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Abstract: The purpose of this study is to determine the effect of 

managerial effectiveness, work environment, and teamwork on 
work engagement. The population of this study is all lecturers of 
College of Economics in East Jakarta who have a National 
Lecturer Registration Number. The population of this study is 377 
lecturers. The data analysis method used in this study is Structural 
Equation Modeling (SEM); for data processing, this study using 
Partial Least Square-Structural Equation Models (PLS-SEM) 
software. The results of the study show that (1) managerial 
effectiveness is not empirically tested has a direct effect on work 
engagement, (2) work environment has positive direct effect on 
work engagement, (3) team work has a positive direct effect on 
work engagement, (4) managerial effectiveness has a positive 
direct effect on work environment, (6) managerial effectiveness 
has a positive direct effect on team work, (7) environment has a 
positive direct effect on team work. 

 
Keywords : Managerial Effectiveness, Work Environment, Team 
Work, Work Engagement  

I. INTRODUCTION 

In terms of the development of the quality of human 
resources, a good and quality education system is one of the 
keys. Colleges hold a strategic position as an institution 
tasked with forging the quality of the nation's citizens. Law of 
the Republic of Indonesia Number 12 of 2012, concerning 
Higher education has a strategic role in educating the life of 
the nation and advancing science and technology. This means 
that higher education institutions have a large role in the 
development of Indonesian human resources. One of the key 
holders of success in the process is the teaching profession in 
the college education system. 

In the news on Ristekdikti on May 9, 2016, it was stated 
that as a professional educator, a lecturer is required to have 
the highest academic qualifications to carry out the Tridharma 
of Higher Education (ie covering Education, Research and 
Community Service) to the maximum that not everyone can 
do well. The problems are caused by busy lecturers in the field 
of teaching, and ignoring research and community service 
resulting in many lecturers who do not have functional 
positions.  
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The administration system that has not been good also 

supports the number of lecturers who do not have functional 
positions. For example, more lecturers who feel comfortable 
occupying structural positions than carrying out their main 
functions become academic leaders (Ristekdikti, 2016a). This 
is similar to what was conveyed by the Deputy Chair of the 
Indonesian Academy of Sciences, Satryo Soemantri 
Brodjonegoro, that Indonesia lacked researchers. in 
universities, many lecturers are focused on teaching or busy 
being consultants for a number of projects (Ristekdikti, 
2016b). 

One indicator of the competitiveness of a country's higher 
education is also seen from scientific publications produced 
by universities in the country concerned. Scientific 
publications in international journals by certified lecturers are 
mostly carried out by lecturers from State Universities, 
lecturers at Private Universities are still very few. Whereas 
when viewed from the number of comparisons of state and 
private tertiary institutions as the data from the Higher 
Education Data Base (PDDIKTI) states that there are 370 
State Universities in Indonesian Universities. Whereas for 
Private Universities there are 4,043 universities. Similarly, 
the number of lecturers. According to the national 
recapitulation of the 2015/2016 semester even by PDDIKTI it 
was stated that the number of lecturers of State Universities 
was only 69,662 lecturers. The figure is quite small when 
compared to private university lecturers which numbered 
190,769 (Hidayati, 2016). 

With the large number of private university lecturers, 
lecturer performance in the implementation of the Tri Dharma 
of Higher Education should be further improved. This 
happened to most private university lecturers in Indonesia, 
including lecturers from private universities at the College of 
Economics in Jakarta, the results of a survey of managers of 
several Economics Colleges, information that some 
institutions complained about lecturers' dedication to 
teaching, namely lack of discipline in teaching time, and the 
delivery of material by lecturers should be in accordance with 
the Semester Lecture Plan. 

In the conduct of research and community service, the 
lecturers were considered not to have the same enthusiasm to 
conduct research and community service. Although there are 
several institutions that provide funds to carry out these 
activities, they have not been able to encourage lecturers to 
conduct research and community service.  
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As explained above, publications in international scientific 
journals add to the competitiveness of universities, thereby 
increasing the performance of universities. 

The interviews conducted by several lecturers of the 
College of Economics turned out to be more or less the same, 
namely the lecturers complained about the current conditions 
which were very different from the previous conditions, now 
there are many demands that they must fulfill and carry out as 
a lecturer. In contrast to the old days which only assigned 
lecturers to only teach. This reflects the lack of enthusiasm 
and contribution of the lecturers in carrying out their duties as 
lecturers. 

From the results of interviews with several managers and 
lecturers of Private Universities can be used as an interesting 
study to be studied in the private university lecturers 
regarding the description of the contribution and work 
engagement given by a lecturer, which is the main factor for 
the development of the education world today. Work 
Engagement is one of the conditions that can describe one's 
attachment in achieving optimal performance. Schaufeli & 
Baker (2011) define work engagement as a condition in which 
a person has a positive mind so that he is able to express 
himself both physically, cognitively and affective in doing his 
work. 

This study aims to examine the effect of managerial 
effectiveness, work environment, and team work on the work 
engagement of lecturers at the College of Economics in East 
Jakarta.  

II.  THEORETICAL BASIS 

1. Work Engagement 
The concept of work engagement was first put forward 

by William H. Khan who stated that employees who have 
attachments will work and express themselves physically, 
cognitively, emotionally and mentally at work. Engagement 
means being psychologically and physically present when 
working and carrying out roles in the organization (Schaufeli 
& Baker, 2011, p. 12). 

Sakovska (2012, p. 6) points out the frequently used 
definitions of attachment, namely attachments including 
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral. The cognitive aspects 
of engagement include employee beliefs about the 
organization, management and working conditions. 
Emotional components define employee positive attitudes, 
how their perception  about their leaders, the values of the 
organization and the work environment. The behavioral 
component measures the willingness of individuals to act in a 
certain way, offered skills and willingness to engage "extras". 

Bakker (2011, pp. 265–269) explains the meaning of 
work engagements that he had previously written with 
Schaufeli, is a statement that relating to work positive active  
that characterized by enthusiasm, dedication, and absorption. 
Excitement refers to high levels of energy and mental 
endurance at work, while dedication refers to someone who is 
very involved in work and experiences a sense of importance, 
enthusiasm and challenge. Absorption is characterized by 
being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in work, such 
as time passed quickly. 

Work engagement is the attachment and satisfaction of 

individuals with enthusiasm for work (Taylor, 2014, p. 194). 
Work engagement is the extent to which employees are fully 
involved in their work and the strength of commitment to their 
work (Raymond A. Noe, John R. Hollenbeck, 2017). 
Engagement is influenced by the way managers treat 
employees and their human resource practices, such as 
recruitment, selection, training and development, 
performance management, work design, and compensation. 

Based on the description above, it can be synthesized 
that work engagement is a person's involvement in work and 
his role is positively active both physically, psychologically 
and cognition with indicators of vigor, dedication and 
absorption. 
2. Managerial Effectiveness 

Managerial Effectiveness ‘shows the degree to which 
what the manager has done with what the manager should do. 
This is about performance, which refers to what people do 
(their achievements) and how people do it (their behavior). To 
measure effectiveness it is necessary to understand and define 
both sides of the equation; i.e. input (skills and behavior) and 
output (results). Measuring effectiveness and performance 
compares expectations about achievement and behavior with 
actual results and behavior (Taylor, 2014, p. 25). 

The five dimensions for measuring managerial 
effectiveness, first, managing and leading are traditional 
leadership behaviors that set direction, inspire, and motivate 
and relate to the activities of selection, development, training 
and managing conflict; second, interpersonal relationships, 
namely relationships with fellow and senior managers in the 
organization; third, knowledge and initiative that is characted 
with huge knowledge and good competence with personal 
attributes which include trust, independence, and initiative; 
fourth, success orientation, namely achieving goals and 
achieving the desired results of the organization; fifth, 
contextual independence is external focus and includes the 
ability to manage external relations (Leslie, 2015, pp. 7–8). 

In the research of Kaur and Chadha in Gupta (2013) 
explaining managerial effectiveness is the extent to which a 
manager carries out activities to achieve organizational goals 
and work effectively of the organization and more 
productively. Furthermore Gupta (2013) uses a questionnaire 
developed by Kaur and Chadha using 16 dimensions (ie trust 
subordinates, communication and assignment, networking, 
relationships, discipline, use of resources, management of the 
market environment, conflict resolution, integrity and 
communication, management and client competence, 
motivating, delegating, building image, welfare management, 
consulting and inspection and innovation and innovation) . 

Adekola in Rana, Rastogi, & Garg (2016) describes 
managerial effectiveness as follows: Managerial 
Effectiveness It depends on the situation and the manager's 
ability to plan, organize, coordinate, motivate, control and 
have a positive influence on organizational goals. Wang in 
Rana et al. (2016) identified eight different indicators to 
measure managerial effectiveness, namely supporting, caring, 
fair, engaging, disciplined, selfless, responsible and 
knowledgeable. 
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Based on the description above, it can be synthesized 
that managerial effectiveness is the accuracy of the actions of 
a manager in achieving work goals using methods or means 
and potential, with indicators: manage and lead, interpersonal 
relations, knowledge and initiative, orientation of success, 
and contextual independence.  
3. Work Environment 

The success of an organization is influenced not only 
by the human resources in it, but also by other resources, 
namely funding, materials and equipment, technology and 
work mechanisms. Likewise whether the work environment 
or work situation provides comfort that encourages employee 
performance. Also includes the conditions of relations 
between humans in the organization, both between superiors 
and subordinates and among colleagues (Wibowo, 2016, p. 
70). The above is in accordance with the definition of work 
environment proposed by Taylor (2014, p. 446), namely: The 
work environment consists of systems of work, the design of 
jobs, working conditions and ways that people are engaged in 
by their managers and co-workers.  

There are two components of the work environment 
namely the physical component and the behavioral 
component. The physical work environment relates to the 
physical relationship between employees and the work 
environment, while the behavioral environment relates to 
good relations between employees, and the influence of the 
work environment on employees. Productivity of physical 
components consists of the layout of the work environment 
and the comfort of the work environment (the suitability of the 
office environment with work processes). The two main 
components of the work environment are interaction and 
disruption (Oswald, 2012, pp. 9-10). 

Razak, Ma’amor, & Hassan (2016) explain work 

environment affects employee job satisfaction. When 
employees are happy in carrying out their work because they 
have a pleasant and comfortable work environment, the end 
result is high organizational productivity, few employees 
experience work fatigue, stress and conflict and will increase 
employee work commitments. 

In research on measuring the validity and reliability of 
the instrument's work environment, indicators are used for 
instrument work environments. In general, the indicators used 
for the work environment are physical and social. Then 
Caplan et al .; Loscocco & Spitze; Lowe & Northcott added 
indicators for co-workers and management leaders. 
Furthermore Efraty and Sirgy claim that the work 
environment includes a decentralized organizational 
structure, team work, parallel structure and environmental 
quality, and ethical corporate culture as indicators of the work 
environment. And Sirgy et al., Concluded that the work 
environment of employees includes physical, cognitive, 
emotional and job demands (Razak et al., 2016). 

From the description above, it can be synthesized that 
the work environment is a condition around the workplace 
both physically and non-physically which can affect 
employee performance, with indicators: physical and 
non-physical. 
4. Team Work 

Raymond A. Noe, John R. Hollenbeck (2017, p. 59) 
describes teamwork as part of a method for increasing 

employee responsibility and control. Team work usually 
consists of several employees who have various skills 
interacting to produce a product or service. 

Hanaysha (2016, pp. 167–168) stated about teamwork, 
the definition previously considered that teamwork is a 
collection of several employees to achieve a certain goal. This 
was refuted by Hanaysha who stated that teamwork is a 
number of people who work together to achieve common 
goals. Between employees in the group share the skills to 
achieve the desired goals. So that the higher the level of 
collaboration between team members, the higher the 
opportunity to learn together and also increase its 
productivity. Working in teams makes employees feel 
empowered and this motivates employees to develop 
themselves, which can increase job satisfaction and minimize 
stress levels. 

The Hagopian Institute argues that teamwork is that 
several employees work together to achieve a shared vision. 
Guest explained that the meaning of teamwork involves 
functional cooperation: working together towards a common 
goal (Cater & Jones, 2014, pp. 176-186). Riley et al., 
Explained that teamwork is the ability of collaboration among 
team members to achieve shared goals (Lower, Newman, & 
Anderson-Butcher, 2017, pp. 716-725). Furthermore 
Anderson-Butcher, Amorose, et al .; Baker, Horvath, 
Campion, Offermann, & Salas; Gould & Carson states that 
teamwork involves group members interacting with one 
another using various social skills and group processes such 
as problem solving, negotiation, giving feedback, and 
describing responsibility and accountability (Lower et al., 
2017). Alvarez and Stauffer also suggested that teamwork 
was interplayed by team members and the sense of ownership 
of the team. Specifically, it can be defined that teamwork 
focuses on team functioning and working together, centering 
on constructs, namely team dynamics, team cohesiveness, and 
interpersonal relationships (Lower et al., 2017). 

Based on the study of a number of reference concepts 
above, it can be synthesized teamwork is a number of people 
who join to interact and influence each other, and are 
responsible for carrying out tasks to achieve organizational 
goals. Indicators used: cooperation, interaction, and mutual 
assistance. 

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

The population or unit of analysis in this study are all 
permanent lecturers who have a National Lecturer 
Registration Number at the College of Economics in East 
Jakarta with an active and accredited status of 377 people. 
 The number of samples is 200 lecturers using the 
proportionally random sampling technique. proportionally 
random sampling is chosen because it is known to be a 
representative of the total population, or it is known that it will 
produce the appropriate group (Pandey, 2015, p. 54). 
To analysis data in this study was use Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM), is a multivariate analysis technique which 
is a combination of regression analysis applied to the analysis 
of latent variables with factor analysis applied to the analysis 
between indicators (Sanjiwani, Jayanegara, Eka, & Kencana, 
2015, pp. 98–103). 
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 The reason for using SEM analysis is because this 
analysis technique can process data using Partial Least 
Square-Structural Equation Models (PLS-SEM) software, 
which is an alternative method of variant-based SEM. There 
are two models in PLS namely inner model, namely the 
relationship between latent variables and other latent 
variables and the outer model, namely the relationship 
between latent variables and indicators (Sanjiwani et al., 
2015). 

The instrument was developed based on references 
from several experts, work attachment variable Schaufeli, 
Bakker, & Salanova (2006); managerial effectiveness 
variable of Gupta (2013), Srivastava (2011), and Rana et al. 
(2016); work environment variable Razak et al. (2016); team 
work variables Lower et al. (2017) and Baker & Salas (1992). 

This research model is illustrated in the chart below: 

 
Chart 1. The Research Model 

 
Based on conceptual study and theoretical 

framework, it can be formulated research hypothesis as 
follows: 

a. Managerial effectiveness has positive direct effect on 
work engagement. 

b. Work environment has positive direct effect on work 
engagement. 

c. Team work has positive direct effect on work 
engagement 

d. Managerial effectiveness has positive direct effect on the 
work environment 

e. Managerial effectiveness has positive direct effect on 
team work 

f. Work environment has positive direct effect on team 
work 

IV. RESEARCH RESULTS  

Data analysis in this study used Smart Partial Least 
Square (PLS). Data analysis includes outer model analysis 
and inner model analysis. 
1. Outer Model Analysis 

Outer model analysis is done by looking at the results 
of indicator validity (convergent validity and discriminant 
validity) and construct reliability. 
a. Testing the Construct Validity 

Validity is a measure that shows the level of validity 
or validity of an instrument. From the results of 
convergent validity, namely the value of factor loading 

on latent variables with indicators, there are manifest 
variables that do not meet the factor loading requirement 
≥ 0.5 or invalid, namely one item managerial 

effectiveness instrument and three-point work 
engagement instrument so that the manifest variable 
must be excluded from model. 

b. Testing of Construction Reliability 
Reliability is a series of measurements that see the 

consistency of a data if the measurement is done 
repeatedly. Evaluation of construct reliability values 
was measuredby Cronbach alpha value and composite 
reliability. The rule of thumb for the cronbachalpha 
value is ≥ 0.6 and composite reliability ≥ 0.7. Cronbach 

alpha values and composite reliability are shown as 
follows: 
Table 1. Composite Reliability and Cronbachs 

Alpha 

Construct 
Composite 
Reliability 

Cronbachs 
Alpha 

X1 0.983103 0.982378 

X2 0.984958 0.984315 

X3 0.979405 0.978358 

Y 0.974914 0.973542 

                    Source: Primary Data Processed, 2018 
In the table above the cronbach's alpha 

value all constructs have a value greater than 0.6 and 
Composite Reliability all constructs are greater than 
0.7, so it can be concluded that the construct has 
good reliability. 

The analysis of the outer model by looking 
at the results of validity and reliability of each 
construct, obtained as follows: 

Table 2. Indicators and Instruments with Dominant 
Loading Factors 

Variable Indicator 
with 
dominant 
loading 
factor 

Instrument 
with dominant 
factor loading  

Work 
Engagement 
(Y) 

Dedication  Enthusiastic to 
carrying out research 
assignments 

Managerial 
Effectivenes
s (X1) 

Managing and 
leading  

The head of study 
program can develop 
a strategy for the 
development of 
lecturer 
professionalism 

Work 
Environmen
t (X2) 

Non-Physical  Leaders, lecturers, 
and employees trust 
each other 

Team Work 
(X3) 
 

Interaction  Team members 
together carry out 
tasks in accordance 
with a predetermined 
plan 
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2. Inner Model Analysis 
In evaluating structural models, evaluations are 

made through observations on the significance of the 
relationship between constructs indicated by the t-statistic 
value by looking at the output of the bootstrap. Haryono 
(2017, p. 410) explains that variables that have a t-statistic 
value ≥ 1.96 are said to be significant. Bootstrap output 

can be seen in the image below: 

 
Chart 2. Research T-statistics 

 
Based on the chart above, it is known that there is 

one path that is not significant, namely the effect of 
managerial effectiveness (X1) on work engagement (Y), 
then the path is omitted and data processing is done again, 
and the following results are obtained: 

 
Chart 3. Research Path Coefficient 

 
Based on the figure above then obtained as 

follows: 
a. The work environment has positive direct effect of 

0.4 and significant to the work engagement. 
b. Team work has positive direct effect of 0.275 and 

significant to work engagement. 
c. Managerial effectiveness has positive direct effect of 

0,616 and significant to the working environment. 
d. Managerial effectiveness has positive direct effect of 

0.309 but not significant to team work. 
e. Work environment has positive direct effect of 0.558 

and significant to self-development. 

V. DISCUSSION  

Managerial effectiveness is not empirically tested 
and has a direct effect on work attachments because the 
management of private universities, which are the property of 
the foundation, in decision making, especially those related to 
the development of lecturers and universities, is at the 
chairman or foundation. In addition, lecturers from private 
universities have a tendency to teach not only in one 
institution, this is because the lecturers' dominant 
compensation is still in semester credit unit fees or teaching 
fees. This is contrary to the results of the study of Stanley 
(2016), Mendes & Stander (2011), Ravikumar (2013) stating 
managerial positive direct effect on work engagement. While 
the results of the study of Luthans & Peterson (2002) 
concluded that managerial influences work engagement 
through the work environment. 

The work environment has a direct positive effect of 
0.4 on the work attachments of lecturers. This means that the 
better the work environment, physically and non-physically, 
will increase the work attachment of lecturers. This is in line 
with the results of the study of Bakker (2011), Macey in 
Taylor (2014, p. 194), Sakovska (2012, p. 6), Stander & 
Rothmann (2010) stating an influential work environment 
directly towards work attachments. To increase work 
attachment can be done by improving the work environment, 
including by way of: 1) university leaders, lecturers and 
employees need to establish harmonious relationships so as to 
create a pleasant work atmosphere, family, and mutual trust 
with each other; 2) higher education leaders implement clarity 
and fairness of the work system for all lecturers and 
employees; 3) higher education leaders implement openness 
and fairness in policy and promotion so as to create mutual 
trust between leaders, lecturers and employees; 4) provision 
of facilities to support the implementation of lecturer duties, 
such as facilities in class such as in focus, facilities in the 
workspace such as the internet network, computer equipment 
along with programs or software that assist the 
implementation of lecturer duties, and facilities in the library 
with the availability of the latest books. 

Team work has a direct positive effect of 0.275 on 
work engagement. This means that the better the work of the 
team will increase the work attachment of the lecturer. This is 
in line with the results of research Federman (2009, p. 32), 
Hedger (2007, pp. 31–37), Ketter (2016), Ravikumar (2013) 
stating that work engagement is directly influenced positively 
by teamwork. To increase the attachment of lecturers' work 
can be done by increasing team work, including: 1) higher 
education is more effective in determining the specialization 
of lecturers in teaching, so that it can support the work of the 
lecturer team of subject groups; 2) increasing cooperation in 
the team, such as exchanging ideas and finding joint solutions 
to problem solving, being open to each other and having a 
harmonious relationship; 3) increased interaction between 
team members such as the preparation of activity schedules 
every semester, continuity of communication between 
members, routine meeting agenda and sharing information 
about the development of team work activities; 4) Helping 
each other between team members in completing tasks and 
encouraging each other colleagues to carry out tasks and 
improve the ability and knowledge of lecturers. This will 
motivate lecturers to always carry 
out self-development. 
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Managerial effectiveness has a positive direct effect of 0.616 
on the work environment. This means that the more effective 
managerial outcomes will improve a conducive work 
environment. This is in line with the results of research by 
Mendes & Stander (2011), Guest in Taylor (2014, p. 200), 
Bamford, Wong, and Laschinger in Shu (2015), Szu-Fang 
(2013) states that managerial directly influences the work 
environment. 

Managerial effectiveness has a positive direct effect 
of 0.309 on teamwork. This means that the more effective a 
student in carrying out his duties will be more able to improve 
teamwork. This is in line with the results of Gregory & Griffin 
(2013, pp. 283–284), Stephen (2015, pp. 211–212), Tohidi 
(2011), Schmidt-Wilk (2017) concluding the importance of 
managerial roles in team work. 

The work environment has a positive direct effect of 
0.558 on team work. This means that the more conducive the 
work environment will provide a sense of security and 
comfort, allowing lecturers to complete work optimally both 
individually and teamwork. This is in line with the results of 
research by Tarricone & Luca (2002) and Logan (2016) 
stating that teamwork is influenced by working environment 
conditions. 

VI. CONCLUSION  

The work environment has a direct positive effect of 
0.4 on the work engagements of lecturers. This means that the 
better the work environment, physically and non-physically, 
will increase the work engagement of lecturers. Team work 
has a direct positive effect of 0.275 on work engagement. This 
means that the better the work of the team will increase the 
work engagement of the lecturer. Managerial effectiveness 
has a positive direct effect of 0.616 on the work environment. 
This means that the more effective managerial outcomes will 
improve a conducive work environment. Managerial 
effectiveness has a positive direct effect of 0.309 on 
teamwork. This means that the more effective a student in 
carrying out his duties will be more able to improve 
teamwork. The work environment has a positive direct effect 
of 0.558 on team work. This means that the more conducive 
the work environment will provide a sense of security and 
comfort, allowing lecturers to complete work optimally both 
individually and teamwork. 
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