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1. INTRODUCTION

The view of education is now more advanced and deeper towards the outside community, especially
from the view of the quality and competence of a college itself such as quality and competence.
When from the performance system of educators and education personnel in a college. There are
internal and external factors that affect the achievement of optimal student academic achievement.
Internal factors that affect academic achievement while external factors in the form of environmental
conditions around students. In line with the opinion of Wicaksono, Dani Agung, and Trias Ayu
Laksanawati (2020), which suggests that internal factors that can affect student learning
achievement are physical factors, psychological factors and fatigue factors. Then external factors
that can affect learning achievement are family factors, school factors, and community factors (Murti
& Prasetio, 2018; Oktafiyani, 2022; Takrim & Mikkael, 2020). One of the important external factors
in the education system is the teacher or lecturer.

The rapid growth of higher education is coupled with the emergence of many competitors
from the world of education, namely the establishment of new campuses with various kinds of
facilities and quality (Prabowo & Sitio, 2020; Prasilowati et al., 2021; Purwati et al., 2020). The quality
of an educational institution can be seen from the quality of the graduates it produces (Cardoso et
al., 2016; Tam, 2001). Student achievement as a graduate from college will later be considered
important as a provision for entering the world of work because of the increasingly dynamic needs of
companies by demanding college graduates to have a superior level of education (Floris et al., 2023;
Teichler, 2019). Therefore, the higher the student achievement, the higher the quality of graduates.

Behind it all, to get the best graduates, it is not only measured by academic achievement,
but universities must also have quality service quality, one of which is the performance of lecturers
or teachers in it (Dill & Soo, 2005; Goldhaber & Anthony, 2003). Performance itself is a description
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of the level of achievement or implementation of an activity program or policy in realizing the goals,
vision and mission outlined through planning (Iskandar et al., 2022; Wiggins & McTighe, 2007). With
the performance of qualified lecturers, students will get satisfaction in the learning process. (Ostroff,
1992)states that satisfaction is the level of a person's feelings after comparing the performance /
results he feels with his expectations. Student satisfaction is essential in TQM (Total Quality
Management), therefore a university must carefully identify the needs of students and try to satisfy
them by seeing students as the main customers to be served (Lawrence & McCollough, 2004;
Psomas & Antony, 2017; Wani & Mehraj, 2014)

2. RESEARCH METHOD

The research approach used in this research is to use a quantitative approach (Sugiyono, 2015,
2019). Quantitative research can be done with SPSS calculations. This study aims to obtain an
overview and analysis results of lecturer performance on student satisfaction. The data obtained
from this study are the results of SPSS 25.0 analysis, observation, interviews, and questionnaires.
The type of sample used at this time is purposive sampling.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Students who are satisfied with the performance of lecturers

Table 1. Student Satisfaction Level
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Tangible 11 12.2 12.2 12.2
Reliability 13 14.4 14.4 26.7
Responsiveness 16 17.8 17.8 44.4
Assurance 23 25.6 25.6 70.0
Empathy 27 30.0 30.0 100.0
Total 90 100.0 100.0

Based on the results above, it can be seen that the value of each is V Tangible of 12.2,
Realibility of 14.4, Responsiveness of 17.8. Assurance of 25.6 and Empatty of 30.0 if all the results
are 100.0 and it is known that the lowest percent is V Tangible 12.2 and the highest percent value is
Empathy of 30.0.

Students who feel quite satisfied with the performance of lecturers

Table 2. Student Satisfaction Level
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Tangible 13 14.4 14.4 14.4
Reliability 16 17.8 17.8 32.2
Responsiveness 10 111 111 43.3
Assurance 23 25.6 25.6 68.9
Empathy 28 311 311 100.0
Total 90 100.0 100.0

Valid Tangible lowest percent Valid Tangible lowest percent 11 and highest percent 12.2.
Based on the results above, it can be seen that the value of each is V Tangible of 14.4, Realibility of
17.8, Responsiveness of 11.1. Assurance of 25.6 and Empatty of 31.1 if all the results are 100.0 and
it is known that the lowest percent is V Tangible 14.4 and the highest percent value is Empathy of
31.1.

Students who are dissatisfied with Lecturer Performance

Table 3. Student Dissatisfaction Level
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

Valid Tangible 58 64.4 64.4 64.4
Responsiveness 32 35.6 35.6 100.0
Total 90 100.0 100.0

Based on the results above, it can be seen that the result of Tangible V is 64.4 and the result
of Responsiveness is 35.6.
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Discussion

Based on the data, we can conclude that students who are satisfied with the performance of
management lecturers with the highest score is Empathy with a total of 30% and the lowest is tangible
with 12.2%. Then in the moderately satisfied category, the highest value is still Empathy with 31.1%
and the lowest is 11.1%, namely responsiveness. The category is not satisfied with 2 of the 5
indicators, namely Tangible 64.4% and Responsiveness 35.6%. This study discusses student
satisfaction with the performance of management lecturers, where the research results obtained in
general show that almost all aspects of students are satisfied. The aspects studied consist of
tangible, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy aspects (Azkya et al., 2022).Describes
student satisfaction with learning which can be seen from 5 dimensions of satisfaction, namely: (a)
Tangible is the physical dimension. A service cannot be smelled, and cannot be touched, so physical
evidence is important as a measure of service. Tangible is the ability to provide adequate physical
campus facilities and lecture equipment regarding the appearance of lecturers and public facilities,
for example: the availability of infrastructure. Students will assess the quality of learning from all
existing facilities and facilities. (b) Reliability, which is a dimension that measures the reliability of
higher education in providing services to students. There are two aspects of this dimension, namely
1) the ability of lecturers to provide learning methods as promised and, 2) how far lecturers provide
learning accurately. Reliability is the ability of lecturers to provide learning as promised (on time),
immediately, relevant and accurate so as to satisfy students. (c) Responsiveness is a dynamic
dimension of service quality. Responsiveness is the willingness and responsiveness of lecturers to
help and provide learning according to student needs. This dimension appears in situations where
lecturers are easy to find for consultation purposes. Students' expectations of service accuracy will
always change from time to time. (d) Assurance, which is a quality assurance dimension related to
the behavior of teaching staff or lecturers in instilling trust and confidence in students. Assurance
includes competence, knowledge, skills, politeness. There are four aspects of the assurance
dimension, namely friendliness, competence, credibility, and security. (€) Empathy is the attitude of
lecturers in providing wholehearted services, such as personal attention and understanding that each
student has different abilities and need (Margono, 2005).

4. CONCLUSION

The conclusion of our research is that student satisfaction with lecturer performance in the
management study program at Pelita Bangsa University can generally be said to be good because
there are only 2 indicators out of 5 indicators that are felt to be unsatisfactory for students, namely
tangible at 64.4% and responsiveness at 35.6%. The study on student satisfaction with management
lecturers' performance reveals a generally positive perception across various dimensions, with
empathy consistently emerging as a significant factor in satisfaction. Tangible aspects, such as
physical facilities, and responsiveness also play crucial roles, albeit with lower satisfaction rates.
However, limitations in the study include the potential for biases in self-reported satisfaction data and
the need for a more diverse sample to ensure broader generalizability. Future research could explore
the impact of specific interventions aimed at enhancing empathy and tangible elements in
educational settings, as well as investigate the interplay between these dimensions and academic
outcomes to provide a more comprehensive understanding of student satisfaction in higher
education.
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