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ABSTRACT
Objective: Different discussions have been carried out on effectiveness of perfor-

mance measurement systems (PMS) in higher education institutions (HEI). Some lec-

turers assert that PMSs place excessive emphasis on bureaucratic procedures, divert-

ing attention from their primary responsibilities, without contributing to performance. 

Therefore, this study aimed to analyze the factors influencing effectiveness of PMS 

implementation and explore the impact of the concept on lecturers’ motivation to en-

hance performance. Methods: We conducted a survey with 293 lecturers in Indonesia 

and employed structural equation modeling (SEM) to test the relationships included in 

the theoretical model. Results: The result showed that PMSs for development purposes 

indirectly affected effectiveness through rating and feedback system satisfaction, as 

well as organizational commitment. Meanwhile, PMSs for strategic purposes have a 

direct and indirect effect through self-monitoring and feedback system. Conclusions: 

The study implied the importance of considering the mediating role of rating and feed-

back system satisfactions, as well as organizational commitment, and self-monitor-

ing, on the influence of PMSs for development and strategic goals. Furthermore, an 

effective PMS served to elevate lecturers’ motivation to excel in their performance.
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INTRODUCTION
Higher education institutions (HEI) are important in im-

proving the nation’s competitiveness by developing the 

quality of human resources (Pekkanen & Pirttilä, 2024; 

Pratolo et al., 2020; Zakuan et al., 2012). Over the past 

few decades, the number of HEIs has increased with the 

level of international and national competition, specif-

ically in the current era of global ranking and accred-

itation of HEIs (Fernandes & Rinaldo, 2018; Tjahjadi et 

al., 2019). The new pattern of New Public Management 

(NPM) in the development of strategic management of-

fers efforts to survive in a dynamic environment (Bianchi 

& Caperchione, 2022). The strategy offered is the adop-

tion of a performance measurement system (PMS) as a 

driver of the learning process of decision-makers in the 

face of specific complexity factors, challenging the suc-

cess and survival of HEIs (Bianchi & Caperchione, 2022).

Lecturers are one of the elements of HEIs contrib-

uting to improving their performance (Nazaruddin et 

al., 2020). To ensure lecturers excellence amidst fierce 

competition, HEIs need to implement a PMS (Janudin 

& Maelah, 2016). In the context of Indonesia, the man-

agement of a PMS in HEIs is governed by the provi-

sions outlined in Replublic of Indonesia (2005), which 

pertains to teachers and lecturers. The primary respon-

sibilities of lecturers, serving as the criteria for assess-

ing performance, include three core domains, namely 

teaching, study, and community service (Sofyani et al., 

2019). However, the management using a new public 

policy framework has its challenges (Pekkanen & Pirttilä, 

2024). This is because lecturers can set their priorities 

and goals according to the criteria set by lecturer’s dis-

cipline, rather than the needs of the HEI (Decramer et 

al., 2013). Conversely, many HEIs have established PMSs 

with limited procedures, where the concept is only for 

personnel administration and not ‘managing’ their hu-

man resources (Barry et al., 2001; Garengo et al., 2021). 

Mntonintshi and Mtembu (2018) found that PMSs failed 

to lead lecturers to achieve better performance and 

benefit the HEI. PMSs are perceived as a management 

tool, lacking a focus on human resource development. 

In addition, the system functions as a political tool, 

without objectivity and seemingly designed to exclu-

sively serve the interests of the employer.

The appropriateness of PMS policies remains a sub-

ject of debate. Some studies showed that applying a 

managerialism model through performance mea-

surement policies might not be suitable for managing 

lecturers (Maimela & Samuel, 2016; Nazaruddin et al., 

2020). PMSs are argued to potentially burden lectur-

ers with bureaucratic procedures, diverting their focus 

from primary responsibilities and posing a threat to 

performance. Contrarily, Mather and Seifert (2011) and 

other proponents (Alach, 2017; Cavicchi & Vagnoni, 

2018; Janudin & Maelah, 2016; Molefe, 2012) contend-

ed that PMS mechanisms were indispensable for en-

hancing lecturers performance in higher education. 

PMS policies should be implemented in line with the 

work of lecturers and the strategic goals of their re-

spective institution. 

Salleh et al. (2010) and Nazaruddin et al., 2020 

showed that PMSs were necessary for HEIs and ben-

eficial to improve lecturers’ performance when the 

policy was implemented effectively and comprehen-

sively (Alach, 2017; Rasit & Isa, 2014; Schulz et al., 2010). 

However, many studies find difficulty in explaining the 

success and failure criteria that must be met for PMSs 

to be effective (Franco-Santos & Otley, 2018; Micheli & 

Mari, 2014). Consensus regarding effectiveness of PMSs 

in yielding positive outcomes, including improved 

communication, control, motivation, and strategic 

alignment, has not been reached. There exists ongoing 

debate and varying perspectives on the contribution of 

the variable to the desired outcomes (Franco-Santos & 

Otley, 2018). Frequently, management raises concerns 

about the value of implementing a PMS, questioning 

the justification of the associated efforts (Dusterhoff et 

al., 2014). 

In the context of Indonesia, several issues are of in-

terest for further study. First, the country has the third 

largest number of HEIs, but the quality is not pro-

portional to the quantity. Based on data from Higher 

Education Database by the Directorate General of 

Higher Education, Ministry of Education and Culture 

of the Republic of Indonesia 2020, the number of HEIs 

accredited ‘A’ and ‘Excellent’ is only 0.025% of the to-

tal (Directorate General of Higher Education, 2020). 

According to the QS World University Ranking (QS 

WUR) and the Times Higher Education (THE) World 

University Rankings, Indonesia lags behind countries in 

Asia such as Singapore, China, and Japan (Soewarno et 

al., 2022). The low ranking shows that performance of 

lecturers is not optimal as the main indicator in ranking 

HEIs. Second, lecturers are burdened with mandato-

ry duties, namely ‘Tri Dharma Perguruan Tinggi.’ They 

are charged with three aspects, namely education and 

teaching, research and development, and community 

service. Furthermore, these individuals are also bur-

dened with administrative work due to the gap be-

tween the number of lecturers and students, and the 

application of information technology is not optimal. 

In private HEIs, there is also a burden due to a large 

number of students, while the rewards obtained are 

not proportional to the amount of work compared to 

Malaysia and Singapore. Finally, PMS implementation 

only focuses on administrative obligations and is not 
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oriented toward the strategic objectives of PMS, name-

ly performance improvement (Santati et al., 2022).

Regardless of the debate on the importance, this 

study confirms that PMS is a state-regulated policy. 

Efforts to investigate the key success factors in HEIs to 

improve performance are crucial. Therefore, this study 

examines antecedents and consequences of PMS ef-

fectiveness in the context of HEIs, specifically in devel-

oping countries such as Indonesia, and the study ques-

tions include:

(1) Does PMS purpose (developmental and strategic) 

affect effectiveness of PMS implementation through 

person-referenced (ratting system satisfaction, 

feedback satisfaction) and organization-referenced 

outcomes (organizational commitment; self-mon-

itoring; feedback system)?

(2) Does effectiveness of PMS implementation affect 

the motivation to improve lecturers?

This study conducted additional analysis with a se-

rial mediation method to explain the relationship be-

tween PMS purposes, person-referenced outcomes, 

organization-referenced outcomes, effective PMS, and 

lecturers’ motivation. The sample consisted of 293 lec-

turers from 79 HEIs in Indonesia and a robust structural 

equation modeling (SEM) method was used to test the 

hypotheses. This study contributes to the literature by 

expanding on Iqbal’s PMS model for companies by ap-

plying it to the context of HEIs. PMS studies at HEIs is 

critical since the lecturer culture is accustomed to aca-

demic freedom so that the intention to follow the PMS 

policy is not as strong as the employee culture in the 

company. This is why PMS in HEIs is not always effec-

tive. This study not only tests the determinants of PMS 

effectiveness, as most previous studies have, but it also 

empirically confirms the effectiveness of the PMS devel-

oped on motivation to improve lecturers’ performance 

using serial mediation analysis, as such method can 

describe how the model works as a whole. Additionally, 

this study introduces a new discussion about PMS in 

HEIs in the context of developing countries where the 

pursuit of lecturer performance has intensified, par-

ticularly since the SDGs issue was launched, while re-

lated literature remains scarce. As a result, the study’s 

findings can help other developing countries develop 

PMS models to encourage lecturer performance, there-

by increasing HEIs’ competitive advantage. Practical 

contributions were reported as recommendations for 

HEI management in implementing the effectiveness 

of PMS in increasing lecturers’ motivation to perform 

better by considering key factors, namely person-refer-

enced outcomes (ratting system satisfaction; feedback 

satisfaction) and organization-referenced outcomes 

(organizational commitment; self-monitoring; feed-

back system).

LITERATURE REVIEW
PMS
PMS has been defined as a set of management control 

mechanisms used by executives and employees to fa-

cilitate the achievement of organizational objectives 

by influencing individual behavior and performance 

(Broadbent & Laughlin, 2009; Ferreira & Otley, 2009; 

Franco-Santos & Otley, 2018; Malmi & Brown, 2008. 

Performance measurement is the process of manag-

ing concepts in a goal-oriented way, which is often 

expressed in annual appraisals that manage predefined 

goals and review goal achievement (Camilleri & Camilleri, 

2018). A PMS consists of (1) planning, reflecting stake-

holder expectations; (2) measurement metrics used to 

operationalize performance; (3) review referring to the 

evaluation and feedback on performance information; 

and (4) extrinsic or intrinsic performance-related reward 

(Ferreira & Otley, 2009; Flamholtz et al., 1985; Franco-

Santos et al., 2012; Franco-Santos & Otley, 2018; Otley, 

1999). A PMS can also include control elements, such 

as cultural and administrative controls (Malmi & Brown, 

2008; Ouchi, 1979). Efficiency and effectiveness are con-

cerns of an effective implementation (Neely et al., 1995), 

so that external and internal parties are satisfied with 

organizational and individual performance. Selecting 

measures, namely indicators, with purpose and caution 

is essential for successful future performance (Neely et 

al., 2001).

PMS has been the subject of various previous stud-

ies on accounting and other business topics (Alach, 

2017; Frare et al., 2022). According to Pradhan et al. 

(2017), individuals view the concept as a link between 

themselves and organizational objectives. However, it 

is often formulated from an organizational perspec-

tive and takes less consideration than the employee’s 

perspective as the subject of policies (Sharma et al., 

2016). This kind of condition might trigger the failure of 

PMSs to run in the context of HEIs (Nazaruddin et al., 

2021). In addition, study on individual perceptions of 

measurement objectives can represent an individual’s 

understanding of the essence (Iqbal et al., 2019). Even 

though organizations expect high performance and 

achievement of institutional goals, individuals as mem-

bers expect growth and career development, promo-

tion, rewards, and recognition (King, 2020). Failure to 

consider this can impact the appearance of a widening 

congruence gap. Individuals may lose motivation and 

interest in work and are less supportive of job changes, 
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which might affect productivity levels and motivation 

to improve performance (Bekele et al., 2014; Getnet et 

al., 2014; Selvarajan & Cloninger, 2012; Sharma et al., 

2016; Swanepoel et al., 2016). Therefore, the impact of 

individual reactions on PMS implementation needs to 

be studied to determine long-term effectiveness and 

its role in increasing employee motivation to perform 

(DeNisi & Smith, 2014). Previous results also suggested 

that the study on the relationship between PMS and the 

rate reaction was a fruitful area to explore (Pichler, 2019; 

Pichler et al., 2020). 

Even though organizations expect high perfor-

mance and achievement levels, employees expect 

growth and career development, promotion, rewards, 

and recognition. Failure to recognize this concept has 

a detrimental impact on performance where employ-

ees lose motivation and interest in work, and their at-

titudes toward job change (Bekele et al., 2014; Getnet 

et al., 2014; Sharma et al., 2016; Swanepoel et al., 2016). 

Getnet et al. (2014) argued that the mismatch between 

individual and organizational goals resulted in dissatis-

faction with PMS practices and decreased performance 

levels. This is in line with goal-setting theory because 

the consistency of individual understanding positively 

impacts the behavior to achieve institution objectives. 

The fairness of PMS practices is expected after realiz-

ing the importance of organizational growth (Ghauri & 

Neck, 2014). 

The comprehensive model by Iqbal et al. (2019)

suggested that to achieve PMS implementation effec-

tiveness, it was necessary to explore the relationship 

between PMS objectives, mediation, and effectiveness. 

As a mediator between the goals and effectiveness of 

PMSs, Iqbal used multiple mediators, which could be 

grouped into person-referenced and organization-ref-

erenced outcomes as a reaction to PMS goals. The re-

sults show that PMS objectives are related to various 

aspects of human resources, such as feedback, orga-

nizational commitment, and self-monitoring, as a form 

of individual reaction.

Developmental purposes of PMS
The developmental purpose of a PMS refers to increasing 

attitudes, skills, and experiences to achieve performance 

(Boswell & Boudreau, 2002). Successful individual devel-

opment requires the motivation and resources to sup-

port the increase (Ng & Feldman, 2008). The prospect 

of development opportunities can serve as a significant 

motivator. Individuals are more inclined to be motivated 

when an organization is actively investing in enhancing 

their skills and capabilities, showing increased commit-

ment (Kuvaas, 2007; Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2009). A PMS that 

accurately identifies development needs can be invalu-

able to organizations.

Development objectives in a PMS focus on iden-

tifying training needs, strengths, and weaknesses and 

providing feedback on performance used in deci-

sion-making about individual development (Arnăutu & 

Panc, 2015). The focus is on skills enhancement and 

capacity building as well as the detection of improve-

ment in underperforming cases (Kampkötter, 2017). 

Furthermore, the function of performance apprais-

al contributes to capacity building and development 

within the organization. The appraisal’s evaluative and 

developmental objectives complement the organiza-

tional structure and measurement of its success fac-

tors. This allows data consolidation in line with individ-

ual objectives (Saratun, 2016), promoting congruence 

within the organization.

In recent years, individual development has been 

considered one of the main performance appraisal 

goals, specifically in a dynamic organizational envi-

ronment demanding the growth of human resources 

competencies and capabilities (Cappelli & Tavis, 2016; 

Garengo et al., 2021). Therefore, the developmental 

purposes of a PMS have been the focus of study at-

tention for the past several years. Under the principles 

of social exchange theory, when individuals recognize 

that organizations are genuinely invested in their de-

velopment, motivation is experienced to optimize out-

comes and show positive attitudes (Chiang & Birtch, 

2010; Roberson & Stewart, 2006). Consistent with the 

expectancy theory by Vroom (1964), the superior per-

formance of individuals depends on the role and prop-

er understanding of PMS. Individuals interested in their 

personal development understand their role better to 

produce performance and achieve results. Expectancy 

theory also suggests that employees who expect in-

creased effort to achieve certain results tend to improve 

their efforts and achieve the desired results (Vroom et 

al., 2005). From measurement literature, perceptions of 

performance appraisal development lead to individual 

satisfaction and commitment (Tharenou, 1997; Tziner 

et al., 2001; Úbeda-García et al., 2018). 

Study on the objectives of PMSs has attracted many 

analyses (Jawahar & Williams, 1997), specifically the 

difference between administrative and development 

objectives (Jawahar & Williams, 1997; Selvarajan & 

Cloninger, 2012). In general, performance measure-

ment analyzes the two objectives of a PMS, namely the 

individual (development) and the organization (stra-

tegic). Several studies have also examined the effects 

of the variable on individuals (Amhalhal et al., 2021; 

Boswell & Boudreau, 2002; Pichler, 2012). Youngcourt 

et al. (2007) suggest that PMS for developmental pur-
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poses is positively related to organizational commit-

ment. According to the social exchange theory by 

Blau (1964), the more positive the rewards employees 

receive from their organization, the more positive the 

attitudes or behaviors are shown. This is in line with 

the results of previous studies, where the purpose of 

performance appraisal can affect employee work out-

comes such as satisfaction and affective organizational 

commitment (Youngcourt et al., 2007). This has an im-

pact on the effectiveness of PMS implementation (Qiu 

et al., 2015). Several studies have also shown that an 

individual’s understanding of the development goals 

can increase the effectiveness of PMS (Ikramullah et 

al., 2016; Iqbal et al., 2015; Iqbal et al., 2019; Selvarajan 

& Cloninger, 2012). Individual reactions in the form of 

satisfaction with the rating system, feedback, and or-

ganizational commitment enhancement positively im-

pact the effectiveness of implementing PMS (Iqbal et al., 

2019). Based on the previous discussions, the following 

hypothesis is formulated:

H1: The development purpose of PMS is positive-

ly associated with rating system satisfaction (H1a), 

feedback satisfaction (H2b), and commitment to the 

organization (H1c), which promotes effectiveness of 

PMS implementation.

Strategic purposes of PMS
During the last decades, PMSs for strategic purpos-

es have not been widely explored (Iqbal et al., 2019). 

The goal-setting theory states that human behav-

ior is goal-directed, where challenging objectives re-

sult in good individual performance (Merriman, 2017; 

Skovoroda & Bruce, 2017). Individuals are likely to per-

ceive the strategic goals of a PMS through the lens of in-

stitution expectations. Therefore, the outcomes desired 

by an institution are attained in line with the broader ob-

jectives outlined by the PMS (Vroom, 1964). The results 

suggest that management can motivate individuals by 

measuring their performance in line with the institution 

goals, showing the importance of individual and institu-

tion goals (Aguinis, 2009) for the effectiveness of a PMS 

(Yang & Hung, 2017).

For strategic purposes, a PMS aims to be consistent 

with the functional relationship between individual and 

organizational goals by identifying PM goals (Aguinis, 

2009). PMS for strategic purposes increases individual 

understanding of organizational goals because em-

ployees learn how to evaluate the achievement of 

goals (Iqbal et al., 2015; Soltani, 2003). In addition, this 

provides information for organizational planning (Walsh 

& Fisher, 2005), which increases effectiveness (Spinks et 

al., 1999), productivity (Herdlein et al., 2008), and per-

formance (Buckingham & Vosburgh, 2001; Selvarajan 

& Cloninger, 2012). Therefore, individual understanding 

of a goal-oriented PMS for strategic purposes will af-

fect the feedback system. There is a demand for direct 

and precise information from the institution, aiming 

to assess performance accurately (Iqbal et al., 2015). 

Strategic purposes also affect self-monitoring because 

when performance measurement helps individuals 

understand the expectations that the institution has 

for themselves, behavior is adjusted according to the 

expectations of the institution (Ikramullah et al., 2016; 

Iqbal et al., 2015; Iqbal et al., 2019).

Individual reactions to the strategic purpose of a 

PMS can be used to determine its effectiveness (Pichler, 

2019). However, many managers are reluctant to pro-

vide measurement reviews of their employees’ reac-

tions to the PMS. The results of previous study show 

that when the aim is to help individuals understand their 

contribution to higher education, PMS effectiveness is 

increased (Iqbal, 2012; Iqbal et al., 2019). Furthermore, 

the strategic purpose also triggers individuals to pursue 

higher education goals (Ikramullah et al., 2016; Iqbal 

et al., 2015; Iqbal et al., 2019). Self-monitoring, or the 

adaptation to higher education goals, can impact the 

effectiveness of a PMS. A feedback system that refers 

to positive individual perceptions further increases the 

effectiveness of a PMS (Iqbal et al., 2015). Based on this 

information, a hypothesis is formulated as follows:

H2: The strategic purpose of PMS is positively as-

sociated with self-monitoring (H2a) and feedback 

system (H2b), which in turn promotes effectiveness 

of the implementation.

PMS implementation effectiveness
PMS implementation is intended to motivate individu-

als to devote more effort in achieving institution goals 

(McClendon et al., 2020). This system develops individu-

als and encourages performance toward institution per-

formance (Ukko et al., 2017). Selvarajan and Cloninger 

(2012) found that PMS effectiveness motivates improve-

ment. Several studies also supported that fair and open 

assessments improved the performance of individuals 

who understood the critical role of PMS (Awan et al., 

2020; Govender & Bussin, 2020; Kuvaas, 2006; Memon, 

Salleh et al., 2020; Selvarajan & Cloninger, 2012). Based on 

this description, the following hypothesis is formulated:

H3: PMS implementation effectiveness is positively 

associated with individuals’ motivation to improve 

their performance.



6

Promoting performance measurement system effectiveness in higher education institution: Antecedents and consequences

BAR-Brazilian Administration Review, 21(2), e230070, 2024.

Based on the development of the hypotheses, a 

study model is formulated, as shown in Figure 1.

METHODOLOGY
This study uses a survey method with hypothesis test-

ing and the conceptual framework is shown in Figure 1. 

This study uses a purposive sampling method where 

only permanent lecturers are included as samples 

due to their inclusion and understanding of PMS im-

plementation in HEIs. Therefore, the selected samples 

fit with the objectives of the study (Sekaran & Bougie, 

2016; Zikmund et al., 2013).

Source: Developed by the authors.

Figure 1. Study model.

The questionnaire instrument was adopted from 

a previous study and modified according to the sit-

uation in Indonesia without changing the meaning. 

Perceptions regarding the developmental and strate-

gic purposes of PMS implementation were measured 

from previous studies (Cleveland et al., 1989; Iqbal et al., 

2017; Iqbal et al., 2019; Longenecker et al., 1988). Rating 

system satisfaction was measured using four items 

from Levy and Williams (2004) and Youngcourt et al. 

(2007). This coupling was performed to avoid construct 

deficiency and the first two items measured the good-

ness of the rating system concerning the participant’s 

job performance. The remaining two items measured 

general satisfaction with performance appraisal system. 

Feedback satisfaction was measured using four items 

from Kuvaas (2006) and organizational commitment 

was calculated by a six-item scale from Kalleberg et 

al. (1996). Moreover, when the feedback system was 

measured using five items drawn from Kuvaas (2011), 

self-monitoring was obtained using a six-item scale 

by Lennox and Wolfe (1984). Perceived effectiveness 

of PMS implementation was calculated using a sev-

en-item scale by Longenecker et al. (1988) and mod-

ified by Iqbal et al. (2017). These items ask about the 

perceived purposefulness, fairness, openness, partic-

ipation, objectivity, formality, and professionalism of 

the existing performance assessor, with a special focus 

on the rater or manager. Finally, motivation to improve 

performance after receiving feedback was measured 

using three items from the scale of Fedor et al. (1989). 

The variables are measured using a Likert scale of 

one = ‘strongly disagree’ to five = ‘strongly agree.’

Data were collected by distributing questionnaires 

in person and online by form and personal email to 

increase the response rate. After filtering the data by 

deleting non-conforming respondents and extreme 

answers, 293 responses (data) from 79 HEIs and 14 

regions were collected and eligible for analysis (Table 

1). The context of Indonesia is pertinent, as the des-

ignation of lecturers is regulated by a decree issued 

by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Research, and 

Technology concerning academic positions. The term 

‘lecturer’ is used, reflecting the responsibilities encap-

sulated in the ‘Tri Dharma Perguruan Tinggi,’ tasked 

with education and teaching, research and develop-

ment, and community service (Sofyani et al., 2019). In 

contrast, Singapore adopts a distinct method to PMSs 

for lecturers. The government controls PMSs based on 

the categorization of HEIs into academic, vocational, 

and post-secondary studies. Therefore, effectiveness 
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of PMSs is a compelling subject for further exploration. 

A significant portion of survey studies in this domain 

report questionnaire return rates typically between 

10% and 20% of the distributed questionnaires (Fowler, 

2013). Meanwhile, the response rate is greater than the 

specified sample size, reaching 30.41% of the total dis-

tributed. The present study shows distinctions in con-

trast to earlier investigations, exemplified by Soewarno 

et al. (2022), who reported an 18% variance with a co-

hort comprising 182 lecturers, and Nazaruddin et al. 

(2020), who identified a disparity of 203 eligible respon-

dents. Variance-based partial least square (PLS) is used 

to test the hypotheses. This method can simultaneous-

ly analyze measurement and structural models (Chin et 

al., 2003; Hair et al., 2014). The analysis aims to answer 

a series of study questions interlinked in a single sys-

tematic and comprehensive analysis by modeling the 

relationship between several independent constructs 

(Gefen et al., 2000).

Since the study used a non-probability sampling 

method, Memon, Ting et al. (2020) argued that power 

analysis was recommended to determine sample size. 

Based on the power calculation, the minimum sam-

ple size was 74 lecturers. Furthermore, this assumption 

has been accepted since the collected data were 293. 

Given the self-reporting nature of the study data, dif-

ferent tests were conducted to ascertain the presence 

of potential common method variance (CMV) bias in 

the dataset (Podsakoff et al., 2003) using Harman’s sin-

gle-factor (Tehseen et al., 2017). The results show that 

the first factor explains only 33.67%, or less than 50%, 

hence CMV bias is not a severe problem (Podsakoff et 

al., 2003).

Table 1.  Information related to selected cases. 

Information Description Number Percentage

Accreditation status of HEI

A 157 53.6

B 124 42.3

C 6 2

No response 6 2

Gender

Male 116 39.6

Female 172 58.7

No response 5 1.7

Years of service

1-5 years 98 33.4

> 5-10 years 43 14.7

> 10-15 years 35 11.9

> 15 years 115 39.2

No response 2 0,7

Education level of respondents

Master’s 226 77.1

Doctorate 65 22.2

Other 1 0.3

No response 1 0.3

Position of respondents

Do not have a position 190 64.8

Have a position 93 31.7

No response 10 3.4

Number of respondents: 293 100

Note. Developed by the authors.

Measurement test
Validity and reliability tests were required before an-

alyzing the hypothesis. First, convergent validity was 

assessed to ensure the indicators could measure the 

construct. In the process, reference was made to the 

outer loading and average variance extracted (AVE) 

values. Table 2 shows that the loading value for most 

indicators is higher than the required score, namely 

0.5 (Hair et al., 2014. Indicators with loading less than 

0.5 were dropped and the AVE of all indicators met 

the suggested value, higher than 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). 
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Discriminant validity was tested showing the 

distinguished items between constructs or mea-

surements of different concepts (Compeau et al., 

1999). The Fornell-Lacker criterion and the hetero-

trait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) are two widely accepted 

methods for testing discriminant validity (Hair et al., 

2017). According to Henseler et al. (2015), HTMT could 

achieve higher levels of specificity and sensitivity com-

pared to Fornell-Lacker with the criterion that all con-

structs were less than 0.85 (Hair et al., 2014). The results 

also met the recommended rule of thumb. 

Table 2. Convergent validity and reliability test results.

Variable/Item code Indicator Loading

PMS for developmental purpose (AVE = 0. 0.792; CR = 0.879; CA = 0.708)

PDP1 PMS provides information to lecturers about their performance position 0.854

PDP2 PMS provides feedback to lecturers about their performance 0.897

PDP3 PMS identifies the strengths and weaknesses of lecturers in pursuing performance 0.768

PMS for strategic purpose (AVE = 0.892; CR = 0.918; CA = 0.650)

PSP1 PMS helps lecturers understand what is expected of them 0.766

PSP2 PMS provides clear objectives that lecturers can understand 0.794

PSP3 PMS provides information about the goals of the HEI 0.847

PSP4 PMS helps lecturers to prioritize various work activities 0.805

PSP5 PMS helps lecturers understand the vision and strategy of the HEI 0.850

PSP6 PMS shows a clear linkage between lecturers responsibility and performance of the department/institution 0.772

Rating system satisfaction (AVE = 0.900; CR = 0.751; CA = 0.832)

RSS1 Good perception of performance appraisal process 0.782

RSS3 Happy with the current performance appraisal process 0.909

RSS4 General satisfaction with performance appraisal process 0.903

Feedback satisfaction (AVE = 0.560; CR = 0.917; CA = 0.890)

FS1 Satisfaction with the way the institution provides input 0.899

FS2 Input/suggestions given to lecturers are following the way lecturers work 0.903

FS3 The input/suggestion that lecturers receive is in line with the actual work target lecturers have achieved 0.879

FS4 HEI provides more positive input/suggestions than criticism to achieve lecturers performance targets 0.787

Organizational commitment (AVE = 0.528; CR = 0.816; CA = 0.706)

OC1 Willing to work harder than necessary to help make the HEI succeed 0.650

OC4 Find that my values   and those of the organization are very similar 0.796

OC5 Proud to work for this HEI 0.731

OC6 Willing to refuse other jobs despite getting higher pay to remain with this organization 0.722

Feedback system (AVE = 0.; CR = 0.; CA = 0.)

FSY1 Input from the institution on how lecturers should do the job 0.885

FSY2 Lecturers receive clear information from the institution regarding their performance 0.874

FSY4 Lecturers are always informed about what they did well and what they could do better 0.838

Self-monitoring (AVE = 0.632; CR = 0.872; CA = 0.807)

SM1 Ability to change behavior when needed 0.741

SM2 Ability to control how to interact with others 0.835

SM4 Ability to adapt behavior to face any situation 0.842

SM6 Ability to determine the action to be performed easily 0.756

Perception of effective PMS implementation (AVE = 0.688; CR = 0.923; CA = 0.899)

PEPMS1 Lecturers clearly understand why the institution conducts lecturers PMS 0.704

PEPMS2 Reviewers/assessors provide a fair assessment in the process of assessing lecturers’ performance 0.883

PEPMS3 The reviewer/assessor is open to conducting performance appraisals 0.837

PEPMS4 The PMS implemented allows lecturers to discuss the results of their performance 0.802

PEPMS6 The time given for lecturers performance the measurement process is sufficient 0.793

PEPMS7 PMS is implemented professionally according to the standards applied to the institution 0.873

Motivation to improve (AVE = 0.846; CR = 0.943; CA = 0.909)

MI1 Suggestions from PMS encourage you to do a better job 0.924

MI2 Suggestions from PMS encourage you to improve your performance 0.933

MI3 Suggestions from PMS increase lecturers’ commitment to meet the suggestions well 0.901

Note. Developed by the authors. Indicators that have a loading factor value of less than 0.5 have been dropped.
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Finally, reliability was examined between constructs 

using Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability. The 

constructs had Cronbach’s alpha scores higher than 0.6 

and were said to be reliable (Chin et al., 2003). Similarly, 

the composite reliability value was higher than 0.7 in 

agreement with the rule of thumb (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). Since the validity and reliability tests were met, the 

hypotheses testing could be processed. Furthermore, 

this study assessed the structural model since mea-

surement was satisfactory (Hair et al., 2019). The as-

sessment criteria considered in addition to the coef-

ficient of determination were the blindfolding-based 

cross-validated redundancy measure Q2 (Shmueli et al., 

2016). The Q2 values ranged from 0 < Q2 < 1, where the 

closer to 1, the better the model (Chin, 1998b). The re-

sult for endogenous variables was 0 < Q2 < 1, showing 

a good observation value. This study also tested the 

variance inflation factor (VIF) in structural model stage 

to assess the possibility of multicollinearity problem 

(Hair et al., 2019). The test results showed that VIF val-

ues ranged around 1.000 to 2.395. According to Hair et 

al. (2019), VIF values less than 3 are ideally considered 

insignificant from collinearity issue.

EMPIRICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Table 3 and Figure 2 depict the direct and indirect rela-

tionships between variables in Panels A and B, each with 

one-tailed statistical testing (Ruxton & Neuhäuser, 2010). 

According to Chin (1998a), the adjusted R-squared value 

is said to be strong, moderate, and weak when the value 

is more than 0.67, higher than 0.33, and less than 0.19. 

Consequently, the adjusted R-squared for the perceived 

effectiveness of PMS implementation is moderate. This 

study enhances comprehension by stating that the re-

action rate in the context of person-reference and or-

ganization-reference outcomes serves as a mediator in 

the relationship between PMSs for developmental pur-

poses and the effective implementation in HEIs’ settings. 

The reaction rate in the context of person-reference 

outcomes is identified as a complete mediation factor. 

This confirms the suggestion of Iqbal et al. (2019) that 

it is necessary to explore the relationship between PMS 

goals by considering mediating factors to achieve imple-

mentation effectiveness. Meanwhile, organization-ref-

erence outcomes consisting of a feedback system and 

self-monitoring have a partial mediation relationship. 

Table 3. Hypothesis testing results.

Association Hypothesis Coefficient T-statistic Conclusion

Panel 1. Direct effect

PDP � RSS NH 0.362* 7.141 Significant

PDP � FS NH 0.320* 5.369 Significant

PDP � OC NH 0.316* 6.466 Significant

PDP � PEPMS NH -0.042 0.872 Insignificant

RSS � PEPMS NH 0.208* 3.590 Significant

FS � PEPMS NH 0.269* 4.172 Significant

OC � PEPMS NH 0.110* 1.994 Significant

PSP � FSY NH 0.302* 4.779 Significant

PSP � SM NH 0.258* 4.061 Significant

PSP � PEPMS NH 0.124* 2.408 Significant

SM �PEPMS NH 0.077* 1.777 Significant

FSY � PEPMS NH 0.225* 3.446 Significant

PEPMS � MI H3 0.426* 7.310 Supported

Panel 2. Specific indirect effect

PDP � RSS � PEPMS H1a 0.075* 3.126 Full mediation (indirect only)

PDP � FS � PEPMS H1b 0.086* 3.240 Full mediation (indirect only)

PDP � OC � PEPMS H1c 0.035* 1.886 Full mediation (indirect only)

PSP � FSY � PEPMS H2a 0.068* 2.661 Partial mediation (complementary)

PSP � SM � PEPMS H2b 0.020** 1.501 Partial mediation (complementary)

Note. Adjusted R-squared: 0.539. P < 0.05*, P < 0.1**; t-table > 1.66*, t-table > 1.28**. PDP: PMS for developmental purpose; PSP: PMS for strategic purpose; 
PEPMS: perception of effective PMS implementation; RSS: ratting system satisfaction; FS: feedback satisfaction; OC: organizational commitment; FSY: feedback 
system; SM: self-monitoring; MI: motivation to improve; NH: not hypothesized.

The results confirm several previous studies, name-

ly Iqbal et al. (2019), Qiu et al. (2015), Selvarajan and 

Cloninger (2012), Ikramullah et al. (2016), Iqbal et al. 

(2015), Iqbal et al. (2019), and Pichler (2019) that to 

achieve effective implementation, two main anteced-

ents have a major contribution for lecturers develop-
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ment and strategic HEI purposes. Therefore, the me-

diating role of ratting system satisfaction, feedback 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment variables 

is crucial to reach PMS implementation effectiveness 

in the HEI context. This study confirms that PMSs can 

effectively encourage motivation for lecturers to per-

form better. These results mediate the debate about 

the pros and cons of the not-for-profit-organization 

(NFPO) sector (Amhalhal et al., 2021). The PMS mecha-

nism is not beneficial when applied to NFPOs because 

of their different nature from FPOs. HEIs, as autono-

mous organizations, are accustomed to a culture of 

freedom, specifically regarding academics. Adopting 

the NPM mechanism commonly used in FPO is resis-

tant and fails to trigger performance. Other studies did 

not blame PMS but believed that the failure was due to 

its ineffective implementation. Therefore, investigating 

the determinants or antecedents of effective imple-

mentation is crucial. In this context, lecturers’ perfor-

mance can be improved when PMS implementation is 

perceived to be effective.

Figure 2. Structural model assessment result.

Additional analysis
In Table 4, this study provides additional analysis with 

serial mediation. The results show that PMS for de-

velopment and strategic purposes can increase ef-

fectiveness in HEIs through person-referenced (rating 

system satisfaction; feedback satisfaction) and organi-

zation-referenced outcomes (organizational commit-

ment; self-monitoring; feedback system).

Table 4. Serial mediation analysis.

Serial mediation path analyses Coefficient T-statistic Conclusion

PDP � RSS � PEPMS � MI 0.032* 2.920 Significant

PDP � FS � PEPMS � MI 0.037* 2.805 Significant

PDP � OC � PEPMS � MI 0.015* 1.768 Significant

PSP � SM � PEPMS � MI 0.008 1.425 Insignificant

PSP � FSY � PEPMS � MI 0.029* 2.249 Significant

Note. P < 0.05*, P < 0.1**; t-table > 1.66*, t-table > 1.28**. PDP: PMS for developmental purpose; PSP: PMS for strategic purpose; PEPMS: perception of effective 
PMS implementation; RSS: ratting system satisfaction; FS: feedback satisfaction; OC: organizational commitment; FSY: feedback system; SM: self-monitoring; 
MI: motivation to improve.
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Practical implication
Considering the results of the study, several implications 

are suggested. First, effectiveness of PMS implementa-

tion, which is determined by the aim of lecturers’ de-

velopment, must consider three significant aspects of 

mediation. These include lecturers’ (ratee) satisfaction 

with the rating and feedback system, and the PMS for 

development purposes should increase organizational 

commitment. Second, the HEI management needs to 

monitor PMS implementation for strategic purposes di-

rectly influencing effectiveness of the implementation. 

However, as self-monitoring and feedback system act as 

a complement (quasi-mediation), these two issues also 

need to be considered. Finally, this result shows that HEI 

management should consider effective PMS implemen-

tation since it increases the motivation of lecturers to 

improve performance. The present study conducted in 

Indonesia holds relevance as a representative case for 

study in developing countries. Consequently, the out-

comes can offer valuable recommendations for the 

management of HEIs particularly in other developing 

nations. This significance arises from the common chal-

lenges faced by HEIs, striving to enhance the quality of 

education, contributing to the progress of the respective 

nations, and attaining international recognition.

Theoretical implication
The usefulness of PMSs for lecturers in HEIs is still debat-

able since PMSs are viewed as administrative processes 

capable of jeopardizing performance. The results show 

that the development increases effectiveness of PMSs 

when lecturers are satisfied with the rating and feedback 

system provided by the institution. Organizational com-

mitment can be triggered when career development is 

well conducted. Therefore, these results substantiate the 

expectations and viewpoints of social exchange theo-

ries, showing that lecturers display positive reactions to 

support the effectiveness of PMS implementation when 

accompanied by policies conducive to supporting their 

career growth. This is consistent with several previous 

studies (Chiang & Birtch, 2010; Iqbal et al., 2019), show-

ing that when organizational interest is perceived in 

professional development, lecturers are motivated to 

optimize their performance and show a positive work 

attitude. Regarding strategic goals, self-monitoring and 

feedback system serve as partial mediators. This im-

plies that the presence or absence of these elements in 

complementary roles can influence the effectiveness of 

a PMS. However, to improve the effectiveness of PMSs 

in HEIs, it will be better to consider these factors. These 

results are in line with social exchange and expectation 

theories. In light of these insights, HEIs need to consider 

the views of these two theories in managing and gov-

erning their lecturers to perform through PMS policies. 

Lecturers’ comprehensive understanding of the purpose 

of the PMS serves as a key influencer in shaping their 

behavior to be consistent with the desired goals of HEIs 

while addressing individual outcomes of lecturers. The 

positive benefits derived from PMSs, perceived by lectur-

ers, show their support for the implementation, leading 

to behavior in line with the achievement of HEIs’ objec-

tives. This study validates the goal-setting theory, affirm-

ing that a thorough comprehension of PMSs enhances 

the implementation effectiveness and positively impacts 

individual motivation to enhance performance. Driven 

by considerations of gains from their actions, lecturers 

obtain satisfaction in the PMS implementation process 

crucial for achieving an effective PMS. This satisfaction, 

reflected in rates and outcomes, significantly influences 

their motivation to improve performance. The outcome 

mediates the ongoing discourse surrounding the devel-

opment of PMSs in HEIs, stating that the implementation 

of PMSs remains beneficial. Effectiveness of PMSs in ele-

vating lecturers’ motivation shows its relevance, contrib-

uting to the resolution of the pro-con debate surround-

ing their adoption in HEIs.

CONCLUSIONS
In conclusion, this study was conducted to examine an-

tecedents and impact of effective PMS implementation 

for lecturers in the HEIs sector. In addition, the mediating 

effects of rating system satisfaction, feedback satisfac-

tion, organizational commitment, feedback system, and 

self-monitoring were also explored. The study data were 

subjected to testing using the PLS method with 294 per-

manent lecturers participating as respondents. The re-

sults showed that PMSs for lecturers’ development and 

HEI strategic purposes significantly affected the effective 

implementation of the concept. Furthermore, ratee and 

rating system satisfaction, as well as feedback satisfac-

tion, organizational commitment, and feedback system, 

partially mediated the relationship between antecedents 

and effective PMS implementation for strategic pur-

poses and lecturers. Effective PMSs significantly affect-

ed lecturers’ motivation to improve their performance. 

Considering these findings, this study fills a gap in the 

research of PMS effectiveness models in HEIs, which 

is rarely conducted by modifying what Iqbal proposed 

in the company setting. The study’s findings also shed 

light on how PMS models in HEIs, particularly in de-

veloping countries, should be developed. Furthermore, 

this study confirms the role of the effectiveness of the 

developed PMS in motivating lecturers to improve their 

performance employing serial mediation analysis. This 

allows for the identification of a comprehensive model 

of construct-relationships.



12

Promoting performance measurement system effectiveness in higher education institution: Antecedents and consequences

BAR-Brazilian Administration Review, 21(2), e230070, 2024.

No research is without limitations. Firstly, this study 

was conducted in Indonesia, without covering all lec-

turers in the regions, and this had implications for the 

external validity. Therefore, readers should be careful 

when generalizing the results to a wider scope. There 

are several opportunities to study the same topic in 

other areas. Secondly, this study might not be able to 

provide a very detailed explanation of the relationship 

of the variables with each other, specifically the role 

of mediators in influencing antecedents and effective 

PMS. Future study is strongly recommended to exam-

ine similar themes using other methods, such as case 

studies or mixed methods including qualitative investi-

gations. The results could benefit from deeper and rich-

er insights and possibly added control variables such as 

the respondents’ position and length of employment at 

the accredited institution.
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