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Summary 

 
Measuring and evaluating performance, and – even more – exploring the factors influencing perform-

ance is of key importance both in the case of business enterprises and non-profit- oriented public organiza-
tions. Well-known economists and businessmen try to improve the measuring methods. Measuring the ful-
filment of requirements regarding public organizations is typically made by analysing the financial manage-
ment, but obviously it is not enough. The objective of the public sector is to create public goods which have 
no obvious and marketable value. Measuring the performance of man who plays a key role in value creation 
is important because – in addition to increasing the efficiency of the organization – he also has an important 
role in motivation. The paper reviews the performance measurement of staff working in the public sector 
organizations and, based on a survey by a Hungarian university, evaluate the attitudes of the public sector 
staff concerning performance evaluation.  
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1. Introduction 
 
(…) when you can measure what you are speaking about, and express it in numbers, you 

know something about it; but when you cannot measure it, when you cannot express it in numbers, 
your knowledge is of a meagre and unsatisfactory kind; it may be the beginning of knowledge, but 
you have scarcely in your thoughts advanced to the stage of science, whatever the matter may be. 

[Kelvin 1889 pp. 80-81] 
 
The topic of the article is closely connected to human resources management. The 

authors, however, do not intend to describe it from the classical HR management ap-
proaches but focus their attention on the dilemmas of HR management when they try 
to assess the performance of the labour force. We have been inspired from several 
sources in our work, for example from the legislative side. The assessment of employ-
ees in the public sector (civil servants, public officials) should have been made regularly 
(generally every three years), but the former system contained a lot of formal elements 
and the subjective attitude of managers had a great share in the procedure. In the 2000s, 
the legislation argued for the performance measuring of employees of the public sector 
by the force of law. On the other hand, a lot of questions arose in connection with the 
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implementation of the procedure, and as a part of this – although not as competent ex-
perts but those who can track the progress in the process – we collected experience and 
tried to perform a survey in which we examined the knowledge and opinion of civil 
servants about the performance evaluation that they were subjected to. In the examina-
tion, we focused on the measurability problems of staff's performance in public sector 
organizations and less on the role of the performance measured in human resource 
management and the motivation of employees.  

First, we have to discuss the problems of performance measurement. The concept 
of performance management was explained by a lot of authors. Hereby only a few are 
mentioned who are more closely related in a sense to the later topics of our article. The 
approaches, of course, mostly reflect the values of the business sector and evaluate on 
the basis of directly measurable performances and income.  

According to Neely et al. [Neely et al.1995] the performance measurement is a topic 
often discussed but rarely defined. They proposed definitions of performance meas-
urement, a performance measure and a performance measurement system as follows: 

– “Performance measurement can be defined as the process of quantifying the 
efficiency and effectiveness of action.” 

– “A performance measure can be defined as a metric used to quantify the effi-
ciency and/or effectiveness of action.” 

– “A performance measurement system can be defined as the set of metrics used to 
quantify both the efficiency and effectiveness of actions” [See also: Bourne 
et al. 2003 p. 3]. 

In the case of non-profit activities, however, quite a few questions should be faced 
when evaluating effectiveness and efficiency. In the course of non-profit activities, pub-
lic goods are produced the value of which and the method of evaluation itself implies 
a set of uncertainties. The economics of externalities tries to provide tools for those 
dealing with evaluation but the transformation of theoretical models into actual values 
is always followed by debates.  

During measurement we also have to consider what kind of information is given by 
the composed indices to the competent users: to the person who is measured, who can 
position himself in the organization on the basis of this in order to realize his own ca-
reer plan – if he is conscious enough. The executive head also receives information 
about the contribution of the employee to the fulfilment of the mission of the organi-
zation as well as reference values for the application of motivation tools.  

With a certain abstraction, the following criteria system regarding business entities 
properly describes the general requirements towards the measuring system that can be 
used in non-profit-orientated public sector organizations:  

– “Comprehensive: The measurement system captures all relevant constituen-
cies and stakeholders for the process. 

– Causally oriented: The measurement system tracks those activities and indica-
tors that influence future, as well as current performance. 

– Vertically integrated: The measurement system translates the overall firm 
strategy to all decision makers within the organization and is connected to 
the proper reward system. 
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– Horizontally integrated: The measurement system includes all pertinent activi-
ties, functions, and departments along the process. 

– Internally comparable: The measurement system recognizes and allows for 
trade-offs between the different dimensions of performance. 

– Useful: The measurement system is ready understandable by the decision-
makers and provides a guide for action to be taken” [Caplice, Sheffi 1995 
p. 63]. 

The main objectives of performance measurement systems are as follows: control, 
reporting, planning and making business decisions [Wimmer et al. 2010]. If we examine 
the above criteria from this aspect, it becomes obvious that their fulfilment depends on 
the quality and information content of applied measuring tools and indices. Meadows 
(1998) drafted some useful guide in this regard. (It should be noted, that – in contrary 
to the above cited requirements about measuring performance as a whole or its partial 
procedures – Meadows put down these requirements in connection with sustainability, 
which is very close to the treatment of our examination’s target. The requirements are 
as follows:  

– “Clear in value: no uncertainty about which direction is good and which is 
bad.  

– Clear in content: easily understandable, with units that make sense, expressed 
in imaginable, not eye-glazing, numbers.  

– Compelling: interesting, exciting, suggestive or effective action.  
– Policy relevant: for all stakeholders in the system, including the least power-

ful.  
– Feasible: measurable at reasonable cost.  
– Sufficient: not too much information to comprehend, not too little to give 

an adequate picture of the situation.  
– Timely: compliable without long delays.  
– Appropriate in scale: not over- or under-aggregated.  
– Democratic: people should have input to indicator choice and have access to 

results.  
– Supplementary: should include what people can’t measure for themselves … 
– Participatory: should make use of what people can measure for themselves… 
– Hierarchical: so a user can delve down to details if desired but can also get 

the general message quickly.  
– Physical: money and prices are noisy, inflatable, slippery, and unstably ex-

changeable… 
– Leading: so they can provide information in time to act on it.  
– Tentative: up for discussion, learning, and change” [Meadows 1998 pp. 17-

18]. 
Then again, it is the problem of measuring, that – although all the employed indices 

meet the above requirements, they come from past data, often from different lengths of 
time, the evaluation of which in a certain context gives disputed results and makes the 
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predictability and assessment of future performance problematic. The other problem is 
that they decrease the information value of aggregates created from individual indices.  

As regards higher education targeted by the present study, one of the key evaluation 
factors in the national and international measurement of institutional performance 
[Breakwell, Tytherleigh 2010] is people, the key factor of servicing. The different degree 
of human resources and strategic orientation of non-profit organizations (NPOs) re-
sults in different types of human resource management activities, which in turn deter-
mine the performance of employees and consequently the organization (Figure 1) [Rid-
der et al. 2011].  

It is obvious that if both the HR and the strategic orientation is of a low level, we 
can speak only about administrative human resource management and in order to im-
plement value-based human resources management, both the HR and strategic orienta-
tion should be at a high level. Since the human capital in higher education is concen-
trated and extremely high, this latter approach should be enforced in the institutions. 
[Akingbola 2012] Whether it is realized or not, it depends on the commitment of man-
agement.  

The attention given to this area depends partly on the personal qualities of execu-
tives and, consequently, their leadership style which is determined by their qualities. The 
management style determines the organizational culture. According to the X and Y 
theoretical model by McGregor the oppressive (autocrat) and liberal management in-
troduces different organizational structure within the firm, which decisively affects the 
development and performance of the organization. The autocratic and oppressive man-
agement (Theory X) keeps the organization under rigorous control, but there is no de-
velopment, thus the organizational activities and performance are limited and a de-
pressed organizational culture is formed. Liberal leadership (Theory Y) is development-
oriented, the control is made through achievement, continuous improvement, authori-
zation and transferring responsibility. The management works as a supporter of the or-
ganization, it is not restricting but enhances self-realization of staff thus increasing the 
performance of the organization. Empirical research also confirms the theoretical 
model, that is the organizational culture has a considerable impact on the performance 
of organization [Zhang et al. 2008]. 

The performance and competencies of human resource (employee) are closely con-
nected to each other. The performance can be increased by developing the latter [Mar-
rewijk, Timmers 2003]. It obviously means that measuring the competencies is an im-
portant evaluation criterion within performance measurement if the management aims 
to improve the performance of the staff and – through this – the performance of or-
ganization.  
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FIGURE 1. 
Typology of HR architectures and their effects in NPOs 

 

 
Resource: [Ridder et al. 2011 p. 10]. 

 
The development of competencies is connected with the employee performance 

management and personal development. One of its well-known criteria system, as Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs), is the system of SMART indicators (Specific, Measur-
able, Attainable, Relevant, Timely) [Doran 1981], complemented with feedback (Evalu-
ate, Re-evaluate) functions. Typical SMART questions can be like the following[Meyer 
2003] –Specific: What: What do I want to accomplish?; Why: Specific reasons, purpose 
or benefits of accomplishing the goal.; Who: Who is involved?; Where: Identify a loca-
tion.; Which: Identify requirements and constraints.; Measurable: How much?; How 
many?; How will I know when it is accomplished?; Attainable: How: How can the goal 
be accomplished?; Relevant: Does this seem worthwhile?; Is this the right time?; Does 
this match our other efforts/needs?; Are you the right person?; Timely: When?; What 
can I do in six months from now?; What can I do today? The questions can also give 
reasons for the performance measurement of human resource, adequately to the objec-
tives of the organization.  

As regards higher education, the issue is in a special context due to the teachers’ 
autonomy. How can a teacher be evaluated if – in theory – he/she can autonomously 
determine many key parameters of his/her own activities. At the same time, however, 
the experiences collected through the implementation of quality assurance systems 
prove that the autonomy of teachers and the operation of a regulated system can be 
harmonized, without harming the former one. [Hoecht 2006] It can be concluded that 
the implementation of systems measuring the key performance indicators can be com-
patible with teaching autonomy of teachers and referring to the autonomy actually 
means the intent to avoid control. Referring back, however, to the Theory Y model of 
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McGregor, the control is also part of the liberal management style and related organiza-
tion culture, but the implementation of control extends the fields of responsibility (even 
to the person in some elements). 

The evaluation systems of human resource performance should consider the fact 
that in the long run the employee (even if he is a professor) will measure the efforts (in-
puts added by him) and the yields and profits resulted by his work (See Adams’ Equity 
Theory: [Adams 1965]). The permanent imbalance (workplace or management which 
does not recognize achievements) will make unmotivated, decreases performance to 
a level which is considered proportional to inputs. If the measurement system of em-
ployee performance is not able to measure whether the performance of the employee 
and the outputs of work are in proportion to each other, then it is unsuitable for the ef-
ficient support of human resources management and for the implementation of organ-
izational goals of the management.  

We have to outline shortly the special feature of state higher education institutions, 
that is they work as part of the state budget. The condition system of the operation of 
institutions is determined by the actual role concept of the state and, as a consequence, 
the extension of its responsibility and the budget that can be spent – the performance 
of the economy [Báger et al. 2009]. Thus the government feels authorized to issue 
regulations concerning the performance measurement of institutions and their employ-
ees [Breakwell, Tytherleigh 2010], to implement evaluating mechanisms (accreditation 
system, appointment procedure of professors) which try to look objective, but the im-
pact of interests and relation systems (as subjective factors) overwriting measurable re-
quirements can be traced many times.  

Public and higher education has a special place within the state budget system. In 
connection with their evaluation, all the concepts of efficiency, productivity and fairness 
have significance [Lannert 2004]. Efficiency, however, is often identified only with the 
use of costs and it is regarded the synonym of “cheapness”. Thus efficiency and pro-
ductivity is often separated for those participating in education (teachers, pedagogues 
and leaders of institutions) because successful training is not cheap. The intellectual in-
vestment utilized for the achievements in professional work is pricey, thus – from this 
point of view – efficiency and success can be contradictory concepts [Lannert 2004]. 

Efficiency in its common sense is the ability to achieve the planned impact. In tech-
nical sense, that institution can be regarded efficient among the participants of educa-
tion, the pupils/students of which produce good results in public education according 
to the basic skill measurements and – concerning higher education – according to the 
assessment of labour market. As regards the latter, however, the labour market often 
evaluates not only the applicant, measuring his/her actual knowledge, but also the 
goodwill or ill will represented by the reputation of the institution. Due to this, the fresh 
graduates on the labour market often fail at the first screening, independently from their 
actual performance. In turn, it would affect the judgement of work (performance) in the 
institution, apart from the fact, that objective measures indicate different (significantly 
better) performance.  

Among the theoretical models examining the non-profit sector, the efficiency mod-
els presume efficiency deficit on behalf of non-profit sector. Their basic assumption is 
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that the efficiency of activities within these organizations is by all means lower than for-
profit organizations because there are no profit-oriented owners [Bartal 2005]. A lot of 
articles in the international references highlight that efficiency measurement should look 
for specific methods by considering the special features of public sector organizations. 
There is another widespread approach, too, according to which the achievement of 
public sector organizations can be reviewed and their performance measured by adapt-
ing principles and practical solutions of the business sector. Actually, it is the two sides 
of the same problem: on the one hand, the public sector organizations aim to distin-
guish themselves from the profit-oriented sector, on the other hand, they start to be 
similar to business entities from many aspects [Révész 2001]. The performance of these 
organizations can be examined by regarding both the efficiency of their activities and 
their fruitfulness.  

Out of the several models examining the Hungarian non-profit sector, the following 
can be highlighted: methods of Non-profit Accountability Standards prepared by Far-
kas and Molnár in 2007 [Farkas, Molnár 2007]; the Index of Social Justice published by 
Hegyesi and Fekete in 2006 [Hegyesi, Fekete 2006]; as well as the research published by 
Kákai in 2008, in which the activities of the sector was introduced from a new aspect, 
which stressed the social participation going beyond the economic approaches [Kákai 
2008].  

Public sector organizations are interested to have concrete information that can be 
evaluated: 

– in order to improve the efficiency and productivity of operation; 
– in competitive financing environment, the funding organizations more and 

more frequently request information about the performance of the organiza-
tion as a condition of grants and for monitoring reasons; 

– performance information that can be well communicated is necessary for en-
forcing the reputation of organization and expanding its values; 

– those concerned can be better stimulated by the outcome indicators and the 
objectives can be made more obvious [Pavluska 2006]. 

The operation of a public sector organization can be regarded successful, if its per-
formance serves both the mission, the achievement of the objectives of founders and 
the maintenance of functionality. Therefore, adequate indicators should be constructed 
to express and evaluate performance. These indicators are suitable for expressing the 
categories of input, activity, output and efficiency. In the case of public sector organisa-
tions, these categories can be explained as follows [Pavluska 2006]: 

– Inputs: resources rendered or used for the activities. Their quantifiable indica-
tors are: the money utilized, means, equipment, infrastructure, employees, 
working hours spent, etc. The social and human capital resources, like motiva-
tion, attitude, value, skills, competencies and information, cannot be quanti-
fied. Input indicators include the information about costs of resources, regula-
tions restricting operation and the requirements. 

– Activities: express what happens in the organisation with the resources in order 
to enhance directly or indirectly the mission of the organization or the fulfil-
ment of objectives. The activities can be expressed by techniques and dealings. 
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– Outputs: direct outcomes of activities, which can be expressed – among other 
things – by the utilized labour volume, time of availability and capacity, num-
ber of clients and the persons reached, etc.  

The performance, efficiency and achievements of the organization are considerably 
affected by the individual performances, and it is especially true in the educational in-
stitutions, where the „means of production” is the man, the teacher and the product is 
the student, the competencies developed in the students by the activities of the educa-
tional institution, the improvement of self-studying skills and – to a lesser extent – the 
substantive knowledge, provided to the students and questioned from them during 
their training courses.  

The aim of the examination is to evaluate the measurement methods applied in 
a Hungarian university and a college, how these methods are able to measure perform-
ance objectively, what information they provide to the human resource managers and 
to the person who is measured. The research also aimed at examining the experiences 
and opinion about the importance and goals of performance measurement of employ-
ees working in higher education by a questionnaire survey. 

 
 

2. Material and methods 
 
Within the frames of the research the faculty and staff measuring systems of two 

Hungarian higher education institutions (one university and one college) are compared 
and the evaluation method and practice of an independent (de jure consultative, de 
facto decision-making) accreditation board concerning the measurement of professor 
habitude (life performance). The measuring systems were evaluated on the base of the 
official documents of the two institutions. The practice is regarded by the institutions as 
a reference in the evaluation of other teaching performances. 

The questionnaire survey within the research was made with the employees of 
a Hungarian medium-size university about the measurement system applied at the insti-
tution, about their opinion connected with the objectivity of the system and the neces-
sity of performance measurement.  

The survey was performed with a questionnaire which was available on the intranet 
of the institution and could be completed electronically in 2010. All the employees 
holding email addresses received electronic invitations to complete the questionnaire 
and two reminders were also sent to them. The questionnaire was voluntary. The sur-
vey was carried out by the internal audit unit of the institution. Eight questions in the 
questionnaire were connected with demography, 13 asked the respondents about the 
awareness of performance measurement systems, their opinion concerning the suitabil-
ity of these systems and 12 questions aimed the personal experiences of respondents in 
connection with performance measurement. The questions were typically multiple 
choice topics or the respondents should have evaluated on Likert scale. In some cases 
those responding could write short comments.  

The number of employees at the date of research was almost three thousand, out of 
them 219 persons completed the questionnaire.  
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Simple statistical methods were used in the evaluation of the questionnaire.  
 
 

3. Results 
 

3.1. Assessment of the employee 
 

The assessment of the employee is made on a printed form in both examined insti-
tutions. The structure of assessment is the following: appraisal criteria, evaluated by the 
direct superior employer on a four-point scale (excellent – 3 points, satisfactory – 2 
points, less satisfactory – 1 point, failed – zero point) and with a short written justifica-
tion. The justification is mostly made with panel sentences.  

The assessment of the civil servant is the ratio of scores aggregated from the indi-
vidual measurement criteria compared to the maximum available scores: excellent (80-
100%), suitable (60-79%), less suitable (30-59%) and unsuitable (below 30%).  

It is obvious that the applied evaluation model does not contain any concrete, 
quantifiable evaluation criteria (Table 1). The use of four-point scale, however, pretends 
that quantified, scale measurement was made but the evaluation, in fact, strongly de-
pends on the evaluating person. It might result that the staff working in different units 
can get different assessment with the same performance or those working in the same 
unit can be different due to sympathy or antipathy, even in the case of the same per-
formance.  

So the method is inadequate for the actual, objective performance measurement, it 
does not give appropriate information about the competencies and their level of fulfil-
ment either to the manager or the employee, thus it is not suitable for assisting the 
preparation of human resource development plans. The question is placed into a differ-
ent perspective if it is considered that there were competing alternatives when the valid 
system was prepared. One of these alternatives intended to evaluate on the basis of 
a detailed index-system, while the other alternative aimed to set up a competency map 
in which the fulfilment of competencies relevant for a given activity sphere should have 
been evaluated on a five-point scale. The instructions for evaluation contained detailed 
description for the minimum and maximum values of each competency.  
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TABLE 1. 
Criteria system used for the measurement of civil servants 

Specific criteria of assessing civil servants
Other staff Teachers, researchers

– Professional skills required for the job – Meeting the performance requirements 
– Professional, practical duties within the job – Quality of performing teaching activities 
– Problem-solving ability connected with 

professional work 
– Level of scientific/art activities 
– Participation in the community life of 

the higher education institution 
General criteria of assessing civil servants

– Responsibility and sense of vocation concerning the duties 
– Accuracy, diligence and efforts connected with the duties  
– Other criteria regulated by the executive orders 

Assessment criteria connected with leading positions
– Level of work at the organisational unit/institution led by the executive 
– Organization of the work in the unit/institution managed by the executive 

Source: own study 
 
 

3.2. Teaching staff assessment 
 
In addition to the above-outlined evaluation, two further methods are used for the 

measurement of teaching staff performance. In one of the methods, the student evalu-
ate the performance of the teacher, while the other calculates – as a performance indi-
cator – the time spent on teaching, research, publication activity, participation in public 
activities at the institution and in talent management (on the basis of self-declaration). 
The latter, if properly documented and controlled, can be the basis of the evaluation of 
a period and a life performance. At the same time, it could be more efficient if appro-
priate feedback was made (which is currently missing) and it would help the determina-
tion (positioning) of the own situation by the person evaluated. It would provide ade-
quate amount of information to the management as well as to the evaluated person and 
would help to prepare personalized development plans.  

 
 

3.3. Evaluating the suitability to requisites of professorship 
 
This measurement system has been prepared by the human resource management 

in order to evaluate life performance based on key performance indicators (KPIs). The 
measurement system was set up by an accreditation committee which works independ-
ently from the institutions, with several alternatives considering the specific features of 
scientific fields. The indicators cover the scientific, teaching and school-based activities, 
national and international professional-scientific recognition and activity. Scores are 
rendered to the evaluation of each category. The scores are limited by the groups of 



Performance Measurement of Human Resource… 41 

evaluation indices, setting a minimum value to meet and a maximum value which can 
be given.  

The evaluation is up-to-date, it is really suitable for measuring the performances. 
Those concerned, however, should face that in many cases, in spite of the realized per-
formance, which meets the requirements, the (subjective) qualification is not based with 
facts. It creates uncertainty for those who are evaluated because they would not know 
what are the prerequisites they should meet and what are the areas they should improve.  

 
 

3.4. Opinion of employees about the performance measurement 
 
The outcome of questionnaire survey is very far-reaching. Only a few results are 

highlighted from the many. The research has made it obvious that the practice experi-
enced by the employees determines their knowledge concerning the performance 
measuring methods and the complex evaluation systems are not widely known. At the 
same time, the teaching-research staff declared that they knew a few methods. The 
opinion about the suitability of possible evaluation methods included in the question-
naire – except for operational staff – is not significantly different in case of the individ-
ual measurement methods. On the other hand, the evaluation based on the subjective 
judgement of the management received significantly lower average value in all the re-
sponding groups. It leads to the conclusion that the employees regard subjective or pre-
sumably subjective evaluation methods less adequate for measuring the performance of 
employees (Table 2).  

Interesting outcomes were received from the question, where the performance 
measurement is applied. The fact itself, that the respondents were sceptical about the 
application of evaluation methods (because they could tick more answers at a time), 
they did not regard the use of methods determinant in any of the possible field of use 
(except for the bonus in case of operational staff). The teachers and researchers see the 
role of performance measurement primarily in connection with promotion and re-
warding. The low value of awards (moral recognition) is very surprising. It has not very 
important role in the determination of wages, partly due to the centrally fixed table of 
wages and partly due to the limited budget sources, as it is well-known for everybody. 
(Table 3).  
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TABLE 3. 
Opinion of employees about the areas where performance measurement 

is used 

Job 
Number of 
respondents

Field of use 

Promotion Wages Award Bonus 

(capita) in % of respondents
Teacher 99 34.3 14.1 23.2 29.3 
Researcher 16 25.0 12.5 18.8 12.5 
Operational staff 20 10.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 
Administrative staff 50 22.0 32.0 26.0 52.0 
Total 219 28.3 18.7 23.3 35.2 

Source: own study. 
 
A small number of executive staff also replied the questions. Due to the size of the 

sample we have not made any detailed statistical analysis, but it was our informative 
statement that 66% of the responding executives used the evaluations we made in their 
decisions concerning the promotion of employees, 69% used in proposals for awards, 
46% in decisions concerning bonus payment and only 31% in decisions concerning 
salaries.  

 
 

4. Conclusions 
 
Higher education institutions operate on the border of non-profit and the business 

sector. Although the state higher education institutions are financed from state budget, 
they are also connected to the business sector through a lot of channels and they also 
perform business activities – both in the field of education and research. Thus, the per-
formance measurement made in higher education should consider, on the one hand, 
the special features of public sector organizations, including higher education, and, on 
the other hand, the business efficiency and profitability can also be explained by consid-
ering the limiting conditions.  

The problems of performance measurement often result that the executive heads 
choose the simpler solutions and instead of preparing and implementing real and ob-
jective measuring systems, they rather use assessment (performance measuring) systems 
which are based on less facts and data and reflect the subjective opinion of the evaluat-
ing person.  

More systems are applied at a time, out of which many are well-parametered ac-
cording to the special features of the field to measure, but these are not or only partly 
integrated, and they do not have any roles in qualification. Feedback is often missing, 
too, which is an important function of performance measurement. Thus, it does not 
support the planning of personal development of the employee.  
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In the case of well-parametered measuring systems, the fixed reference levels and 
their changes can be problematic because they may result that the evaluated persons 
cannot predict their own positioning and cannot realize their own career plans.  

The employees usually do not have any adequate information concerning the per-
formance measurement methods and their opinion about the suitability of these meth-
ods is usually not too good. It should be stressed, however, that they reject the subjec-
tive evaluation methods because these depend on their personal relation with the man-
agement more than on their actual performance. The research also confirms that the 
employees require predictable measurement based on key performance indicators 
(KPIs) with the help of which the corporation heads can pursue efficient human re-
source management with personalized development plan for each employee. By the 
feedback and the identification of place among the other participants of the organiza-
tion, the measurement system will bring the employee in real competitive and decision 
situation. And ultimately, it will positively affect the organizational culture, too [Ridder 
et al. 2011]. 
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