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Abstract: The study investigates validity and reliability of small data regarding strategic factors and university
performance. Thus, the goodness of measures examined via field expert’s academicians. Overall, the alpha
coefficients were above the minimum acceptable alpha value and the result of normality test showed the data
was normal. Also, the result of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) showed all factors loaded >0.50. The findings
showed that the instrument was reliable and valid. Therefore, the questionnaire developed was appropriate to
be used in mvestigating the integrated effects of strategic factors on university performance.
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INTRODUCTION

Now a days, there are a series of competitions among
organisations of all kinds and this can be traced to the
mnovation brought by the mformation technology, it
takes extra steps for orgamsations to survive m such a
competitive environment. Thus, there is a need for
constantly improving the organisational performance to
achieve an acceptable level of performance capable of
gaining and sustaning competitive advantage. Enhancing
organisational performance is not a new thing but the
perspectives have been different and most especially, the
question 1s what 1s the best approach for improving
organisational performance m this knowledge-driven
©CONOIILY.

Like other sectors, education 1s also affected by the
rapid changes in the business environment. According to
William and Amin (2006), profound changes resulting
from the emerging competitive business environment
have made universities and other higher educational
mstitute to think the same way like business
organisations. Meanwhile, educational markets are getting
to be global. Given this, the capacity to contend and stay
in business under such a condition depends on to a great
extent on how the progressions and change are overseen
by the umversities and other instructive organisations
(Zwain et al., 2012).

Numbers
necessary regarding: resources, good governance and
structure; mnovation and mformation technology and
internationalisation among others which affect their
performance (Pomeda and Casani, 2016). Literature admit

of umversities suffered more than

that a good blend of strategic factors gives competitive
advantage as Kemmy (2005) describe strategic factors
across sectors to be the tools that can address the needs
not just of private sector profit-seeking organisations
but also of non-profit orgamsations from both the
public and private sectors. However, there were very
limited empirical studies on the basis of the integration of
those strategic factors (strategy of an organisation;
structure; transactional leadership; talent management
and technology integrations) on performance m context
higher institution with particular reference to universities.
Therefore, this study takes this challenge to address this
wnsufficiency to bridge this existing gap in the literature.
More specifically, the study detects flows in the
operationalization of the wvariables under study to
establish the validity and reliability of the items measuring
the constructs.

Literature review: Literature was reviewed concerning
the variables of the study termed as strategic factors
for better performance in the umversity setup. These
factors includes: orgamsational strategy;, structure;
transformational leadership; talent management and
technology integration.

Strategy 1s action-oriented decisions. It has to do
with the action plan and utilising resources for future
benefit. Kavale (2012) stated that strategy is the
determination of long-term goals, the selection of
game-plans and related allocation of resources needed
to accomplish the stated goals. The relationship of
organisational strategy and performance has bheen
convincingly established in the literature. Some studies
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provide evidence that the choice of strategy is related to
organisational performance (Brush, 2015; Hilman, 2009;
Ndubisi et al., 2015). Also, Past studies have discovered
support for Porter (1980, 1985)s unmque and original
generic strategies (Helms and Stern, 2001; Nayyar,
1993).

Structure 13 an  important of any
orgamsation; it 15 termed as organisation’s internal
pattern of relationships, authority and communication.
Robbing (1990) describes organisational structure to mean
a practice being undertaking in an organisation regarding
rules, policies and procedures. It has three important
features, complexity, formalisation and centralization; the
first refers extent to which there is differentiation or a
division of labour in an organisation. It has a greater need
for commumication across many departments horizontally
or between many levels vertically. The second one is
characterised with rules and regulations being enforced in
an orgarisation and finally, the centralization deals with
the amount of power or decision-making authority
distributed among employees of various positions.
Organisational structure may be considered the anatomy
of the organisation, providing a foundation within which
orgamsation functions. The structure of an organisation
is believed to affect the behaviour of organisational
members (Dalton, 197%). Literature shows various
researches that uncover a positive relationship between
organisational structure and performance (Csaszar, 2012,
Nahm et al., 2003).

Significant consideration has been given to the
mvestigation of transforming leadership since mitially
presented by James MacGregor Burmns more than three
decades back. Burns (1978) identified transformational as
one of the basic types of leadership to transactional. It
explained the relationship between leader and follower
based upon mutual stimulation and elevation of the
follower (Burns, 1978). Tt is said to have a significant
relationship to a wide range of organisational outcomes
(Alam and Mia, 2014, Kavanagh and Ashkanasy, 20086;
Lee et al., 2011). Transformational leadership is strategic
and entrepreneurial in nature; it significantly affects
individual employee creativity (Mittal and Dhar, 201 5) and
engagement (Freeborough and Patterson, 2015) as well as
teamn performance (Chi and Huang, 2014).

Talent management has fast gained and has
become a top priority for organisations across the
world (Singh and Sharma, 2015). Talent 1s critical to
organisational success, it gives a competitive edge
through the identification, redeployment and development
of talented employees (Clark and Winkler, 2006;
Singh and Sharma, 2015). It has embraced and legislated
promise to employing a umified, technological and

element

strategic approach to human resource management
(Hughes and Rog, 2008). Tt is a rebrand of human resource
management with a focus on talent pool and development
by managing the progression of talents within the
organisation (Tles et al., 2010).

Technology integration has been discussed in the
education literature, more especially when related to the
teacher student’s success. Technology and mstruction
should be blended to work simultanecusly to make a
successful program for all students (Dockstader, 1999).
National Forum on Educational Statistics (NFES) (1998)
defined technology integration as the incorporation of
technology resources and technology-based practices
into everyday schedules, work and administration of
schools. Technology resources include computers and
specialised software, network based commurncation
systems and other equipment and infrastructure.
Practices comprise collaborative work and communication,
intermnet-based research, remote access to instrumentation,
network-based transmission and recovery of information
and different strategies (NFES, 1998). Previous researches
uncover a positive link and effect of technology
integration on performance (Ashrafzadeh and Sayadian,
2015, Mbugua et al, 2015, Warnich and Gordon,
2013).

University are higher institutions of learning where
non-financial are measures are used m rating its
performances mostly on the basis of competiive
advantages (Gronum et «ol., 2012; Kaplan and Norton,
1992). Tt has been described to be measured in terms of
improvement trends and academic achievement results
(Kirby, 2004; Liao and Wu, 2009). This study used the
analysed and synthesised university measures by the
famous university ranking bodies.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Procedure and participant: This pilot test is for the
determination of validity and reliability of items in the
questionnaire that makes the measwrement of the
variables. Hence, the essence is for assessment of the
adequacy of item-wording, phrasing and question’s
construction for accurate results; evaluating whether
questions are framed in a way that would yield better
response and to find if respondents could supply the
needed data.

Traditionally sample size for a pilot study 1s smaller
consisting of 15-30 elements, though can increase
substantially depending on peculiarities (Malhotra, 1999).
Even so, the target is thirty respondent but sixty
questionnaires were distributed using online survey with
the aid of Google form as respondents are widely
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dispersed in different geographical locations. This is
beyond the Malhotra (1999)’s suggestion to avoid low
response rate. However, 31 responded, indicating a
response rate of 52%. The data were analysed using
SPSS. The expert’ assessments and recommendations
added the face and content validity of the instrument.
Approximately this exercise took a period of 2 months.
Instrumentation and measurement: A survey
questionnaire was utilised for this study. Five-point scale
is said to the best and increment in the number from five
to seven or mine as the case may not promise change in
the reliability of rating (Elmore and Beggs, 1975). More
recently, Neuman and Robson (2012) attested that
five-point scales is the most suitable and give better
results. Hence, five-point Likert scale 15 utilised in this
study. Moreover, confirmation to that exists in the
literature as past studies utilised a 5 pomt likert scale,
few among includes (Ali et al., 201 4; Bacha, 201 4; Noor,
2012).

The survey is structure in eight sections. Section A
1s profile of respondents and Section B consists of nine
items on organisational strategy adapted from Covin and
Slevin (198%9a, b). In Section C, there are five items in
respect to orgamisational structure adapted from Covin
and Slevin (198%a, b). There are seven items in Section D
representing transformational leadership style adapted
from Carless et al. (2000). Section E has ten items for
talent management adapted from Singh and Sharma (201 5).
There are nine items in Section F in respect to yet
another variable technology integration adapted from
Ashrafzadeh and Sayadian (2015) and finally Section G
consists of nine items regarding university performance
adapted from Academic Ranking World University
(ARWU) quacquarelli symonds world university rankings
(Q8); times higher education world university ranking
(THE) (2015) and Ranking Web of Umversities
(Webometrics). The respondents were asked regarding
their perception on the present situations of the strategic
factors mn their university.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Profile of respondent: For the respondent’s
characteristics in terms of gender, 61% are male and 39%
female with majority having their ages ranging between
41-50 years constituting 52% while 16% having age range
of 31-40 years and the remaining 32% fall in the category
of 50 years and above. The 19% of the respondents are
the wice chancellors/presidents of the universities
that make the sample while 23% are deputy vice
chancellors/vice presidents and 58% are semor academics
that represent their universities. For the university

location, 3% of the respondents are from African
universities, 26% from Asia and 36% from Europe, 23%
from North America, 6% from Oceama and finally
South America with the balance of the remaining 6%.
Again, the respondent of this research are not from
new universities, 48% have operated for over 80years
while 39% have their vears of operation ranking from
61-80 years and 13% fall in the category of 41-60 vears.
Furthermore, the respondents are from good universities
that make to the list of best universities in the world by
QS ranking 2015. This shows that they are in better
position to tell about university performance. The 10% are
from top 100 universities, 19% have their position range
of 101-300, 16% ranges between 301-500 positions, 29%
are from the range of 501-700 positions and finally 26%
make the position of 701 plus (Table 1).

Goodness of measures

Data distribution: Normality is the most significant
postulation in multivariate analysis (Tabachmick and
Fidell, 2007, Hair et al., 2006). It deals with the nature of
data distribution for an individual construct and its
association with normal distribution (Tabachnick and
Fidell, 2007). The univariate normality was tested by
examining the skewness and kurtosis values. The results
showed that the skewness ranged from -0.550 to 0.270 and
kurtosis from -1.265 to 0.999. This mdicated that the data
1s normally distributed as it falls within the acceptable
range of <2 and <7 for Skewness and Kurtosis,
respectively.

Table 1: Profile of respondents

Items Frequency Percentage
Respondent’s gender

Male 19 61
Female 12 39
Respondent’s age (years)

31-40 5 16
41-50 16 52
51 years and above 10 32
Respondent’s position

VC/president 6 19
DVC/Vice president 7 23
Others 18 58
University location

Africa 1 3
Asia 8 26
Europe 11 36
North America 7 23
Oceania 2 6
South America 2 6
Year of operation

41-60 4 13
61-80 12 39
81 years and above 15 48
University’s position in the QS ranking

First 100 3 10
101-300 6 19
301-500 5 16
501-700 9 29
701+ 8 26
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Face and content validity: Content validity also serves as
a process of consulting small sample or panel of expert to
judge on the suitability of the items chosen to measure a
construct (Sekaran and Bougie, 2010). The items here has
undergone the process of face validity;, expert opinion
was utilised following the gumidelines of using the scales
laid down by the developers to make a minor modification
in order to suit the context of this research and also to suit
the sector before the admimstration of the pilot test. The
original draft of the instrument for this study was
distributed to five experts from the academic who are
familiar with the constructs. The experts were two
professors, two associate professors and a senior lecturer.
The same instrument was distributed to another five
professors that are on universality leadership positions
due to their vast knowledge in umversity performance.
They include two vice chancellor, two deputy vice
chancellors and a director academic planning and quality
assurances. This process makes some questions were
re-phrased to measure the appropriate variables and also
to be reasonable to the potential respondents.

Therefore, following the scrutiny of the instruments
by a group of experts and the fact that previous studies
have tested the instruments at different times and context
the instruments
appropriate measures of the construct. Notwithstanding,
this study went further to examined the construct validity
and reliability as explained in the subsequent sections.

are considered to be robust and

Construct validity: The Exploratory Factor Analysis
(BEFA) with varimax rotation was used to determine the

Table 2: Result of factor analysis and reliability

construct validity of all variables under study. Thus,
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Test and Bartlett’s Test of
sphericity determined the sampling adequacy. The sample
was sufficient due to the KMO value above the mimmum
accepted value of 0.5 as suggested by Kaiser (1974) and
Bartlett’s test was significant. To examine the strategic
factors and umiversity performance scales, the Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) method was applied to the 47
items and resulted the extraction of components were
=>().5. The eigenvalues associated with each factor are
express 1n terms of percentage of variance explained in
Table 2. All the items were loaded more than the
minimum acceptable loading factor of 0.5 as suggested by
Hair et al. (2006). The finding showed sampling adequacy
and the factor model is appropriate.

Reliability analysis: Different tests of reliability were led,
notwithstanding, the normal technique utilised by
researchers is “internal consistency reliability test”
(Fink and Litwin, 1995). Tt is the scale to which things of
a particular constructs meet and are autonomously fit
for measuring the construct and in the meantime, the
things have comresponded with each other. Table 2
demonstrates the outcomes that show 47 out of 49 items
measures accomplished acceptable reliability coefficient,
gomg from 0.720-0.874. Authorities consider a reliability
coefficient of 0.60 as average reliability and a coefficient
of 0.70 and above as high reliability (Hair et al., 2006,
Nunnally, 1967; Sekaran and Bougie, 2010). However, two
items OSG3 of the construct of organisational strategy
and UUP7 of the construct of university performance was
dropped from the swrvey instrument due to the negative

Variables Factor loadings KMO Eigenvalue in terms of variance (%) Reliability
Organisational strategy

08G1 0.727 0.514 71.12 0.72
08G2 0.895

0SG4 0.633

0O8GS 0.731

08G6 0.785

08G7 0.892

0SG8 0.794

08G9 0.741

Organisational structure

OST1 0.956 0.694 88.41 0.78
OST2 0.897

OST3 0.835

OST4 0.970

OSTS 0.756

Transformational leadership

TL1 0.635 0.799 7272 0.87
TL2 0.836

TL3 0.935

TL4 0.620

TLS 0.782

TLé 0.757

TLT 0.734
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Table 2: Continue

Variables Factor loadings KMO Eigenvalue in terms of variance (%) Reliability
Talent management

TM1 0.900 0.679 T72.84% 0.84
TM2 0.734

TM3 0.844

T™4 0.833

TMS 0.813

TMé 0.598

™7 0.807

TMS8 0.680

TMS 0.934

TM10 0.624

Technology integrations

TI1 0.856 0.797 79.17% 0.84
TI2 0.953

TI3 0.900

TI4 0.804

TIS 0.659

TI6 0.876

TI7 0.880

TI8 0.864

TI¢ 0.842

University performance

UP1 0.715 0.580 74.07% 0.74
up2 0.536

uUP3 0.922

upr4 0.847

UPs 0.844

UPs 0. 817

UP8 0. 850

upe 0.818

item to total correlation. Therefore, the remaining items
for each construct in the questionnaire were retained as
the proved reliable.

CONCLUSION

This study examined face and content validity to
revise some items in the instrument. The findings showed
that the data was normal. And reliability test revealed that
the all construct possess above the minimum acceptable
alpha value. Tn a nutshell, this study showed the
instrument used to measure the integrated effect of
strategic organisational strategy, structure,
transformational leadership, talent management and
technology integration on university performance was
valid and reliable. Thus, this study identified an
empirically valid and reliable mstrument to measure the
strategic factors and organizational performance nexus
which facilities more future studies in context of strategic
management.

factors:
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