of social justice in the rela-
tionship between cultural intelligence and attitude toward 
teaching profession. Journal of Teacher Education for 
Sustainability, 24(1), 87–104. https://doi.org/10.2478/
jtes-2022-0007 

Kelder, J. A., Crawford, J., Al Naabi, I., & To, L. (2025). Enhanc-
ing digital productivity and capability in higher educa-
tion through authentic leader behaviors: A cross-cultural 
structural equation model. Education and Information 
Technologies, 30, 17751–17767. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10639-025-13422-x

Kezar, A., Hallett, R. E., Corwin, Z. B., & Hypolite, L. I. (2025). 
Moving toward institutional culture change in higher ed-
ucation: An exploration into cross-functional professional 
learning communities. Innovative Higher Education, 50, 
687–714. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-024-09753-1 

Kim, J. H. (2019). Multicollinearity and misleading statistical re-
sults. Korean Journal of Anesthesiology, 72(6), 558–569. 

https://doi.org/10.4097/kja.19087 
Lauring, J., & Selmer, J. (2012). Knowledge sharing in diverse organi-

sations. Human Resource Management Journal, 22, 89–105. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2010.00158.x

Lewin, K., Lippitt, R., & White, R. K. (1939). Patterns of aggressive 
behavior in experimentally created “social climates.” The 
Journal of Social Psychology, 10(2), 269–299. https://doi.org
/10.1080/00224545.1939.9713366

Lippitt, R., & White, R. K. (1943). The “social climate” of children’s 
groups. In R. G. Barker, J. S. Kounin, and H. F. Wright 
(Eds.), Child behavior and development (pp. 485–508). 
McGraw-Hill. https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/
The-%22social-climate%22-of-children%27s-groups.-Lip-
pitt-White/67fd4be3c378f71e7b2f2c114f1fdc75d10f9f83 

Liu, A., He, H., Tu, X. M., & Tang, W. (2023). On testing proportion-
al odds assumptions for proportional odds models. General 
Psychiatry, 36(3), Article e101048. https://doi.org/10.1136/
gpsych-2023-101048

Lopez, A. E. (2016). Toward a theory of culturally responsive and social 
justice leadership. In A. E. Lopez (Ed.), Culturally responsive 
and socially just leadership in diverse contexts: From the-
ory to action (pp. 15–31). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.
org/10.1057/978-1-137-53339-5_2 

Makateng, D. S. (2022). The conceptualization of the study of social 
justice: A systematic review. European Online Journal of 
Natural and Social Sciences, 11(3), 456–469. https://europe-
an-science.com/eojnss/article/view/6330 

Mertens, D. M., & Wilson, A. T. (2019). Program evaluation theory and 
practice: A comprehensive guide (2nd ed.). Guilford Press. 
https://books.google.com/books?id=wsRUDwAAQBAJ  

Mincu, M., & Mills, M. (2026). Global schooling and social justice: 
Oscillations, tensions, and dilemmas. Prospects. Advance on-
line publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11125-026-09756-
0

Morgan, J., Marsh, H., & Clark, C. (2025). The (In)visibilisation of 
Gypsies, Roma, and travellers in higher education equal-
ity, diversity, and inclusion (EDI) initiatives in England 
and Wales. Higher Education, 89, 1551–1567. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10734-024-01289-9

Northouse, P. G. (2021). Leadership: Theory and practice (9th 
ed.). SAGE Publications. https://books.google.com/
books?id=6qYLEAAAQBAJ 

Obiagu, A., Onyekachi, C., Amadi, R., & Eze, E. (2025). Multicultur-
al education contents, attitudes, practices, and challenges in 
Nigeria’s social studies education. International Journal of 
Literacy, Culture, and Language Education, 5, 62–82. https://
doi.org/10.14434/ijlcle.v5i.36895 

Owusu-Agyeman, Y. (2021). The relationship between supportive cam-
pus environment and cultural diversity in enhancing students’ 
sense of belonging in higher education. Journal for Multicul-
tural Education, 15, 429–444. https://doi.org/10.1108/JME-
06-2021-0089

Ramdas, S., Slootman, M., & Severiens, S. (2025). Creating equitable 
learning environments by building on differences in higher 
education: Design and implementation of the MIXED model. 
Learning Environments Research. Advance online publica-
tion. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-025-09524-5

Raupu, S., Maharani, D., Mahmud, H., & Alauddin, A. (2021). Dem-
ocratic leadership and its impact on teacher performance. 
Al-Ishlah: Jurnal Pendidikan, 13(3), 1556–1570. https://doi.
org/10.35445/alishlah.v13i3.990 

Rawls, J. (1971). A theory of justice. Belknap Press of Harvard Univer-
sity Press. https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674042605

Reznik, V. (2019). Conceptual foundations for the development of 
J. G. Turner’s general sociological theory: Metatheoreti-
cal ideas, basic concepts and analytical scheme. Sociology: 
Theory, Methods, Marketing, 2019(4), 40–60. https://doi.
org/10.15407/sociology2019.04.040 

Riza, M. F., Hutahayan, B., & Chong, H. Y. (2025). Fostering high-per-

https://doi.org/10.1007/s44217-025-00887-8
https://doi.org/10.15862/27SCSK420
https://books.google.com/books?id=JIrutAEACAAJ
https://books.google.com/books?id=JIrutAEACAAJ
https://doi.org/10.1177/0892020613510116
https://cup.columbia.edu/book/scales-of-justice/9780231146807/
https://cup.columbia.edu/book/scales-of-justice/9780231146807/
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679404700805
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679404700805
https://doi.org/10.1080/0268093980130402
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2025.2524975
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2025.2524975
https://doi.org/10.21834/ebpj.v7i20.3451
https://doi.org/10.21834/ebpj.v7i20.3451
https://doi.org/10.25394/PGS.12749582.v1
https://doi.org/10.25394/PGS.12749582.v1
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118548387
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118548387
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-025-01537-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-025-01537-6
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIEB-11-2019-0052
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIEB-11-2019-0052
https://doi.org/10.2478/jtes-2022-0007
https://doi.org/10.2478/jtes-2022-0007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-025-13422-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-025-13422-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-024-09753-1
https://doi.org/10.4097/kja.19087
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2010.00158.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1939.9713366
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1939.9713366
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-%22social-climate%22-of-children%27s-groups.-Lippitt-White/67fd4be3c378f71e7b2f2c114f1fdc75d10f9f83
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-%22social-climate%22-of-children%27s-groups.-Lippitt-White/67fd4be3c378f71e7b2f2c114f1fdc75d10f9f83
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-%22social-climate%22-of-children%27s-groups.-Lippitt-White/67fd4be3c378f71e7b2f2c114f1fdc75d10f9f83
https://doi.org/10.1136/gpsych-2023-101048
https://doi.org/10.1136/gpsych-2023-101048
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53339-5_2
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53339-5_2
https://european-science.com/eojnss/article/view/6330?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://european-science.com/eojnss/article/view/6330?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://books.google.com/books?id=wsRUDwAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11125-026-09756-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11125-026-09756-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-024-01289-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-024-01289-9
https://books.google.com/books?id=6qYLEAAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com/books?id=6qYLEAAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.14434/ijlcle.v5i.36895
https://doi.org/10.14434/ijlcle.v5i.36895
https://doi.org/10.1108/JME-06-2021-0089
https://doi.org/10.1108/JME-06-2021-0089
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-025-09524-5
https://doi.org/10.35445/alishlah.v13i3.990
https://doi.org/10.35445/alishlah.v13i3.990
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674042605
https://doi.org/10.15407/sociology2019.04.040
https://doi.org/10.15407/sociology2019.04.040


12

PLOSJ (2026) 1:1 Abiola et al.

forming organizations in higher education: The effect of 
participative leadership, organizational culture, and inno-
vation on organizational performance and commitment. 
Cogent Education, 12(1), Article 2448884. https://doi.or
g/10.1080/2331186X.2024.2448884

Sharma, L. J. K., & Singh, S. K. (2013). A study on the democrat-
ic style of leadership. International Journal of Manage-
ment & Information Technology, 3(2), 54–57. https://doi.
org/10.24297/ijmit.v3i2.1367  

Ukeje, I. O., Offiah, G. A., Ayanwale, M. A., Igwe, C. M., Ekwunife, 
R. A., Okwor, E. O., & Nwuzor, C. I. (2026). From poli-
cies to strategic actions: Digitally transforming higher ed-
ucation in Nigeria through a stakeholder-driven co-gov-
ernance model. Innovative Higher Education, 51(1), 
121–151. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-025-09861-6

United Nations. (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 Agenda 
for Sustainable Development (A/RES/70/1). https://sdgs.
un.org/2030agenda

Urionabarrenetxea, S., Fernández-Sainz, A., & García-Merino, J. 
(2021). Team diversity and performance in management 
students: Towards an integrated model. The Interna-
tional Journal of Management Education, 19(2), Article 
100478. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100478

Ward, C., Kim, I., & Stuart, J. (2025). Diversity-receptiveness in 
higher education: Perceived multicultural norms, well-be-
ing and attitudes toward international students. Social 
Psychology of Education, 28(1), Article 83. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11218-024-09979-z 

Zare, B., & Pathania, G. J. (2025). “To resist, first we must see”: 
Unlearning caste privilege among university students. 
Higher Education. Advance online publication. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10734-025-01501-4 

Zulfqar, A., Valcke, M., Hussain, B., & Devos, G. (2022). Analyz-
ing the relationship between transformational leadership 
and participative decision making with related outcomes 
at Pakistani higher education. Journal of Education and 
Social Studies, 10(3), 112–125. https://doi.org/10.52223/
jess.20223312

Conflicts of Interest
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the 
research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding Statement

The authors received no financial support for the research, authorship, 
and/or publication of this article.

Publisher’s Note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not 
necessarily represent those of their affiliated organisations, or those of the 
publisher, the editors and the reviewers.

https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2024.2448884
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2024.2448884
https://doi.org/10.24297/ijmit.v3i2.1367
https://doi.org/10.24297/ijmit.v3i2.1367
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-025-09861-6
https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda
https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100478
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-024-09979-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-024-09979-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-025-01501-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-025-01501-4
https://doi.org/10.52223/jess.20223312
https://doi.org/10.52223/jess.20223312

