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This study aims to describe the performance of higher education organizations based on the views or 

assessments by lecturers. This research design is in the form of a survey, with research samples coming 

from five universities in Bangka Belitung, Indonesia. Samples were taken randomly with a total of 155 

lecturers. The research results are based on five main dimensions, namely; human resources effectiveness 

and efficiency (mean= 3.2821/ moderate category), focus on process (mean= 3.0527/ moderate category), 

structural transformation (mean= 3.3206/ moderate category), teamwork (mean= 3.1811/ moderate 

category), and organizational strategy (mean= 3.3237/ moderate category). The results suggested to 

improve lecturers’ performance by strengthening aspects such as organizational leadership, organizational 

commitment, organizational culture, and organizational quality management. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The Indonesian Central Statistics Agency (BPS/Badan Pusat Statistik) in 2021 noted that the Human 

Development Index (IPM) experienced a slowdown of 0.49% compared to 2020 (Saputra, 2021). 

Meanwhile, based on the report from UNDP in HDR 2020, Indonesia's HDI index score of 0.718 is ranked 

107 out of 189 countries (https://hdr.undp.org/en/data). Both data show that human resource development 

efforts in Indonesia are not yet optimal. This condition, in the future, will have an impact on Indonesia's 

economic growth and global competitiveness in the world arena.   
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The problem above indirectly highlighted education quality of higher education. Higher education plays 

an important role in supporting economic growth and global competitiveness (ESG, 2015). In addition, 

universities also play an important role in social improvement (Zhang et al., 2020) and sustainable human 

resource development (Aleixo et al., 2021). Therefore, it is necessary to evaluate (research) the performance 

of universities to develop future strategies and improve organisational performance (Jalaliyoon & 

Taherdoost, 2012). Organisational performance can be seen as the organisation's capacity to identify and 

implement appropriate strategies for its goals (Maâlej, Louati, & Affes, 2015). 

In developing a strategy to improve the performance of higher education institutions (HEIs), the main 

concern is the human resources of HEIs. The most important changes in higher education and especially in 

higher education organizations are changes on the human side, namely: changes in people's attitudes, 

values, beliefs, and feelings (Ş. Zlate & Enache, 2015). In line with that, one of the efforts to improve 

organizational performance or the main strategy of higher education management is to motivate its 

employees (S. Zlate & Cucui, 2015). Apart from that, human resources (HR) commitment is also needed 

to encourage higher education innovation and impact organizational performance (Sugiono, 2019). In line 

with that, Schermerhorn, Jr., Hunt and Osborn call it the term effectiveness of the organization's HR, which 

can realize its capabilities to deliver sustainable high-performance results (Schermerhorn, Jr., Hunt, & 

Osborn, 2002). 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

Performance is an important variable in every organisation that becomes a benchmark for the 

organisation's success. Its performance describes the level of effectiveness and efficiency of using existing 

resources (Berman, 2006:9), according to Daft, the effective and efficient use of these resources can be 

described the organisation's ability to achieve its goals effectively and efficiently (Shahzad, Luqman, Khan, 

& Shabbir, 2012:979). 

Ken Blanchard sees organizational performance as an effort to achieve organizational goals (Usman, 

2011). Therefore, the team's efforts in achieving organizational goals must be maintained. In line with that, 

a high-performing organization can transform its structure and how it works (Holbeche, 2005). In the 

management system, the transformation is the transformation of inputs into outputs to achieve several 

outputs (outcomes). Performance is also an illustration of the relationship between minimal cost and 

effective cost (economy), between effective cost and output realization (efficiency) and between output and 

outcome achievement (effectiveness) (Hurduzeu, 2015).  

An important performance position in an organization, making organizational performance 

measurement a part of the institution's quality improvement program (Berman, 2006). The benefit of 

conducting an assessment of performance is to obtain information regarding whether there is an increase in 

performance (Berman, 2006). Therefore, it is necessary to continuously evaluate the performance of an 

organization or university to obtain information related to performance and be useful for formulating 

organizational strategy. 

Organizational performance assessment can be grouped into two categories, namely assumptions and 

measurement focus (Berger & Berger, 2004). Concerning the assumptions and focus of measuring the 

performance of higher education organizations, this study adopts the dimensions that have been developed 

by several experts (researchers). The researchers in the field of organizational performance have an 

agreement in measuring organizational performance on the following aspects: 

1) Human Resources (HR); involvement, development or empowerment of awards or recognition 

and appreciation, and respect. 

2) Process; process focus, customer focus, innovation, and information quality. 

3) Structure; structure or design flexibility, learning organization and management 

responsibilities. 

4) Teamwork; independent team and individual roles. 

5) Strategy; technology integration, integrated quality management, optimal productivity, 

external orientation and organizational goals. 
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Based on several opinions, theories and concepts above, the performance of higher education 

organizations (PT) in this study is defined as the organization's ability to streamline human resources, 

processes, structures, teamwork and strategies to achieve goals following customer expectations. The 

organizational performance of PT is measured using the dimensions as shown in table 1 below: 

 

TABLE 1 

DIMENSIONS AND INDICATORS OF HEIS PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT  

 

No. Dimensions of Higher 

Education 

Performance 

Higher Education Performance Indicators 

1. Effectiveness and 

Efficiency of Human 

Resources 

1) Decision making is always delegated to all elements in the 

university. 

2) The university management is open to receiving input from all 

employees. 

3) All employees need to manage themselves as part of the 

organization. 

4) Employee involvement and self-management are always 

encouraged in every job. 

2. Focus on process 1) External customer needs (Parents, the world of work and others) 

are the focus of Higher Education (HE). 

2) Report to everyone financial and non-financial information needed 

to encourage improvement. 

3) Continue to innovate products, processes and services (Employees 

believe that to be competitive they must continue to innovate). 

4) Creating highly interactive internal communication. 

3. Structure 

Transformation 

1) All elements in Higher Education are encouraged to have 

knowledge and expertise in their field of duty. 

2) Every service to higher education stakeholders (students) is based 

on information technology (using IT). 

3) Learning organizations are built and empowered to deal with the 

changes in Higher Education (HE). 

4) Stimulate cross-functional and cross-organizational collaboration. 

4. Teamwork 1) Work teams (committees) in each activity are empowered to make 

decisions. 

2) All potential (members) are utilized/used synergistically. 

3) All members have the opportunity to develop and excel. 

5. Strategy 1) In providing services, universities use technology that is integrated 

with resources, knowledge and techniques 

2) All information is stored in a database that can deal with new 

situations. 

3) Higher Education Organizations prioritize the total commitment of 

all supporting their elements. 

4) Continuous improvement is pursued by the management of Higher 

Education (HE) to ensure the program's sustainability. 

5) The needs of internal customers (lecturers, education personnel and 

students) are the main focus to be met by universities. 

6) Balance long term focus and short-term focus. 
(Berger & Berger, 2004) 
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MATERIALS AND METHODS  

 

This study applies quantitative research with a survey design. This research aims to describe the 

performance of higher education institutions from the lecturer's point of view. This study uses an instrument 

in a questionnaire for data collection. The research sample was taken randomly, while the total sample was 

155 lecturers from 5 universities in the archipelagic province of Bangka Belitung, Indonesia. Data analysis 

used the average calculation to find out the description of respondents' answers. In concluding the average 

in this study, refers to table 2 below: 

 

TABLE 2  

CONCLUSION CRITERIA BASED ON INTERVAL CLASS 

 

Interval Class Conclusion Category 

1,00 – 1,78 Very low 

1,79 – 2,56  Low 

2,57 – 3,34 Moderate 

3,35 – 4,12 High 

4,13 – 4,90 Very high 

 

RESULTS 

 

Research Respondents 

The respondents of this study came from 5 State Universities (public universities) in the Province of 

the Bangka Belitung Islands, Indonesia. The five public universities are under the coordination of different 

ministries, namely; the University of Bangka Belitung (UBB) and Polman Negeri Bangka Belitung are 

under the coordination of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and Technology, while IAIN 

Syaikh Abdurrahman Siddik (SAS) Bangka Belitung is under the coordination of the Ministry of Religious 

Affairs (MoRA), Poltekkes Kemenkes Pangkalpinang and Akper Belitung under the coordination of the 

Ministry of Health. The descriptions of research respondents can be described in more detail in the 

following explanation: 

 

TABLE 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESEARCH RESPONDENTS 

 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Gender 

Male 88 56.8 56.8 56.8 

Female 67 43.2 43.2 100.0 

Total 155 100.0 100.0  

Age 

missing 6 3.9 3.9 3.9 

20 - 25 years 11 7.1 7.1 11.0 

26 - 30 years 46 29.7 29.7 40.6 

36 - 40 years 34 21.9 21.9 62.6 

36 - 40 years 25 16.1 16.1 78.7 

> 40 years 33 21.3 21.3 100.0 

Total 155 100.0 100.0  
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Higher Education Institutions (HEI’s) 

IAIN Syaikh Abdurrahman Siddik (SAS) 

Bangka Belitung 

28 18.1 18.1 18.1 

Akper Pemkab Belitung 15 9.7 9.7 27.7 

Poltekes Kemenkes Pangkalpinang 12 7.7 7.7 35.5 

Polman Negeri Bangka Belitung 16 10.3 10.3 45.8 

Universitas Bangka Belitung (UBB) 84 54.2 54.2 100.0 

Total 155 100.0 100.0  

Length of work 

missing 11 7.1 7.1 7.1 

1  - 5 years 72 46.5 46.5 53.5 

6 - 10 years 36 23.2 23.2 76.8 

11 - 15 years 27 17.4 17.4 94.2 

16 - 20 years 4 2.6 2.6 96.8 

> 20 years 5 3.2 3.2 100.0 

Total 155 100.0 100.0  

 

Based on the data distribution in table 3, the percentage of male respondents is 56.8%, while female 

respondents are 43.2%. The data shows that the difference in the percentage between male and female 

respondents is 13.6%. So, the respondents are balanced between men and women. 

Based on the origin of the university, table 3 shows that as many as 54.2% of respondents came from 

UBB, which this university has 5 faculties and 23 study programs and is the largest university in the 

Province of Bangka Belitung Islands. While 28% of respondents came from IAIN Syaikh Abdurrahman 

Siddik (SAS), which is a public university which has 3 faculties and a Postgraduate Program with 11 study 

programs, 16% of respondents came from the Polman Negeri Bangka Belitung (Bangka Belitung State 

Manufacturing Polytechnic), which has two majors with 5 Diploma study programs, 15% of respondents 

are from Akper Pemkab Belitung (only has Diploma Nursing study program), while 12% of respondents 

from Poltekes Kemenkes Pangkalpinang have 5 study programs. The data on the distribution of the 

respondents in this study were spread across 5 public universities at once in 44 study programs. 

Based on the years of service (in table 3), the respondents in this study were in the range of 1 – 15 years 

(87.1%), which consisted of; a working period of 1 – 5 years is 46.5%, 6 – 10 years is 23.2%, and 11 – 15 

years is 17.4%. Meanwhile, 2.6% of respondents had 16-20 years of service, 3.2% of respondents with 

more than 20 years of service, and 7.1% of respondents did not mention how long they had worked but 

gave a perfect response. 

 

Lecturer's Response on the Performance of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) 

 

TABLE 4 

LECTURER'S VIEW ON HIGHER EDUCATION PERFORMANCE 

 

Higher Institution Performance Indicators (HEI’s) SD Mean Conclusion 

Category 

Delegation of decisions 0.88360 3.2668 moderate  

Openness to criticism 0.92786 3.1865 moderate 

Awareness of being part of the organization 0.86921 3.3483 high 

Encouraging Employee Engagement and self-management  

0.80401 

3.3268 moderate 
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Human resource involvement 3.2821 moderate 

Fulfilment of external customer needs 0.90657 3.2700 moderate 

Disclosure of financial and non-financial information 0.98543 2.6253 moderate 

Employee innovation ability 0.86968 3.1467 moderate 

Creation of effective internal communication 0.89178 3.1689 moderate 

Focus on process 3.0527 moderate 

Placement of employees according to knowledge and 

expertise 

0.99223 3.3237 moderate 

Utilization of IT (Information Technology) for ease of 

service 

0.95115 3.4141 moderate 

Build and empower the ability to think and act as a team to 

face change 

0.82291 3.2042 moderate 

Cross-functional and organizational collaboration 0.82291 3.3405 moderate 

Structure transformation 3.3206 moderate 

Team empowerment 0.88104 3.0792 moderate 

Potential utilization 0.91268 3.2407 moderate 

Opportunity for growth and achievement 0.96729 3.2744 moderate 

Teamwork 3.1981 moderate 

Integration of technology with resources, knowledge and 

techniques 

0.92830 3.2563 moderate 

Information storage management 0.91430 3.3947 moderate 

Total employee commitment 0.85161 3.2073 moderate 

Continuous improvement to ensure the sustainability of the 

program 

0.89388 3.5010 high 

Fulfilment of stakeholder needs 0.90657 3.2700 moderate 

Balance short term and long term focus 0.92090 3.3131 moderate 

Strategy 3.3237 moderate 

 

Human Resources (HR) Involvement 

Based on table 4, it can be concluded as follows: 

1) The mean (average) value of decision delegation is 3.2668, which is in the class interval 2.57 

– 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

2) The mean (average) value of openness to criticism is 3.1865, which means it is in the class 

interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

3) The mean (average) value of awareness of being part of the organization is 3.3483 (rounded to 

3.35), which means that in the class interval 3.35 – 4.12 (see table 2), it is in the high category. 

4) The mean value (average) of involvement in self-management is 3.3268, which means that it 

is in the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

5) The mean (average) dimension of HR involvement of 3.2821 is in the moderate category.  

 

Focus on Process (Needs Fulfilment, Openness, Innovation and Communication) 

Based on table 4, it can be concluded as follows: 

1) The mean (average) value of meeting the needs of external customers is 3.2700, which means 

that it is in the class interval of 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

2) The mean (average) value of financial and non-financial information disclosure is 2.6253, 

which means that it is in the class interval of 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

3) The mean (average) value of employee innovation ability is 3.1467, which means that it is in 

the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 
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4) The mean value (average) of creating effective internal communication is 3.1689, which means 

that it is in the class interval of 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

5) The mean (average) dimension of focus on the organizational performance variable process of 

3.0527 is in the moderate category. 

 

Structural Transformation (Employment Placement, IT Utilization, Encouraging Organizational 

Learning, and Collaboration) 

Based on table 4 above, it can be concluded as follows: 

1) The mean (average) value of knowledge and expertise is 3.3237, which is in the class interval 

of 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

2) The mean (average) use of IT (Information Technology) by and for the convenience of services 

is 3.4141, which means that it is in the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate 

category. 

3) The mean (average) value of building and empowering the team's thinking and acting skills to 

deal with change is 3.2042, which means it is in the moderate class interval of 2.57 – 3.34 (see 

table 2) category. 

4) The mean value (average) of cross-functional and organizational collaboration is 3.3405, which 

means that it is in the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

5) The mean (average) dimension of the organizational performance variable structure 

transformation of 3.3206 is in the moderate category. 

 

Teamwork (Empowerment, Utilization of Potential and Equal Opportunities) 

Based on table 4 above, it can be concluded as follows: 

1) The mean (average) value of team empowerment is 3.0792, which is in the class interval of 

2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

2) The mean (average) value of potential utilization is 3.2407, which means it is in the class 

interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

3) The mean (average) opportunity for development and achievement is 3.2744, which means that 

it is in the moderate category in the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2). 

4) The average value (mean) of the teamwork dimension of the organizational performance 

variable is 3.1981, which means that it is in the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the 

moderate category. 

Strategy (Technology Integration, Information Management, Total Commitment, Continuous 

Improvement, Meeting Customer Needs and Balancing Short-Term and Long-Term Goals) 

Based on table 4 above, it can be concluded as follows: 

1) The mean (average) value of knowledge and technique is 3.2563, which is in the class interval 

of 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

2) The mean (average) value for managing information storage is 3.3947, which means that in the 

class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2), it is in the moderate category. 

3) The mean value (average) of total employee commitment is 3.2073, which means that it is in 

the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

4) The mean value (average) of continuous improvement to ensure the program's sustainability is 

3.501, which means that it is in the 3.35-4.12 class interval (see table 2) in the high category. 

5) The mean (average) value of meeting the needs of stakeholders is 3.270, which means that it is 

in the class interval of 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

6) The mean (average) value of meeting the needs of stakeholders is 3.3131, which means that it 

is in the class interval of 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 2) in the moderate category. 

7) The mean (average) strategic dimension of the organizational performance variable is 3.3237, 

which means that it is in the class interval 2.57 – 3.34 (see table 3) in the moderate category. 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Organizational performance is the organization's ability to make effective resources, processes, 

structures, teamwork and strategies to achieve goals following customer expectations. The target of 

organizational performance is said to be of quality if it matches or exceeds the expectations of its customers 

(Mishra, 2006:11). The college customers can be internal (educators, education staff, and students) and 

external (parents, the world of work, and others). 

From the results of the descriptive analysis of the data analysis above, seen from the five dimensions, 

the performance of the higher education organization is in the medium category, meaning that its 

performance is not optimal. In terms of the effectiveness and efficiency of human resources, it shows that 

the placement of human resources as an important source to realize capabilities, as stated by Schermerhorn 

Jr (Schermerhorn, Jr., Hunt, & Osborn, 2002), has not been carried out properly, so that the delegation of 

decisions, openness in receiving input, the active role of all elements and their involvement has not been 

maximized optimally. 

Meanwhile, universities have not been maximal in terms of focusing on the process, fulfilling internal 

and external customer needs, disclosing information (financial and non-financial), encouraging innovation, 

and creating good internal communication. In addition, work teams have not yet been built, and the potential 

utilization and the provision of opportunities for the development and achievement of all elements of HEIs 

have not been maximized. Utilization of information technology, total commitment, and balancing long-

term and short-term focus as an organizational strategy has not been carried out optimally. They concluded 

that the organizational performance of HEIs is not as expected. 

Management studies experts agree that organizational performance is an important variable to continue 

studying or researching. This variable cannot stand alone or appear by itself without the supporting 

variables. The main weakness that is the cause of the non-optimal strategic process of the institution, which 

has an impact on organizational performance is not optimal, is the lack of funding (O Shea & O Hara, 

2020). Based on several variables that affect organizational performance above, the variables that determine 

organizational performance are; HEIs quality assurance (HEIs internal quality assurance), quality 

leadership, quality commitment and quality culture.  

The variables that affect organizational performance (directly or indirectly) based on various theories 

and research results are as follows; 

 

TABLE 6 

VARIABLES AFFECTING ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 

 

No Variables Sources 

1 

Culture  (Aluko, 2003) 

Organisational culture  (Naranjo-valencia et al., 2016) (Jacobs et al., 2013), 

(Shahzad et al., 2012), (Ng’ang’a & Nyongesa, 2012), 

(Soedjono, 2005) 

Higher education organizational 

culture 

(Ehtesham et al., 2011) (Imam et al., 2013) 

Learning organisation culture (Hussein, Omar, Noordin, & Amir, 2016) 

quality culture (Ullah et al., 2016) 

2 

Organisational commitment (Simons & Rowland, 2011), (Irefin & Mechanic, 2014) 

Higher organisation commitment (Jing & Zhang, 2013) 

Commitment to superior (Zehir et al., 2012) 

Total quality commitment (Wagar & Rondeau, 1998) 
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3 

Leadership (Kuria et al., 2016) (Idrus et al., 2014) 

Transformational leadership (Madanchian et al., 2003) (Koech & Namusonge, 2012), 

(Ebrahimi et al., 2016), (Zehir et al., 2012), (García-

morales et al., 2012) 

Transactional leadership  (Koech & Namusonge, 2012), (Ebrahimi et al., 2016), 

(Zehir et al., 2012) 

Leadership style (Zehir et al., 2011) (Timothy et al., 2011) 

Leadership effectiveness (Popa, 2012) 

4 

Quality Management Practice 

(QMP) 

(Romle et al., 2015) 

Total Quality Management (TQM) (Ngambi & Nkemkiafu, 2015) (Alamri et al., 2014) 

5 
Human resource management 

strategy 

(Sani, 2012) 

6 

Organisational innovation (Hussein, Omar, Noordin, & Ishak, 2016), (Naranjo-

valencia et al., 2016), (Ebrahimi et al., 2016), (Maâlej et 

al., 2015) 

7 Training and development (Ghafoor et al., 2011) 

8 Internal sources of knowledge (Maâlej et al., 2015) 

9 Organization learning (García-morales et al., 2012) 

10 Knowledge management (Slavković & Babić, 2013), (Gholami et al., 2013) 

 

In this study, the performance of higher education organizations is assessed based on five main 

dimensions, namely, HR effectiveness and efficiency, focus on process, structure transformation, teamwork 

and strategy. Based on the results of the data analysis, the description of the five dimensions: 

1) The mean (average) dimension of HR effectiveness and efficiency (HR involvement and 

involvement) of 3.2821 is in the medium category. 

2) The mean (average) dimension of focus on the organizational performance variable process of 

3.0527 is included in the category medium. 

3) The mean (average) dimension of organizational performance variable structure transformation 

of 3.3206 is in the medium category. 

4) The average value (mean) of the teamwork dimension of 3.1981 is in the medium category. 

5) The value of mean (average) of the strategy dimension is 3.3237, which means it is in the 

medium category. 

Based on analysis of lecturer's response (view) regarding HEI’s or the university's performance, it can 

be concluded that of the five dimensions of organizational performance, all of them are in the medium 

category, so there is a need for a university strategy to improve its performance. Performance determinants 

that can take into account include; organizational culture, organizational commitment, organizational 

leadership and organizational quality management. 
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