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ABSTRACT 

The present study aims to examine how organizational performance has been operationalized in 

previous studies and to identify the most predominant areas of organizational performance in a global 

higher education context. The current study used two approaches: first, a PRISMA approach was 

applied for the systematic identification, screening, and selection of eligible articles; subsequently, 

eligible articles were reviewed to identify key areas and dimensions of organizational performance. 

Second, an affinity diagram was used to organize the resulting dimensions into various groups. The 

systematic review of the literature reveals how previous researchers have perceived organizational 

performance and further proposed 15 areas of organizational performance in the context of global 

higher education for the future direction of researchers. The study is restricted to 36 articles retrieved 

from four databases, including Scopus, Emerald Insight, ProQuest, and Google Scholar, from 2015 to 

2022. This study contributes to current knowledge of higher education by revealing key areas for 

organizational performance; however, emerging areas need to be verified empirically before being 

generalized throughout the world. 

Keywords: higher education, higher education performance, organizational performance, university 

performance 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The popularity of the organizational performance (OP) concept among researchers is no mystery, but 

the confusion lies in comprehending OP to measure the health of an organization in a realistic and 

holistic way. In prior literature, researchers have attempted to realize OP through various theoretical 

lenses: some argued that OP is the accomplishment of organizational goals (Uluskan et al., 2016); while 

others contended that it as an indicator of the firm's business growth (Koohang et al., 2017). At the same 

time, some researchers perceived OP in the context of financial performance (Hurduzeu, 2015; Pinho, 

2008); on the other hand, many argued that OP is a sort of non-financial performance (Pinho, 2008), 

such as quality performance (Prajogo & Sohal, 2004; Zu, 2009); and innovation performance (Hung et 

al., 2010; Prajogo & Sohal, 2004). 

The lack of consensus on OP is also prevalent in the context of global higher education, despite 

the fact that some researchers have attempted to measure OP in their studies (Abubakar et al., 2018; 

Hernandez-Diaz et al., 2020; Khosroabadi et al., 2012; Mohammed et al., 2016). For instance, some 

researchers emphasized the financial aspects of universities (Feranecová & Krigovská, 2016), while 

others emphasized non-financial aspects of university performance, such as innovation performance 
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(Asiedu et al., 2020); internationalization of universities (Gao, 2018); governance in universities 

(Lokuwaduge & Armstrong, 2015); research performance (Alshaikhmubarak et al., 2020); operations 

performance (Martin & Thawabieh, 2018); and other performance/issues related to education, research, 

infrastructure, process, and evaluation & assessment (Khosroabadi et al., 2012).  

As the present study seeks to review the literature related to OP and associated areas of 

performance in the context of global higher education, it is first necessary to understand the concept of 

global higher education. According to Marginson (2022), “global higher education and knowledge take 

place in a distinctive geo-cognitive scale where worldwide relations are constituted. The global scale 

continually interfaces with the national, regional, and local scales.” Some researchers have developed 

and validated OP scales in the context of global higher education, but they have been criticized for their 

limited scope and other contextual and cultural issues. For instance, Abubakar et al. (2018) developed 

a scale to measure the performance of universities in a global HE context. However, the scale was 

criticized for focusing mainly on universities in developed countries, an inadequate representation 

(10%) of South American universities, and the irrelevance of items such as Noble prizes won by staff 

or alumni in the Latin American countries (Hernandez-Diaz et al., 2020). In response, the researchers 

developed and validated their own scale to assess the performance of universities in Latin American 

countries, based on five dimensions including research, resources, internationalization, extension, and 

academics, along with 15 indicators (Hernandez-Diaz et al., 2020). Apart from the studies mentioned 

above, there are also some studies, but their scope is somewhat limited to just a few aspects (Asiedu et 

al., 2020; Capano & Pritoni, 2020; Khosroabadi et al., 2012; Lokuwaduge & Armstrong, 2015).  

Given the background of the study and the contextual and cultural issues related to OP, previous 

studies suffer from fragmentation and there is no consensus on the specific drivers of OP in the context 

of global HE. Therefore, the purpose of the present study is to address the following three research 

questions (RQs): 

RQ1: How have previous researchers operationalized organizational performance in the 

context of global higher education? 

RQ2: What are the most common areas of organizational performance in the context of 

global higher education? 

RQ3: What should be the future directions of organization performance in the context of 

global higher education? 

The structure of the paper is as follows. First, the article discusses the methodology used to 

identify, screen, and select studies eligible for the current study. Then the included articles are subjected 

to descriptive analysis, followed by an affinity diagram for organizing many performance dimensions 

into groups based on their natural relationships. Finally, the paper presents the future directions, 

conclusions, and limitations in the global higher education context.  

 

METHODOLOGY 

This study adopted and integrated two approaches, namely systematic literature review (SLR) to 

identify, filter and synthesize the existing literature on OP; and the affinity diagram approach to 

organize the identified (emerging) dimensions of OP into groups or subjects based on their natural 

relationships in the context of global HE. First, SLR is known to be a systematic, pellucid, scientific, 

comprehensive, and extensively accepted technique (Thomé et al., 2016). Likewise, researchers have 

argued that SLR is a structured, reproducible, and scientific process for synthesizing existing 

information in a rigorous and objective manner, overcoming the weaknesses of traditional review 

techniques (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009; Tranfield et al., 2003). Although several techniques are available 

for the literature review, such as systematic or evidence synthesis, narrative, conceptual, rapid, realistic, 

critical, expert, and state-of-the-art (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006; Sangwa & Sangwan, 2018; Thomé et 

al., 2016). However, SLR differs from these techniques in that it responds to a particular researcher 

question (RQ), tests hypotheses and theories, or builds new theories while limiting systematic errors or 

biases (Cronin et al., 2008; Higgins & Green, 2008; Petticrew & Roberts, 2006). The SLR technique 

has several advantages, such as (1) reducing a large amount of information, (2) combining critical 

information for decision making, research and policy, (3) low cost, and (4) presenting findings of 

various studies in a useful way, (5) allowing for the systematic evaluation of relationships between 

variables, (6) providing evidence to explain inconsistent data and contradictory findings, (7) increasing 
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statistical power in quantitative synthesis, (8) increasing the precision in estimating statistical risks, (9) 

improving accuracy through systematic reporting of procedures and methods (Mulrow, 1994).  

Second, the “affinity diagram” or “KJ Method” is believed to have been developed between the 

1950s and 1960s by Jiro Kawakita in Japan (Iba et al., 2017). The affinity diagram is used to organize 

multiple ideas that are conceptually similar (ASQ, 2022). There has been a wide application of the 

affinity diagram (KJ method) in Japan, especially in the industrial and educational fields (Iba et al., 

2017). Researchers have found affinity diagrams to be useful in situations such as when organizations 

need to develop their vision statements, identify potential drivers and causes of problems, generate 

potential solutions, resolve quality-related issues, and generate strategies for market research (Islam, 

2005).  

PRISMA Approach 

The present study has adopted and followed a four-stage PRISMA “Preferred Reporting Items for 

Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses” flowchart (Moher et al., 2009, 2010) for critical appraisal of 

published articles. The PRISMA statement was issued following a three-day meeting of 29 participants 

held in Ottawa, Canada, in 2005, to assist researchers by improving their reporting of systematic reviews 

and meta-analyses (Moher et al., 2009, 2010). The PRISMA flowchart comprising the four stages, 

including identification, screening, eligibility and included, is shown in Figure 1. The detail of each 

stage in the context of this study is presented below: 

 

Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Chart (Prepared by authors) 

 

Identification of Studies (Stage -1) 

The first stage involved identifying relevant studies from databases that were accessible to current 

researchers (See Figure 2). Therefore, four databases namely Scopus, Emerald, ProQuest, and Google 

Scholar were chosen to search for articles to meet the objectives of the present study. The search was 

conducted using four keywords in the context of HE: (1) performance, (2) organizational performance, 

(3) higher education performance, and (4) university performance. During this stage, a total of 170 
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articles were identified, 60 in Scopus, 45 in Emerald, 40 in ProQuest and 25 in Google Scholar. 

However, 50 articles were removed due to duplication. 

Screening of Studies (Stage-2) 

The second stage consisted of a screening of articles that were identified in the first stage. During the 

screening stage (See Figure 3), the researchers read the titles and abstracts of the 120 identified studies 

and found 65 articles that were not aligned with the aims and objectives of the present study, so these 

articles were excluded. 

Eligible Studies (Stage-3) 

The objective of the third stage (See Figure 4) was to determine the eligible articles based on inclusion 

and exclusion criteria. The development of such criteria is of paramount importance for any SLR study, 

as the authenticity and generalizability of the results could be affected in the presence of any bias. 

Therefore, the inclusion/exclusion criteria were initially formulated with the input and consensus of the 

three researchers of this study. The inclusion criteria for this study included: (1) articles published in 

the last 8 years (2015-2022); (2) articles in English; (3) availability of full text; (4) access to the database 

through the university's electronic library; (5) or open-access; and (6) research location at public and 

private universities. While the exclusion criteria included: (1) article abstracts; (2) articles that were not 

available in English; and (3) articles that were not available in full text. Also, a total of 55 full-text 

articles were assessed for eligibility and 19 articles were excluded. Reasons for exclusion include 

articles that were not within the scope of the present study, were not proper studies, were purely 

descriptive in nature, and did not use numerical or measurable data. 

Included Studies Stage-4) 

The final stage (See Figure 5) involved deciding on those articles that were available in full text, 

complete in all respects, and in line with the research questions that the researchers posed for the study. 

Additionally, the decision to include was based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria that the 

investigators developed in mutual consultation. In this study, 36 eligible articles were found to be 

included in this study for further analysis. 

 

Figure 2. Identification Stage (authors) Figure 3. Screening Stage (authors) 

Figure 4. Eligibility Stage (authors) Figure 5. Included Stage (authors) 

 
RESULTS 

A total of 36 articles were identified that met the inclusion and exclusion criteria developed by the 

current investigators in mutual consultation. These articles were subsequently subjected to a more 

detailed analysis to respond to the proposed RQs. This section describes the results under four 
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subheadings. First, the descriptive statistics of the 36 selected articles are presented. Second, the present 

researchers briefly summarized the historical perspective on performance and how OP has been 

operationalized in previous studies related to HE. Third, the researchers summarized the different 

performance areas that have been explored over the last eight years and which performance areas are 

most common in the global HE. Finally, the researchers have suggested future directions considering 

the gaps identified in the existing literature. 

 

Descriptive Analysis  

Year-wise Breakdown of Articles 

A descriptive analysis was performed to provide a preliminary overview of the articles, which were 

published between 2015 and 2022. The reasons for selecting articles in the last eight years were to 

ensure that the information extracted is the most recent, original, relevant and has not been extensively 

explored in the previous literature. The year-wise breakdown of articles is presented in Figure 6. The 

highest number of articles related to OP in HE was 12, which were published in 2020, while the 

minimum number of articles was 2, which were published in 2016. In addition, from 2019 onwards, a 

growing trend in OP research has been observed in the HE sector, which means that researchers are 

now more concerned about the performance of HEIs than before.  

Database-wise Breakdown of Articles 

Similarly, Figure 7 shows the proportion of articles published in different databases. The pie chart shows 

that 39% (14) of articles were downloaded from Scopus and 33% (12) of articles were downloaded 

from Emerald Insight, followed by 17% (06) and 11% (04) of articles retrieved from Google Scholar 

and ProQuest, respectively. 

Country/Region-wise Breakdown of Articles 

The country/region wise distribution of articles has been shown in Figure 8. The maximum number of 

articles was published in two countries, Malaysia, and Pakistan, which is 4 each. While, in the rest of 

the countries/regions, one or two articles were mostly published on different areas of performance in 

the context of HE. 

 

Figure 6. Year-Wise Articles (authors) Figure 7. Database-Wise Articles (authors) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Country/Region-Wise Articles (authors) 
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Operationalization of Organizational Performance in Global HE Context  

OP is an indication or reflection of how efficiently and effectively different resources have been used 

for the progress and success of the organization. However, like other sectors, there is also no agreement 

on the definition of OP in the context of HE, and the previous literature on OP suffers from 

fragmentation. Another challenge for HE authorities and academics is whether to focus on the financial 

or non-financial performance of universities. Therefore, few researchers attempted to investigate the 

financial performance of universities as a true representation of university performance (Feranecová & 

Krigovská, 2016). While most of the other authors emphasized non-financial aspects of university 

performance, such as innovation performance (Asiedu et al., 2020); internationalization of universities 

(Gao, 2018); governance in universities (Asimiran & Ismail, 2019; Lokuwaduge & Armstrong, 2015); 

research performance (Aldieri et al., 2020; Alshaikhmubarak et al., 2020; Edgar & Geare, 2013; Horta 

et al., 2020; Mukundan & Narayanan, 2020; Zhang et al., 2019); operations performance (Martin & 

Thawabieh, 2018; Wang et al., 2021); and performance/issues related to education, research, 

infrastructure, process, and evaluation & assessment (Khosroabadi et al., 2012). Apart from that, there 

are also few studies, in which researchers investigated university performance in both financial and 

non-financial terms (Mohammed et al., 2016; Yaakub & Mohamed, 2020). 

Researchers have investigated OP in both quantitative and qualitative studies. Studies that have 

examined OP quantitatively in the context of HE are as follows. Abubakar et al. (2018) conducted a 

study to develop and validate the scale for measuring the performance of HEIs. The scale was developed 

based on existing literature and then empirically validated by collecting data from 133 VCs/Presidents 

of sampled universities. The scale was found to be reliable and valid since the values of the alpha 

coefficient and the exploratory factor analysis were above the threshold values. The measurement scale 

consisted of twelve items, such as teaching and research, graduate employability, class size, research 

impact, proportion of international faculty, student attraction, Nobel Prize won by staff and alumni, 

income from research, adequate resources, infrastructure, and facilities, as well as consulting and 

training services. However, this scale was criticized for a few reasons. First the scale mainly focused 

universities of developed countries. Second, during scale development only 10% of respondents were 

included from South American universities. Third, the inclusion of items like Noble prizes won by staff 

or Alumni, is not relevant in the Latin-American context, as these countries have only won 17 Noble 

prizes out of 894 until 2019 (Hernandez-Diaz et al., 2020).  

Given the weaknesses of the scale to measure university performance presented by Abubakar 

et al. (2018), researchers conducted a study to develop and validate a measurement scale by adopting a 

sequential mixed method design to measure the performance of universities in the global and Latin 

American context. The results validated five dimensions (research, resources, internationalization, 

extension, and academics) and 15 indicators to measure the performance of universities in Columbian 

context (Hernandez-Diaz et al., 2020). Similarly, Wanza et al. (2017) conducted a study to investigate 

the effects of quality management practices (QMPs) on the performance of Kenyan universities. The 

researchers first developed the two scales to measure QMPs and university performance and found to 

be reliable and valid. The items of university performance included: (1) knowledge and expertise are 

gained through collaboration efforts, (2) collaboration supports research, training, and knowledge 

transfer, (3) promotes and increases number for local/international collaborations with other 

institutions/organizations, (4) we have an increase on the enrolment number of students, (5) increased 

number of research publications in the university, (6) increased on the number of papers presented by 

staff, (7) staff attend and participate at national/international conferences, (8) levels of staff 

qualifications has improved in our university, (9) benchmarking practices have increased, and (10) 

number of staff on development programs has increased. However, the study has some limitations. First, 

the researchers did not mention whether the scales were based on a 5-point Likert scale or any other. 

Second, some items on the scale seem ambiguous and inconsistent in terms of wording. Lastly, the 

scales need to be verified empirically with larger sample sizes in different contexts. 

On the contrary, Cheng et al. (2022) in a recent qualitative study, investigated the critical 

success factors of total quality management that have a significant impact on Moroccan public HEIs. 

The study was based on semi-structured interviews with three senior professors from public universities 

located in Casablanca, Morocco, and the findings revealed eight critical success factors for Moroccan 

public HEIs, including: (1) training students to study independently; (2) developing their intellectual 

abilities; (3) preparing human capital to meet the objectives of educational institutions; (4) focusing on 
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the practical skills of the graduates; (5) improving students' skills through intensive courses; (6) offering 

excellence tailored to national and global needs; (7) improving the salary package of university 

stakeholders; and (8) countering financial challenges for universities caused by fierce competition. 

However, this study has some weaknesses. First, it is based solely on the perceptions of three professors, 

selected through purposive sampling. Second, the scope of the research is limited to public sector 

universities. Third, the factors identified are mostly of a humanistic nature, so there is a lack of 

performance factors at the organizational level. Finally, the identified factors are only explored in the 

Moroccan context, thus the global context of HE is missing.  

Likewise, in another qualitative study, the researchers sought to explore the determinants 

through a fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis that are associated with HE performance (i.e., 

teaching performance) in 12 Western European universities. The results suggested that providing 

institutional autonomy to universities is much less important than expected, while harsh evaluation, 

generous public funding, and verticalized governance emerged as more relevant (Capano & Pritoni, 

2020). In summary, OP in the context of HE has been examined both quantitatively and qualitatively in 

previous studies. However, considering the contextual and cultural differences and the national 

priorities of each country, as well as the weaknesses of each study; it is evident that OP is a broad term 

and therefore there is a lack of consensus among researchers to operationalize OP in the context of HE. 

 

Prevalent Areas of Organizational Performance in Global HE Context 

During SLR, the present researchers summarized the most familiar areas of OP in the context of global 

HE as presented in Figure 9. The SLR results revealed that out of 36 articles, 17 attempted to examine 

the performance of HEIs in a holistic way. For example, 10 of the articles investigated OP, 04 articles 

examined university performance, and 03 of the articles studied institutional performance, respectively. 

In contrast, the SLR also showed that most studies (19 of 36) tend to focus on or examine only one 

performance area of HEIs. These performance areas include teaching performance, service 

performance, research performance, operational performance, learning performance, 

internationalization performance, innovation performance, HE success, and functional performance. 

According to the SLR findings, the most prevalent and popular performance areas were research 

performance (07 items), teaching performance (04 items) and service performance (04 items) from a 

global HE perspective. The 36 selected articles are also classified in Table 1 along with their references. 

 

Table 1. Performance Area-wise Classification of Literature 

Performance Areas References 

Functional performance Mahmoud et al. (2019) 

Higher Education Success Krishnaswamy et al. (2019) 

Innovation Performance Asiedu et al. (2020) 

Institutional Performance Alvi et al. (2021), Busaidi (2020), Kashiramka et al. (2021) 

Internationalization 

Performance 

Gao (2018) 

Learning Performance Muda et al. (2017) 

Operation Performance Wang et al. (2021) 

Organizational Performance Yaakub & Mohamed (2020), Sciarelli et al. (2020), Rehman & Iqbal 

(2020), Ngoc-Tan & Gregar (2019), Iqbal et al. (2019), Rifa’i et al. 

(2018), Mohammed et al. (2016), Zlate & Enache (2015), Sekli & 

Vega (2021), Asimiran & Ismail (2019) 

Research Performance Alshaikhmubarak et al. (2020), Aldieri et al. (2020), Javed et al. 

(2020), Mukundan & Narayanan (2020), Zhang et al. (2019), Köse 

& Korkmaz (2019), Jacqmin & Lefebvre (2021) 

Service Performance Kinanti et al. (2020), Sinawi & Sharma (2020), Rodríguez-González 

& Segarra (2016), Baker et al. (2015) 

Teaching Performance Chahar et al. (2021), Baker et al. (2015), Muda et al. (2017), Goos 

& Salomons (2017) 

University Performance Hernandez-Diaz et al. (2020), Abubakar et al. (2018), Wanza et al. 

(2017), Lokuwaduge & Armstrong (2015) 

(Source: Prepared by authors) 
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Figure 9. Performance Areas (authors) 

 

Future Directions of the Organizational Performance 

The previous section presented the results based on the SLR of studies on the most predominant areas 

of performance in the context of HE that have been published during the last eight years around the 

world. This section basically addresses and responds to the third RQ, regarding the future directions of 

researchers involving OP in the context of global HE. To answer this RQ, current researchers have 

adopted an "affinity diagram" approach to analyze the constituent dimensions of performance in HE. 

The rationale for utilizing the "affinity diagram" method was that, overall, 78 dimensions were 

identified through SLR, and there was also an overlap between the key areas of higher education 

performance and their constituent dimensions. Therefore, there was a need to organize conceptually 

identical dimensions into some common logical groups or performance areas.  

The affinity diagram process began with individual brainstorming. The three researchers 

evaluated the 78 performance dimensions encountered during SLR with the aim of organizing identical 

dimensions into smaller groups. After individual brainstorming, all researchers came together to share 

ideas. Each researcher then individually suggested a short name or phrase that best describes the core 

concept underlying that performance group's dimensions; these proposed names were then discussed 

among themselves to reach a consensus among all researchers. The names of the performance groups 

became final after reaching a consensus on each of them. Based on the combined meeting, a total of 15 

performance groups emerged that might be easier to understand and treat effectively in future studies. 

These performance groups include academics and curriculum, availability of resources, 

communication, customer satisfaction, faculty & staff development, financial performance, functional 

performance, governance, industry & community engagement, internationalization, structure, quality 

assurance, research performance, teaching performance, and service performance. Although the study 

adopted an affinity diagram approach and grouped the different dimensions with mutual consensus; 

however, given the subjective nature of performance dimensions, there may be potential redundancy 

between dimensions from distinct groups. The performance groups that emerged and their relevant 

dimensions are summarized in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Emerging Groups of Organizational Performance – Affinity Diagram  

Groups Dimensions Frequency 

Academics and 

Curriculum 

Academic effectiveness  01 

Academic Programs and Curricula 01 

Academics 01 

Curriculum 01 

Curriculum development 02 

Availability of Resources Availability of sustainable funds 01 

Institutional Resources 01 

Resources  01 

Communication  Communication  01 

Information 01 
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Table 2. (Continued)  

Groups Dimensions Frequency 

Customer Satisfaction Customer perspective 01 

Customer satisfaction 03 

Graduate employability 01 

Holistic Education 01 

Learning Performance 01 

Strong Alumni 01 

Student  02 

Student results  01 

Student retention and attrition 01 

Student Support Services 01 

Students Enrolment 01 

Student's satisfaction 01 

Faculty & Staff 

Development 

Career Development 01 

Effectiveness and Efficiency of Human Resources 01 

Improvement in staff qualifications 01 

Increase in staff development programs 01 

Knowledge and expertise gained  01 

Learning and growth perspective 01 

People results  01 

Staff participation in national/international conferences 01 

Staff satisfaction  01 

Teamwork  01 

Training, and knowledge transfer  01 

Financial Performance Financial performance 03 

Financial perspective  01 

Profitability 01 

Revenue Efficiency 01 

Functional Performance Functional performance 01 

Productivity  01 

Strategy 01 

Governance Governance 01 

Governance Policies 01 

Governance Processes  01 

Organization & Governance 01 

Industry & community 

engagement 

Engagement 01 

Extension 01 

Industry & community engagement 01 

Institute results  01 

Society results 01 

Internationalization International affairs 01 

Internationalization 01 

Local/international collaborations  01 
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Table 2. (Continued)  

Groups Dimensions Frequency 

Structure Board Members  01 

Mission Statement and Goal  01 

Transformation Structure  01 

Quality Assurance Focus on the process  01 

Internal process perspective  01 

Assessment & Quality Assurance  01 

Autonomy and accountability  01 

Increase in benchmarking practices  01 

Planning and Evaluation  01 

Quality Development  01 

Rating criteria  01 

Reputation 01 

Research Performance Number of papers presented by staff 01 

 Number of research publications 01 

 Research 03 

 Research & publications 01 

 Research capacity and capability 01 

 Research Effectiveness 01 

 Research performance 08 

 Research productivity 03 

 Research ranking 03 

Teaching performance Faculty 02 

 Teaching Effectiveness 01 

 Teaching performance 05 

Service performance Responsiveness 03 

 Service Performance 04 

Total = 15 78 107 

(Source: Prepared by authors) 

 

CONCLUSION 

The present study first reviewed the literature to examine how previous researchers perceived and 

operationalized OP in the context of HE around the world. The results revealed that OP is a broad term 

and therefore there is no agreement among researchers to measure OP in the context of HE due to 

university contexts and their diverse cultural backgrounds. Furthermore, the study also revealed several 

key areas of performance in the context of HE based on the systematic literature review of included 

articles published between 2015 and 2022. These key areas were then subjected to frequency analysis 

to identify the most prevalent areas of OP in the context of universities. Additionally, the researchers 

also identified several dimensions from the selected studies and then grouped them via the affinity 

diagram method that were conceptually similar and had natural relationships. The affinity diagram 

method organized the 78 dimensions into 15 groups (areas of performance) for the future direction of 

the researchers. The emerging groups or key performance areas include (1) academics and curriculum, 

(2) resource availability, (3) communication, (4) customer satisfaction, (5) faculty and staff 

development, (6) financial performance, (7) functional performance, (8) governance, (9) industry and 

community engagement, (10) internationalization, (11) structure, (12) quality assurance, (13) research 

performance, (14) teaching performance, and (15) service performance, respectively. 

 

LIMITATIONS 

The current study is based on the SLR approach; however, due to time and financial constraints, the 

current investigators were unable to focus on each database. Additionally, the literature search only 
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analyzed peer-reviewed articles published in English and available in four databases, including Scopus, 

Emerald Insight, ProQuest, and Google Scholar. Furthermore, given the changing nature of knowledge 

and the constant technological advances in HE, only those articles that were published between 2015 

and 2022 were downloaded. Another limitation was the limited literature on OP in the context of HE; 

therefore, only 36 articles were considered eligible in this study. Since this study has taken an SLR 

approach, prospective researchers are encouraged to conduct studies based on the perceptions of 

university leaders, administrative managers, or senior academics regarding the OP areas that emerge 

from the affinity diagram during this study. Such studies will provide empirical evidence on the 

applicability of OP areas related to HE around the world. 

 

REFERENCES 

Abubakar, A., Hilman, H., & Kaliappen, N. (2018). New Tools for Measuring Global Academic 

Performance. SAGE Open, 8(3). https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018790787 

Aldieri, L., Kotsemir, M. N., & Vinci, C. P. (2020). The Effects of Collaboration on Research 

Performance of Universities: An Analysis by Federal District and Scientific Fields in Russia. 

Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 11(2), 766–787. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-018-0570-9 

Alshaikhmubarak, A., Camara, N. D., & Baruch, Y. (2020). The impact of high-performance human 

resource practices on the research performance and career success of academics in Saudi Arabia. 

Career Development International, 25(6), 671–690. https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-09-2019-0209 

Alvi, G. F., Bibi, N., & Safder, M. (2021). The Development of a Questionnaire to Measure the 

Institutional Performance in Higher Education Institutions. Journal of Business and Social Review 

in Emerging Economies, 6(4), 1653–1663. https://doi.org/10.26710/jbsee.v6i4.1534 

Asiedu, M. A., Anyigba, H., Ofori, K. S., Ampong, G. O. A., & Addae, J. A. (2020). Factors influencing 

innovation performance in higher education institutions. The Learning Organization, 27(4), 365–

378. https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-12-2018-0205 

Asimiran, S., & Ismail, I. A. (2019). Exploring critical success factors in the governance of Malaysian 

public universities. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change, 9(12), 268–282. 

ASQ. (2022). What is an affinity diagram? K-J Method. Available Online. https://asq.org/quality-

resources/affinity 

Baker, D. F., Neely, W. P., Prenshaw, P. J., & Taylor, P. A. (2015). Developing a multi-dimensional 

evaluation framework for faculty teaching and service performance. Journal of Academic 

Administration in Higher Education, 11(2), 29–41. 

Busaidi, H. A. (2020). Examining the relationship between the accreditation of engineering programmes 

and institutional performance. Quality Assurance in Education, 28(3), 179–192. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/QAE-10-2019-0098 

Capano, G., & Pritoni, A. (2020). Exploring the determinants of higher education performance in 

Western Europe: A qualitative comparative analysis. Regulation and Governance, 14(4), 764–

786. https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12244 

Chahar, B., Jain, S. R., & Hatwal, V. (2021). Mediating role of employee motivation for training, 

commitment, retention, and performance in higher education institutions. Problems and 

Perspectives in Management, 19(3), 95–106. https://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.19(3).2021.09 

Cheng, J., Li, S., Draissi, Z., & Qi, Z. (2022). Critical Success Factors Identified within Moroccan 

Public Higher Education Institutions. International Journal of Higher Education, 11(2), 192–203. 

https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.v11n2p192 

Cronin, P., Ryan, F., & Coughlan, M. (2008). Undertaking a literature review: a step-by-step approach. 

British Journal of Nursing, 17(1), 38–43. 

Denyer, D., & Tranfield, D. (2009). Producing a Systematic Review. In The SAGE Handbook of 

Organizational Research Methods (pp. 671–689). 

Edgar, F., & Geare, A. (2013). Factors influencing university research performance. Studies in Higher 

Education, 38(5), 774–792. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.601811 

Feranecová, A., & Krigovská, A. (2016). Measuring the performance of universities through cluster 

analysis and the use of financial ratio indexes. Economics and Sociology, 9(4), 259–271. 

https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2016/9-4/16 

Gao, Y. (2018). A set of indicators for measuring and comparing university internationalisation 

performance across national boundaries. Higher Education, 76(2), 317–336. 



A Systematic Literature Review on Organizational Performance… 

699 
 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-017-0210-5 

Goos, M., & Salomons, A. (2017). Measuring teaching quality in higher education: assessing selection 

bias in course evaluations. Research in Higher Education, 58(4), 341–364. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-016-9429-8 

Hernandez-Diaz, P. M., Polanco, J. A., & Escobar-Sierra, M. (2020). Building a measurement system 

of higher education performance: evidence from a Latin-American country. International Journal 

of Quality and Reliability Management, 38(6), 1278–1300. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-04-

2020-0133 

Higgins, J. P., & Green, S. (2008). Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions. 

Willey-Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.1992.00400170067013 

Horta, H., Jung, J., & Santos, J. M. (2020). Mobility and Research Performance of Academics in City-

Based Higher Education Systems. Higher Education Policy, 33(3), 437–458. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-019-00173-x 

Hung, R. Y. Y., Lien, B. Y. H., Fang, S. C., & McLean, G. N. (2010). Knowledge as a facilitator for 

enhancing innovation performance through total quality management. Total Quality Management 

and Business Excellence, 21(4), 425–438. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783361003606795 

Hurduzeu, R. E. (2015). The Impact of Leadership on Organizational Performance: Literature reviews. 

SEA - Practical Application of Science, III(1 (7)), 289–294. 

Iba, T., Yoshikawa, A., & Munakata, K. (2017). Philosophy and Methodology of Clustering in Pattern 

Mining : Japanese Anthropologist Jiro Kawakita’s KJ Method. Proceedings of the 24th 

Conference on Pattern Languages of Programs, 1–11. 

Iqbal, A., Latif, F., Marimon, F., Sahibzada, U. F., & Hussain, S. (2019). From knowledge management 

to organizational performance: Modelling the mediating role of innovation and intellectual capital 

in higher education. Journal of Enterprise Information Management, 32(1), 36–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-04-2018-0083 

Islam, R. (2005). Prioritization of Ideas In An Affinity Diagram By The AHP: An Example Of K-

Economy. IIUM Journal of Economics and Managment, 13(1), 1–21. 

Jacqmin, J., & Lefebvre, M. (2021). Fiscal decentralization and the performance of higher education 

institutions: the case of Europe. Empirica, 48(3), 743–758. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10663-020-

09489-z 

Javed, Y., Ahmad, S., & Khahro, S. H. (2020). Evaluating the Research Performance of Islamabad-

Based Higher Education Institutes. SAGE Open, 10(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020902085 

Kashiramka, S., Sagar, M., Dubey, A. K., Mehndiratta, A., & Sushil. (2021). Critical success factors 

for next generation technical education institutions. Benchmarking: An International Journal, 

28(5), 1605–1621. https://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-06-2018-0176 

Khosroabadi, S., Raz, B. M., & Bahramzadeh, H. (2012). A survey for assessing university 

performance. Management Science Letters, 2(8), 3061–3066. 

https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2012.08.025 

Kinanti, E. S., Ritchi, H., & Handoyo, S. (2020). Factor Analysis of Service Performance in Higher 

Education Institutions. Journal of Accounting Auditing and Business, 3(1), 13. 

https://doi.org/10.24198/jaab.v3i1.24733 

Koohang, A., Paliszkiewicz, J., & Goluchowski, J. (2017). The impact of leadership on trust, knowledge 

management, and organizational performance: A research model. Industrial Management and 

Data Systems, 117(3), 521–537. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-02-2016-0072 

Köse, M. F., & Korkmaz, M. (2019). Why are some universities better? An evaluation in terms of 

organizational culture and academic performance. Higher Education Research and Development, 

38(6), 1213–1226. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2019.1634679 

Krishnaswamy, J., Hossain, Z., Kavigtha, M. K., & Nagaletchimee, A. (2019). What matters for higher 

education success of private educational institutions? Senior students’ perceptions in Malaysia. 

Journal of Applied Research in Higher Education, 11(3), 616–635. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JARHE-07-2018-0142 

Lokuwaduge, C. D. S., & Armstrong, A. (2015). The impact of governance on the performance of the 

higher education sector in Australia. Educational Management Administration and Leadership, 

43(5), 811–827. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143214535740 



Iqbal, Ashfaq, & Taib 

700 
 

Mahmoud, A. S., Sanni-Anibire, M. O., Hassanain, M. A., & Ahmed, W. (2019). Key performance 

indicators for the evaluation of academic and research laboratory facilities. International Journal 

of Building Pathology and Adaptation, 37(2), 208–230. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJBPA-08-2018-

0066 

Marginson, S. (2022). What is global higher education? Oxford Review of Education, 48(4), 492–517. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2022.2061438 

Martin, A., & Thawabieh, F. A. (2018). The Effect of ISO 9001 to Oman Higher Education Operational 

Performance: Buraimi University College as a Case Study. International Journal of Applied 

Engineering Research ISSN, 13(6), 973–4562. 

Mohammed, A. H., Taib, C. A. B., & Nadarajan, S. (2016). Quality management practices, 

organizational learning, organizational culture, and organizational performance in Iraqi higher 

education institution: An instrument design. International Journal of Applied Business and 

Economic Research, 14(14), 1–19. 

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. G. (2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic 

reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 62(10), 

1006–1012. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2009.06.005 

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., & Altman, D. G. (2010). Preferred reporting items for systematic 

reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. International Journal of Surgery, 8(5), 336–

341. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2010.02.007 

Muda, H., Ali, M. H., & Jusoh, M. (2017). Measuring teaching and learning performance in higher 

education. International Journal of Education, Psychology and Counseling, 2(6), 57–70. 

Mukundan, R., & Narayanan, N. (2020). Research performance of Khalifa University of Science and 

Technology, Abu Dhabi. Performance Measurement and Metrics, 21(1), 52–64. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PMM-06-2019-0022 

Mulrow, C. D. (1994). Systematic Reviews: Rationale for systematic reviews. BMJ, 309, 597–599. 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.309.6954.597 

Ngoc-Tan, N., & Gregar, A. (2019). Knowledge Management and Its Impacts on Organisational 

Performance: An Empirical Research in Public Higher Education Institutions of Vietnam. Journal 

of Information and Knowledge Management, 18(2), 29. 

https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649219500151 

Petticrew, M., & Roberts, H. (2006). Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences: A Practical Guide 

(First). Blackwell Publishing. 

Pinho, J. C. (2008). TQM and performance in small medium enterprises: The mediating effect of 

customer orientation and innovation. International Journal of Quality and Reliability 

Management, 25(3), 256–275. https://doi.org/10.1108/02656710810854278 

Prajogo, D. I., & Sohal, A. S. (2004). The multidimensionality of TQM practices in determining quality 

and innovation performance - An empirical examination. Technovation, 24(6), 443–453. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(02)00122-0 

Rehman, U. U., & Iqbal, A. (2020). Nexus of knowledge-oriented leadership, knowledge management, 

innovation and organizational performance in higher education. Business Process Management 

Journal, 26(6), 1731–1758. https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-07-2019-0274 

Rifa’i, A. A., Komariah, A., Permana, J., & Sudarsyah, A. (2018). The Influence of Quality Leadership 

and Quality Commitment to Performance of Higher Education Institution. International Journal 

of Management Excellence, 11(3), 1637–1645. https://doi.org/10.17722/ijme.v11i3.492 

Rodríguez-González, F. G., & Segarra, P. (2016). Measuring academic service performance for 

competitive advantage in tertiary education institutions: the development of the TEdPERF scale. 

International Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing, 13(2), 171–183. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12208-016-0159-6 

Sangwa, N. R., & Sangwan, K. S. (2018). Leanness assessment of organizational performance: a 

systematic literature review. Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management, 29(5), 768–788. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMTM-09-2017-0196 

Sciarelli, M., Gheith, M. H., & Tani, M. (2020). The relationship between soft and hard quality 

management practices, innovation and organizational performance in higher education. TQM 

Journal, 32(6), 1349–1372. https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-01-2020-0014 

Sekli, G. F. M., & Vega, I. D. L. (2021). Adoption of big data analytics and its impact on organizational 



A Systematic Literature Review on Organizational Performance… 

701 
 

performance in higher education mediated by knowledge management. Journal of Open 

Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 7(4). https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7040221 

Sinawi, A. S., & Sharma, S. (2020). Mediation Effects of Service Performance and Concerns of 

Customers on High Performance Work Systems and Institutional Performance in Higher 

Education Institutes. MIER Journal of Educational Studies, Trends & Practices, 10(2), 220–235. 

https://doi.org/10.52634/mier/2020/v10/i2/1336 

Thomé, A. M. T., Scavarda, L. F., & Scavarda, A. J. (2016). Conducting systematic literature review in 

operations management. Production Planning and Control, 27(5), 408–420. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2015.1129464 

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards a methodology for developing evidence-

informed management knowledge by means of systematic review. British Journal of 

Management, 14, 207–222. 

Uluskan, M., Godfrey, A. B., & Joines, J. A. (2016). Integration of Six Sigma to traditional quality 

management theory: an empirical study on organisational performance. Total Quality 

Management and Business Excellence, 28(13–14), 1–18. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1150173 

Wang, T. C., Phan, B. N., & Nguyen, T. T. T. (2021). Evaluating operation performance in higher 

education: The case of Vietnam public universities. Sustainability, 13(7), 1–22. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su13074082 

Wanza, L., Ntale, J. F., & Korir, M. K. (2017). Effects of Quality Management Practices on 

Performance of Kenyan Universities. International Journal of Business and Management Review, 

5(8), 43–70. 

Yaakub, M. H., & Mohamed, Z. A. (2020). Measuring the performance of private higher education 

institutions in Malaysia. Journal of Applied Research in Higher Education, 12(3), 425–443. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JARHE-10-2018-0208 

Zhang, Q., Clayton, P. A., & Breznitz, S. M. (2019). The Hope Fulfilled? Measuring Research 

Performance of Universities in the Economic Crisis. International Regional Science Review. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0160017619869788 

Zlate, Ş., & Enache, C. (2015). The Interdependence Between Human Capital and Organizational 

Performance in Higher Education. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 180(November 

2014), 136–143. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.02.096 

Zu, X. (2009). Infrastructure and core quality management practices: How do they affect quality? 

International Journal of Quality and Reliability Management, 26(2), 129–149. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/02656710910928789 

 


