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Abstract. Performance is one of the important things in achieving 

organizational goals. The performance of lecturers in universities 

is different from performance in business-oriented organizations. 

The performance of lecturers in higher education aims to achieve 

organizational goals through the elements regulated in Law No. 14 

of 2005. These elements include educational and teaching activi-

ties, research, community service, and other support. 

This research aims to analyze the influence of perceptions of ser-

vice leadership on lecturer performance through work engagement 

as a mediating variable. This research used a quantitative approach 

and survey method, conducted on 148 civil servants (ASN) lectur-

ers who had lecturer certification status (lecturer certification) 

from two A-accredited state Islamic religious universities in East 

Java. The data collection tools are four questionnaires and one re-

cap of lecturer performance scores. The results of this research 

show that the theoretical model of lecturer performance consisting 

of perceptions of service leadership and work engagement contrib-

utes to lecturer performance and is supported by empirical data. 

This research found that to improve lecturer performance, it is nec-

essary to pay attention to the work engagement factor which is the 

strongest and most significant antecedent as a real mediator of ser-

vice leadership perceptions of lecturer performance. 

 

Keywords: perception of service leadership, work engagement, 

lecturer performance. 

 

1 Introduction 

Higher education as an organization shows performance 

through its academic community activities. The educational com-

munity includes lecturers, administrative employees, and students. 

The three of them work together to achieve goals according to the 
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vision and mission of the university. Universities and other higher 

education institutions should collaborate on an ongoing basis to 

develop values and practices in teaching and research activities, 

institutional management, and operational systems. 

Lecturers as part of the academic community have an im-

portant role in the progress of a university. In this regard, univer-

sities are not only required to produce graduates who are compati-

ble and can be immediately absorbed by the market but must also 

have superior quality. Developing a university of superior quality 

is not an easy matter. It requires hard, comprehensive struggle and 

touches all aspects, both materials, intellectual, and especially spir-

itual aspects. The material aspect is important for the development 

of higher education institutions, especially in an era like today 

where nothing is given for free. However, the material aspect is not 

everything. Two other aspects are very important to pay attention 

to, namely the intellectual and spiritual aspects [1]. 

Robert K. Greenleaf [2], firstly coined the term servant as a 

leader in an essay and later became known as servant leadership, 

explaining that a leader will be effective if he prioritizes service 

and always wants to serve. The characteristics of servant leader-

ship (SL) are formulated in 10 things, namely (1) being able to hear 

well what followers want and feel, (2) empathy, (3) healing, (4) 

self-awareness, (5) persuasiveness, (6) ) able to conceptualize 

things well, (7) far-sighted by adhering to the wisdom of past 

events, current realities and the consequences of a decision in the 

future, (8) stewardship, (9) commitment to individual growth ( tan-

gible and intangibles ) and (10) building community. 

The Greenleaf characteristics above were further developed 

by Patterson et al. [3], thus giving rise to additional characteristics 

such as love, humanity, altruism, having a vision, being trusted, 

being able to empower, and prioritizing servants. 

In line with that Laub [4]; Patterson et al. [3]; Miers [5] ar-

gues that SL is very focused on serving others and is often accom-

panied by sacrificing oneself so that SL behavior will lead a leader 

to go against his individual desires and prioritize the interests of 

his followers. 

The objectives of higher education as stated in Republic of 

Indonesia Law no. 12 of 2012 concerning Higher Education [6], 
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namely developing the potential of students to become human be-

ings who believe and are devoted to God Almighty and have noble 

morals, will be achieved one of the ways through State Islamic Re-

ligious Universities. Through leadership support that is in accord-

ance with Service leadership principles and supported by work en-

gagement from both lecturers and staff. 

As Kahn [7] defines employee work engagement, it relates 

to how their psychological experiences at work and the work con-

text are formed from the process of their own presence and absence 

during their performance (on duty/work). 

Work engagement according to Schaufeli & Bakker [8], is 

positive behavior, fulfillment of tasks and willingness to be at-

tached to work. Bakker & Demerouti [9], explained that employees 

who have good engagement can display better performance too. 

This is because emotionally they are happier, enjoy their work, are 

enthusiastic about their work, and enjoy better health. This is 

where it is important to know employee (lecturer) engagement be-

cause it will be able to predict their performance. 
 

2 Method 

This research uses a quantitative research design with a cor-

relational pattern that uses scientific principles, namely empirical, 

objective, measurable, rational, and systematic. Quantitative re-

search data is in the form of numbers and uses statistical analysis 

with a deductive to inductive thinking process [10]. In this study, 

several subjects were examined who were representatives of the 

population. The population is lecturers who have civil servant 

(ASN) status at UIN Maulana Malik Ibrahim Malang and UIN 

Sunan Ampel Surabaya. The research sample consisted of 148 lec-

turers and data collection used servant leadership questionnaires 

and work engagement questionnaires as well as documentation 

data in the form of lecturer performance scores. 
 

3 Result 

3.1 Evaluation of Measurement Models 

This measurement model evaluation aims to test the validity 

and reliability of the measuring instrument. The validity test uses 

loading factor parameters, AVE (Average Variance Extracted), 

and communality values, as in Table 1 below: 
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Table 1. Measurement model test results 
Parameter Rule Of Thumb Test results Information 

Loading Factor >0.6 >0.6 valid 

AVE >0.5 >0.6 valid 

Communality >0.5 >0.6 valid 

Source: [11]
14 and the data results are processed 

  

The measurement model test results for each endogenous 

variable for the lecturer performance model are as in Table 2 be-

low: 

 
Table 2. Reflective Variable Loading Factor Value 
Variable Indicator 

Code 

Loading 

Factor 

Information 

Perceptions of Service Leader-

ship 

Xa 0.90 valid 

 Xb 0.97 valid 

 Xc 0.95 valid 

 Xd 0.95 valid 

 Xe 0.92 valid 

 Xf 0.93 valid 

Work Engagement Za 0.89 valid 

 Zb 0.81 valid 

 Zc 0.84 valid 

 

In Table 2 it can be seen that all indicators have loading fac-

tor values bigger than 0.6 so it can be interpreted that each state-

ment item in the research variable is valid. 

The reliability test uses composite reliability parameters. 

Composite reliability measures the true value of the reliability of a 

construct. Using the rule of thumb > 0.7 even though a value of 0.6 

is still acceptable [12]. Based on calculations using PLS version 2.0, 

composite reliability results were obtained as in Table 3 below: 

 
Table 3. Composite Reliability Value of Each Variable 

Variable composite reliability 

(CR) 

Information 

   

Leadership Perception. Service 

(X2) 

0.98 Good Relia-

bility 
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Work Engagement (Y1) 0.88 Good Relia-

bility 

   

 

Based on the data in Table 3, it can be seen that the Compo-

site Reliability value for all reflective variables is above 0.7. This 

shows that all construct variables have good reliability. 

For the formative variable, namely lecturer performance, the 

T (Tolerance) and VIF (variance inflation) values were calculated 

to determine whether the regression model found a correlation be-

tween the independent variables. A good regression will not occur 

in multicollinearity. The rule of thumb for Tolerance (T) and VIF 

values is as in Table 4 below: 

 
Table 4. Multicollinearity test results for Lecturer Performance Variables 

Parameter Rule Of Thumb Test results Information 

Multicolline-

arity 

No Multi-

collinear-

ity 

 

Tolerance <0.10 >0.10 0.8 Not Multi-

collinearity 

VIF > 10 <10 1.1 Not Multi-

collinearity 

Source: [11]
14 and the data results are processed 

multicollinearity test calculation on the formative variable 

Lecturer Performance is in Table 5 below: 

 
Table 5. VIF Value for Formative Variables of Lecturer Performance 

Model Collinearity Statistics Information 

Tolerance 

(T) 

VIF  

Education ,880 1,136 Not multicollinearity 

Study ,840 1,191 Not multicollinearity 

Devotion ,810 1,235 Not multicollinearity 

Support ,888 1,127 Not multicollinearity 

 

Table 5 shows that the education, research, service and other 

supporting indicators have a T value > 0.10 and a VIF value < 10 

184



so that in the performance variables of each indicator there is no 

correlation and no multicollinearity. 
 

3.2.   R2 Value Test 

Structural model testing with PLS is carried out by looking 

at the R 2 value for each endogenous latent variable as the predic-

tive power of the model. According to Chin [13] in Ghozali [12]
 the 

R squares value criteria can be divided into three categories, 

namely 0.67 as strong, 0.33 as moderate, and 0.19 for the weak 

category. Meanwhile, according to Hair [14], in Ghozali [12], the 

R criterion 2 is divided into three criteria, namely 0.75 as strong, 

0.50 as moderate, and 0.25 indicating a weak model. Based on the 
R2 value test in this research as shown in Table 6: 

 
Table 6. R2 value or R Squares 

Variable R2 value or R 

Squares 

Information 

Lecturer performance 0.283 Moderate 

Work Engagement 0.223 Weak 

 

Judging from Table 6, the R2 value is 0.283 for the lecturer 

performance variable. This means that the influence of the Islamic 

leadership perception variable and perception of service leader-

ship, on lecturer performance is 0.283. It can be concluded that the 

variability of endogenous variables that can be shown by exoge-

nous variables is 28.3% and the remaining 71.7% is influenced by 

other factors. 

The work engagement variable has an R2 value of 0.223, 

meaning that the influence of the service leadership perception var-

iable on work engagement of 0.223. This shows that the variability 

of endogenous variables that can be shown by exogenous variables 

is 22.3% and the remaining 77.7% is influenced by other factors. 

From the proposed theoretical model, several things can be 

seen as follows: 

1) The lecturer performance variable can be explained by the ser-

vice leadership perception variable of 28.2%. The remaining 

71.8% is influenced by other variables outside this research. 
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Work engagement variable, can be explained by the service lead-

ership perception variable of 22.3%, while the remaining 77.7% is 

influenced by other variables outside those studied. 
 

3.3.   Test the Significance of Relationships Between Variables 

In PLS, the significance test of the relationship between var-

iables can be seen from the path coefficient that connects the vari-

ables. The path coefficient is obtained through the weight of the 

inner model, the T-statistic value must first be found through the 

standard error bootstrap procedure, with the results of software cal-

culations Smart PLS version 2.0. 

If in the test the statistical t value is > 1.96 (t count > 1.96) 

with an α value of 5%, it means the test is significant, meaning 

there is a significant influence between one latent variable and an-

other. 

The results of calculating t-statistical values through the 

standard error bootstrap procedure (M=250) using Smart PLS soft-

ware, can be seen in Table 7 below: 

 
Table 7. Path Coefficient calculation results with Smart PLS 

Variable 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

Standard 

Error 

(STERR) 

t -Statistics 

(|O/STERR|) 

Information 

Perception of ser-

vice leadership -> 

Lecturer Perfor-

mance 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.90 

Not significant 

Perception of ser-

vice leadership -> 

work engagement 0.34 0.35 0.08 0.08 4.24 

 

Significant 

Work Engage-

ment -> Lecturer 

Performance 0.38 0.39 0.06 0.06 5.82 

 

Significant 

  

According to Babin, et.al  [15], the path or inner model coef-

ficient value indicated by the t- statistic must be above 1.96 for 

minor hypothesis testing at α 5% (α = 0.05) and power 80%. Based 

on these guidelines, the results in Table 3 can be explained as fol-

lows: 
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1. Influence of variables Service leadership perceptions of lec-

turer performance variables can be seen from the beta coeffi-

cient value of 0.09 and the t-statistic value of 0.896, which is 

smaller than 1.96. This means that there is no influence be-

tween perceptions of service leadership and lecturer perfor-

mance, or in other words, increasing perceptions of service 

leadership does not have a direct contribution to increasing lec-

turer performance. 

2. The influence of the service leadership perception variable on 

work engagement can be seen from the beta coefficient value 

of 0.34 and the t-statistic value of 4.24 which is greater than 

1.96. This means that there is a significant influence between 

perceptions of service leadership on work engagement, or in 

other words, the stronger the perception of service leadership, 

the higher the contribution to increasing work engagement. 

The influence of work engagement variables on lecturer per-

formance variables is seen from the beta coefficient value of 0.38 

and the T-statistic value of 5.82 which is greater than 1.96. This 

means that there is a significant influence between work engage-

ment on lecturer performance, or in other words, the higher the 

work engagement will make a real contribution to improving lec-

turer performance. 
 

4 Discussion 

Lecturer performance is defined as the level of lecturer per-

formance which includes education, teaching, research and com-

munity service, which is a specific measure to determine lecturer 

performance. Each of these measures is not related to the other as 

has been analyzed and proven in the multicollinearity test. For ex-

ample, lecturers who have good teaching skills may not necessarily 

be able to do research well either. 

This research further strengthens the major hypothesis that 

lecturer performance can increase if lecturers have strong work en-

gagement. Strong work engagement can emerge if supported by 

leadership that prioritizes belief in monotheism, justice, delibera-

tion, respect for human rights, responsible freedom, and ulul albab 

as well as prioritizing service, developing employees, building 

communities, and showing leadership. 
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This research also found the fact that perceptions of service 

leadership influence performance through work engagement. 

These results indicate that leadership that is well-perceived by lec-

turers will increase work engagement and commitment to the or-

ganization. 

This proves that lecturers who have good work engagement 

will involve their affection so they can work with high totality. 

This high level of totality can be seen from his great energy in 

completing work, always being fully involved in tasks and always 

focused on completing his tasks. This good work engagement will 

then improve performance both in terms of education and teaching, 

research, and community service. 

However, the overall modeling results prove that perfor-

mance is an important factor for higher education institutions 

which can be predicted through external factors in the form of lead-

ership and internal factors in the form of work engagement. Lead-

ership is a strategic factor for predicting performance as explained 

by Luthans [16], that a certain ability, certain behavior, and a skill 

are needed from the leader so that as a leader he can motivate and 

inspire his subordinates. 

The results of this research support the research of Graham 

[17] , which says that performance can be driven by moral factors 

and also supports the opinion of Timpe [18] that performance can 

be influenced by internal and external factors of employees. The 

internal factor in this research is work engagement, while the ex-

ternal factor is the perception of service leadership. 

From this explanation, it can be understood that lecturer per-

formance can increase if lecturers have strong work engagement. 

Strong work engagement can emerge if supported by leadership 

that prioritizes service. 

5 Conclusion and Limitation 

Perceptions of service leadership have a significant contribu-

tion to work engagement. Based on the results of the significance 

test of the relationship between variables using inter-path analysis, 

it is known that increasing perceptions of service leadership influ-

ence increasing aspects of work engagement. However, service 

leadership perception (Servant leadership perception) does not di-

rectly influence performance. Based on the results of this analysis, 
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work engagement is an internal factor that has an important role in 

spurring improvements in lecturer performance. 

The aspect that most strongly shapes perceptions of service 

leadership is developing others. This aspect arises by providing 

mutual support to fellow lecturers, guiding them to make important 

decisions, having a positive perspective, and being open and un-

derstanding between lecturers. If these methods are implemented 

then service leadership will be well-perceived by lecturers. 

This research would be more comprehensive if it paid atten-

tion to other factors that might influence performance either di-

rectly or through mediating variables. Involves other variables that 

influence lecturer performance such as emotional intelligence, 

spiritual intelligence, and job satisfaction. In this research, the gen-

eralization is only for civil servant lecturers who have lecturer cer-

tification status, not for lecturers as a whole. 
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