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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to bring forth academics’ opinion or assessment regarding university
autonomy, lecturer empowerment, and organizational citizenship behavior, and to establish the
existing correlations among these three variables. A descriptive and correlational survey method
was used, taking into consideration 350 lecturers from five universities, all found in South
Kalimantan, Indonesia. Data were collected using a research instrument comprising of 199 items.
These items were categorized into three forms, basing on the three variables, that is University
autonomy, which was identified as UA with 77 items; Lecturer empowerment, shortened to LE
with 52 items; and Organizational citizenship behavior, coded as OCB with 69 items. A pilot study
was conducted to ensure that all items and instruments used were tested for validity and reliability.
Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. The
results reveal that university academics sampled from the five premier universities believe that their
universities meet the criteria for the established three variables of UA, LE, and OCB. It is, therefore,
concluded that there is a moderate understanding of the variables and also a significant relationship
existing among them.

Keywords: university autonomy, lecturer empowerment, organizational citizenship
behavior.

Introduction

Organizationally, a university can be considered as an institution with an open system that is
constantly being affected by the change in both its external and internal operations (Akech, 2014).
Globalization and internationalization trends greatly affect this change, hence influencing most of
these Universities’ mission and vision statements, making them behave as corporate bodies in the
pursuit of knowledge creation, innovation, quality, and excellence teaching at national and
international levels (Reisberg et al., 2012).
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Most changes have been brought about by the rapid developments from the fields of digital
information technologies, the democratization of higher education, and the diversification of
production of new kinds of knowledge workers (Kromydas, 2017). For instance, in the U.S.A., the
national priorities in terms of defense and economy have constantly shaped the orientation and
development of knowledge production in university laboratories since the 1940s until today
(Hussin, 1996). On the other hand, internally the faculties, departments, and academics have to
make necessary responses proactively and positively towards the changing trends and
developments in the external environment, thereby putting new challenges to their autonomy and
empowerment in terms of their knowledge expertise, research, curriculum development,
instruction, management, and organizational performance (Hussin & Ismail, 2009; Ohlin, 2019;
Tarman, 2016).

Arguably, using the open system perspective, the university has always been considered as an
autonomous academic community in which research activities and knowledge generation must not
be influenced and tempered by no other motives than the pursuit of truth, for enhancing human
understanding on the concepts and theories embedded in the universe, and which consequently
might contribute directly to technological and societal development, both at the national and global
levels. Technological and societal development in return would sustain the many functions of a
robust university. There is a piece of sample evidence has supported this dual interaction between
the university and society, which then influences to some extent the organizational citizenship
behavior of academic and management staff of universities (Fumasoli et al., 2014). Consequently,
it is an important point of research to examine exactly how Organizational Citizenship Behavior
(OCB), Lecturer Empowerment (LE), and University Autonomy (UA) may impact a university

and whether these factors contributed to overall academic success.

Research Questions

Followings are the research questions of this research as observed through research hypotheses:

1) Is there any relationship between Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), Lecturer
Empowerment (LE), and University Autonomy (UA)?

2) What are the correlation coefficients for Lecturer Empowerment (LE) and University
Autonomy (UA) variables?

3) What is the Correlation Coefficients between Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) and

Lecturer Empowerment (LE) variables?
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4) What is the Correlation Coefficients for Lecturer Empowerment (OCB) and University

Autonomy (UA) variables?

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to analyze the relationship between the various factors under the
title of autonomy, lecturer empowerment, and organizational citizenship behavior. The reason for
examining the relationship between the stated variables is Literature work has provided good
support for the relationship between them. Secondly, various universities are starting to empower
their employees specifically the teaching faculty/lecturers through which significant need is
required to examine those factors having their association with the empowerment of the teachers.
Therefore, this study has conducted correlational analyses through data collected from the
questionnaire with the targeted sample.

Literature Review

University Autonomy (UA)

UA is related to the European notions of territorial neutrality and the guild of artisans, both of
which rely on independence and self-rule to repel any form of invasion and interference by bodies
or governments outside the university’s jurisdiction. Some argue, however, that the university’s
ideological foundation as an autonomous institution has undergone fundamental changes in recent
decades (Maassen et al., 2017).

In today’s competitive era of globalization, autonomy is not simply an institutional dimension of
most public universities but concerns government relations as well (Roversi-Monaco et al., 2005).
Thus, UA also refers to constantly changing relations between the state and higher education
institutions as well as the degree of control exerted by state agencies, which is context-dependent
(Hussin & Ismail, 2009). In centralized education systems, the Minister of Education determines
who fills the positions of University Presidents or Vice-Chancellors, which provides a means by
which the government can assert its informal chain of command and influence over university
affairs (Asimiran & Hussin, 2012), and thus distort UA (Ordorika, 2003). This mechanism of
control, however, does not necessarily restrict the university’s autonomy and freedom as an

institution of knowledge.
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Although most universities operate as public or private corporations, the bicameral system of
university governance — a Senate and a Board of Directors — remains one of its distinctive features
when compared to business corporations’ well-defined lines of authority (Asimiran & Hussin,
2012; Houdyshell & Kirk, 2018). Further, university management has relatively little control over
the institution’s fragmented daily operations, which are inundated with various academic activities
(Patterson, 2001; Yigit, 2018), even though unique knowledge generation and dissemination are
the institution’s fundamental premise. This can be a problem for university daily operations, as not
everyone may be on the same page. As such, strong leadership can help by setting good examples
for others even if they are not involved in decision-making processes (Newman et al., 2017,
Tarman, 2012).

Although self-efficacy is beneficial for academic unity, university students often have little say in
important decisions made. Fast et al. (2014) examined the importance of student involvement, such
as sharing opinions in the classroom or furthering leadership into a future work environment. This
can lead to employee empowerment, enabling the generation of substantial diverse ideas (Han et

al., 2016). Moreover, this heightens employee satisfaction, which can improve a business’ success.

Since this specific study explores universities in Indonesia, specifically how these academic
institutions are affected by university autonomy and lecturer empowerment, it is important to
locate universities that have been attempting to implement these programs into their teaching
methods. Consequently, the information that is collected will be relevant, observed in real-time
and able to be assessed in reference to the literature and desired goals for this study.

Lecturer Empowerment

Empowerment’s theoretical perspectives and practices can be divided into two approaches. First,
the relational approach stresses empowerment resulting from power-sharing managerial strategies,
practices, and techniques (Asimiran & Hussin, 2012). Within this system, managers and
subordinates are advised to play to their strengths, including intellectual talent, skills, backgrounds,
and networking. Empowerment occurs when organizational goals, values, and structures change
to accommodate power-sharing outcomes and new, shared aspirations (McElyea, 2002).
Empowered teachers are more likely to take responsibility for educational pursuits and encourage

student success (Avidov-Ungar et al., 2014). The second approach, a cognitive approach,
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conceptualizes empowerment in terms of its psychological-cognitive effects, focusing on the
perceptions of those targeted by managers rather than on enabling management behaviors. Self-
efficacy is manifested in four dimensions of employees’ orientation to their work roles: (1)
meaning, (2) competence, (3) self-determination, and (4) impact. Considering these factors can

help improve university management and learning cultures (Klein, 2016).

In this context, decision-making assesses the extent to which teachers are involved in making
critical decisions that directly affect their work. Those involved made better job-related choices
and found their jobs to be more meaningful than individuals who were not involved (Somech,
2005). Teachers empowered to make professional choices are satisfied with their jobs because they

believe that they have the capacity to be successful educators (Hoy & Miskel, 2008).

Professional growth refers to teachers’ perceptions that their work provides them with
opportunities to develop professionally, learn continuously, and expand their skills throughout
their careers (Moran & Larwin, 2017). Teachers who perceive professional growth opportunities
have a positive impact on the school organization and the teaching profession (Bogler&Somech,
2005). Desimone (2009) found that professional development enhances teachers’ knowledge and

skills and realigns their attitudes and beliefs toward excellence in performance.

Status, as used in the SPES, is tied to teachers’ perceptions that they are doing an important job
and have societal respect, admiration, and collegial support. Individuals who perceive that their
status gives them a greater sense of empowerment tend to feel dignified, align their organization’s
goals with their own expectations, and consequently have a greater commitment to their schools
and profession (Dee et al., 2003). Status, however, is also influenced by other elements such as

salaries, community values regarding education, and media reports about teachers and schools.

Autonomy refers to teachers’ beliefs regarding whether they have the trust and freedom to organize
and conduct their duties as professionals without overbearing regulations and restrictions
(Hemmings & Kay, 2015). The hallmarks for autonomy are a sense of freedom to make certain
decisions (Andrews, 2019; Hemmings & Kay, 2015), and the confidence to express opinions,
while also learning from and engaging with others. The increased autonomy can promote
individuals’ sense of responsibility and allow them greater flexibility in role definition (van
Lankveldet al., 2016). Teachers tended to exhibit high professionalism when they felt a sense of

control over and autonomy in their jobs, which can benefit an overall work environment.
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In the existing, the word empowerment is significantly addressed under the title of professional
empowerment, specifically in the educational sector like universities (Ddungu, 2014). It is widely
accepted that the word empowerment indicates the process of increasing the emotional and
cognitive capacity of the individuals in order to make some significant choices while translating
them into actions(Dust et al, 2018; Rodrigues et al, 2018). Professional empowerment is regarded
under the shadow through which teachers are properly facilitated through teaching resources, time
management, and various indicators of job innovation (Ddungu, 2014). As per the findings of
(Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009; Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Wei et al,, 2009), the
essential element of professional empowerment in teaching is to enable the teaching faculty with
their relative experience, tacit knowledge and wisdom too. Meanwhile, the process of professional
empowerment indicates the building of teacher’s capacity and efficiency (Ddungu, 2014). All
these factors explain how the professional empowerment of the teachers will take place, but not
the way out of turnover in the education sector. However, professional empowerment explains the
approach which helps to gain capacity building and contribution in the society (Huda et al., 2017;
Salamon et al., 2017).

In addition, some authors have defined the dimensions of professional empowerment through
psychological and technical terms and the same is observed for the teachers (Aelterman et al.,
2016; Ddungu, 2014). The word psychological empowerment explains the state of motivation
which is felt by the persons like teachers in terms of cognitive constructs (Flaherty et al, 2017,
Khany & Tazik, 2016). Whereas the cognitive measure shows the concept of self-determination,
and competence too (Szymanski, 2016). For the proper management of professional
empowerment, there is a significant need to combine the psychological and technical dimensions
which are further strengthened through providing the employees with the proper level of job-
meaning, skills, knowledge, and opportunity for self-administration (Conway, 2008). In this
regard, it is observed that those educational institutions which promote professional empowerment
for their staff like teachers can enjoy a higher level of staff retention (Ddungu, 2014). However, it
is also believed that this idea is just a theoretical implication which needs to be proved in more

empirical context.

For the empowerment of the teachers, various points are highlighted in the literature which can
work for the management of teacher empowerment. For example, Wynn-godbold (2013) have

pointed out the following points to manage the teacher’s empowerment:
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e Clear definition of the vision

e Establishing the procedures for exploring the issues and problems
e Provision of resources for personal and professional development
e Managing the time for the activities specifically outside the school

e Encouraging teachers for professional partnership

Meanwhile, some other points are also highlighted covering the title of seeking empowerment for

the teachers. These are:

e Clear definition of what teachers believe being a great teacher
e Activities for professional and personal development

e Focus and devotion of time and attention for the achievement of goals and objectives

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

Recent studies have sought to better understand the origins of OCB and its effects on the
development of corporations. OCB has contributed favorably to organizational outcomes such as
service quality (Koning & Kleef, 2015), organizational commitment (Carpenter, Berry & Houston,
2014), job involvement (Dimitriades, 2007), and leader-member exchange (Bhal, 2006). Some
have postulated that OCB, when aggregated over time and across people, is likely to result in
higher levels of organizational performance and effectiveness (Takeuchi et al., 2015). OCB
enhances organizational performance by reducing organizational dependence on scarce resources

needed to sustain its functions, thereby relieving employees of other burdens (Shin et al., 2017).

The Circumplex Model of Citizenship, introduced by Moon and Marinova (2003), provides a
framework for analyzing OCB. This model can be represented as a circle with two major axes.
The vertical axis represents organizational/interpersonal ends, while the horizontal axis
symbolizes promotive/protective ends. The model, then, has four behavioral quadrants: (1) helping
(interpersonal and promotive), (2) innovation (organizational and promotive), (3) sportsmanship
(interpersonal and protective), and (4) compliance (organizational and protective) (Moon et al.,
2004).

However, the Circumplex Model is severely limited because it fails to consider citizenship as a

political term and the interactive exchanges between citizens and the state as a social contract.



Journal of Social Studies Education Research 2019:10 (4), 127-152

Since citizenship is a socio-political term describing bilateral interactions and duties, we posit that
OCB can transcend its humanistic-psychological perspective by incorporating the socio-political
dimension into the Circumplex Model. A strong sense of citizenship underscores citizens’ loyalty,
commitment, and patriotism when carrying out their duties to enhance communal and state well-
being and civility. The Athenian model of citizenship proposed by Manville and Ober (2003) is
useful for expanding the socio-political meanings of citizenship, and, thus, the Circumplex

Model’s scope.

From a sociological angle, citizenship describes an ongoing exchange between citizens and the
state. Social exchange requires individuals to be motivated by intrinsic and extrinsic returns (Chen,
2005). However, recipients of voluntarily rendered benefits are obligated to reciprocate with a
corresponding gesture or action, although the obligation is unspecified and cannot be enforced. A
social exchange depends on a trust-based relationship, in which it is assumed that a second party
will reciprocate the preferential treatment given by the first party. According to social exchange
theory, university academics might be willing to perform certain non-prescribed OCBs beneficial
to the university in exchange for professional autonomy and a sense of workplace empowerment
(Bogler & Somech, 2005). Zhong et al. (2009) posited that when a university’s structure, policies,
and practices facilitate faculty empowerment, OCBs can be stimulated. Thus, university autonomy
from government intervention is of paramount importance. Given globalization, however,
university governance worldwide tends to be characterized by the American corporate model
rather than the democratic Athenian model.

Methods

This research used a descriptive and correlational survey method to obtain information regarding
individuals’ beliefs and attitudes (Creswell, 2008; Baharuddin et al., 2019; Baharuddin & Dalle,
2019). The study employed three survey instruments with 199 items in total: (1) UA (77 items),
(2) LE (52 items), and (3) OCB (69 items). All items in the instruments were based on a five-point
Likert scale (1-5), ranging from strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), fairly agree(3), agree(4), to
strongly agree(5). A Likert scale is similar to a rating scale as it utilizes a set scale for comparison
to show both extreme ends of the spectrum and everything in between. Consequently, participants
are able to select answers that directly relate to how strongly they feel about the given topic. Used
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in previous studies, the instruments were modified to suit new conceptual definitions and the

study’s university context.

Adapted from Hussin and Ismail (2009), the UA survey instrument had nine major dimensions:
(1) academic program, (2) postgraduate educational program, (3) research and consultation, (4)
teaching and learning, (5) management, (6) human resources, (7) finances, (8) infrastructure, and
(9) student affairs. The survey instrument on LE was adapted from the SPES Questionnaire
developed by Short and Rhinehart (1992), which have assessed the teacher’s perception of
empowerment. The SPES questionnaire was modified slightly to suit the university context. It
consisted of 52 items across seven dimensions of LE: (1) participative decision-making, (2)
professional growth, (3) status, (4) self-efficacy, (5) autonomy at work, (6) impact, and (7)

execution of power.

The researcher also adopted the four dimensions of the Circumplex Model of Citizenship — (1)
helping, (2) innovation, (3) sportsmanship, and (4) compliance — and adapted the OCB scale
developed by Moon et al. (2004) to include newly identified political dimensions of citizenship
and self-developed items based on the Athenian Model (Manville & Ober, 2003). The revised
OCB scale had ten dimensions: (1) community orientation by helping, (2) innovation for
improvement, (3) collegial harmony, (4) compliance, (5) openness, (6) responsive leadership, (7)

progressive advancement, (8) an entrepreneurial spirit, (9) individual resilience, and (10) agility.

To ensure the items’ suitability and reliability in all three instruments, we first conducted a pilot
study. Based on a statistical analysis of the data, we selected items that had reliability values
between .600 and .950 for further use. Pilot testing of the three survey instruments identified that

the reliability values of all items were acceptable (between .600 and .890).

For the actual study, we administered the surveys with a one-week gap between each instrument
to prevent participants from becoming tired or bored while responding. The core participants of
this research for the data collection were the senior academics who are entitled as our respondents.
The reason for selecting academicians like university lecturers was that they are significantly
linked with the study variables and research questions research purpose too. For the purpose of
data collection, We mailed the questionnaires to 350 who are coming from five premier
universities in South Kalimantan, Indonesia, randomly selected from academic staff lists. After

three months, we received 319 completed questionnaires. Subsequently screening for data outliers
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and inappropriate responses,307 questionnaires were accepted for analysis using descriptive
statistics and Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. Descriptive findings are providing a good
understanding of the data trends through the mean score, standard deviation and other measures of
dispersion. Whereas research questions are reasonably addressed through correlation matrix and

hypotheses testing processes. Following research hypotheses are developed for this study:

H1: There is a significant correlation between OCB, LE, and UA variables.
H2: There is a significant correlation between LE and UA variables.
H3: There is a significant correlation between OCB and LE variables.

H4: There is a significant correlation between OCB and UA variables.

Results

The following section outlines the results of this study collected using surveys with participants
who rate questions based on a Likert scale to answer the research questions through stated
hypotheses. The first part is descriptive statistics UA, LE, and OC, the second part is correlation
between OCB, LE, and UA variables, third part is correlation between LE and UA variables, fourth
part is correlation between OCB and LE variables, and the fifth part is correlation between OCB

and UA variables as follows.
Descriptive Statistics of UA, LE, and OCB

The results of the descriptive statistical analysis of respondents’ responses to UA, LE, and OCB
measured on the Likert scale or the five-scale shown in Table 1 that provides information about

the means and standard deviation.

Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for all UA, LE, and OCB Domains
Variables Code Domain Mean SD
University autonomy UA  Overall 3.89 0.224
AA  Academic programs 4.23 0.643
AB  Postgraduate academic programs 4.27 0.611
AC  Research and consultation 4.13 0.623
AD  Teaching and learning 4.05 0.609
AE Management 3.61 0.745
AF Human resources 3.96 0.659
AG  Finance 3.74 0.701

AH Infrastructure facilities 3.95 0.610
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Lecturer empowerment LE  Overall 3.88 0.455

LA  Participative decision-making 3.62 0.755

LB Professional growth 4.03 0.681

LC  Status 4.24 0.556

LD  Self-efficacy 4.46 0.476

LE  Autonomy on the job 3.83 0.772

LF Professional impact 3.93 0.656

LG  Execution of power 3.19 0.870

Organizational Citizenship Behavior OCB  Overall 4,01 0.287
BA  Community orientation by helping 4.03 0.593

BB  Innovation for improvement 4,01 0.665

BD  Compliance 4.36 0.531

BE Openness 431 0.571

BF Responsive leadership 3.55 0.817

BG  Competitive desire to excel 4.19 0.579

BH  An entrepreneurial spirit 3.54 0.723

Bl Individual resilience 4.03 0.583

BJ  Agility 4.10 0.614

Note: N = 307

In relation to mean, the presented descriptive data from the three variables show that most
respondents highly emphasized, the variable OCB to be having the highest mean average, followed
by UA and LE respectively. Regarding standard deviation, the respondents showed the same
perception on UA, indicating that variables OCB and LE had the lowest value when it came to

standard deviation.

During the analysis, the domain of UA in relation to mean was ranked high when it came to the
domain of postgraduate academic programs, however, management had the lowest mean. In
reference to LE, respondents held self-efficacy in high esteem, while the lowest was the execution
of power. While for OCB, respondents ranked highly the domain of compliance and the lowest
being leadership.

Correlation Between OCB, LE, and UA Variables

Table 2 shows the extent to which UA, LE, and OCB variables in South Kalimantan public
universities are correlated. The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r) reveals how
strongly two variables are linked. Ranging from zero to 1.00, correlation coefficients above 0.70,
between 0.30 and 0.70, and below 0.30 indicate high, moderate, and weak degrees of correlation,
respectively. We found significant positive correlations between the three variables, suggesting
that the three variables are interrelated; that is, OCB embodies UA and LE.
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Table 2
Correlation Coefficients for OCB, LE, and UA Variables

Variables OCB LE UA
ocB 1.00

LE T43** 1.00

UA 578** .628** 1.00

Note: N = 307, ** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Correlation Between LE and UA variables

As shown in Table 3, the correlation coefficients of UA and LE domains are either moderate or
low and are significant at p < 0.001. We found several variables moderately correlated with UA
items; for instance, lecturer status is moderately correlated with postgraduate academic programs
(r=.362), self-efficacy is moderated correlated with teaching and learning (r = .450), job autonomy
is moderately linked with research and consultation (r = .342), and so forth. In contrast, there were
certain weak correlations, such as lecturers’ status with academic programs (r = .280), and
lecturers’ execution of power with human resources (r =.285). The highest correlation coefficient

value in Table 3 is 0.487, which implies sufficient discriminant validity between LE and UA.

Table 3

Correlation Coefficients for LE and UA

AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH Al
LA 315%* 357** A414%* A07** 455%* .398** .382** 410%* 273%*
LB A416%* A433** S41** 468** 486** A34%* A36%* A469** .398**
LC .285** .361** .398** 411 .280** .285** 267** .315** .269**
LD 317** A414%* .389** A450** 277** .310** .281%* 324%* .333**
LE .266** .364** 342** A435%* .351** .361** .296** .351%* 311%*
LF .280** .323** .389** .386** .354** 331+ .324** .369** 243**
LG .201** 213** 273** 287 319** .285** 341%* .281** 278>

Note: N = 307, ™ correlation is significant (2-tailed) at .001, " correlation is significant (2-tailed) at .005

Correlation Between OCB and LE variables

As portrayed in Table 4, the correlations between OCB and LE are all significant at p < 0.001 and
are correlated at two different degrees: “moderate” and “low.” For instance, moderate and
significant correlations were found with regard to professional growth (r = .333),status (r = .539),
competitive urgency to excel and participative decision-making (r = .439), agility and participative
decision-making (r =.385), compliance and status (r = .474), individual resilience and participative

decision-making (r = .480), among others. However, low correlations were found between both
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compliance and an entrepreneurial spirit, on the one hand, and most LE domains, on the other. The
highest correlation coefficient value calculated was 0.584, suggesting sufficient discriminant
validity between OCB and LE.

Table 4

Correlation Coefficients between OCB and LE

BA BB BD BE BF BG BH Bl BJ
LA 374%* AT74%* .236** .268** .564** 439%* 418** 480** .385%*
LB .333** .358** .276** .380** .548** S511** A464** .535** .348**
LC 429** .539** A413** 574** 277 541** .287** .544** 450**
LD A454%* 469** .387** 572** .207%* 516** .264** 527** 425%*
LE .268** .265** .218** .263** .343** .301** .292%* .390** .243**
LF 442 .584** 277 A70** .343** .528** .369** .530** 402**
LG .130** 214> .088** 37 .330** 176** 242%* .223** 178>

Note: N = 307, ** correlation is significant (2-tailed) at .001, * correlation is significant (2-tailed) at .005

Correlation between OCB and UA variables

Table 5 shows that the correlations between OCB and LE are all significant at 0.001, at two
different degrees: “moderate” and “low.” Table 5 indicates that all OCB domains are significantly
correlated with all UA domains. However, there are significant but moderate correlations between
the four OCB domains (responsive leadership, competitive urgency to excel, entrepreneurial spirit,
and individual resilience) and all UA domains. For instance, responsive leadership is moderately
correlated with university autonomy in postgraduate academic programs (r = .386) and with
research and consultation (r = .370). Similarly, Table 5 also displays that individual resilience is

moderately correlated with all UA domains.

Table 5
Correlation Coefficients for OCB and UA
BA BB BD BE BF BG BH BI BJ

AA 257** 157** 240%* 244%* 355%* 259%* .359%* .305%* 179%*
AB 269%* 257%* 272%* 277** 328%* 377** 320%* 415%* 320%*
AC 276%* 241%* 247%* 323%* A40%* 370%* 440%* 409%* 301%*
AD 362%* 261%* 288** 312%* 377** 377** 440%* AB1** 317**
AE 291%* 195** 255%* 182%* 547** 370%* 536%* 46T 201**
AF 232%* 166** 203** 240%* 432%* 315%* 423%* 420%* 230%*
AG 239%* .168** 171%* 244%* A14%* 311%* 515%* 355%* 241%*
AH 211%* 209%* 207** 208%* 439%* 355%* 401** 420%* 235%*
Al 255%* 214%* 227%* 220%* 334%* .306%* .359%* 349%* 249%*

Note: N = 307, ** correlation is significant (2-tailed) at .001, * correlation is significant (2-tailed) at .005
There are low correlations between three OCB domains (community orientation, innovation for

improvement, and compliance) and UA domains, suggesting UA domains may constitute part of
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university academics’ OCB. The highest correlation coefficient value calculated was 0.548,

suggesting sufficient discriminant validity between OCB and UA.
Discussion

In this discussion, in accordance with the objectives of the study, the first section will discuss the
descriptive findings from UA, LE, and OCB and the second section discusses the correlation
findings between UA, LE, and OCB.

Firstly, it has been revealed that university academics believe that OCB plays a big role compared
to UA and LE in five universities studied, though these universities behave as a corporate
organization. These findings are in line with Koning and Kleef (2015) who state that OCB
contributes to the quality of services in all universities. The findings from this study are also
supported by Carpenter et al. (2014) who state that OCB leads to a work commitment in the
university, Dimitriades (2007) reemphasizes that OCB promotes work engagement and
cooperation, while Bhal (2006) is of that OCB has a positive effect on leader-member exchanges.

Many other experts such as Shin et al. (2017), Takeuchi et al. (2015), Zhong et al. (2009), Bogler
and Somech (2005), Moon et al. (2004), Moon and Marinova (2003), Manville and Ober (2003)
in their studies also established that OCB contributes to higher levels of organizational
performance and effectiveness and something which also leads to improvement in organizational
performance and reduces dependence on diminishing resources which helps to maintain proper
functioning of the employees by reducing on their burdens. It is also believed that OCB is able to
go beyond its humanistic-psychological perspective with the socio-political dimension.
Researchers like earlier on noted in this paragraph, still on OCB aspect, believe that without a
specific prescription can still be beneficial for universities more so where there is the exchange of

professionals since there exist a sense of empowerment among university workers.

UA has been found to be a second determining factor for the sustainability of universities. The
results of this study are in line with Maassen et al. (2017) who suggest that the ideological
foundation of universities as autonomous institutions has undergone fundamental changes in the
last few decades and Roversi-Monaco et al. (2005) also supports the results of this study that in
the current era of competitiveness, autonomy is a government’s component to hold university
leaders accountable. Regarding this perception, Hussin and Ismail (2009) also state that UA is an

ever-changing relationship between higher education institutions and the government
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accompanied by control according to the context, this condition is strengthened by Asimiran and
Hussin (2012) who also states that in a centralized Education arrangement, The Minister of
Education extends his support through a rector and deputy rectors using the existing facilities and
infrastructure provided by the government. Ordorika (2003) describes this as a chain of command
of the informal government's influence on UA which does not limit the universities to play there

of knowledge creation and innovation.

Results of this study are also in line with several previous studies such as Newman et al. (2017),
Han et al. (2016), and Fast et al. (2014), where a university whether public and or private company,
the governance system is the same, comprising of the Senate and Board of Directors, where the
rector is a strong leader who must serve by example not only to his subordinates but also to people

who are not directly involved in decision making.

In this study, it has been revealed that LE is a third determinant in the survival of the university,
which is in line with McElyea (2002) who is also of the opinion that a leader, in this case, the
rector or dean must play a role in intellectual talent, skills, portfolio growth and establish networks
for the academics so that there is proper distribution of power and aspirations together. Avidov-
Ungar et al. (2014) argue that teachers in schools or lecturers at universities must function and be
responsible for the success of their students. Furthermore, Klein (2016) in his study states that
education institution stakeholders are important self-efficacy manifesting in meaning as
competence, self-determining individuals who play management and teaching culture role.
According to Somech (2005) and Hoy and Miskel (2008), they feel involved and satisfied with the
capacity for a successful education. Other previous researchers such as Dee et al. (2003), Bogler
and Somech (2005), Desimone (2009), Hemmings and Kay (2015), van Lankveldet al. (2016), and
Moran and Larwin (2017) provide support for the results of this study by saying that LE is a role
holder in the day to day running of higher education institutions. They argue that professional
development refers to the perception of stakeholders (lecturers) who feel they have broad
opportunities in academic and non-academic development in addition to rewards such as salaries,

community values and media reports about them and the institutions.

Today’s governance of public universities follows a corporate model, which assumes that to be
sustainable, popular, and globally ranked, universities must be competitive and responsive to

global higher education trends (Pruvot & Estermann, 2018). The traditional collegial model is no
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longer relevant (Singh, 2005). Theoretically, universities ought to behave as open systems that are
continuously learning and evolving in tandem with changing standards, expectations, and demands
from internal and external environments (Jongbloed et al., 2008). Universities should thus function
as unified organizations, characterized by strong OCB, common goals, and values such as loyalty,
commitment, compliance, trust, and a shared vision (Mohammad et al., 2010). Managerialism is
necessary to some degree but not at the cost of suppressing academic autonomy and empowerment,
which could affect academics’ morale, performance, and job satisfaction (Abraiz et al., 2012.
Neither should managerialism involve bureaucratic red tape aimed at standardization, which could
lead to demoralization and frustration among students and academics (Ng & Feldman, 2011).
Empowerment arises when one believes one has sufficient professional autonomy to execute one’s
duties, tasks, and roles in innovative ways (Varekamp et al., 2009). In this regard, treating
university academics as corporate employees, strictly monitored by management, can be

detrimental to the university, creating a climate of distrust, insecurity, and irrational control.

A corporate style of university governance is pragmatically relevant in the context of globalization
and internationalization, stiff competition among universities for students and grants, and the rapid
pace of change occurring in many university organizations (Bartell, 2003). Politically, however,
autonomy and empowerment are now negotiated against sustainability and accountability, despite
university academics’ long-held expectation of organizational citizenship, rooted in the collegial

spirit of a community of scholars (Popescu, 2019).

It has been revealed that in this study, there is a significant positive correlation between UA, LE,
and OCB which can be interpreted as the interrelationship existing amongst the three variables.
UA and LE have been found to be correlating with one another, while OCB and LE domains have
a significant correlation. Raquib et al. (2010) state that LE and OCB significantly associated that
Shelton (2010) mentioned implies in organizational life, positive UA perception that was

inextricably linked to organizational justice perception displayed more OCB than others.

The interaction between UA and LE is in line with Morshidi Sirat (2010) and Marginson (1997)
who state that the concept of social interaction draws attention to the nature of government actions
directed to higher education policy and interventions. It is also stated that the domain in UA,
namely lecturer status is correlated with academic programs, self-efficacy is correlated with

teaching, work autonomy is correlated with research and consultation while there is a less strong
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correlation between lecturer status with academic programs and implementation of lecturer powers
with sources human resources where the results of this study are in line with what has been done
by Guskey (1988), Andiny (2008), and Yuliani (2013). Sufean (1996) also supports the results of
this study that the establishment of military-industry universities in the United States is a good
case of how national defense priorities have shaped scientific activities at research universities and
triggered the growth of new specialized fields of knowledge, ranging from agriculture to

aerospace.

The results of the study indicate that the domains in OCB and LE are significantly correlated such
as professional growth, competitive urgency to excel and participatory decision making,
participatory decision making and competence, compliance and status, individual resilience and
participatory decision making where these results are in line with studies which have been carried
out previously by Nadeak (2016). Thompson et al. (2005) state that OCB and LE are two variables
that determine one another because, without OCB, LE is not anything and vice versa. Bogler and
Somech (2004), and Veza and Sabzikaran (2010) also support this result which states that the
influence of LE is a variable that affects OCB as well as Saleem et al. (2017) which in their study
results found that LE is the variable that determines OCB.

The results of the study indicate a correlation between OCB domains and UA domains. These
domains are responsive leadership, competitive urgency to excel, entrepreneurial spirit, and
individual resilience at OCB, and responsive leadership, university autonomy in postgraduate
academic programs with research and consultation at UA. The results of this study are in line with
the results of studies conducted by several previous researchers such as Damayanti (2006),
Dimitriade (2007), Kumar et al. (2009), Fadhilah and Uswatun (2014), Chiang (2004), and Pruvot
and Esterman (2018).

Conclusion

This research has examined the factor of university autonomy, lecturer empowerment and
organization citizenship behavior in the region of Indonesia. For the analysis purpose, descriptive
findings are presented to examine the trends of data set and responses as collected through the
questionnaire. Whereas the correlation matrix is generated and discussion is provided to cover the
research questions with the help of hypotheses testing. It is observed that there is a significant and

positive correlation between autonomy, lecturer empowerment, and organizational citizenship
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behavior as observed through the responses from academicians in five universities of Indonesia.
More specifically, there is a moderate understanding of the variables and also a significant
relationship existing among UA, LE, and OCB. The study findings are widely suggested to the
university administration and related policymakers in the ministry of education for applicable
decision making. It is recommended that university administration and other authorities should
reasonably contribute to promoting the idea of teacher empowerment as it is important for the
growth of the education sector. For this purpose, concern authorities should emphasize those
factors which can further enhance the empowerment of teaching faculty. For this purpose, different
strategies for the benefits of the teachers/lecturers according to the UA, LE, and OCB can play a
vital role. Lastly, this research work is based on various limitations. The first study has only
focused on the correlation matrix to provide the statistical inference under stated research
questions. Second, the causal relationship between the stated variables and their impact on the
retention of teaching faculty like lecturers is also missing in this research. Third, the sampling
method could also be diversified for combing the online survey to face to face surveys too. Future
studies can reasonably address these limitations for more contribution to the related field of

research.
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