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Abstract

Purpose: This research was conducted based on the conditions of intellectual capital and university governance
that were not yet ideal in assisting institutions in Indonesia to achieve their projected performance. It examines
how intellectual capital influences university performance by applying Good University Governance (GUG)
mediation in private universities. Design/methodology/approach: This study used a survey method by
distributing questionnaires to top management who played a role in policymaking in private universities in the
LLDIKTI (The Higher Education Service Institute) area 2. The data in this study were analyzed using structural
equation Modeling (SEM) with the partial least squares (PLS) approach. Findings: The research findings showed
that intellectual capital positively affected Good University Governance (GUG), but it did not directly impact
university performance. This result contradicted some previous studies in which intellectual capital affected
university performance. Another finding was that GUG played a significant mediating role in the relationship
between intellectual capital and university performance. Research limitations/implications: The findings of this
study may not be generalizable to quasi-public organizations in other countries, especially Western countries, due
to differences in academic culture, performance, and the ability and competence of educational resources that may
not meet the competencies and qualifications required for the position or role held. Practical implications: To
improve performance and business sustainability, leaders of Private Higher Education (PTS) can use this research
as material for study and consideration. Originality/value: This study develops a model of the influence of
exogenous intellectual capital variables on university performance by including Good University Governance as
a mediating variable. The research object was a quasi-public organization, with private universities taken as a
sample, whereas previous researchers took samples only from public universities in Indonesia.

Keywords: Intellectual Capital, Good University Governance (GUG), University Performance, Private
Universities, Quasi-Public Organizations, Indonesia.

INTRODUCTION

An ideal college should have an excellent track record, as evidenced by its reputation and
rankings. Accreditation is a measure of good governance. To ensure the development of higher
education, managers must implement Good University Governance (GUG), which can provide
long-term viability for institutions (Sari, 2012).

In 2020, the Directorate General of Higher Education team at the Ministry of Education and
Culture reported a shift and decrease in the quality of university clustering results in each
cluster compared with the previous year. The exception was Cluster 1, in which the number of
universities increased from 13 to 15. In 2017, the Ministry of Research, Technology, and Higher
Education discontinued 25 universities and placed 102 universities under supervision
(Aminullah, 2017). In 2019, 11 universities were closed because of management failures

@ 291|V19.107


mailto:nedi_hendri@yahoo.com
mailto:nurdionopb@gmail.com
mailto:fajargd@yahoo.com

Seybeld

REPORT

ISSN:1333-9212 DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.12782796

(Samsuri, 2020). In 2012, the Ministry of Education and Culture released approximately 1,600
private universities with fewer than 500 students and threatened to merge with 336 private
universities because they had no students (Caesaria, 2021).

Intellectual capital (IC) plays a critical role in higher education. Higher education institutions
generate knowledge through scientific or technical research (e.g., surveys and publications) or
instruction (Ulum, Malik, & Sofyani, 2019). The most valuable resources of a university
include its lecturers, educators, student activists, and organizational relationships and practices
(K. H. Leitner, Curaj, A., Elena-Perez, S., Fazlagic, J., Kalemis, K., Martinaitis, Z., Secundo,
G., Sicilia, M.-A., & Zaksa, K, 2014). According to data released by the Global Innovation
Index (GII, 2020), Indonesia ranked 85th among the 131 countries worldwide. This ranking
has remained unchanged since 2018 and is lower than that of other ASEAN countries, such as
Malaysia (33rd), Thailand (44th), Vietnam (42nd), and Singapore (8th). To help universities
become world-class institutions (WCU), the Indonesian government has set performance goals.
However, several metrics, such as graduate reputation and number of article citations, are still
too low for Indonesian universities to make them into the top 100 WCUs (QS Ranking, 2020).

Researchers suspect that Good University Governance (GUG) can increase the impact of
intellectual capital on university performance. Intellectual capital is essential for universities
to improve their organizational performance. Researchers also believe that the role of
intellectual capital is significant if a university has an excellent organizational governance
system. This study specifically examines whether intellectual capital affects university
performance and whether GUG mediates the relationship between intellectual capital and
university performance in private universities. However, previous studies have not consistently
confirmed this relationship.

In the current era of a knowledge-based economy, intellectual capital (IC) plays a crucial role
as a value driver for companies (Edvinsson, 2013). However, Maditinos, Chatzoudes, Tsairidis,
and Theriou (2011) find no significant association between IC, as evaluated by the value-added
intellectual coefficient, and three financial performance metrics: return on equity (Gagné et
al.), return on assets (Romero et al.), and income growth. Similarly, Firer Firer and Williams
(2003) could not establish a link between IC and firm success as evaluated by ROA and ROE.
In the context of higher education, this form of knowledge increase is called the transfer of
technology (Vinig & Lips, 2015). Several attempts have been made in the past 20 years to
implement the IC model in higher education and research institutes, particularly in European
countries (K. H. Leitner, Curaj, A., Elena-Perez, S., Fazlagic, J., Kalemis, K., Martinaitis, Z.,
Secundo, G., Sicilia, M.-A., & Zaksa, K, 2014); Ramirez and Gordillo (2014);(Veltri &
Silvestri, 2015). IC constitutes the highest educational asset(Sanchez, Elena, & Castrillo,
2008); (Secundo, De Beer, Schutte, & Passiante, 2017), and the competitiveness of individuals,
companies, and regions increases directly with their ability to manage these factors (Schiuma
& Lerro, 2010). Chatterji and Kiran (2017), Cricelli et al.Cricelli, Greco, Grimaldi, and Llanes
Dueiias (2018), Lu (2012), and (Yudianto, Mulyani, Fahmi, & Winarningsih, 2021). Confirmed
that IC directly affected university performance.
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Research on Good University Governance (GUG) is relatively new and inconclusive. Even
within the contingency framework, studies on the influence of GUG on performance in the
public sector, especially in universities, are rare (Boezerooij, 2006); (Muhi, 2010).Kim (2008)
linked management with GUG in terms of management/quality control and accountability.
Gupta and Sharma (2014) found that certain governance principles, such as corporate culture,
transparency, and openness, affect long-term performance. However, Meznar and Johnson Jr
(2005) did not find a clear relationship between governance structure and routines. In contrast,
(Yarbrough & Yarbrough, 1999), Kyriakopoulos, Meulenberg, and Nilsson (2004), Chang, Lu,
Su, Lin, and Chang (2010), Gupta and Sharma (2014), Martinez-Campillo and Fernandez-
Gago (2011), and Nofianti and Suseno (2014) demonstrated the direct impact of governance
on performance. In the context of higher education, Brown Jr (2001) (Hanum & Bukit, 2021).
(https://pontas.id/2021/09/13/pphn-penting-dan-urgen-untuk-indonesia/) and Muktiyanto,
Hermawan, and Hadiwidjaja (2020), Raharjo, Djalil, Syahputra, Muslim, and Adam (2019) and
(Yudianto et al., 2021). (https://pontas.id/2021/09/13/pphn-penting-dan-urgen-untuk-
indonesia/) found that GUG has a positive effect on university performance. According to
Ganescu (2012), coincidental internal and external variables affect organizational performance
in terms of importance and direction (positive or negative).

Previous researchers expressed hope that similar research will contribute to public sector
accounting studies Muktiyanto et al. (2020) Raharjo et al. (2019); (Yudianto et al., 2021) on
the impact of intellectual capital on university performance mediated by Good University
Governance (GUG). This study focuses on private universities. Although previous studies in
the public sector are still few, especially in universities whose samples are state universities,
private higher education is classified as a quasi-public organization. As a quasi-public business,
the boundaries between the private and public sectors are unclear. According to(Francis, 2001),
quasi-public organizations are private companies that run for the benefit of the general public.
Because their businesses involve the interests and livelihoods of many people, the government
intensively regulates quasi-public companies. However, in terms of providing incentives, they
must be more independent so that employees do not receive incentives from the government.
If the government cannot manage it correctly, there will be problems with the survival of higher
education organizations. In practical terms, leaders of private higher education institutions can
use this research as material for study and consideration to improve their business performance
and sustainability.

LITERATURE REVIEW

In organizations, stewardship theory posits that cooperative behavior has higher utility than
individualistic behavior. As a result, managers will increase their competence in human
resources, including intellectual capital (IC), to streamline existing resources and create a
sound and robust organizational culture. Organizational commitment supports the production
of good governance, which improves the organization’s performance, especially at the
university level. Intellectual capital is the driving force behind all corporate values
(StewartStewart (1997), and knowledge management is a central issue for organizations
(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1996). Organizational knowledge is paramount for continued
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competition and performance. Intellectual capital encompasses all the knowledge, information,
intellectual property, and experience possessed by an organization Stewart (1997), and is one
of the most critical components for managing and evaluating internal and external
organizational processes (Bukh & Marr, 2005); (Khalique, Hina, Ramayah, & Shaari, 2020);
(VIDRASCU, lacob, Volintiru, & Cristea, 2016). Universities with robust IC can improve their
performance (Cricelli et al., 2018).

Empirical research on intellectual capital has begun to focus on higher education and research
centers, especially in several European countries (K. H. Leitner, Curaj, A., Elena-Perez, S.,
Fazlagic, J., Kalemis, K., Martinaitis, Z., Secundo, G., Sicilia, M.-A., & Zaksa, K, 2014);
Ramirez & Gordillo, 2014;(Veltri & Silvestri, 2015) . The most visible assets of higher
education are intangible assets and intellectual capital (IC) (Canibano & Paloma Sanchez,
2009); Secundo et al., 2010, 2017). Individuals, groups, and regions that are more competitive
have better IC control abilities (Schiuma & Lerro, 2010). Universities use the term ‘transfer of
higher education abilities’ to describe this type of knowledge gain (Vinig & Lips, 2015).
Chatterji and Kiran (2017), and Cricelli et al. (2018); Lu (2012), and (Yudianto et al., 2021).
(https://pontas.id/2021/09/13/pphn-penting-dan-urgen-untuk-indonesia/)nfaftfaffectses dectly
s a university’s performance. Thus, it can be concluded that intellectual capital affects
university performance.

H1: Intellectual capital has a positive impact on university achievement.

Intellectual capital is critical in higher education because it is both a product and input.
Universities generate knowledge through science and technology research (e.g., survey results
and publications) and education (Ulum et al., 2019). Intellectual capital is at the heart of a
university’s value creation and competitive advantage (Barney, 1991), as well as its purpose
and reason for being (Safieddine, Jamali, & Noureddine, 2009).

Only a few studies have investigated the link between intellectual capital (IC) and Good
University Governance (GUG). Wahyudi and Puspita (2020) provided empirical evidence that
IC affects corporate governance. Safieddine et al. (2009) conclude that IC and corporate
governance in educational institutions have interrelated influences. Further research has
revealed that IC is a hidden force that can help an organization recruit additional IC. As a result,
researchers may deduce that intellectual capital affects GUG.

H2: Intellectual capital positively affects university governance (GUG).

Accounting research in the public sector, particularly in government organizations, has applied
stewardship theory (Haliah., 2015), Van Slyke (2007), and other non-profit organizations
(Caers et al., 2006); (Li et al., 2011)., 2011; (West & Zech, 2007); (Yudianti, 2015).
Stewardship theory postulates that cooperative behavior is more valuable than individualistic
behavior. As a result, managers increase their talents’ ability to effectively exercise internal
control and build a solid organizational culture that excels. Corporate governance in the public
and private industrial sectors, non-profit organizations, and other organizations have different
characteristics (Quyén, 2014).
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Additionally, Raharjo et al. (2019), various adjustments based on implementing the principles
of “good governance” in the system and process of university administration can be considered
Good University Governance (GUG) in higher education and other general education.
Effective university governance can prevent institutions from committing fraud and manage
fraud control (Susanto, 2015). Kim (2008) stated that GUG variables influence leadership,
quality control, and organizational performance. This statement is reinforced by Raharjo et al.
(2019), who found that GUG in universities significantly affects organizational performance.

According to empirical evidence from Gupta and Sharma (2014), certain governance concepts,
such as company culture, transparency, and openness, impact long-term success. However,
Meznar and Johnson Jr (2005) did not find a clear relationship between governance structure
and performance. In contrast, (Yarbrough & Yarbrough, 1999), Kyriakopoulos et al. (2004),
and (Chang et al., 2010), Gupta and Sharma (2014), Martinez-Campillo and Ferndndez-Gago
(2011), and Nofianti and Suseno (2014) supported their findings. Research on Higher
Education by Brown Jr (2001) (Hanum & Bukit, 2021). (https://pontas.id/2021/09/13/pphn-
penting-dan-urgen-untuk-indonesia/) and Muktiyanto et al. (2020), Raharjo et al. (2019), a
((Yudianto et al, 2021). (https://pontas.id/2021/09/13/pphn-penting-dan-urgen-untuk-
indonesia/) demonstrated that Good University Governance (GUG) has a positive effect on
university performance. Therefore, GUG will affect a university’s performance.

H3: Good university governance (GUG) positively affects university performance.

In contingency theory, managers must interact with all components within and outside the
organization to exercise reasonable control over any problem. Contingency theory is a set of
behavioral theories that stipulate that there is no single or best way to organize and lead
organizations in management settings. A leader or manager is appointed to make decisions
based on the relative situations and conditions. This theory suggests that variables such as
leadership style, job design, participation in decision making, and organizational structure are
critical to understanding what leads to a good overall managerial outcome (Shepard and
Hougland, 1978).

Intellectual capital is a critical component of organizational success and performance, and its
value is growing in the commercial world (Barney, 1991); (Nick Bontis, 2001); (Keenan,
2001); (Saint-Onge, 1996). According to the literature, inadequate governance systems
primarily link to IC migration (Safieddine et al., 2009). Meanwhile, Fahy and Smithee (1999)
state that company resources can provide a competitive advantage with tangible, intangible,
and human resource capacity characteristics. The future and prospects of a company depend
on how management can take advantage of the value of intangible assets that are not visible
(Wahyudi & Puspita, 2020).

Intellectual capital is critical in higher education because it is both a product and input.
Universities generate knowledge through science and technology research (e.g., survey results
and publications) and education (Ulum et al., 2019). Intellectual capital is at the heart of a
university’s value creation and competitive advantage as well as its purpose and reason
(Safieddine et al., 2009).
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Only a few studies have investigated the link between intellectual capital (IC) and Good
University Governance (GUG). Wahyudi and Puspita (2020) provided empirical evidence that
IC affects corporate governance. Safieddine et al. (2009)concluded that IC and corporate
governance have interrelated influences on educational institutions. Further research suggests
that IC is a latent force that can improve an organization’s potential to recruit more IC.
However, Safieddine et al. (2009) found a weak relationship between the IC and corporate
governance.

GUG was an excellent mediating variable. Additionally, Raharjo et al. (2019), GUG
strengthens the association between identity strength and organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB) on university success. Then, hypothetically, it states that

H4: good university governance (GUG) mediates the influence of intellectual capital on
university performance.

Figure 1 presents the research hypothesis model

H4 - -
Intellectual University
Capital Performance
Hi
Ha Hs
GUG

Figure 1: Research Model

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This research is a quantitative descriptive study that uses a questionnaire survey method to
measure a specific topic and statistically determine the relationships among variables
(Creswell, 2014). The population of this study consisted of 199 top leaders of private
universities in LLDIKTI Region 2 Indonesia, which covers the provinces of Lampung, South
Sumatra, Bengkulu, and Bangka Belitung. This region was chosen because it has the best
private university management in 2021. The sample collection method used random probability
sampling, where each member of the population had an equal opportunity to be included in the
sample. The researchers used primary random sampling as a sampling technique because the
members or elements of the population were homogeneous, particularly senior leadership in
private colleges, who have a role in policymaking. This study selected private universities
(PTS) in Indonesia as the research object. This is because university management in Indonesia
is carried out not only by the government but also by the community in the form of foundations
and associations, in accordance with the provisions of legislation and not for profit.
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Variable Operational Definition

In this study, the researchers analyzed variables based on exogenous variables, namely
intellectual capital and good university governance, as mediating variables, and endogenous
variables, namely university performance. Intellectual capital (IC) was described as intangible
assets possessed by the university in the form of knowledge, information, intellectual property,
experience, and human, structural, and relational capital. In college or university settings, IC
components evolve in various ways. Researchers have used a tripartite classification dimension
as described in the literature (Canibano & Paloma Séanchez, 2009); (K.-H. Leitner, 2004);
Sanchez et al., 2009b; (Paloma Sanchez & Elena, 2006); (Secundo, Margherita, Elia, &
Passiante, 2010). However, they developed and used IC consisting of four essential and
interrelated elements (N Bontis & KNOW, 2000); (Khalique et al., 2020); Ramirez and
Gordillo (2014); (Yudianto et al., 2021): human capital, structural capital, relational capital,
and technology capital. Good University Governance (GUG) is an effort to apply the basic
principles of the concept and system of “good governance” to the university governance
process with various adjustments based on the values that the university administration must
maintain. Its principles (Indrajit & Djokopranoto, 2006); (Hénard & Mitterle, 2010); Quyén
(2014); Salmi (2009); (https://doi.org/10.1177/183335838901900104, 2014) include: (1)
compelling vision, mission, and goals; (2) values, ethics, and academic morals; (3) governance
structure; 4) credibility; (5) transparency; (6) accountability
(https://repository.unej.ac.id/handle/123456789/67813?show=full) responsiveness; (8)
fairness; and (9) autonomy. The level of achievement of university institutions in carrying out
activities that optimize the accomplishment of the organization's vision, mission, and goals by
measuring academic service quality, student performance, research performance, HR
performance, financial performance, and university performance. (Indrajit & Djokopranoto,
20006); (Fielden, 2008).

Respondents judged how the organization's situation was related to each statement indicator in
the questionnaire using a five-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly
agree (5) to show the rate of implementation (Sekaran & Bougie, 2017).

Data analysis technique

This study used structural equation model (SEM) analysis with the partial least squares (PLS)
approach to evaluate the hypothesis utilizing confirmatory analysis. There are two stages in
analyzing and interpreting the data using the PLS model: (1) the measurement model (outer
model), which depicts the link between the construct and indicators, and evaluates the
measurement model's reliability and validity. (2) Structural model (inner model) depicts the
path relationship between constructions and represents the construct (Hair Jr, Hult, Ringle, &
Sarstedt, 2021); (Sekaran & Bougie, 2017)

The SEM-PLS model (outside measurement) is a reflective measurement assessed using
validity and reliability. There are two criteria for validity measurement: construct validity is
achieved by calculating the convergent and discriminant validity. Convergent validity is the set
of indicators (items) representing one latent variable (unobserved). To determine the
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convergent validity value, the researchers used the loading factor for each item. If an
instrument's weight is more significant than 0.7, it meets the criteria for evaluating convergent
validity (Hair Jr et al., 2021); (Sekaran & Bougie, 2017).

This study used a cross-loading table to assess the discriminant validity. According to the SEM-
PLS criterion, if the correlation between a latent variable and each item (manifest variable) is
more significant than the correlation between other latent variables, the latent variable can
predict the item better than the other latent variables. Based on the test results, all the items that
measure the variable produce a value greater than the values of the other variables. Thus, the
latent measurement variable corresponded to each item.

The researchers used the value of discriminant reliability, Cronbach’s alpha, and composite
reliability to quantify PLS construct reliability. If the value of discriminant reliability (AVE)
was greater than 0.5, composite reliability (CR) was greater than 0.7, and Cronbach’s alpha
was greater than 0.6, the construct was deemed trustworthy (Hair Jr et al., 2021) (Sekaran &
Bougie, 2017).

The researchers evaluated the structural model to predict causal relationships between variables
or test the hypotheses (Hair Jr et al., 2021). They assessed the structural model or inner model
with PLS by examining the percentage of variance carried out with approaches including a) R-
Square (R2) or the coefficient of determination; b) Q-Square Predictive Relevance (Q2)
obtained through the PLS Blinfolding process with criteria Q2 > 0; and c) the stability of the
estimate using a t-test through the bootstrapping process for evaluation. For each relationship
path used to test the hypothesis, the bootstrapping technique generated t-statistical values.
Researchers compared the value of the t-statistic to the t-table value. The t-table is 1.96 when
the degree of precision or limit of inaccuracy () = 5% = 0.05, and the confidence level is 95
percent. If the t-statistic is less than the t-table value (t-statistic < 1.96), Ho is accepted and Ha
is rejected. If the t-statistic value is greater than or equal to the t-table (t-statistic > 1.96), Ho is
rejected and Ha is accepted (Ghozali, 2014).

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Research respondents are top leaders of private universities in The Higher Education Service
Institute Region 2 because leaders play a significant role in increasing an organization’s quality
(Permendiknas 67, 2008).

The online survey collected 145 people from 199 questionnaires distributed to private
universities in Lampung, South Sumatra, Bengkulu, and Bangka Belitung. After selection, only
106 met the criteria requirements for the process because the rest of the questionnaire was
incomplete. Most respondents were male, with women accounting for 71% of the rest.

The results of the accreditation of private universities based on data from respondents who
entered 68,87% were accredited well © and accredited very well (B) only 31.13%. The results
are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: Institutional Accreditation

Number Accreditation Total Persentase
1 Excellent (A) 0 0%
2 Very Good (B) 33 31,13%
3 Good (C) 73 68,87%

Based on Table 2, most of them are in the form of academies (32.08%), universities (31.13%),
and higher institutes (28.30 %); the rest are in the form of polytechnics (6.60 %) and institutes

(1.89 %).
Table 2: Organization Form
Number Institusi Total Persentase
1 University 33 31,13%
2 Higher Institute 30 28,30%
3 Polytechnic 7 6,60%
4 Academy 34 32,08%
5 Institute 2 1,89%

Measurement Model Analysis

Because the value of their external loadings is greater than 0.7, most indicators have strong
convergent validity. (See Table 3). The discriminant validity test showed a significant
difference in the value of loading on the indicator for the latent variable compared with the
other variables. In other words, all indicators met the discriminant validity requirements.

Table 3: SEM-PLS Outer Loading Factor Results

INDICATOR GUG IC UpP
GUG1 0.812
GUG2 0.959
GUG3 0.932
GUG4 0.930
GUG7 0.941
GUGS 0.853
GUG9 0.716

GUGI10 0.942
GUG11 0.888
GUGI12 0.909
GUG14 0.900
GUGIS5 0.901
GUGI16 0.884
GUG17 0.887
GUGI18 0.974
GUGI19 0.936
GUG21 0.729
GUG22 0.798
GUG23 0.938
GUG25 0.906
GUG26 0.917
GUG28 0.838
GUG29 0.868
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GUG30 0.913
GUG3I 0.877

MI1 0.848

MI2 0.859

MI3 0.789

MI4 0.814

MIS 0.716

MI6 0.883

MI7 0.864

MI8 0.912

MI9 0.901

MI10 0.906

MII11 0.880

MI12 0.759

MII13 0.832

MI14 0.779

MII5 0.873

UP1 0.939
UP3 0.722
UP4 0.848
UP6 0.952
UP7 0.918
UP8 0.885
UP10 0.878
UP11 0.784

Source: Output of Smart PLS 3.0

Furthermore, it was concluded that each value of the constructed variable met the specified
threshold criteria, namely AVE > 0.5, CR > 0.7, and > 0.6. All items are declared reliable and
can indicate significant accuracy, consistency, and precision of the instrument in measuring
latent variables. The results of the calculation of the item weights (loading factor), discriminant
reliability (AVE), convergent validity, Cronbach’s alpha, and composite reliability are shown
in Table 4.

Table 4: PLS-SEM results of construct validity and reliability

Variable Cronbach's Alpha Rho A Reliability Composite AVE
GUG 0.989 0.990 0.989 0.789
IC 0.971 0.974 0.973 0.711
UP 0.952 0.959 0.961 0.755

Source: Output of Smart PLS 3.0
Structural Model Analysis

The measurement results show that the R-squared value of the endogenous variable, namely
university performance, was 0.929. Intellectual capital and good university governance (GUG)
explained 92.9% of the diversity of university performance variables. This study did not raise
the remaining 7.1% of the influence of the other variables. In Table 5, the overall model in
terms of R-Square (R2), it was sufficient; Q-Square Predictive Relevance (Q2>0) meets the
existing provisions.
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Table 5: Overall Model Test

Construct R Square Q2
GUG 0.771 0.586
UP 0.929 0.689

Source: Output from Smart PLS 3.0

Structural models were evaluated by estimating and testing the hypotheses on the causal links
between the exogenous and endogenous variables provided in the path diagram. SmartPLS was
used to estimate the standard errors and test the statistics for key parameters using the
bootstrapping option (Hair Jr et al., 2021). Bootstrapping was performed using the computer
software program Smart PLS 3.0. In this study, the t-table value at the 95% confidence level (o
< 5%) is 1.98. Figure 2 (attached) and Table 6 present the hypothesis testing for each latent-
variable relationship.

Figure 2: SEM-PLS Model Test Results
Source: Output of Smart PLS 3.0
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The coefficient value (original sample estimate) of the intellectual capital variable was positive
at 0.089, based on structural model testing, indicating that the greater the increase in the
intellectual capital variable, the better the university’s performance. However, the t-count result
(1.350) was lower than the t-table value (1.98), and the p-value (0.088) was higher than 0.05
(NS), indicating that intellectual capital did not affect the university performance variable.
Consequently, H1 was not accepted.

Furthermore, the coefficient value of the intellectual capital variable was positive, indicating
that the greater the increase in intellectual capital, the greater the GUG. The t-count value
(46.397) was higher than the t-table value (1.98), and the p-value was less than 0.05 (**),
indicating that the intellectual capital variable had a significant effect on the GUG variable.
Thus, H2 was supported.

In the final direct influence test, the coefficient value of good university governance (GUG)
was positive at 0.884, indicating that the greater the increase in GUG, the better the institution’s
performance. The GUG variable had a significant effect on the university performance variable
since the t-count result (15.028) was higher than the t-table value (1.98), and the p-value was
less than 0.05 (**). Thus, H3 was accepted.

The following hypothesis investigates the role of GUG in moderating the relationship between
e-CRM intellectual capital and university performance. According to the findings, the
coefficient of the mediation path variable was positive at 0.777, indicating that the greater the
increase in intellectual capital, the greater the increase in GUG and university performance.
The t-count value (15.312) was higher than the t-table value (1.98), and the p-value was less
than 0.05 (**), according to the mediation analysis results. GUG could be a complete mediator
between intellectual capital and university performance in an indirect relationship. Thus, H4
was supported. In the following section, we discuss ways to justify our research findings.

Table 6: Hypotheses Test

Variable Coefficient Mean SD T Statistics P Values | Description
GUG -> UP 0.884 0.887 0.059 15.028 0.000 *x
IC -> GUG 0.878 0.881 0.019 46.397 0.000 o
IC > UP 0.089 0.086 0.066 1.350 0.088 NS
IC -> GUG -> UP 0.777 0.781 0.051 15.089 0.000 o
Description: Sig *a<0,005; **a<0,01; NS: not significant

Source: Output of Smart PLS 3.0

DISCUSSION

According to the test results, partially exogenous variables have a significant and insignificant
effect on endogenous variables. Three of the four proposed theories were accepted, whereas
one was not. Furthermore, the findings revealed that the indirect relationship between the
components had a full mediating effect.

Judging from the coefficient value of each predictor, the positive relationship between good
university governance (GUG) and university performance had the highest estimate or dominant
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influence. This indicates that the governance factor GUG greatly determines the success of a
university’s management, quality control, and performance.

In the first hypothesis, the test results showed that the intellectual capital construct did not have
a significant impact on university performance. This result contrasts with those of several
previous studies (Chatterji & Kiran, 2017); (Cricelli et al., 2018); Lu (2012); (Yudianto et al.,
2021). This contradiction may be because, while intellectual capital is the initial capital and
driving force of any organization, other variables are still required to improve a business or
university’s success. Intellectual capital is a hidden power that can help an organization recruit
more intellectual capital. Tewart (1997) concludes that intellectual capital is the driving force
of all firm values.

The second hypothesis in the analysis test showed that the intellectual capital construct was a
significant predictor of GUG in private universities. This finding is consistent with those of
previous studies (Wahyudi & Puspita, 2020). In the future, the prospects of the institution will
depend on the ability of management to utilize the invisible value of intangible assets or what
is known as intellectual capital.

The third hypothesis described a positive and significant relationship between GUG and
university performance. These results strengthen those of several previous studies (Brown Jr
(2001); Hanum and Bukit (2021). in 2021; Muktiyanto et al. (2020); Raharjo et al. (2019);
(Yudianto et al., 2021)., 2021) in which universiis performance was an the antecedent of GUG.
Universities with good organizational governance will automatically increase their
performance because the GUG is a factor that significantly determines the success of
management, quality control, and organizational performance.

The last hypothesis showed that GUG completely mediated the indirect correlation between
intellectual capital and university performance. The mediation path was positive, meaning that
the more significant the increase in the intellectual capital variable, the greater the increase in
GUG and university performance. The role of intellectual capital is crucial for a university, and
even becomes the heart of an organization engaged in education. However, this is not sufficient
to improve a university’s performance. In other words, university performance first requires
other mediating factors, such as good governance.

CONCLUSION

Among the four proposed hypotheses, three were accepted and one was not accepted. The
research findings showed that intellectual capital positively affected GUG, but did not directly
affect university performance. This result contradicted some previous studies in which
intellectual capital affected university performance. Another finding was that GUG played a
significant mediating role in the relationship between intellectual capital and university
performance.

These results have implications for the practical aspects of good public sector organizational
governance practices, especially in quasi-public organizations, such as private universities.
Particularly in private universities, tested causality can assist leaders in identifying predictors
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of intellectual capital, good university governance (GUG), and university success. These
findings enrich the study of governance in public organizations in the context of quasi-public
organizations such as private universities, which are still relatively under-researched
comprehensively in Indonesia. The significant influence of the constructs of GUG on university
performance also strengthens the results of previous research on various objects. In addition,
the perfect mediating effect of the GUG construct can complement and explain the insignificant
relationship between the intellectual capital construct and university performance.

This study has several limitations. First, the intellectual capital construct cannot directly create
university performance, so subsequent research could add or adapt new items. Second, the
scope of the research sample was not sufficiently representative of the respondents, impacting
the justification for private higher education performance itself. Therefore, further research
could expand the sample size and use more sophisticated methods or techniques for quantitative
analysis. Finally, considering that the concept of GUG in the context of quasi-public
organizations is very broad and involves multidisciplinary research areas, future researchers
could explore new variables (e.g., behavioral aspects, organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB), quality of information technology, or user stakeholder attitudes) that have not been
tested before for a more holistic understanding.
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