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Abstract 
 

University’s lecturers play an important role to develop its human capital to be competitive and subsequently achieve world-class status. 

Unfortunately, research on measuring performance of university at the lecturer level are lacking due to difficulty to measure university 

input and output. Resource Based View theory and Work Performance Model were used in developing the research framework. The 

relationship between strategic performance measurement system (SPMS) and job satisfaction on lecturers’ work performance at the 

individual level was investigated through analysis on data gathered from 362 lecturers from five Malaysian research universities. 

Findings show 1) strategic performance measurement system has significant relationship with lecturers’ performance; 2) job satisfaction 

has significant relationship with lecturers’ performance; 3) job satisfaction fully mediates the relationship between strategic performance 

measurement system and lecturers’ performance.  
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1. Introduction 

Stakeholders of the university force the university to improve 

governance system, organizational structure and management 

style. Management tools practice by profit entities especially 

performance measurement system has been adapted into 

university’s management activities. For example, University of 

Siena, Italy has been actively using dynamic performance 

measurement system when carrying out teaching, research 

activities and management (Barnabè & Riccaboni, 2007) and 

research quality is positively related with teaching quality in 

Slovenia (Cadez, Dimovski, & Zaman Groff, 2015). While in 

Russia, an increase in the scale of higher education combined with 

the insufficient quality and quantity of lecturers has deteriorated 

the university's performance (Lisyutkin & Froumin, 2015).  

University corporatization and changes to an autonomy university 

forces the management to find the best way to get financial 

resources. A new style of public management has been adapted to 

the very essence of corporate management styles in university. In 

addition, the performance of university may be moulded by the 

characteristics of its leader which explained through key 

performance indicator listed in performance measurement system 

(Breakwell & Tytherleigh, 2010). 

In this paper, present PMS of university was evaluated base on 

Strategic PMS model. Prior research in the area of PMS has 

focused on its relationship with organizational performance rather 

than work performance. Furthermore, there are limited studies that 

examine the behavioural consequences and motivational 

mechanisms of performance measurement on individual work 

performance especially in education environment. Therefore, this 

framework examine the relationship between PMS and work 

performance at public research universities in Malaysia. In 

addition, job satisfaction was hypothesized as mediating factor 

between performance measurement system and work 

performance. Generally, this paper is answering the following 

questions: 

1. Does the strategic performance measurement system 

influence the lecturers’ work performance? 

2. Does the job satisfaction influence the lecturers’ work 

performance? 

3. Does the job satisfaction mediate the relationship between 

strategic performance measurement system and lecturers’ 

work performance? 

Job satisfaction is expected to influence work and subsequently 

organization performance.  Various studies have shown job 

satisfaction influence work performance of academics but further 

study found there are several dimensions need to be improved 

such as salary and promotions (S.-H. Chen, Yang, Shiau, & Wang, 

2006), job enrichment (Rashid & Rashid, 2011) and the 

supervisory (Khalid, Zohaib Irshad, & Mahmood, 2011). In 

addition, the findings   have shown different level of job 

satisfaction among academics; low (Machado, Soares, Brites, 

Ferreira, & Gouveia 2011;); and medium (Pop-Vasileva et al, 

2011).  

2. Literature review 

2.1. Strategic Performance Measurement System in 

University 

 
Strategic performance measurement system are designed to 

present managers with financial and non-financial measures 

covering different perspectives which provide a way of translating 

strategy into a coherent set of performance measures (Chenhall, 
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2005). If the strategy information is provided and all measures are 

strategically linked, the common measures bias  is eliminated 

(Humphreys & Trotman, 2011). Managers’ assessment about the 

importance of the firm’s strategic resource mediates the 

association between the importance of strategic resources and 

performance (Widener, 2006). Strategic performance 

measurement system is being used to provide managers with the 

relevant information and working as control mechanism to reflect 

planning undertaking by the organization particularly to evaluate 

subordinates' performance, communicate business strategy, 

identify problems, track performance and guide future directions 

(Cheng & Humphreys, 2016).  

Strategic performance measurement system is a communication 

element to motivate stakeholders in university. It keeps the 

university's direction and purposes in a a frame of a specific 

operation area (Genç, 2012). Christopher (2012) suggest that 

amidst a shif toward corporate culture, aspects of collegia and 

autonomous practices continue to exist in various degrees among 

universities due to different level of influencing forces on its 

operating environment.  

 
2.1.1. Job Satisfaction in University 
 

Some studies have examined factors that influence job satisfaction 

among employees working in higher education institution. 

Organizational support has influenced job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment among lecturers in Thailand 

(Baotham, 2011). In Pakistan, lecturers in private universities 

were more satisfied with their salary, supervision dan career 

development compared to public university lecturer’s (Khalid, 

Irshad, & Mahmood, 2012). Hygiene factor such as status, 

security, colleagues, salary, supervision  and university policy 

were listed as major factor affected job satisfaction among 

lecturers in Malaysia (Amazt & Abdul Rahman Idris, 2011). High 

turnover among lecturers in Malaysian private universities has 

motivated Raemah and Rosli (2011) to measure lecturers’ job 

satisfaction and they found salary was the factor with low level of 

satisfaction. In Bolivia, lecturers’ job satisfaction was influenced 

by work-family-enrichment program and work schedule flexibility 

is moderating the relationship between work family-enrichment-

program and job satisfaction (Michel & Michel, 2015).  

 

2.1.2. Lecturers’ Work Performance 
 

The main objective of university is to develop knowledge through 

teaching, research and social service. University requires lecturers 

with high competency to ensure teaching and learning activities 

work effectively. Gregory and Jones (2009) developed process 

"Maintaining Competence" which emphasises the value of 

analysing what lectures actually do in the classroom situation and 

the model comprised four separate teaching approaches: 

distancing, adapting, clarifying, and relating. In measuring 

lecturers’ work performance, researchers used few dimension. For 

example, Abdulsalam and Mawoli (2012) identified positive and 

moderate relationship between motivation and teaching 

performance while the relationship between motivation and 

research was negative. In Indonesia, Sukirno and Siengthai (2011) 

found lecturers participation in decision making process has 

significant effect towards lectures’ work performance in teaching, 

research activities, publication, social works and consultation. 

Universities in South Africa, United States of America, United 

Kingdom, Australia and Nigeria pay more attention on teaching 

and research performance among their lecturers (Molefe, 2010).  

 
2.1.3. University Performance 

 
Due to the globalization of higher education, world-university 

rankings have grown in influence in recent years through few 

classification such as academic ranking world of universities, 

world university rankings, global university rankings using 

bibliometrics and global university rankings using web metrics 

(Liu & Cheng, 2011). Each ranking system has specific 

dimensions to measure university performance and should address 

multiple audiences (Goglio, 2016).  For example Time Higher 

Education System – THES  in 2015 (Times Higher Education, 

2016) used five dimensions; teaching, research, citation, 

international look, and industry income, while QS World Indicator 

2015 (QS Top Universities, 2016) used six dimensions; academic 

reputation, employer reputation, faculty – students ratio, citation 

per faculty, proportion of international students, and proportion of 

international faculty.  The dimensions used by these rankings 

show that performance of academics contributes more than 60 

percent of the overall university performance.  Therefore, 

universities need to empower its human capital to be competitive 

and subsequently achieve world-class status. The idea of 

combining research and teaching along with autonomy in 

university management is the primary driver to excellence 

(Chirikov, 2013).  

 
2.2. Hypothesis Development 

 
2.2.1. Strategic Performance Measurement System and 

Work Performance 

 
SPMS is a guidance to the members of any organization as well as 

being a performance indicator because it is explicitly links 

strategy and performance measurement (Choi, Hecht, & Tayler, 

2012). The organizational competitive advantage increase through 

mutual understanding between management and employees 

(Rapiah Mohamed, Hui, Ibrahim Kamal Abdul Rahman, & 

Rozainun Abdul Aziz, 2010). Employees are able to work out on 

their own strategies to contribute effectively in executing strategic 

plan (Gimbert, Bisbe, & Mendoza, 2010). Therefore, performance 

at the individual level is achievable when performance indicator is 

clearly defines in performance measurement system. As a result, 

employees become more proactive and will aggressively in 

performing their in-role duties (Perego & Hartmann, 2009). The 

introduction of SPMS and performance guidelines has influenced 

lecturer to maximize their work (Decramer, Smolders, 

Vanderstraeten, Christiaens, & Desmidt, 2012). Therefore, the 

following effect can be hypothesized: 

 
H1: Performance measurement system has a significant effect on 

the lecturers’ work performance 

 
2.2.2. Satisfaction and Work Performance 
 

Job satisfaction is an important factor as it represents the value 

placed by a person on the work performed. According to 

Whitman, Rooy and Viswesvaran (2010) job satisfaction has 

positive relationship with work performance including 

productivity and organizational citizenship behaviour. In Italy, job 

satisfaction was a positive predictor of work performance 

(Borgogni, Russo, Petitta, & Vecchione, 2010) while only career 

development and job satisfaction influenced employees in banking 

sector (Tekeli & Pasaoglu, 2011). Mawoli and Babandako (2011) 

found lecturers with high job satisfaction excel in teaching, 

research and consultation activities. In Indonesia, job satisfaction 

has significant effect on the lecturers' performance (Kuswandi, 

Sundjoto, Noor, & Purwanto, 2015).While Nurfarahin Jasmine et 

al. (2015) proves that job satisfaction consists of salary, job itself, 

promotion, supervision and co-worker have significant 

relationship with lecturers’ work performance.  Therefore, the 

following effect can be hypothesized: 

 
H2: Job satisfaction has a significant effect on the lecturers’ work 

performance 
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2.2.3. Strategic Performance Measurement System, Job 

Satisfaction and Work Performance 
 

The interest to study job satisfaction in education sector is 

motivated by the nature of labour-intensive and the huge 

allocation in university budget  is for academic staff development 

(Toker, 2011). Comm and Mathaisel (2003) found that academics 

take up additional jobs due to dissatisfaction with amount of 

salary received and lack of recognition from their universities. A 

study by Paul and Phua (2011) found that almost 60 percent 

academics at public universities in Singapore are moderately 

satisfied with their work. Other contributing factors influencing 

satisfaction being studied include salary and promotion(Chen, 

Silverthorne, & Hung, 2006; Nawab & Bhatti, 2011)); co-worker 

(Oshagbemi, 2000); and organizational support (Baotham, 2011). 

Hoque (2011) states the adoption of performance measurement 

systems are able to present the signal and motivation through 

improvement in critical activity. Chong and Solihin (2005) states 

these benefits will increase job satisfaction deemed by employee 

as a fair and able measurement system to increase employee 

motivation. Therefore, the following effects can be hypothesized: 

 

H3: Job satisfaction mediates the relationship between strategic 

performance measurement system and lecturers’ work 

performance 

 

3. Methodology 

 
3.1. Sample and procedure 

 
Survey questionnaires were distributed to 1500 lecturers working 

in Malaysian Public Research University. Sample selection 

process was carried out based on stratified random sampling. The 

names of respondents were gathered through website of each 

respective university. Only lecturers who has received their 

confirmation in job position was chosen. Details of instruments 

are summarized in table 1: 

Table 1: Measurement 

Construct Items Source Scale 

Strategic Performance 
Measurement System 

9 items Burney and 
Widener 

(2007)  

Gimbert et al. 
(2010)  

1 – “srongly 
disagree” to 7 – 

“strongly agree”. 

Job satisfaction 18 items Ssesanga and 

Garrett 
(2005) 

1 – “Very 

dissatified” to 7 – 
“Very Satisfied” 

Work Performance 7 items Smeenk et al. 

(2009) 

1 – “Very low” to 

5   – “Very high” 

4. Results and discussion 

Out of 1500 distributed questionnaires, only 382 questionnaires 

were sent back to the researcher. 10 questionnaires were not 

useable due to the incompleteness and another 10 questions were 

considered as outliers. The details of respondent are in table 2. 

 
Table 2 : Demographics of Respondent 

Demographic Characteristics Frequency (N = 

362) 

% 

Gender Male 182 50.3 

Female 180 49.7 

Age  (years) 25 - 30 7 1.9 

31 - 35 28 7.7 

36 - 40 61 16.9 

41 - 45 105 29.0 

46 - 50 59 16.3 

Above 50 102 28.2 

Job Position Lecturer 31 8.6 

Senior Lecturer 140 38.7 

Associate 

Professor 

120 33.1 

Professor 71 19.6 

 
Research framework in which the relationship between SPMS and 

work performance is mediated by job satisfaction is presented in 

figure 1. A structural equation model (SEM) used to test for the 

mediation in H3 in one stage, rather than using the two-stage 

approach of Baron and Kenny (1986). The SEM was estimated 

using a full information maximum likelihood procedure. A 

bootstrapping method is used to construct a sampling distribution 

in order to develop test statistics and assess the uncertainty. Since 

this method makes fewer assumptions and has more power (while 

maintaining reasonable type-1 error), and is therefore the currently 

recommended analysis approach (MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 

2007). One thousand resample (with replacement) were drawn 

from the original sample and bias corrected bootstrap confidence 

intervals were computed for the indirect effects. Descriptive 

statistic and inferential statistics were used to analyse the data. 

The confidence interval level for statistical significance was set at 

a value of 95% (p ≤ 0.05) for confirmatory factor analysis and a 

value of 99% (p ≤ 0.01) for correlations. 

Result of reliability shows each factor has cronbach’s alpha more 

than 0.70 its represent each factor has high reliability (Hair, Black, 

& Anderson, 2010). Factor loadings for each items also above 

0.50 and Hair et al. (2010) recommend for sample more than 350 

respondents, the minimum factor loading is 0.30. 

As can be seen from figure 1, the ratio of chi-square to the degree 

of freedom (2/df) is 1.809. This value is acceptable and below the 

threshold value (≤ 3) and thus indicate good fit (Kline, 2011). 

Furthermore, additional goodness-of-fit parameters of CFI 

(comparative fit index) and TLI (Tucker-Lewis index) are all over 

the minimum threshold of 0.9 (Hair et al., 2010). This findings 

also supported by RMSEA (root mean square of approximation) 

and SRMR (standardized root mean square residual) value less 

than the recommended value of 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; 

Bentler, 1990). All this data support that the proposed model does 

fit the research data.  

Three hypotheses have been developed and tested for this 

research. Both direct relationship hypotheses is supported and 

significant  at p ≤ 0.01. Bootstrapping was used to test the 

mediation effect and the result shows competency is fully 

mediates the relationship between strategic performance 

measurement system and work performance. According to 

Zainudin (2014), if the result of indirect and direct relationship are 

significant, the nature of mediation is partial mediation.  

5. Conclusion 

This study contributes to the theory and practice by providing 

Malaysian evidence on PMS design for education sector. 

Generally, SPMS has significant relationship with work 

performance and this finding support result of past research such 

as Cheng and Coyte (2014), Lau and Roopnarain (2014), Baird et 

al. (2012) and Sholihin et al. (2010) . Finding of job satisfaction 

has significant relationship with work performance in this research 

also support findings of Mawoli and Babandako (2011), Tekeli 

and Pasaoglu (2011) and Borgogni et al. (2010). By the way, job 

satisfaction fully mediates the relationship between SPMS and 

work performance. It shows job satisfaction was a critical factor in 

order to enhance lecturer’s work performance. The study also 

provides empirical evidence if interaction between the two 

dimensions in theory leads to high performance.  For regulators 

and administrators, the results can be meaningfully used as guide 

to design and implement effective PMS, training, and work setting 

for the academics. Strategic performance measurement system and 

job satisfaction of lecturers are important as valuable, rare, 
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imperfectly imitable and non-substitutable resource (Bobe & 

Kober, 2015). 

It is a ultimate goal of university to become a leading global 

university and university's' management need to deal with 

changing environmental conditions. The application of strategic 

performance measurement system  provides the impetus to for a 

step change in performance throughout the universities by 

charting the future direction of university. Quest for excellence is 

a process of nurturing and continuous building up capabilities and 

capacities of the university to the highest level. Job satisfaction 

also represent one of the most complex challenge when it comes 

to managing employees in university as it may cause a person to 

work harder or less. Even though employee retention amongst 

lecturer is not an issue, it becomes a primary because university 

invests substantial resource in recruiting, training, providing 

tangible and intangible compensation and taking long time to 

make lecturers buy-in to organizational goals and objectives.    

 

In 2015, Malaysian Ministry of Education has formulated a 

Malaysia Education Blueprint (2015-2025) for higher education as 

a strategic planning roadmap to enables Malaysia higher education 

to compete globally. The finding of this research shows that 

Malaysian research universities are ready to support the plan 

which consists of ten shifts; holistic entrepreneurial and balanced 

graduates, talent excellence, nation of lifelong learners, quality 

technical and vocational graduates, financial stability, empowered 

governance, innovation ecosystem, global prominence, globalised 

online learning and transformed higher education delivery 

(Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2015). At the individual level, 

lecturers are required to excel in research and teaching as well to 

participate in  developing local and international talent using new 

academia talent framework. To strengthen the long term plan of 

Malaysia Education Blueprint, performance measurement system  

of university should work comprehensively to accelerate system 

improvement.  

 

 
Figure 1 : Structural model of relationship between strategic performance measurement system, job satisfaction and work performance  
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