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Abstract 
 

Background: In a context of belt-tightening policy and of increasing competition between 
universities in France and in Germany, universities and therefore professors 
are required to increase their efficiency and to provide evidence of it. Per-
formance measurement systems are assumed to increase transparency and 
incentives within the university sector.  

Purpose:  The purpose of this thesis is to analyze to which extent performance meas-
urement of professors at one French and one German university is relevant 
and how this performance can be measured. The study is conducted at the 
business school l’IECS Ecole de Management de Strasbourg (France) and 
within the Faculty of Business & Economics at the Europa-Universität 
Viadrina in Frankfurt an der Oder (Germany). 

Method:  Performance measurement is considered through the study and the com-
parison of two universities. Based on a theoretical framework including 
theories from the private sector, the public sector and the university sector, 
several in-depth interviews are conducted to collect facts and opinions from 
both professors and administrators and from both the IECS and the 
Viadrina.  

Conclusion:  This study assesses the relevance of the measurement performance of pro-
fessors at the IECS and the Viadrina. It provides also the main areas where 
professors’ performance should be measured and the main methods to 
measure this performance. Lastly the thesis raises several issues linked to 
performance measurement such as the organizational culture of universities, 
the utilisation of performance measurement system information and the 
impacts of performance measurement. 



 

 iii

Table of Contents 

1 Introduction ...................................... ......................................... 1 

1.1 Background ............................................................................................ 1 

1.1 Problem discussion ................................................................................ 1 

1.2 Purpose .................................................................................................. 3 

1.3 Clarifications ........................................................................................... 3 

2 Methodology ....................................... ....................................... 4 

2.1 Methodological approach ....................................................................... 4 

2.1.1 An exploratory study ............................................................................... 4 

2.1.2 A qualitative research ............................................................................. 4 

2.1.3 The analysis process .............................................................................. 5 

2.2 Data collection ........................................................................................ 6 

2.2.1 Choice of the method to collect data ...................................................... 6 

2.2.2 Methodology of Interview ........................................................................ 7 

2.2.3 The practical organisation of interviews .................................................. 7 

2.3 Credibility of the analysis ........................................................................ 8 

2.3.1 The cross-cultural aspect ....................................................................... 8 

2.3.2 Reliability of data collection .................................................................. 10 

2.3.3 Validity of data and results ................................................................... 10 

2.3.4 Generalisation ...................................................................................... 11 

3 Frame of reference ................................ .................................. 12 

3.1 Development of performance measurement in the public sector .......... 12 

3.1.1 Origins of performance measurement .................................................. 12 

3.1.2 Financial and Non-Financial Performance Measures ........................... 12 

3.1.3 Pay for performance ............................................................................. 13 

3.1.4 Relevance of performance measurement in the public sector .............. 14 

3.2 Performance measures in the university sector .................................... 16 

3.2.1 Universities as special organizations .................................................... 16 

3.2.2 Relevance of performance measurement in universities ...................... 19 

3.2.3 Complexity of measuring performance in university ............................. 19 

3.2.4 Strategies to overcome this complexity ................................................ 21 

3.3 Measuring performance of professors .................................................. 22 

3.3.1 The Model of Al-Turki and Duffuaa ....................................................... 22 

3.3.2 Performance Measure of professors .................................................... 24 

4 Environment of the studied organisation ........... ................... 27 

4.1 Characteristics of the university sector in France and Germany .......... 27 

4.1.1 Motivations of the governments ............................................................ 27 

4.1.2 Current situation at the IECS and at the Viadrina ................................. 27 

4.2 Characteristics of the universities under investigation .......................... 31 

4.2.1 Europa-Universität Viadrina Frankfurt (Oder) ....................................... 31 

4.2.2 IECS, école de management de Strasbourg ........................................ 32 

5 Empirical data..................................... ..................................... 33 

5.1 The respondents at the IECS ............................................................... 33 

5.1.1 The administrator at the IECS .............................................................. 33 

5.1.2 The professor from the IECS ................................................................ 34 



 

 iv

5.2 The respondents from the Viadrina ...................................................... 36 

5.2.1 The administrator from the Viadrina ..................................................... 36 

5.2.2 The professor from the Viadrina ........................................................... 37 

6 Analysis .......................................... ......................................... 40 

6.1 Relevance of performance measurement in the public sector 
and at universities ............................................................................................. 40 

6.1.1 In the public sector ............................................................................... 40 

6.1.2 At universities ....................................................................................... 40 

6.2 Culture of universities and performance measurement ........................ 41 

6.3 Criteria and areas to measure performance of professors ................... 42 

6.4 How to measure performance of professors ......................................... 43 

6.5 Handling performance measurement records ...................................... 45 

6.5.1 Comparison of PM records ................................................................... 45 

6.5.2 Utilisation of PM records ....................................................................... 45 

6.6 Impact of PM in universities .................................................................. 46 

6.7 Comparison between the IECS and the Viadrina ................................. 47 

7 Conclusions ....................................... ..................................... 49 

8 Discussion ........................................ ....................................... 51 

References ........................................ ........................................... 52 

 
Appendices 
Appendix 1: Peer review of teaching rating form ............................................... 56 

Appendix 2: Interview questions for professor from the Viadrina ...................... 57 

Appendix 3: Interview questions for higher administration at the Viadrina ........ 59 

Appendix 4: Interview questions for higher administration at the IECS ............. 60 

Appendix 5: Interview questions for higher administration at the IECS ............. 61 

 

Figures 
Figure 3.1 Conditions Determining the Measurement of Behavior and  
of Output……………………………………………………………………………...17 
Figure 3.2 Performance measurement hierarchy .............................................22 

Table 
Table 3.1 Amibguities in the objectives of performance measurement  
systems in the university context.......................................................................18 



 

 1

1 Introduction 
This chapter introduces the topic of the thesis with a presentation of the background, followed by a problem 
discussion that achieves the specification of the purpose. This part is concluded by definitions of major no-
tions. 

1.1 Background 
Within the European Union, the Stability and Growth Pact was agreed upon 1996 for 
achieving financial stability which is a prerequisite for the Economic and Monetary Union 
(Jovanović, 2005). It specifies that the member states have to keep their public deficits be-
low 3 % of their gross domestic product and total public debt may not account for more 
than 60 % of the gross domestic product. All member states have to comply with these 
regulations and adjust their budget policy respectively. However, mainly the European Un-
ion’s largest economies France and Germany failed to comply with the regulations over 
several years (EurActiv, 2007). Although recently the budgetary deficit began to improve 
and disciplinary measures could be avoided, a high degree of budgetary discipline is re-
quired in the future to comply with the regulations in the long run (EurActiv, 2007 and 
European Union, 2007). One common response of European governments to reduce 
budget deficits is to adapt a belt-tightening policy and cut spending in the public sector 
(Brignall & Modell, 2000). Public sector institutions are provided with fewer resources and 
benefits for civil servants are reduced. At the same time the quality of the services provided 
by the public sector cannot be questionable and in consequence a higher efficiency is re-
quired (Brignall & Modell, 2000). 

Especially universities find themselves with constrained resources but new challenges at the 
same time. The services provided by universities are becoming increasingly important as a 
highly qualified workforce is crucial for the future economical success of a country 
(OECD, 2006). Costs increase e.g. to attract experts and achieve excellent results in educa-
tion and research. Therefore European universities are struggling with decreased budgets 
while at the same time the cost of university education is increasing (Jovanović, 2005). In 
response to these common challenges of European universities the Bologna process in-
tends to converge the different higher education systems of European countries (CRE, 
2000). The Bologna process however confronts European universities at the same time 
with further challenges. Major changes within the universities are required to comply with 
the Bologna Declaration. Examples include the establishment of a European-wide credit 
system and the introduction of Bachelor and Master Courses programmes. The aim is to 
create a comparable credit system and comparable degrees. In consequence, European uni-
versities find themselves in a more competitive situation. They will compete more than be-
fore for students but also for resources and prestige on an international level (CRE, 2000). 

1.1 Problem discussion 
Budget constraints and increased competition at the same time suggest an efficient use of 
the resources provided and therefore demand excellent performance of every university. 
The question arises how this performance of a university can be evaluated. The perform-
ance of a university as a whole is often assessed by newspapers or institutions which pub-
lish rankings on national and international levels according to various factors. Examples of 
national rankings include “CHE-HochschulRanking” in Germany or “Le classement des 
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grandes écoles par l’Express” in France whereas e.g. the “Times Higher Education Sup-
plement” creates a worldwide ranking of universities. In addition to these overall rankings 
it could be worth to look on a lower level in universities and consider how the performance 
of professors contributes to the success of a university. For this it would be necessary to 
measure directly the performance of professors in the various departments.  

In the private sector the use of performance measurement systems is common and de-
pending on the concept, financial and non-financial performance measures are applied 
(Kaplan & Atkinson, 1998). Measuring performance is assumed to increase the motivation 
of employees and a common argument for that is ‘What gets measured is what gets done’ (Kap-
lan & Atkinson, 1998, p.681). Furthermore these measures can be used as the basis of a 
reward system. With different underlying theories, like e.g. the principal-agent theory, it can 
be argued that this is necessary to bring the interests of the managers in line with those of 
the owners of a company (Kaplan & Atkinson, 1998).  

Performance measurement systems in the public sector have been discussed widely. An 
important question in this context formulated by Ittner and Larcker (1998) is whether the 
theory of performance measurement established in the private sector can be transferred to 
the public sector (cited in Modell, 2004). Tools like the Balanced Scorecard which were 
originally developed for the private sector have found application in public sector institu-
tions (Modell, 2004).  

Particular problems considering performance measurement arise in universities, as pointed 
out by Al-Turki and Duffua (2003). Difficulties exist in measuring outputs of academic de-
partments and connecting it to inputs. The identification of this relation is however impor-
tant for creating performance measures. Furthermore professors have several major re-
sponsibilities and are involved in at least both teaching and research activities. Both activi-
ties involve ambiguous and heterogeneous processes and outputs. Due to these factors the 
performance measurement of professors is complex.  

Rather than an in-depth analysis of performance measurement systems in one single uni-
versity, the authors decided to choose two universities for their study. Although a study 
with two institutions remains limited, the authors believe that still a broader picture can be 
captured than by choosing only one university. The study will be conducted in one univer-
sity in France and one in Germany. Studies concerning performance measurement in uni-
versities have up to now mostly been conducted within one country. However, considering 
the common challenges that European universities face and the fact that they are now 
competing on a European level, it is interesting to analyze universities in two different 
European countries in one study. The choice of countries in particular can be further ex-
plained by the fact that especially France and Germany have considerable budget deficit 
and problems to comply with the European Union’s stability pact regulations. Therefore 
the efficiency of the public sector is an important issue in both countries. Furthermore 
France and Germany share common characteristics in the political and public sector 
(Milner & Parsons, 2004) which facilitates a study across countries. The universities chosen 
are the Robert Schuman University in Strasbourg and the Europa-Universität Viadrina in 
Frankfurt (Oder). Within these two universities the focus will be on the area of the busi-
ness and economics. Therefore the IECS, which is a business school and part of the uni-
versity in Strasbourg, and the Faculty of Business & Economics at the Viadrina University 
will be investigated. This facilitates the comparability of the results.  
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Based on the complexity of performance measurement (PM) of professors in universities 
the following research questions will guide the study, within the particular context of the 
IECS business school and the Faculty of Business & Economics at the Viadrina: 

• Is the PM of professors relevant? 

• In which areas should performance of professors be measured?  

• What are the special issues linked to PM of professors? 

For this the opinion of both professors and administrators in the two universities will be 
investigated. The empirical findings from both universities will be analysed together and al-
low comparisons with each other. 

1.2 Purpose 
The purpose is to analyze to which extent performance measurement of professors at one 
French and one German university is relevant and how this performance can be measured.  

The study will be conducted at the business school l’IECS Ecole de Management de Stras-
bourg and within the Faculty of Business & Economics at the Europa-Universität Viadrina 
in Frankfurt (Oder). 

1.3 Clarifications 
Professor: This term will be used in this thesis to refer to those members of academic staff 
at a university who are involved in both teaching and research activities. 

Public organization: A public organisation has been developed or integrated in the public 
sector to supply services that cannot be supplied by someone else than the state to protect 
national interest and the welfare of the population, such as education, health care or the 
army.  
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2 Methodology 
This chapter describes the methodological approach chosen to collect and analyse data in order to fulfil the 
purpose of the thesis. 

2.1 Methodological approach 
The quality of a thesis and the validity of its results depend heavily on the suitability of the 
chosen method to collect and analyse data. The methodology should be clearly defined not 
only to guide the researchers during the study, but also to demonstrate the reliability of the 
results. Different methodological approaches are presented in the literature. Although 
some are assumed to be more efficient or more reliable, there is not one single superior ap-
proach. The choice of methodology must be done in accordance with the research question 
and the topic chosen. The topic must be the main reason to choose one theory (Jankowicz, 
1991, cited in Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005). 

2.1.1 An exploratory study 

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2003) describe three main classes of study: descriptive 
study, explanatory study and exploratory study. A descriptive research is a presentation of 
the main characteristics of one event or one organisation. In an explanatory research cause 
and effect relationship between facts are searched. Lastly an exploratory research is used to 
clarify the comprehension of a topic (Robson, 2002, cited in Saunders et al., 2003). This 
form of research allows analysing several aspects of a same firm or administration. An ex-
ploratory study involved opinions of different stakeholders in the area under investigation 
and an understanding of the general environment of the organisation. A performance 
measurement system is created through an effective investigation of all facets of the studied 
organisation. These systems take into account employees’ and managers’ expectations as 
well as the objectives of the organisation. In the case of universities, employees and manag-
ers might come from different backgrounds, academic or not and objectives of each uni-
versities is strongly linked to governmental objectives. In this situation a study on perform-
ance measurement of professors must include many different data from diverse sources. 
Therefore the exploratory approach is the most appropriate for this thesis. According to 
Saunders et al. (2003), there are two ways of performing an exploratory approach: to search 
in the literature or to conduct interviews with researchers or with professionals. To present 
the most accurate picture of the organisation under investigation, the present study will use 
these both sources of information. This decision implies a cautious method to achieve the 
collection of data. 

2.1.2 A qualitative research 

The collection and analysis of data depends on whether a qualitative or quantitative re-
search approach is chosen. One method is not necessarily of higher quality than the other, 
but it rather depends on the context which one is appropriate (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005). 
A quantitative study analyses numerical data or data that can be quantified (Saunders et al., 
2003). This method can only be used in a standardized environment where all the possible 
outcomes are determined before the data collection. A problem is that not all possible out-
comes might be identified which leads to a biased view of the reality (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 
2005). In a qualitative study several forms of data are analysed. As the data cannot be stan-
dardised easily the aim of the qualitative approach is to analyse the data without making it 
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uniform. This approach prevents the authors from collecting a large number of observa-
tions but it allows taking into account several facets of the topic at the same time. This 
method is therefore most appropriate for an in-depth study (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005). 

The present topic requires a deep understanding of the diverse aspects of the universities 
and of its employees as well as its national environment. This data cannot be encapsulated 
in tables. On the contrary these requirements necessitate an in-depth and detailed collec-
tion of data. According to these characteristics, it emerges that a qualitative research is 
most appropriate. The collection of data represents a key part of the study and these data 
will be collected in universities. It appears that qualitative approaches are applicable for 
studying groups and organisations (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, cited in Ghauri & Grønhaug, 
2005). The qualitative approach is also the most appropriate method to conduct a cross-
cultural research (Patton, 1990, cited in Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005). 

2.1.3 The analysis process 

The alternative to start from the literature or from the empirical data depends also on the 
research approach, whether a deductive or inductive perspective is used in the study. In the 
deductive approach the author studies the theoretical framework, makes hypotheses from 
this study, and then builds a strategy to test hypotheses. In the inductive approach the au-
thor collects data from the field; analyses these data; and then sets up a theory from the 
analysis (Saunders et al., 2003). 

However these two perspectives are not mutually exclusive. They can even be considered 
as complementary and be used together in the same study (Saunders et al., 2003). To study 
performance measurement of professors the authors need to use both the previous studies 
on this topic in the literature and data from the field to use the experience of experts and 
professionals. An inductive and deductive approach will be used at the same time. 

Yin (1994) describes a technique to reconcile these both approaches: the explanation build-
ing. This method proposes to start from the theory as well as from the collection of data, 
the results of each process allowing specifying the direction of research of the other side. 
This procedure develops several iterations that attempt each time to be closer to the prede-
termined purpose than the previous iteration. According to Yin (1994), this explanation 
building method is appropriate for an explanatory approach. However methods that com-
bine a deductive with an inductive approach can also be used in an exploratory study. For 
example Glaser and Strauss (1967) described the hypothesis-generating approach where re-
searchers define hypotheses from their theoretical investigation and confront these hy-
potheses with several consecutive collections of data. Through these confrontations not 
only hypotheses are refined and reformulated, but also new hypotheses can be developed. 
However this method is according to Glaser and Strauss (1967) never ending since re-
searchers continuously generate hypotheses. This method is therefore not suitable for a 
bachelor thesis.  

Both methods described above are not exactly suitable for this study, but the present 
methodological process should be inspired of these methods. The study will start both 
from the theoretical research and from the empirical collection of data. Each hypothesis 
generated will be validate or abandoned in accordance with the empirical data, but the 
elaboration of hypotheses will be limited by their relevance and their utility to fulfil the 
purpose of the thesis. However this method implies a research in several directions at the 
same time through different hypotheses. During the study diverse aspects or criteria will be 
submitted independently or at the same time to interviewees. It is therefore important to 
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clearly define each hypothesis and to justify each reformulation, creation or abandoning of 
hypothesis by a precise analysis of data. Findings must give the direction of the research 
and not the contrary (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005) 

2.2 Data collection 
The collection of data is a key part of the research methodology. Data will be used as a 
starting point of the study, like the literature, but also at several stages of the research. 
Saunders et al. (2003) present several methods of collecting data. Techniques can be con-
sidered as more scientific or more flexible, but there is not one perfect process. The best 
method is the one that is the most suited for the purpose and the methodological approach 
of the thesis. 

2.2.1 Choice of the method to collect data 

Saunders et al. (2003) consider three main techniques to gather information: through ob-
servation, through interview or through questionnaires. Observation is useful when the 
study involves what people do. ‘An interview is a purposeful discussion between two or more people’ 
(Saunders et al., 2003, p.245). Questionnaire is a ‘technique of data collection in which each person 
is asked to respond to the same set of question in a predetermined order’ (de Vaus, 2002 cited in Saun-
ders et al., 2003, p.280). This thesis is about the analysis and the development of perform-
ance measurement systems. Data should rather reflect thoughts and opinions of people 
than what they do at their job. In this purpose, observation is not really suited. The main 
difference between interviews and questionnaire is the standardisation of the questions. A 
balance between the two extremes of a completely standardized questionnaire on the one 
hand and a completely open interview on the other hand has to be found. A completely 
structured process prevents the interviewee from giving his/her own opinion and thereby 
limits the richness of data. On the other side a completely unstructured method can make it 
difficult to test hypotheses and to compare answers (Philips, 1966, cited in Ghauri & 
Grønhaug, 2005). The performance measurement in universities appears to be a quite sen-
sitive topic, and employees’ opinions and reactions are the major kind of information 
needed to fulfil the analysis. Moreover interviews are more flexible than questionnaires, and 
therefore considered more suitable for qualitative studies (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005). The 
focus on only two European universities is a methodological choice in favour of in-depth 
study rather than a comparative study of all European countries. The collection of data 
should be consistent with this approach and favour the precision of information rather 
than the quantity. Interviews allow a closer contact with respondents than surveys. Re-
searchers can adapt their questions to the interviewees, be sure that respondents exactly got 
them and therefore benefit from precise and detailed answers. The current study involves a 
theoretical knowledge about performance measurement and management of public sector 
and universities, practical data about the way to measure performance as well as diverse 
opinions of interviewees. Tackling all these different topics at the same time would confuse 
respondents if interviewers would not be there to guide the interviewees’ attention. Due to 
all these reasons interviews seem to be the most suited for the present research. The choice 
of interviews to collect primary data is also dependant on practical motivations. Indeed, it 
can be challenging to build an effective survey when the hypotheses are not fully defined 
from the beginning. Additionally the rate of return of a survey is often disappointing and 
the delays are often long (Saunders et al., 2003). 
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2.2.2 Methodology of Interview 

The term interview includes several methods to collect information. Different authors de-
signed several typologies of interviews. Saunders et al. (2003) distinguish between struc-
tured interviews, semi-structured interviews and unstructured interviews. As said previously 
interviews must be flexible to explore different sides of the topic, especially in the begin-
ning of the research. Robson (2002) proposes a different typology: respondent interviews 
and informant interviews (cited in Saunders et al., 2003). In an informant interview it is the 
interviewee’s perception that guides the interview. In a respondent interview the inter-
viewer directs the interview. The present subject of research seems to be sensitive. The use 
of a performance measurement system implies a reflection about the activities and the role 
of departments and employees in the whole organisation. Moreover universities and the 
public sector in general are not accustomed with performance measurement and introduc-
tion of management methods from the private sector are often perceived as a threat against 
the civil employment and the privilege of the public sector. Therefore the success of inter-
views will depend on the ability of the interviewers to encourage respondents to go beyond 
their initial reaction, if there are critical initial reactions, and to answer objectively. In con-
clusion a respondent interview appears to be the most appropriate for this thesis. 

In a context of exploratory research with a qualitative approach Saunders et al. (2003) ad-
vice to undertake a semi-structured in-depth interview. Moreover, for Ghauri and Grøn-
haug (2005), an in-depth interview gives a precise representation of the respondent’s opin-
ion and comportment. 

However the choice of semi-structured in-depth interview presents also some drawbacks. 
Ghauri and Grønhaug (2005) stress the importance of the interviewer’s skills to make the 
research question understandable for both interviewers and interviewees by rewording the 
questions if necessary and adapting the questions to the previous answers. Lastly, among 
others Ghauri and Grønhaug (2005) highlight the difficulties to analyse the semi-structured 
interviews. The authors are aware of these drawbacks and will consider them throughout 
the development and the analysis of the interviews. 

2.2.3 The practical organisation of interviews 

A cross-cultural study implies several basic issues in the organisation and the realisation of 
interviews. All the interviewees are in Strasbourg (France) and Frankfurt an der Oder 
(Germany). Due to logistical reasons, interviews will be conducted by phone. This process 
presents some drawbacks such as the absence of nonverbal behaviour (Saunders et al., 
2003). However these disadvantages can be limited in particular cases. In a telephone inter-
view, the interviewer may have difficulties to establish a trustworthy relationship with the 
interviewee (Saunders et al., 2003) since discussions by phone prevent direct contact and 
therefore informal relations. Nevertheless it is possible to gain the interviewees’ trust by 
having met them previously and by explaining in detail the terms of the study and their 
methodological approach (Saunders et al., 2003). Having met directly some of the respon-
dents before the telephone interview, even in a different context from the researcher-
respondent relation, allows to put a face on the speaker, to be a little bit more aware of his 
or her behaviour and therefore to get more exactly his or her opinions. However knowing 
respondents from a different context might be a two-edged feature. Interviewers might in-
terpret the respondents’ answers according to the idea they had of the interviewees at their 
first meeting. This obstacle can be solved through the composition of the present group of 
authors. For all the interviewees there will be at least one person who does not know the 
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interviewee and therefore can interpret the answers objectively. In the translation process 
of interviewees’ answers the two French authors can control each other to not interpret 
wrongly the answers of the French interviewees. Since there is only one German author in 
the group, the exactness of the English translation of the German interviewees’ answers 
will be checked by an English-speaking German student. This student is currently writing 
her bachelor thesis in business administration at JIBS as well and is therefore aware of the 
requirement of a thesis. 

The choice of the authors’ countries and more particularly of the authors’ universities is 
considered as an advantage to fulfil these requirements. Indeed, during the previous year of 
studies, the authors met some of the interviewees in person and gained an understanding of 
their work environment. Moreover the explanation of the terms of the study and of the 
data collection process will be a carefully prepared part of the interview. Lastly it is easier to 
gain the interviewee’s confidence if the interviewer is aware of the national conventions 
(Saunders et al., 2003) and speaks the language of the interviewee (Humphrey & Lee, 
2004). By conducting the interview in the interviewee’s native language, it is more likely 
that implicit information will be understood. 

Four interviews were planed. Since the study concerns two different universities in two dif-
ferent countries, it was important to interview as many people from the IECS as from the 
Viadrina for not being more influenced by one side of the border. Therefore the authors 
have interviewed two persons from each university. Similarly it was essential to collect 
opinions from different points of view. In universities there are two main groups involved 
in a performance measurement system: academic staff and the higher administration. 
Therefore the authors chose to interview two professors and two members of the higher 
administration. The members of the higher administration have an overview of the whole 
university, are involved in the management of the university and are aware of the regula-
tions and laws concerning the universities. The authors interviewed managers in high ranks 
of the administration but as these persons wished to be anonymous, it is impossible to pre-
cise their functions further. Authors had to choose two professors as well. The choice of 
the German professor was influenced by the fact that a German professor from the Eu-
ropa-Universität Viadrina came as a guest lecturer to the Jönköping International Business 
School. The authors wanted to benefit from this opportunity to set up a face-to-face inter-
view. Concerning the French professor, the choice was done according to the complemen-
tary functions of this professor. Indeed the selected French professor is involved in the or-
ganisation of the satisfaction survey set up at the IECS. The four contacted persons were 
willing to give some of their time to answers the interviews and the authors planed ap-
pointments quickly after the first contacts. The interviews were tape-recorded to allow sev-
eral listening in order to understand and translate carefully all answers. 

2.3 Credibility of the analysis 

2.3.1 The cross-cultural aspect 

The cross-cultural aspect is a basic issue in the discussion about the reliability and the gen-
eralisability of the current study. This matter involves two major issues that must be con-
sidered carefully. First there is a problem of comparability of data from different cultural 
environments. Data will be collected in two different national backgrounds, it is important 
to study to which extent this data can be compared. Second there is a problem of analysis 
of different situations from only one system of references, the researcher’s one. Research-
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ers can have a tendency to interpret data according to their own culture (Ghauri & Grøn-
haug, 2005). A mistake would be to study data from different cultures through only one 
system of reference. To limit interferences of the researchers’ culture would therefore be a 
main concern of this methodological study. It is therefore important to consider the differ-
ent approaches to conduct a cross-cultural study. According to Triandis (1972, cited in 
Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005) there are two main approaches: the emic approach and the etic 
approach. In an emic approach all data and concepts must be understood in their national 
and social context. On the contrary the etic approach considers that it is possible to de-
velop international concepts. Findings can be appreciated without any cultural background, 
or, said differently, in all cultural background. The purpose of the study is to study per-
formance measurement within several countries. An etic approach is therefore the most 
suitable to achieve this goal. Authors have to manage key notions such as performance 
measurement or professors in several languages. Authors agreed on a clear definition of 
these in English but these notions had to be carefully defined in French and German as 
well. The French translations were discussed between the two French authors. This discus-
sion could not happen for the German translation but the authors got the opportunity to 
settle a face-to-face interview in English with the German professor who came to 
Jönköping during the semester. A second interview with the same person was done by the 
German author in German on the phone but the professor was already aware of the topic 
and of the definitions behind the notions involved. The authors did not get the same op-
portunity with the member of the German administration. However after having inter-
viewed the German professor both in English and in German the interviewer was more 
aware of the words to use to express the notions involved in the topic. 

However an etic approach will not be completely achieved since the study considers only 
two countries, France and Germany, and therefore cannot claim to achieve an international 
dimension. Moreover it could be argued argue that the choice of France and Germany 
leads to an emic approach according to the strong bonds and similarities between both 
countries through the European Union and their numerous economic and political rela-
tions (Milner & Parsons, 2004). The current study will therefore be a combination of both 
emic and etic approach which is advised by Ghauri and Grønhaug (2005). 

Ghauri and Grønhaug (2005) present three main problems in the conduct of cross-cultural 
studies. First they describe the diversity of languages and cultural backgrounds between re-
searchers and between researchers and interviewees as a major barrier to communicate and 
therefore to perform the research. In the present study researchers are from two different 
backgrounds and have two different native languages. However the full year exchange pro-
gram allowed the development of a common language, and of common ways of work. A 
cultural gap between researchers and respondents does not exist since respondents are ei-
ther French or German and there are both Frenchmen and Germans among the authors. 
The second problem concerns the difficulty to exceed own cultural references to analyse 
data from other countries. As said previously authors are from the countries under investi-
gation. This problem is therefore not a drawback for the present study. The third problem 
relates to the difficulty to compare data from two different countries. The knowledge of 
each national background and the precise definition of the different areas to study and to 
compare will be the answers to this particular difficulty. 
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2.3.2 Reliability of data collection 

The reliability measures the consistency of data and analysis (Saunders et al., 2003). Ac-
cording to Robson (2002) there are four main threats to reliability (cited in Saunders et al., 
2003). First errors might come from the respondents. Interviewees’ answers might be in-
fluenced by external factors such as the time in the week or the current situation of the or-
ganisation. The present study is linked to the current circumstances but no major changes 
are planned in the two universities concerning this particular topic. Respondents may also 
create bias by answering what they should think according to their job rather than what 
they truly think. Organisations with a strict management and strong job insecurity tend to 
intensify this behaviour (Saunders et al., 2003). However the majority of employees in uni-
versities benefits from the status of civil servant and therefore from a complete job secu-
rity. Moreover in universities academic staff and administration are often strongly divided, 
which should limit direct authoritarian pressure. It can therefore be assumed that inter-
viewees are free to give their own opinion on the topic. Similarly errors and bias might 
come from researchers (Robson, 2002, cited in Saunders et al., 2003). Different researchers 
might have different ways to ask questions in interviews and to interpret data in analysis. 
The present study is conducted by three researchers, who are additionally from two differ-
ent countries. This situation might favour errors and bias. Being aware of this problem, the 
authors will give specific attention for using a precise and common vocabulary and for 
making collegial analysis. Moreover, as said previously, authors are from the countries un-
der investigation and these different cultural settings must be more considered as an advan-
tage than as a drawback since data can be understood from both its own system of refer-
ence and from a different cultural background at the same time. 

2.3.3 Validity of data and results 

Ghauri and Grønhaug (2005) describe three types of validity. The descriptive validity 
measures the exactitude of the situation portrayal. The interpretative validity examines the 
soundness of the analysis. Lastly the theoretical validity establishes the correctness of the 
generated theory. The present study focuses on only two particular examples.  

This research on only two universities was a deliberate choice to allow an in-depth analysis. 
The decision to conduct a qualitative and exploratory research requires a strong under-
standing of the cultural and legal background as well as the organisation of the universities 
under investigation. This knowledge could only be gained through in-depth analysis which 
cannot be associated with a large sample of cases. However the comprehension of the en-
vironment of the universities is more a support for the study than the exact purpose of this 
thesis. The study must focus on the research question. Therefore the selection of the au-
thors’ universities in the authors’ home countries enabled a quicker and more detailed 
knowledge about the current situation of these universities and of their cultural and na-
tional environment and a quicker focus on the research question. The focus on only two 
examples with backgrounds that are familiar for the authors allows the study to respond to 
the criteria of the descriptive and interpretative validity. The analysis process that con-
stantly refers itself to both the theoretical framework and the empirical data is the selected 
method to fulfil the requirements of the theoretical validity. The present method follows 
therefore an iterative process where each step in the data analysis guides the further re-
search in the theory and vice versa.  
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2.3.4 Generalisation 

The possibility to generalise the results of a study is among the main issues of researchers. 
Therefore it is important to justify the degree of generalisability of the results of this cur-
rent study (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005). In the present case, the question is to know to 
which extent the results can be generalised for other business departments in universities, 
other universities and other countries. The findings from the study on only two particular 
universities, even in two different countries, cannot be regarded as a general truth all over 
the world or even within France and Germany. Indeed in a same country universities may 
know different situations according to their size, their funding or their speciality and there-
fore the present results may not be valid. On this concern it must be clarified that both 
studied organisations are specialised in business and economics. Therefore this study can-
not be generalised to other departments such as scientific departments which may require a 
different fund management. However Saunders et al. (2003) argue that a study deeply tied 
to existing theories has a larger impact than the two particular examples on which the re-
searched is based. Moreover it is essential to notice that most of the characteristics, pres-
sures and means involved in the definition of performance measurement systems depend 
of the European level or at least are common to France and Germany. In this situation it is 
possible to say, with caution, that even if the findings of the current study only concern 
two specific universities within France and Germany, they give some general directions that 
can be common for other members of the European Union which may share the same in-
centive to make universities more efficient and the same structure within their university 
sector. 
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3 Frame of reference 
This chapter develops theories about performance measurement. From a general reflection about performance 
measurement systems, this part will focus later on the public sector and then on universities more particularly 
to finally conclude on the use and the utility of performance information. 

3.1 Development of performance measurement in the p ublic 
sector 
Performance measurement is originated in the private sector and therefore private sector 
theory is provided as a background for the further theoretical framework. This part should 
rather be seen as an introduction to the rest of the theoretical framework and therefore the 
authors decided to base this part mainly on Kaplan and Atkinson (1998), as they provide a 
comprehensive overview about general performance measurement. This first chapter will 
end with a more specific part about relevance of performance measurement system in the 
public sector. 

3.1.1 Origins of performance measurement 

In complex organizations with decentralized units direct control by the management of 
every employee is not feasible (Kaplan & Atkinson, 1998). It is not possible to specify the 
rules for each employee on the management level. In decentralized organizations this speci-
fication does ideally not occur at the top level. Rather the managers of the decentralized 
units are given broader guidelines and have the freedom to choose appropriate actions 
themselves. Consequently, as described by Kaplan and Atkinson (1998), a performance 
measure becomes necessary. It provides guidelines for managers’ decisions and perform-
ance can be measured against the established measures. Establishing an appropriate local 
performance measure is a difficult and complex task. It needs to direct the local managers’ 
behaviour in a way that is in line with the overall company goals. As explained by Horn-
gren, Sundem and Stratton (2005) the establishment of these goals is crucial. Different 
goals need to be defined and balanced to provide broad guidelines. Performance measures 
are then based on these broad goals to motivate employees. The important impact of goal 
setting on motivation is stressed by Riahi-Belkaoui (2002). According to Riahi-Belkaoui 
(2002) it has been shown that goals need to be explicit and difficult to accomplish in order 
to result in a high performance. Additionally participation of those evaluated by the goals in 
the goal setting process can be recommended. Furthermore feedback and rewards need to 
be provided based on the performance compared to the goals.   

3.1.2 Financial and Non-Financial Performance Measu res 

Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) describe the negative impact of a single financial performance 
measure and present three main limitations: 

1. It is important to recognize how the introduction of a performance measure 
changes the behaviour of the employees. The selection of a particular measure 
communicates the importance of that measure and consequently employees focus 
on it.  

2. Measures of performance tend to focus on compliance with internal goals and in 
consequence external changes might not be considered, e.g. to evaluate a unit’s per-
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formance it would be necessary to compare it with the industry performance to ac-
count for developments of the market. 

3. Financial performance measures tend to have a short-term focus and long-term ef-
fects are often not accounted for as they are often difficult to measure. The risk 
with a single short-term financial performance measure is that managers miss out 
expenditures which will be beneficial in the long run. 

Another aspect which needs to be considered is the interrelations between decentralized 
units. If the performance of one unit depends on the performance of another unit, a meas-
ure could be introduced to account for that and thereby encourage cooperation between 
departments (Kaplan & Atkinson, 1998). It is further explained how the focus on a single 
financial measure can favour actions which increase this particular number quickly but are 
harmful in the long run for the decentralized business unit. Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) 
present the drawbacks of the widely-applied financial measure Return-on-Investment in 
particular, which can be manipulated by local managers and be increased by actions which 
are not beneficial in the long run.   

The main drawback of a single or limited number of indicators to measure performance is 
that employees become too focused on increasing these numbers, which often become an 
objective itself (Perrin, 1998). In consequence, as pointed out by Perrin (1998), activities are 
encouraged which make the indicators look good but are not necessarily valuable other-
wise. Therefore Perrin (1998) suggests that organizations need to capture a broader per-
spective in performance measurement to become more effective. One tool to capture a 
broader picture of an organization’s performance is presented by Kaplan and Atkinson 
(1998) in the form of the Balanced Scorecard.  

According to Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) measures of performance in parts of the organi-
zations should be in line with the overall goals of the organization. Problems are likely to 
occur when the measures of performance are too narrow and mainly financial indicators. It 
is pointed out by Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) that financial indicators often measure short-
term performance and have an historical focus. Furthermore, if the focus is put on a single 
measure this might be vulnerable to manipulations. The Balanced Scorecard was developed 
to overcome these problems by using a wider range of measures and especially stresses the 
importance of non-financial performance measures based on the organization’s overall 
strategy. In addition to the financial measures, three other perspectives (customer, learning 
and growth and the internal business process perspective) are introduced to assess the 
company’s performance. The Balanced Scorecard should visualize the organization‘s strat-
egy and incorporate both outcome measures and performance drivers. Clear ‘cause-and-effect 
relationships between outcome measures and the performance drivers of those outcomes’ (Kaplan & Atkin-
son, 1998, p.377) need to be established. This underlines the statement of Kaplan and At-
kinson (1998) that the Balanced Scorecard should be used for communicating these rela-
tionships. 

3.1.3 Pay for performance 

Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) base the discussion on pay for performance on the assump-
tion that performance related rewards changes people’s behaviour and increases their moti-
vation. Compensation systems are created to connect individual actions with the organiza-
tion’s objectives. Those individual results which are in line with organization objectives are 
rewarded. Thereby people feel motivated to pursue these results which are then in turn 
beneficial for the whole organization.  
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Rewards can be based on a combination of both individual and group performance. 
Through this combination individual motivation is still supported while also incentives for 
team behaviour are given. The drawbacks of short-term financial measures, as described 
above, can be overcome by basing rewards on different financial and non-financial meas-
ures. However, according to Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) the effects of these non-financial 
measures are yet to be analysed. Another possibility to encourage managers to consider 
long-run effects is to apply a deferred compensation system where parts of the rewards are 
not paid out immediately but depend on future performance. According to Kaplan and At-
kinson (1998) one reason why compensation plans are necessary is to attract qualified man-
agers and to provide them with incentives to stay in the company. Additionally it increases 
the orientation towards performance within the firm.  

Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) argue that it is important that managers understand the per-
formance measures which are relevant for their job. Further they need to understand the 
impact of their behaviour on these variables. Additionally a consent needs to exist on how 
rewards are based on the measured variables. Only if these conditions are fulfilled the de-
sired motivation of managers’ behaviour can be achieved. The measures need to be chosen 
carefully. It needs to be ensured that a pursuit of these measures is beneficial for the or-
ganization. Furthermore the measures need to be broad enough to prevent a limited focus 
of managers and the ignorance of other aspects of their job. This can be explained by the 
assumption that people focus on measured variables as ‘what gets measured is what gets done’ 
(Kaplan & Atkinson, 1998, p.681).  

Further aspects mentioned by Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) are that the system needs to be 
considered fair by employees. Employees have to believe that their behaviour has an im-
pact on the measures and that it is feasible to fulfil the required tasks to increase the per-
formance measures variables. Furthermore employees have to believe in the overall fairness 
of the compensation policy, e.g. motivation will decrease if people have the feeling that 
only top-management is appraised by a compensation system. A final aspect to consider is 
that rewards should be given regularly to influence individual’s behaviour continuously.  

In line with Kaplan and Atkinson (1998), Ashton (1991) also stresses that the evaluation of 
an employee’s performance should only consider factors which can be controlled by this 
employee. However, Ashton (1991) explains that performance in some cases should rather 
be based on relative than actual performance. Evaluating e.g. the performance of a sales 
manager on market share might reflect the effort more accurately than actual sales.  

A final aspect which is important to recognize is that within management accounting, a fo-
cus is put on extrinsic rewards (Kaplan & Atkinson, 1998). These are rewards which are 
explicitly given to an employee and examples include recognition or pay for performance as 
described above. However, it needs to be emphasized that intrinsic rewards, which indi-
viduals experience themselves, like satisfaction, might motivate people to a greater extent. 

3.1.4 Relevance of performance measurement in the p ublic sector  

Behn (2003) justifies the utilisation of PM by a simple assumption: the private sector use 
performance measurement and it is assumed that the management of the private sector is 
more efficient than the one of the public sector. The public organisations should therefore 
use the management techniques of business firms.  
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Similar arguments like private sector theory 
The particular settings of the public sector make it more difficult to develop a performance 
measurement system in the public sector than in a private organisation. Therefore manag-
ers of a public organisation can expect a justification of their usefulness before expense 
time, money and energy in their implementation. De Bruijn (2002) and Behn (2003) present 
several reasons to justify the measure of performance. There are mainly four major advan-
tages for using performance measurement system in the public sector. First PM brings 
transparency (de Bruijn, 2002). PM makes clearer what the organisation produces, what are 
the inputs and the outputs and what are the costs involved. It makes the evaluation of pub-
lic services and the composition of the budget more accurate. Moreover transparency an-
swers the demand from citizens to have evidence of effectiveness for their public services 
(Behn, 2003). Second PM favours learning in the organisation (de Bruijn, 2003). Measuring 
performance shows what is working, what is not working and what can be improved. Third 
the measurement of performance encourages the motivation of employees (Behn, 2003) by 
giving them incentives to improve their own performance and therefore to develop out-
puts. Four, performance measurement is an efficient tool to favour autonomy of public or-
ganisations (de Bruijn, 2002). Nowadays services are becoming more complex and it can be 
useful to give more autonomy to local organisations. Performance measurement systems al-
low controlling activities and effectiveness of autonomous units. 

Behn’s assumption opens the debate whether the public organisations should copy the PM 
system of private business or develop their own system. For Behn (2003) the performance 
measurement systems used in the private sector are not exactly suitable for the public sec-
tor and therefore cannot be transferred easily. Indeed the public organisations present 
some particularities that dramatically transform the way of thinking about PM. 

Arguments specific to the public sector 
The ultimate objective of a private business is to be prosperous. Thus its performance can 
be measured according to its profitability. However a public service does not have the goal 
to create profit but to create welfare by taking care of health or by educating children. This 
particularity is fundamental since it leads to a gap between the design of objectives in the 
private and the public sector. A public organisation is not designed to make profit; there-
fore its performance is more difficult to measure. The measurement of the public sector ef-
ficiency must carefully evaluate processes and outcomes of the service (Propper & Wilson, 
2003).  
Businesses in the private sector can choose among a large scope of strategies to run their 
activities and fulfil their objectives. They can select their customers and opt for a particular 
level of product quality (Porter, 1980). On the other hand public sector cannot benefit 
from these opportunities. A public service has to serve the whole population, even the 
most difficult cases. It would be easier if a job centre could only take care of the skilled and 
experienced unemployed people (Propper & Wilson, 2003), but its objective is to help 
those in particular who have great difficulties in finding a job themselves.  Similarly the 
quality of a public service is not questionable. A hospital cannot reasonably decrease the 
quality of its care to be more cost effective. For some universities it is possible to select the 
future students, but this system is possible because there are other universities that accept 
all the students. It is therefore important to evaluate outputs of a public organisation ac-
cording to its inputs (Propper & Wilson, 2003). Otherwise universities that accept every-
body would be perceived as a bad performing organisation whereas the level of their stu-
dents might have increased more than the level of students in elitist universities. 
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Lastly the public sector is characterized by its multiple stakeholders (Brignall & Modell, 
2000). A public organisation must meet the requirements of the state represented by the 
government and of the professions involved in the service: doctors in the health care sec-
tor, professors in the educational sector. Moreover, on the contrary of the private sector, 
public organisations must consider another actor: the purchaser of the public service. 
These actors can have different, or even, contrary requisites. Besides among each one of 
these stakeholders the expectations can be debated (van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). An election 
with a governmental change can affect dramatically the directives concerning a public ser-
vice. This multiplicity of stakeholders affects the objective design of the organisation. Per-
formances are mainly measured according to the fulfilment of the organisation goal, but 
the question arises of how to evaluate the completion of objectives if the objectives are 
multiple, variable and contradictory. 

3.2 Performance measures in the university sector 

3.2.1 Universities as special organizations 

Vakkuri and Meklin (2003) stress the importance of understanding the cultural context into 
which performance measurement systems are implemented and used. Therefore, first 
Ouchi’s (1979) framework for organizational control mechanisms will be used to identify 
to which type of organization universities belong. Then cultural issues in universities as 
knowledge organizations and the particular academic culture will be presented as analysed 
by Vakkuri and Meklin (2003).  

Control mechanisms for university  

Ouchi (1979) analyzes by which mechanisms an organization can be controlled and how 
those have to be designed. Ouchi (1979) distinguishes between three types of control 
mechanisms: Market, Bureaucratic and Clan Control: 

• Markets are assumed to measure performance in an accurate way. It is assumed to 
be very efficient and the necessary information is contained in the prices, e.g. the 
price is an efficient measure for the value of a service. However employees are still 
also partly controlled by bureaucratic mechanisms in an organization in reality.  

• Bureaucratic mechanisms function through direct control and specified rules, e.g. 
for output targets. Actual performance is compared against these rules. The control 
is costly and even more challenging if qualitative instead of quantitative rules are 
applied. In contrast to market mechanisms, the established rules cannot be assumed 
to be based on complete information. It is necessary that organization members ac-
cept the monitoring of their performance by others. 

• In Clan mechanisms performance cannot be assessed systematically. Ouchi (1979) 
uses the example of a hospital to underline the difficulties that exist to assess per-
formance in clan mechanisms. Task performance may be ambiguous and individual 
performance cannot be evaluated precisely. Ouchi (1979) states that an informal 
social system develops in such organizations which characterizes its members.  This 
system, which Ouchi (1979) refers to as a ‘Clan’, can provide the control mecha-
nism for an organization. A prerequisite is that members share values and beliefs. 
Furthermore members must be highly committed to objectives and to follow the 
generally accepted clan-behaviour.  
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According to Ouchi (1979) there are different requirements for the information depending 
on the type of control. Explicit systems, like accounting information, are expensive to cre-
ate and still do not provide complete information. The clan relies on implicit information 
systems which evolve naturally but the information can hardly be assessed by outsiders, as 
it is based on rituals and traditions.  

As further mentioned by Ouchi (1979) an organization has to consider the cost trade-off 
between spending more money on monitoring people or spending more money in the be-
ginning to employ the right people who need less control later. Ouchi (1979) mentions 
universities as one example of organizations who concentrate the efforts on selecting the 
right individuals for a job. In consequence universities as very selective organizations can 
be assumed to not need close supervision but to have a high commitment among their em-
ployees. In bureaucratic control on the other hand only a low degree of commitment is 
necessary, which Ouchi (1979) refers to as compliance. Furthermore it is stated that control 
can become like a vicious-circle: Strict control and monitoring can have a negative impact 
on people’s enthusiasm which requires even more control in return. Ouchi (1979) addition-
ally points out that people are always affected through measurement.  

For rational organizational control either the behaviour of employees or the outputs needs 
to be measured (Ouchi, 1979). Control through market or bureaucratic mechanisms require 
that at least one of these is measurable. Ouchi (1979) provides a matrix with four different 
types of organizational control depending on the ability to measure output and the knowl-
edge about the behaviour which creates the output.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Conditions Determining the Measurement of Behaviour and of Output (Ouchi, 
1979).   

In case where the output cannot be measured and no exact knowledge about the transfor-
mation process exists, the organization relies on clan control instead of a rational type of 
control. According to Ouchi (1979) these organizations select a limited number of mem-
bers carefully and ensure that the potential member is familiar with the prevailing values 
and behaviour. As all the information about these traditions within the clan cannot be as-
sessed quickly by new members, one impact is that this type of control requires a very low 
fluctuation in membership. If there exists ambiguity in organizations, this type of control 
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can be suggested that people experiment with different behaviour to achieve performance 
instead of narrowing their behaviour down by rules (Ouchi, 1979).  

Ouchi’s matrix can be applied to classify the university as an organization in which rituals 
and therefore clan control prevails. It is stated by Ouchi (197) that among others, schools, 
hospitals, research laboratories and government agencies belong to this group of organiza-
tions and as said above, universities are used in examples. Another argument for classifying 
a university as an organization which belongs to the lower right quarter of Ouchi’s matrix is 
provided implicitly by Al-Turki and Duffua (2003). It is stated that in academic depart-
ments of universities: 

 ‘The process of converting these inputs to outputs is complex in nature and also the outputs are hard to 
measure.’ (Al-Turki & Duffua, 2003, p.330).  

Applying this to Ouchi’s matrix (1979), universities are characterized by an imperfect 
knowledge of the transformation process and a low ability to measure the output. There-
fore Ouchi’s matrix suggests that ritual and ceremony “Clan” control prevail. 

Academic Culture  

Vakkuri and Meklin (2003) address two cultural issues in universities as knowledge organi-
zations and analyse the particular academic culture. It is distinguished between the problem 
of creating a structure for a performance measurement system and the problem of knowl-
edge creation. The formal structure of a university as an institution, which is the basis for 
accounting purposes, differs from the structure of ‘invisible colleges’, i.e. communication 
networks of researchers and with external stakeholders (Vakkuri & Meklin, 2003). With 
these two co-existing structures the problem arises of who is accountable (Vakkuri & Mek-
lin, 2003). As responsibilities are not clear, it is difficult to measure performance of indi-
viduals. Considering the aspect of knowledge creation it is pointed out that performance 
measurement systems aim at measuring outputs whereas the academic culture relies on un-
obtrusive control. Instead of direct control and direct guidelines, control mechanisms in an 
academic culture rather ‘direct the attention in a premise-based way’ (Vakkuri & Meklin, 2003, 
p.753). Intangible outputs are not evaluated by exact systems but rather through ‘organized 
skepticism’. Vakkuri and Meklin (2003) provide an example of the Finnish university sector 
to show the impacts of this problem in practice. Due to the difficulty in measuring intangi-
ble outputs and the resistance against direct control, the measurement has been limited to 
measurable outputs, like e.g. the number of degrees. An overview of the different assump-
tions of the performance measurement system and the academic culture is presented in 
Table 3.1.  
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Table 3.1 Amibguities in the objectives of performance measurement systems in the uni-
versity context (Vakkuri & Meklin, 2003) 

 Assumptions of the for-
mal PM system 

Assumptions of academic 
culture 

The problem of structure 
(who is accountable?) 

Universities 

University Departments 

(Members of) invisible col-
leges (research networks, 
networks between university 
and outside stakeholders, 
basic university functions) 

The problem of knowl-
edge production (what is 
one accountable for?) 

Measured outputs and out-
comes 

Activities with a fixed de-
terminable production func-
tion 

Premises for making appro-
priate choices 

PM systems as a system of 
attention directing 

3.2.2 Relevance of performance measurement in unive rsities 

For Ash (1996) assessing the overall performance of an individual department and there-
fore that of a university is desirable. In order to achieve continuous improvement or to al-
locate resources, it is relevant to observe how the department is working and performing. 
Applied to the particular sector of the superior education, advantages of performance 
measurement can be filed in two main classes: the development of incentives to make their 
educative services more efficient and the communication of evidence of their performance 
to attract funds and students (Propper & Wilson, 2003). With the implementation of a per-
formance measurement system in universities, it becomes then possible to apply both fi-
nancial and non-financial incentives to favour the employees’ motivation and therefore 
achieve continuous improvement.  

It can be distinguished between measuring performance of an academic department and 
measuring the performance of the academic staff of that department. The performance 
measures of an academic department are linked to its mission and its vision for the future 
(Al-Turki & Duffuaa, 2003). Academic staff is an input of the academic department to 
achieve its goals (Al-Turki & Duffuaa, 2003). Like many public organisations, the main 
capital of universities is the human capital. Whatever the budget level or the quality of fa-
cilities is, it is impossible to teach and grade students without professors. If a university 
chooses to evaluate its performances, to evaluate its outputs compared to its inputs, it is 
necessary to emphasize the role of professors and to measure their performance carefully. 
A performance measurement system particularly designed for professors is therefore valu-
able for universities.  

3.2.3 Complexity of measuring performance in univer sity 

Performance measurement presents many advantages for universities however many au-
thors, among others van Thiel and Leeuw (2002) and de Bruijn (2002), warn of the com-
plexity to achieve precise measures of performance within universities. First the gap be-
tween performance indicators and performance itself may be influenced by the particular 
activities of universities. A major goal of universities is to teach students. However per-
formance measurement systems have difficulties to distinguish the effects of professors on 
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a student’s level since this one might have a very good level before integrating the univer-
sity or benefit from an exterior support such as remedial class. Second the distortion be-
tween the real level of employees’ performance and the measures of performance within 
the performance measurement system may be influenced by not using correctly and effi-
ciently the performance measurement. Van Thiel and Leeuw (2002) explain this phenome-
non called the “performance paradox” (van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002, p.271). This paradox results 
from either a thoughtless or a deliberate mistreatment of performance indicators. It can be 
observed through different aspects.  

The focus on main activities 
A performance measurement system may focus on the main activities or on the easiest ac-
tivities to measure. Professors are then encouraged to focus on these activities not only be-
cause they are the most rewarding but also because they are the most obvious since they 
are clearly defined in the PM system (van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). For example, a perform-
ance measurement system that focuses on teaching may discourage professors to spend 
time in research and publication of articles. This process is called tunnel vision.  

The freeze of the innovation 
Performance measurement systems might also freeze innovation (de Bruijn, 2002). The re-
search for innovation is characterized by the uncertainty of results. If one knows that per-
formance is measured one may not jeopardize their level of output by spending time on 
other outputs that could be useless. In universities, settle a fix number of articles per pro-
fessors per year might encourage staff to publish articles with a low added value to be sure 
to achieve the target instead of starting large scale research with unsure results. 

The distortion of measures 
Utilisation of performance measurement can also favour, the most often indirectly, the dis-
tortion of measures by the employees themselves (de Bruijn, 2002). Employees may adapt, 
deliberately or not, their ways of work and the organisational processes to the requirements 
of the performance measurement system. For example in universities, performance of a 
professor can be evaluated according to the success of his/her students to the final tests. In 
this case the professor might focus on the expected questions in the test and unconsciously 
allows students to learn only what is required for the test. With this process the perform-
ance of this professor will strongly increase but the overall level of students will remain the 
same or will decrease since they will learn less than the previous years. 

The participation of administrators and of professors 
The last major issue in utilisation of performance measurement is the balance between ad-
ministrators’ and professors’ participation to the development and the utilisation of PM 
system. De Bruijn (2002) argues that the misuse of performance indicators can be due to a 
monopolization of the use of PM system by administrators. A professor needs to fulfil 
numerous, variable and sometimes contradictory purposes. Professors are used to find a 
middle point to satisfy as many stakeholders as possible. It is the advantage of their experi-
ence. When top managers implement general performance measurement systems for the 
whole university or even for all universities of the country, they do not always benefit of 
this experience. The system can define clear behaviour to fulfil some objectives but other 
aspects can be forgotten. In practice professors will favour the activities clearly defined by 
the system and stop thinking about complex objectives (de Bruijn, 2002). Lastly perform-
ance measurement system evaluates output of an organisation according to its input. An 
organisation performing well produces more outputs with the same amount of input than 
the other ones. However managers may conclude that this organisation needs fewer inputs 
than the others and therefore indirectly sanction this organisation with a lower budget the 
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next year. Thus a university is less willing to be cost effective if it knows that this perform-
ance will result in less funding the next year. 

3.2.4 Strategies to overcome this complexity 

Performance measurement systems may present some drawbacks, but these drawbacks are 
often more linked to the way to implement and use it than the measurement of perform-
ance by itself (van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). Literature gives several specific strategies to limit 
misuses and abuses of performance measurement system in universities. When it comes to 
think about the implementation of a performance measurement system, managers have to 
find a balance between antagonist issues. 

Detail of measurement versus cost and practicality of the system 
One main concern is the trade-off between the detail of the system and the cost of imple-
mentation and utilisation of this system (Propper & Wilson, 2003). Managers have to think 
that each factor of performance measurement requires several measures in the organisation 
and in the time. That means that the organisation needs to appoint somebody to administer 
these tasks and that employees need to spend time for answering questionnaires and other 
forms of measures. A performance measurement system has therefore a cost that managers 
cannot ignore (Propper & Wilson, 2003). First they need to find a balance between the ex-
panse and the detail of the system. If a system involves a large part of the university or 
even the whole university, it cannot require many details or the costs will excess the bene-
fits.  Managers need to choose the characteristics and the number of products that will be 
evaluated (de Bruijn, 2002).  De Bruijn (2002) advices to evaluate exclusively single-value 
outputs. Single-value outputs are outputs understood in the same way by everybody in the 
organisation. Multi-value outputs are more difficult to evaluate since employees give differ-
ent definitions of these outputs and therefore do not have the same expectation. A second 
aspect of the de Bruijn’s method (2002) is to involve professors in the design of the per-
formance measurement system. Professors must be involved in the utilisation of perform-
ance measures as well. A performance indicator can be understood from different ways de-
pending on the one who reads it. Professors therefore have to take part in the analysis of 
the results. This method described by de Bruijn (2002) allows integrating professors in the 
evaluation of their performance and therefore to limit the perverting behaviours that might 
emerge. 

Performance indicators and real performance 
A major problem to implement a performance measurement system is the gap between the 
performance indicators and the performance itself. The second major concern for manag-
ers is therefore the solution to increase the precision of measures. First managers should 
favour evaluation of processes rather than evaluation of outputs (de Bruijn, 2002). Accord-
ing to de Bruijn (2002) measuring processes gives a more precise representation of the or-
ganisation’s performance than measuring outputs, since processes involve more people and 
more aspects of the organisation’s activities. However the promotion of the process evalua-
tion must not exclude the evaluation of outputs, which are easier to measure since they can 
be physically distinguished such as articles or graded students. A second method to im-
prove the precision of performance measure is to measure several aspects of professors’ 
performance. Propper and Wilson (2003) present three different categories of performance 
indicators that a performance measurement system in universities should integrate: level, 
change and gain. Level indicators are general measures of a class’ abilities at one moment 
such as the success to a particular test. Change indicators measure the difference of abilities 
between several classes of comparable grade across time. Lastly gain indicators measure the 
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improvement of a same class across time. The last two types of measures develop a differ-
ent aspect than the first one. The first one compares performance of the professors against 
the objectives of the university. It measures the fulfilment by the professors of the expecta-
tions of the university. On the contrary the last two indicators highlight the evolution of a 
professor in time or of a professor against other professor what may be a stronger incen-
tive to improve its performance. Impacts of the introduction of management techniques in 
universities 

Lawrence and Sharma (2002) describe the impact of the introduction of management tech-
niques in universities. It is argued that the introduction of market mechanisms like e.g. the 
Balanced Scorecard can lead to a ‘commodification of education’ (Lawrence & Sharma, 2002, 
p.661). Education traditionally ‘aims at self-fulfillment, allowing diversity of individual expression and 
thought’ (Lawrence & Sharma, 2002, p.670). In contrast to this, students are increasingly re-
garded as customers and their education as an investment. Considering the degree as a 
product, changes the role of universities in the society and also the purpose of the work of 
professors. Lawrence and Sharma (2002) argue that professors focus on measurable activi-
ties whereas activities like student counselling might be neglected. It is also explained how 
teaching can be affected if students are mainly considered as customers and their evaluation 
is used. This can lead to a phenomenon which Lawrence and Sharma (2002) describe as 
‘edutainment’, i.e. the main concern becomes to satisfy the students. It is further stated that 
this alienates professors from the original purpose of their profession. 

3.3 Measuring performance of professors 
In universities performance measurement can be done on several aspects. The model pre-
sented by Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) sets a hierarchy of performance based on the aca-
demic department’s level. Professors’ performance measurement is not the core of the 
proposed model; nevertheless the authors consider this model to be useful for the study  to 
picture the role of professors within an academic department and to distinguish in which 
part of the model performance of professors could take place and be assessed. 
 

3.3.1 The Model of Al-Turki and Duffuaa 

Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) argue that performance measures must rely on defined objec-
tives linked to the mission of the department.  The model proposed by Al-Turki and Duf-
fuaa (2003) is based on three levels of performance and represents academic departments 
as a whole, with the different areas in which performance could be measured. At the top 
level stands performance of the department according to its missions. The second level of 
this hierarchy is based on three major indicators of performance for the department used 
by the university to assess the department and allocate resources (Al-Turki & Duffuaa, 
2003) these indicators are: inputs, processes and outputs. Lastly, the third level regroups 
measures related to basic activities that can be used to assess the indicators of the second 
level. 
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Figure 3.2 Performance measurement hierarchy, Al-Turki, U & Duffuaa (2003) 

 

The characteristic of this model is to compare the overall objectives of the department with 
the indicators of performance measured at the second level: inputs, processes and outputs. 
The performance of inputs is based on the utilization and efficiency of department re-
sources (Al-Turki & Duffuaa, 2003). Inputs regroup the quality of incoming students, the 
utilization of the faculty members (e.g.: faculty student ratio) and the resources of the de-
partment (e.g.: course offering, quality of research assistance, support staff quality). Ac-
cording to Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) the three major outputs of an academic depart-
ment are the quality of research provided, the quality of graduates and the quality of ser-
vices to community. The quality of research relies on publication in refereed journals, con-
ferences and research projects. The quality of graduates is considered to be the ability to 
perform the educational objectives; therefore Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) suggest indica-
tors like the percentage of employers surveyed who agree that graduates perform objectives 
well. The quality of services to community takes into account elements like the participa-
tion in short courses by faculty members, or consultancy works done by the faculty. Lastly, 
the processes needed to be assessed focus on key activities delivered by the department: the 
teaching/learning process, the research administration and the administration. Considering 
professors, the teaching process is an area of importance as it is supposed to affect the 
quality of graduates. Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) suggest measuring the teaching process 
according to indices based on student input, peer review and curriculum development, like 
the median/average student evaluation for all courses, the percentage faculty members 
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awarded excellence in teaching and the number of new courses proposals per year. The re-
search administration process is meant to be assessed according to the ability to encourage 
a productive environment for research. Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) put forward indica-
tors to measure this process like the median/average time to approve a research proposal, a 
conference application, or to process a case-study.  

3.3.2 Performance Measure of professors 

Teaching evaluation  

In higher education, although professors spend a great part of their time in teaching at both 
undergraduate and postgraduate it is easier to document their research activity and output 
than their teaching activity (Gregory, 1996).   

Often questionnaires and surveys are addressed to students. It must be distinguished be-
tween the evaluation for feedback and improvement of teaching, and evaluation for as-
sessment of professors. The validity of such measures can sometimes be questioned, but 
students are considered to be qualified to comment on the aspects of teaching as customers 
and thus their evaluations of teaching are more accurate and valid than other measures of 
teaching performance (Ballantyne, Borthwick & Packer, 2000). Gregory (1996) adds that 
students’ evaluation can insure some critical teaching standards to be met. Al-Turki and 
Duffuaa (2003) propose to use the median/average student evaluation to assess the teach-
ing process. Nevertheless, questionnaires can present drawbacks. First the reliability of the 
answers is questionable; the students’ ratings are multidimensional and often biased by 
many variables (Marsh, 1987, cited in Ballantyne et al., 2000). It is argued that professors’ 
behaviour have influence on students’ ratings which finally have little to do with quality of 
teaching process and outcomes (Gibbs, 1996). On the point of view of the teaching as-
sessment, the major drawback of questionnaires seems to be the relevance of the answers. 
A professor is expected to satisfy students’ expectations, but this might not be enough to 
measure his teaching performance as a whole. 

Another way described by Gregory (1996) to assess the quality of teaching is the peer re-
view. With this method, one or more people from the internal staff of the University attend 
a lecture provided by the professor assessed. It is also possible to have external reviewers 
(Gregory, 1996). In comparison with the students’ evaluation with feedback, peer review 
tends to judge the relevance of the course its comprehensiveness and the selection of mate-
rial (Gregory, 1996). According to Centra (1980, cited in Gregory, 1996) co-workers have 
abilities to assess the performance of the research through the peer research but they can-
not be reliable to evaluate the teaching skills of the professor.  

Gibbs (1996) describes a promotion system based on teaching peer review. According to 
this system, reviewers should be chosen according to their status, distance, expertise and 
credibility. Gibbs (1996) adds that reviewers should be able to observe the teaching and 
talk to students. The review is supposed to be based on a set of seven objectives: 

• The “expertise in the discipline” which means an up to date course. 

•  The “professional and communication skills” suppose a collaborative work with 
students. The clear explanations of the professor should encourage questions from 
students. 
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•  The “enthusiasm and capability to motivate” in order to obtain hard work and ex-
citement of students. 

• The “orientation to students” takes into account the availability of the professor as-
sessed, personal tutoring, office hours and out of hours contact with students.  

• The “organizational skills” deal with the preparation of the lecture: handouts, visual 
aids, resource allocation.  

•  The “quality of assessment and feedback” requires appropriate examples of written 
feedback of the course to the students’ assessment methods linked to the course’s 
objectives.  

• The “openness to reflection and change” shall be evaluated by the reviewer, usually 
in response to students’ feedback but also based on self-criticism. 

After the review is done, the reviewer shall give his appreciations of the professor assessed 
in a standardized form (see Appendix 1: Peer review of teaching rating form (from Oxford Brookes 
University)).  

The different methods presented to measure the quality of teaching might be complemen-
tary.  According to Mathias (1996) multiple sources of data collection linked together 
would lead to credibility and conclusions. 

Research evaluation 

Ash (1996) states that research is easier to measure than teaching. In comparison with the 
teaching research seems to be recordable, nevertheless its quality still remains to be certi-
fied. Jauch and Glueck (1975) mention the most frequently used measures to evaluate re-
search of professors. They distinguish between quantity, quality and eminence measures. 
Quantity measures contain the number of publications (papers, books and technical sup-
port) and the presentations of papers at professional meetings. The most frequently used 
quality measures for research mentioned by Jauch and Glueck (1975) are the Journal Qual-
ity index and the citations to published materials. Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) also men-
tion a journal publication index to assess the quality of research based on the number of 
refereed papers published per year. Other indicators are presented by Al-Turki and Duf-
fuaa (2003) like the conference publication index or the research grant and project index.  
Jauch and Glueck (1975) also mention some eminence measures of academic researchers’ 
efficiency which are: the honours and awards from profession, the invited papers and guest 
lectures and the number of dissertations supervised. Finally Jauch and Glueck (1975) men-
tion other measures like peer evaluations, and self evaluation of research and publications. 

The separated measures of quantity, quality and eminence are interrelated (Jauch & Glueck, 
1975). Nevertheless, the results of this study about the most frequently used measures of 
academic researchers’ efficiency and effectiveness lead to the fact that papers published and 
refereed are the most adequate indicators to assess the research performance. Additional 
variables do not improve the correlation with total performance. Some questions arise 
when dealing with research performance, therefore Jauch and Glueck (1975) argue that 
“People act on what they believe to be true, not on what is objectively true” (Jauch & Glueck, 1975, 
p.70). Measuring the quality of research according to the publication in adequate journals 
seems to be effective, nevertheless chairmen and researchers often believe that simple 
counts of publications are not an effective measure as the peers seem to be the more likely 
to evaluate quality of research.  
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Daniel and Fisch (1990), provide a study on the evolution of research performance assess-
ment in the German university sector between 1975 and 1988. They obtained a wide array 
of performance measures. Performance indicators like the average number of articles pub-
lished in relevant journals, peer rating, publication index, survey ratings, research grants or 
research awards obtained are mentioned. Daniel and Fisch (1990) enlighten that a standard-
ized evaluation methodology does not exist for research. Research performance in business 
administration cannot be assessed the same way as in medicine. Moreover Daniel and Fisch 
(1990) suggest presenting research performance as a performance profile rather than add-
ing different measures together to reach an overall performance score. 

 According to Daniel and Fisch (1990) research performance should be assessed with an 
extensive display of quantitative and qualitative measures. They also recommend evaluating 
research performance on a three to five years period in order to receive reliable results sup-
posed to be stable across time at to capture changes in performance. 
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4 Environment of the studied organisation 
This chapter depicts not only the common legal and political background but also the particularities of the 
two French and German universities. 

4.1 Characteristics of the university sector in Fra nce and 
Germany 

4.1.1 Motivations of the governments 

Despite a different social, political and legal background France and Germany present 
many common characteristics in their motivation to develop performance measurement in 
their public sector and more particularly in their universities. 

During the fifties, the sixties and the seventies, France and Germany knew a long period of 
remarkable economic growth, a European average of 4.8% per year (Temin, 2002). This 
period of prosperity, called the Golden Age or les Trente Glorieuses in France, allowed coun-
tries to develop a generous welfare state and a strong public sector (Dormois, 2004 and 
Bundesverwaltungsamt, 2007). However, since the end of the seventies this policy has suf-
fered many changes. The economic growth has become weak; governments have no longer 
been able to dramatically increase their expenses in the public sector each year. Moreover 
the pressures of the European Union (EU) have forced countries to limit the role of the 
public sector in the economy (Thatcher, 2001). Liberalisation and privatisations did not af-
fect the educational system but the success of several privatised firm contributed to insert 
the doubt in the management policies in the public sector. Thus it is argued that the use of 
management methods from the private sector in the public sector was maybe a response to 
the fail of the current managerial policies (Lüder, 1998). Lastly the difficulties for France 
and Germany to respect the convergence criteria from the Maastricht Treaty make the gov-
ernments more cautious in their way to expense their money. Indeed, since 1992 members 
of the EU can neither have a public debt exceeding 60% of their GNP nor a budget deficit 
higher than 3% of their GNP (Javanović, 2005). In this context public services, which are 
responsible for an important part of the public debt, are the favourite targets of the gov-
ernments’ belt-tightening policies (Halgand, 1998). 

On the other hand, France and Germany are aware of the importance of the educational 
system, as the tool to form the next generations in an economy where knowledge and 
technology evolve quicker and quicker (Dormois, 2004). In a world where the effectiveness 
of the education is the key of the success for all countries (Ash, 1996), the quality of the 
education is not questionable. In a context of increasing needs and of scarcity of resources, 
the efficiency of the service through i.e. performance measurement is a major requirement. 

4.1.2 Current situation at the IECS and at the Viad rina 

This part aims at describing the current situations concerning PM at the IECS and at the 
Viadrina. In France no law regulates PM in universities at the national level, but there is the 
possibility to establish PM in particular cases. In Germany a law concerning PM exists and 
its implementation is currently in process at the Viadrina. Therefore the description of the 
current situation at the IECS focuses on what is currently done, whereas the description of 
the current situation at the Viadrina focuses on the new law.  
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IECS Ecole de Management 
About the measurement of performance at universities in France, nothing has been devel-
oped at the state or regional level until now.  The increasing impact of performance evalua-
tion in the public sector appears in the organic law concerning the Finance act “Loi or-
ganique aux Lois de finance” which was published in 2001 and is applicable since the 1st 
January 2005.  Organic laws aim to make the organization of public institutions clearer. 
Organic laws have a higher juridical value than Law, since non-organic laws need to be 
adapted to organic laws. This organic law restructures the budget’s allocation. Its purpose is 
to make public finances more readable and to enable a better allocation of the budget. One 
of the fundamentals principles of this budgetary reform is to have a vision of results con-
trary to a vision of means with the help of new tools based on performance measurement 
to allocate the budget. It specifies the creation of an annual project of performance “projet 
annuel de performance (PAP)” for each program and the establishment of annual reports 
of performance. The role of the performance measurement is to complete the considera-
tions for the allocation of the public budget for a better effectiveness of public spending1. 

In this context the ministry of national education implements currently a new budget allo-
cation system for universities2. This system is set up currently with the agency for the 
evaluation of superior education (agence d’évaluation de l’enseignement supérieur) which 
evaluates the organisation, the teaching and the research. From now the ministry manages 
its relation with universities by setting up objectives. When universities solicit a certain 
amount of subsidies, the ministry asks what are their directives and their objectives for the 
four next years and allocates money each year according to the fulfilment of the objectives. 
Performance will be assessed according to the fulfilment of the project (projet 
d’établissement) of each university on a given period. Before it was a logic of process and 
of means (the university has X students, it will have X*Y€). Now it is a logic of perform-
ance (the university has these objectives, it will have this money but the ministry keeps the 
right to change the next subsidies if the university fails to achieve them). 

However the French professors are not used to PM. In France promotion for professors 
of universities is done according to competitive examination and seniority, that is the pro-
fessor’s salary is increased regularly without any link to the performance. Performance is 
only assessed to reach a higher status and only according to academic knowledge. In France 
all the professors have the same salary and universities cannot ask a professor to leave 
his/her university to work for another university. Only research is evaluated and only for 
competitive examination3. The research evaluation is based on peer evaluation of the pro-
fessor scientific file4. It allows professors to access higher qualification5, higher wages and 

                                                 
1 The description of the ”loi organique relative à la loi de finance” is based on the information provided by 
the Senat of France on its website (Senat, 2007) 

2 This information is based on the interviews conducted with the professor and the member of the higher 
administration at the IECS. 

3 To reach higher ranks in the hierarchy of the government agencies, civil servant have to pass competitive 
examinations. To pass these examinations, respondents do not need to reach a certain level of points but 
their paper has to figure among the best papers of the examination. The number of candidates allowed to 
success the examination is settled before the examination in accordance with the needs of the government 
agency. 

4 The scientific file of a professor is constituted by all his/her research papers. When a professor’s research 
skills are evaluated, other professors evaluate his/her whole work and if the scientific file fulfils the quality 
criteria the professor can reach higher qualifications. 
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acknowledgement. In French universities there is no explicit system to evaluate professors 
on their teaching. 

Developing a PM system is a will of the ministry. It should be implemented in the next 
years with the development of an environment of extern and intern evaluation (Bologna 
Process…), maybe with a system of quality insurance. There is already an approach of qual-
ity insurance, of harmonization of curriculum and standards in management schools at the 
European level with the EFMD (European Foundation for Management Development) 
with establishment of the label EQUIS. That is like what is done in USA for business 
schools (AACSB international). Labels encourage schools to set up performance evaluation 
systems which allow the management to make strategic audit. Management schools are 
more aware of these systems since there are standards to achieve. Moreover in France, 
these schools are sensitive to the cost for students since their tuition fees are very expen-
sive compared to other public faculties.  

The performance measurement at the IECS6 

The IECS has set up a bi-annual survey to measure the satisfaction of the students for five 
years ago. This survey aims to measure not only the satisfaction of students concerning the 
courses but also concerning the suitability of the curriculum according to their job project 
and the life in the school. This survey evaluates this satisfaction through five criteria: 

• Suitability of the course content to the course syllabus 

• Balance between theory and practice 

• Quality of the pedagogical support 

• Professor’s teaching skills 

• Professor’s receptiveness 

Results are interpreted through a standardized process. All the results are given to the di-
rector and the person in charge of the curriculum. Directors of department get all the re-
sults concerning their department. Professors get the results concerning their course(s). 
Then four meetings are conducted with different publics: representative students, adminis-
trative employees, professors and the improvement council (conseil de perfectionnement). 
The purpose is to get different interpretations of the results but also to explain the current 
situation and analyze to which extent this can be changed. These meetings allow communi-
cating the information and listening to the expectations of the students and the firms which 
are the clients of the school. The improvement council, which includes the management of 
the school, business’ representatives and students’ representatives, has also an executive 
power and makes decisions to improve the processes of the university. Compared to other 
French public universities, this approach is more similar to the one of the private sector. 
With the ISO 90017 norm, the IECS has a quality insurance approach and its director has 

                                                                                                                                               
5 In the academic staff, there is a hierarchy with several statuses and people can pass examination to reach 
higher ranks in this hierarchy. Each status corresponds to a certain salary and implies specific requirements. 
Thus a professor with a high status has less lectures to do than a professor with a low status. 

6 The description of the performance measurement system at the IECS has been provided by the interviews 
of the professor and the member of the higher administration of the IECS. 

7 The ISO 9001 norm is a set of criteria that attest the quality of the management processes of an organisa-
tion. This norm is conferred to any organisation after an audit  by the International Organization for Stan-
dardization 
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abilities to make changes. In other public universities the dean has no power over the aca-
demic staff. With the ISO 9001 norm, the IECS developed a management by process. The 
main process is to listen to clients (future, actual and former students but also firms). All 
changes affecting the performance must be agreed in a standardized way with first a listen-
ing of the clients’ requirements. 

 
Europa-Universität Viadrina8 
The salary system for professors in Germany was changed in 2002 to include the possibility 
of performance based salary. In the law to change the salary system of professors (“Profes-
sorenbesoldungsreformgesetz”) the base salary for professors is re-structured to three new 
categories and decreased significantly (Deutscher Bundestag, 2002)9. In addition to the base 
fixed salary, variable bonuses can be assigned according to three criteria: 
 

1. As a result of appointment negotiations or negotiations to stay 
2. For special accomplishments (in research, teaching, art, further education and pro-

motion of young scientists)  
3. As reimbursement for special functions within the university 

 
Variable bonuses can either be assigned determinately or indefinitely. While determining 
the total sum of the variable bonuses, it has to be considered that the average salary should 
remain the same as in 2001. Based on this law on the federal level, the state of Branden-
burg, in which the Europa-Universität Viadrina is situated, made further specifications for 
the state Brandenburg (Landtag Brandenburg, 2004; Landtag Brandenburg, 200510).  
 

1. It is determined that variable bonuses are assigned according to the first criterion if 
this is necessary to attract a professor to a university or to provide incentives to stay 
at the university. It is stated that the qualification, evaluation of the professor and 
the employment situation in general in this field need to be considered.  

 
2. For the second criterion, it is stated that the special accomplishments need to be 

superior over a longer period of time. 
 

3. The functional bonuses are assigned to the president and vice-president of a uni-
versity and to other special functions of professors. The responsibility, burden and 
kind of function determine the amount of the variable bonus.  

 
Professors who are already employed have the choice to change to the new salary system. 
New professors are employed under the conditions of the new salary system. Variable bo-
nuses according to the first and second criteria are suggested by the Dean and have to be 
decided upon by the President of the University with the agreement of the responsible 

                                                 
8 This part is based on one law on the federal level, two laws by the state of Brandenburg, and an ordinance 
of the Europa-Universität Viadrina Frankfurt (Oder). For the purpose of this thesis the authors considered 
it to be sufficient to translate the content of the laws freely from German to English and present a short 
summary of the most important aspects for this thesis. The sources for the original legal texts can be found 
in the reference list. 

9 This information is based on the law: ProfBesReformG §§ 32 - 35 

10 HLeistBV §§ 1 - 10 
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member of the parliament. The chancellor of the university is also involved in the decision 
making process. 
 
Based on the laws at federal and state level, the Europa-Universität Viadrina (2005) decided 
in June 2005 that special accomplishments have to be achieved over a period of at least 
three years to receive variable bonuses. Criteria for extraordinary achievements are speci-
fied based on general suggestions on the Law Gazette by the state of Brandenburg. In re-
search these include: evaluation of publications, awards, publications, inventions and pat-
ents, editorial of scientific journals, organization and lead of scientific workgroups, evaluat-
ing activities and speeches. Criteria for extraordinary accomplishments in teaching include: 
teaching evaluations, evaluations of students, teaching in addition to the required amount, 
other activities involved in teaching (e.g. tutoring for theses), special examination load. Fur-
thermore criteria for extraordinary accomplishments include special international engage-
ment, particular involvement in the cooperation with other universities, schools or other 
organisations, and the amount of funding rose. 

The current situation11 at the university concerning the application of the ordinance is that 
the university is working on supplementations of the ordinance and has to define explicitly 
the amount of the payments and the criteria. In individual cases first agreements have been 
made to the application of the law. It was agreed that the measurement of the performance 
components is conducted by a board of three people. The performance is defined in ad-
vance in a written form. It can be distinguished then, depending on the professors, be-
tween research and teaching. It only concerns those who are employed under the new sal-
ary system or professors who are employed newly. Those employed under the old salary 
system could change to the new salary system, but this has not been realized. 

4.2 Characteristics of the universities under inves tigation 

4.2.1 Europa-Universität Viadrina Frankfurt (Oder) 

Europa-Universität Viadrina was re-founded in 1991 after the German reunification and is 
situated in Frankfurt (Oder). 5000 students study at the three different faculties of Law, 
Cultural Sciences and Business & Economics (EUV, 2007). The Europa-Universität 
Viadrina is a public university and funded by the state. The university developed a model 
how its legal form can be changed into a foundation to increase its autonomy. The provin-
cial government is responsible for the verification and realisation of this plan and this proc-
ess is still ongoing. Even if the legal form of the university is changed into a foundation the 
university would still continue to be a public university of the state and be mainly funded 
by the state (EUV, 2007).  

The President is the head of the university. The chancellor is the director of the administra-
tion department. The head of every faculty is its Dean. The faculty of Business and Eco-
nomics is further made up of 19 professorships. Each of those small departments is headed 
by one professor with one main focus depending on their specialisation. Some professor-
ships are vacant at the moment. Within each department a secretary and PhD Students, as 
well as student assistants, can be employed to assist in research and teaching activities 
(EUV, 2007). 

                                                 
11 This information is based on the interview conducted with a member of the higher administration at the 
Europa-Universität Viadrina 
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The university receives money from the state of Brandenburg, in which it is situated. The 
budget is allocated according to certain criteria. The universities in the state of Branden-
burg therefore compete with each other for the budget. 50% of the budget is based on the 
number of students within the standard period of study. The second part depends on the 
professorships at the universities, e.g. professorships within natural sciences receive more 
due to higher costs for equipment than professorships within social sciences. The third part 
of the budget is allocated on performance criteria. In Brandenburg this accounts for 10 % 
of the whole budget which a university receives. The most important criteria include the 
number of conferrals of a doctorate, the number of foreign students, the number of female 
professors and employees.12 

4.2.2 IECS, école de management de Strasbourg 

The “Institut Européen d’Etudes Commerciales Supérieures de Strasbourg” is a business 
school located in Strasbourg (France).  

The school was created in 1919 by the Chamber of Commerce and was transformed in an 
academic institute concerned by the Ministry of the National Education in 1956. It is part 
of the Robert Schuman University and has therefore a public status (IECS, 2007). However 
the IECS benefits from the support of the I.E.C.S foundation which brings together 102 
firms, the Chamber of Commerce of Strasbourg and three local communities: the region 
Alsace, the department Bas-Rhin and the city of Strasbourg (Conférence des Grandes 
Ecoles, 2007b). 

The IECS is member of the Conférence des Grandes Ecoles, which include 226 organisa-
tions in higher education. This committee aims at developing information and solidarity be-
tween its members, at promoting the “Grandes Ecoles” system and at encouraging innova-
tion and research activities. Most activities of the committee are organized through com-
missions with a flexible structure. (Conférence des Grandes Ecoles, 2007a) 

There are 32 professors employed in the school (Conférence des Grandes Ecoles, 2007b).  
1200 students study at the IECS- Ecole de Management (IECS, 2007). The school is man-
aged by a director who is supported by an Academic Dean and the heads of the 6 depart-
ments: finance, accountancy, marketing, supply chain management, marketing, manage-
ment information system or entrepreneurship. A research laboratory in management sci-
ences (CESAG) was created by the IECS- Ecole de Management. Considering the peda-
gogical cases linked to scientific production, teachers-researchers are encouraged to realize 
projects and to work with professionals (IECS, 2007). 

As explained by the administrative service of the IECS (Administration of the IECS, per-
sonal communication, 2007-04-24), the IECS benefits from three different sources of 
funding. The main source of funding is the tuition fee since contrary to the regular public 
universities the IECS charges its students for the studies. As a part of the Robert Schuman 
University, the IECS is also partly funded by the State. Facilities and professors are in-
cluded in the budget of the whole university and therefore directly paid by the state. Lastly 
the IECS foundation provides a financial and logistic support to the IECS.  

                                                 
12 This information is based on the interview with the member of the higher administration of the Europa-
Universität Viadrina 
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5 Empirical data 
This chapter presents information gathered during the empirical study. Answers were collected through inter-
views with professors and member of the administration both at the IECS and at the Viadrina. Answers 
are grouped by respondents and then by main themes. 

The authors interviewed four persons to collect empirical data about performance meas-
urement at the IECS and the Viadrina University. It was important to gather information 
from persons with different backgrounds and different functions in the universities to dis-
cern different aspects and points of view in these universities. Therefore among respon-
dents there are two respondents from the IECS and two respondents from the Viadrina. 
Similarly in each university the authors interviewed one professor and one member of the 
higher administration. In addition to questions about performance measurement, based on 
theory, the German interviewees were asked questions about the new law in Germany. The 
law was briefly presented in section 4 of this thesis.  

To guarantee anonymity of the interviewees no names will be used. Instead the following 
classification system will be applied:  

• A: Member of  the higher administration at the IECS 

• B: Professor at the IECS 

• C: Member of the higher administration at the Viadrina 

• D: professor at the Viadrina 

5.1 The respondents at the IECS 

5.1.1 The administrator at the IECS 

The administrator interviewed stopped his original profession as a professor to carry on 
managing responsibilities. The respondent is a member of the higher administration of 
both the Robert Schuman University and the IECS-Ecole de Management de Strasbourg. 

• Relevance of performance measurement in the public sector and at universities. 

PM in the public sector is even more relevant because it is financed by money of tax pay-
ers. A systematic evaluation of public services should be done. Nevertheless a policy of 
performance should not lead to mercantilism. Focusing on universities, PM is a way to 
highlight if and how the objectives are achieved or not.  

• Culture of universities and performance measurement. 

In France there is a certain immobility in the institutions. This prevents the system from 
evolving and makes changes more difficult. The status of professors should be reconsid-
ered again and the ways to evaluate him/her as well. It takes time in France to solve prob-
lems of universities and evaluations or audit can create misunderstanding. PM systems 
should have one main objective: the improvement of the link between contents of courses 
and expectations of students. Students cannot evaluate contents; it is the job of the profes-
sor but can evaluate the environment, that is the similarity between what was planed and 
what was effectively done, the professor’s teaching skills. 
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• Criteria and areas to measure performance of professors. 

Considering teaching, there could be different areas to assess the performance of profes-
sors: 

- the conformity of what was taught to what was originally announced 

- the relevance and usefulness of the materials used 

- the level of interaction between professors and students 

There is a performance when the professor goes beyond the defined objective. Subjects 
taught have particularities and special needs, they cannot be easily compared. More pre-
cisely, it should be distinguished between teaching made to acquire techniques and teaching 
with a more theoretical content. Professors should be aware of their personal objectives 
and have a detailed syllabus in order to know how to transmit skills and knowledge.  

• How to measure performance of professors. 

Performance measurement should be adapted to each area: research and teaching in order 
to acknowledge the different added value of each one. The main reason for this is that pro-
fessors can either be better at teaching or at researching.  

Students cannot evaluate the content of the course but can judge the teaching skills and the 
conditions of the teaching. A survey addressed to students is therefore useful. From this 
survey, a council, aware of the academic requirements, could decide which improvements 
should be made.  

• Utilisation of performance measurement system information.  

Evaluating is a good thing, but it is essential to think about the utilisation of the results. A 
system should valorise professors and give them incentives to perform. The priority would 
be that the system reflects the reality correctly and in that sense, that everybody should be 
able to measure the impacts of such a performance based system. Maybe the publication in 
the school’s newspaper of the best professors could be done one day, but this is discon-
nected from the culture of French universities. 

• Impacts of performance measurement of professors. 

Evaluations of professors are crucial in universities and they are a major tool of improve-
ment. Such evaluations encourage discussions; furthermore the feedback addressed to pro-
fessors and students is important to understand why things are like this. However feed-
backs of performance measurement could be used against professors, therefore evaluations 
should be taken with cautiousness.  

5.1.2 The professor from the IECS 

The professor from the IECS is responsible for several courses and takes part in the devel-
opment and the interpretation of the bi-annual survey which assess the students’ satisfac-
tion. 

• The situation of the professor concerning performance measurement. 

The performance of the professor is assessed twice a year through the survey of satisfac-
tion. The professor does not set up explicit objectives for herself. The management team 
does not give objective to professors neither. 

 



 

 35

• Relevance of performance measurement in the public sector and at universities. 

PM is as relevant in the public sector and in universities in particular than in the private 
sector. It is important to work with objectives. However like in all the sectors it is difficult 
to evaluate all the aspects of performance. A PM system should not try to measure every-
thing, only the quantitative aspect. PM in universities is useful but it must be controlled not 
only in the measurement process but also in the choice of areas to measure. It is important 
to evaluate the work not the person. About PM of professors, it is especially valuable as it 
allows understanding how the professor is perceived by the students through the feed-
backs. 

• Culture of the universities and performance measurement. 

Theoretically PM is not more difficult to settle in universities than in other sectors. But the 
educational system must be understood as a whole and currently universities are not organ-
ised to integrate PM. A PM system needs to study the role of a professor since the profes-
sor’s performance cannot be brought out of the professor status. 

• Criteria and areas to measure performance of professors. 

Professors should be evaluated based on their pedagogic skills, on their research but also 
on their involvement in the administrative life, in the life of the university. It is easy to de-
fine the areas where performance of professors should be assessed but it is more difficult 
to mention the key factors to measure it. There is not one way of teaching, there are many 
effective ways of teaching. It depends on the course, of the students, of the level. A key 
factor could be the students’ satisfaction concerning the professor’s teaching skills. This 
satisfaction can be measured through the criteria used in the survey. Performance of a pro-
fessor cannot be summarized with one general judgement. The performance assessed in 
these areas should provide a profile of performance. 

• How to measure performance of professors. 

The effectiveness of professor’s pedagogy and involvement can be mainly assessed by a 
survey measuring the students’ satisfaction. The evaluation of professors by other profes-
sors would be too time-consuming and a professor cannot be asked to evaluate a colleague. 
However the evaluation of the research can be assessed by peers. Professors must be 
evaluated in their university in accordance with their topic. The same criteria could be used 
for all the universities and all the taught subjects in France but it would be useless since an-
swers could not be compared. Conditions are different depending on the university, the 
students and the subject. 

• Utilisation of performance measurement system information. 

The communication of the results of a survey must be done carefully. Rewarding systems 
can be dangerous since it is difficult to compare performance of professors who teach dif-
ferent subjects. Some subjects may be easier to teach and students may be satisfied more 
easily depending on the subject. Moreover students would be too powerful. A PM system 
can be effective without rewards. Knowing the degree of student’s satisfaction encourages 
professors to improve their way of working. 

• Impact of performance measurement of professors. 

PM could lead to a commodification of the education. That is why PM must be used care-
fully. A measure of students’ satisfaction is not the perfect way to assess the professors’ 
performance. Students’ satisfaction can have good or bad motives. When students express 
their satisfaction they may mix the difficulty of the topic and the pedagogy of the profes-
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sor. This professor would receive bad results and may be dismissed whereas he/she may be 
a good professor. Performance should be measured according to the student’s satisfaction 
but PM by itself should not conduct the decision of the university since students have not 
the same experience than the professors about the way of teaching. PM should just have 
just an indicative role to know if processes are effective or not. 

5.2  The respondents from the Viadrina 

5.2.1 The administrator from the Viadrina 

The interviewee is employed in the higher administration of the university and has not 
been employed in the university sector for a long time. At the Viadrina the administration 
is separated from the academic departments and serves all three faculties of the university.  

• Relevance of performance measurement in the public sector and at universities. 

The respondent has not been in the university sector for a long time but based on his/her 
experience so far the interviewee thinks that performance measurement is reasonable in 
every context and it is therefore valuable for universities as well. 

• Culture of universities and performance measurement. 

There should not be special difficulties when measuring performance of professors as long 
as the objectives are concretely defined. 

• Criteria and areas to measure performance of professors. 

A PM system has not necessarily to include all the aspects of the professor’s performance. 
Not everything which is related to research and teaching has to be connected to the system. 
A project or plan can also be used as a performance criterion, e.g. the development of a 
graduate program or acquisition of external funding, to a certain amount.  

Possible criteria to evaluate research are publications, i.e. a certain amount of publications 
in certain recognized journals which can be evaluated after a period of three years or if 
someone is working on the PhD. 

Considering teaching, some aspects of professors’ performance can be controlled easily e.g. 
a certain amount of teaching has to be conducted in a foreign language. Students’ satisfac-
tion is also a criterion of teaching performance.  

• How to measure performance of professors. 
Concerning the evaluations by students, the university has never got negative comments, 
rather the contrary. In negotiations with professors, they seemed to be rather eager on find-
ing out how they are evaluated. 

• Utilisation of performance measurement system information. 

A PM system should include rewards. The new salary system is designed in a way that is 
based on these rewards:  the base salary is reduced dramatically and the traditional salary 
level can only be achieved if you add rewards based on performance.  

• Impacts of performance measurement of professors in universities. 

PM can be used a bit for managing, e.g. by talking precisely about the acquisition of exter-
nal funding or about certain projects, like a graduate program. In this way there is a possi-
bility for the faculty to promote its own pattern / profile and to lead it in a certain direc-
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tion. That is an important issue and another is of course the general improvement of qual-
ity in research and teaching which should be achieved with the incentives.  

• Opinion of the respondent about the law concerning the salary of professors. 

There was no official PM of professors before this law, but there was the possibility, which 
was used at the Viadrina, to ask students to evaluate their professors. However this had no 
further consequences. 

It is a very good incentive to achieve improvements in research and teaching. This law is a 
reasonable instrument to evaluate the motivation and ability of professors to perform in a 
better way.  According to the law there is the problem that two salary systems exist in par-
allel13. The old fixed salaries are of course also part of the total amount but are not related 
to performance. But this problem will vanish in the future. 

5.2.2 The professor from the Viadrina 

The interviewee holds one of the 19 professorships at the faculty of business and econom-
ics at the Europa-Universität Viadrina. 

• The situation of the professor concerning performance measurement. 

The professor’s department is too small, therefore no objectives are defined. However 
there are some general rules such as to complete everything on due time. These rules are 
not used to assess performance but they allow noticing if something is not working and it is 
possible to intervene quickly. There is no reward system. This is not possible on this low 
level. 

The performance of the professor is not measured currently. There is a survey to evaluate 
the student satisfaction but this survey is more used to notice big problems rather than to 
measure performance. 

• Relevance of performance measurement in the public sector and at universities 

PM in public sector is more and more relevant. Nothing is established yet, but things start 
to evolve. In the public sector the aim would be more for monitoring than for sanctions. In 
universities in particular PM is useful. It brings transparency and incentives for professors. 
Criteria help professors to know what the expectations of the university from them are. 
However professors can interpret the criteria and neglect some aspects of their job. The 
possibility to earn more money according to one’s performance may be interesting.  PM of 
professors is very useful. It is not only about monitoring performance and controlling if 
certain criteria are fulfilled but also a way to fairly measure the work done by each one. In 
several countries point-based systems are used to register all the work done by professors 
(lectures, thesis or doctoral candidates’ supervision). Each activity grants a particular 
amount of points and each professor has to reach a certain total amount each year. 

 

 

                                                 
13 The respondent refers to the law that links the salary of new professors to their performance. In this sys-
tem a professor who has good performance can have a higher salary. However for the state, the total 
amount of salaries remains fixed. Therefore if someone receives more, someone else should receive less. 
But this system coexists with the former one where professors, currently the majority of professors, receive 
a fixed salary and must not receive less. 
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• Culture of the universities and performance measurement. 

Comparing Germany with other countries shows that the culture at German universities is 
focused on departments. These departments are like little islands and are independent from 
each other. This is different in the US or also in Jönköping. The professors have for exam-
ple their offices all on the same corridor whereas in Germany the departments are actually 
separated and just consist of the professor and the assistants. This closeness is especially 
relevant. Maybe this strengthens the corporate feeling. The university or faculty culture 
cannot be described easily. In many companies there exists a kind of strategy or a profile. 
This begins to develop at the university as well.  

Outputs of a university are very heterogeneous. Therefore outputs cannot be compared 
easily but it is always possible to find comparison criteria. Comparison may be easier within 
a faculty than between different faculties since the requirements and the habits of a busi-
ness and economics faculty can be different from the ones of e.g. a faculty of cultural sci-
ences.  

• Criteria and areas to measure performance of professors. 

Research and Teaching are the two main areas. Another area is to which extent professors 
are involved in externally funded projects and thereby manage to raise money for the uni-
versity in the form of third-party funds. These projects are important as they provide in-
come possibilities for the university. However performance should be seen as a whole: it is 
normal that professors are stronger in one area or another. 

Rankings of journals in which articles are published are a key factor to assess the perform-
ance of the researcher. The supervision of doctoral candidates is also an important per-
formance criterion. Media savvy could also be a performance criterion, e.g. articles in daily 
newspapers, interviews, on TV and so on. 

• How to measure performance of professors. 

Teaching can be evaluated through the average grade given by students to the professor in 
surveys. This evaluation may be biased as students generally prefer some courses over oth-
ers. One solution to overcome these biases could be to compare the current evaluation 
with the evaluation from the previous year. Another possibility is to compare the evalua-
tion that one statistics professor gets with the evaluation of another statistics professor. It 
is also possible to compare performance of professors of different universities within the 
same topic, e.g. statistics.  

PM systems can be at the department, faculty or university level. However the further away 
or the more heterogeneous the units to be evaluated on their performance are, the more 
problematic it is to compare them. Universities should not try comparing what is not com-
parable. This could lead to conflicts between faculties, depending on how strict the criteria 
are and how strictly budget allocation and rewards or sanctions are related to performance 
measures. 

• Utilisation of performance measurement system information. 

Publishing measured performance could be a good idea as it creates incentives, e.g. articles 
published could be mentioned in university newspaper. Salary could be increased according 
to some key factors as well. However a PM system could be effective even without rewards 
since it still creates transparency and incentives, although maybe not for everybody.  

Considering the detail of the objectives, situations are different in German universities. In 
some universities promotions are linked to a concrete number of articles published in in-
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ternational journals. Universities should not specify the field of research or the content of 
articles. This would be a too strong intervention in the freedom of research and in the 
autonomy of science. Everyone should be performance-oriented but have the freedom to 
choose a field he or she wants. 

• Impact of performance measurement of professors at universities. 

The main impact of PM in universities is to create motivation and achieve performance 
improvements. PM systems can increase competition between professors and between uni-
versities. This trend might be positive.  

There may be negative impacts if the budget allocation of the state to the universities is 
based on performance criteria, i.e. the good ones receive more than the weak ones. In such 
a system the good ones would become better and the weak ones would become weaker. 
Budget allocation can be based on performance if the weak ones get a bit more than the 
good ones in order to become better. 

PM could lead to a rivalry behaviour, and prevent cooperation. If funding is linked to per-
formance some could not want to help others to prevent them to become better. 

There can be a risk of commodification. If e.g. one performance criterion is the absolute 
number of graduates, people might focus only on quantity and not on quality. It is true that 
quality plays nearly no role in the performance based budget allocation, because it is diffi-
cult to measure.  

There can be conflict on the impacts on PM. Student evaluations tend to be better if the 
professor makes it easier for the students. Maybe this is a conflict, but it also depends on 
what one wants to achieve. It is good in some cases if it is made a bit easier for the stu-
dents, so that the majority can follow everything easily. This might lead to many things be-
ing easier than maybe in the past, but this whole development may be quite reasonable. 

• Opinion of the respondent about the law concerning the salary of professors. 

This law is a good improvement although there are certainly some problems. The problem 
is that there is not much space for the single components and that, the possibility to link it 
to performance measures is not used strongly. Generally it might be the case that bonuses 
are tied to certain criteria but often there is no awareness that one should tie certain re-
wards to certain performance measures. 

The performance-based part of the salary creates incentives and rewards on already existing 
performance. If e.g. someone changes of job; this one normally gets more than before. 
Then a person is chosen for a job because his/her performance is considered to be good. 
This person should achieve the performance at the new university and the bonus is there-
fore provided. Then, according to the universities, bonuses can be re-negotiated by taking 
into account the new performance or not. There should be some flexibility in these bo-
nuses.  

Evaluation criteria should definitely be very individual. For each candidate based on the 
performance so far it has to be analyzed what can still be improved. It is also not reason-
able that everyone acquires many third-party funds. These persons have to be provided 
other incentives then, e.g. to supervise more doctoral candidates or something like that. 
This has to be considered individually, where a person has potential and also what the 
needs of the faculty are, where they want to improve themselves and which person is best 
capable to achieve those goals. 
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6 Analysis 
This chapter will analyse the performance measurement of professors by combining the empirical findings 
from the two studied organisations with the selected theory.  

The responses of the four interviewees will be compared with each other and with theo-
retical approaches presented in chapter 3 of this thesis. Furthermore the authors consider it 
to be relevant to consider the current situation throughout the analysis. This is due to the 
assumption that the current situation of PM at the two universities might provide possible 
explanations for interviewees’ responses. The information about the current situation is 
based on chapter 4 and partly on additional information gained during the interviews.  The 
same major points, which were used to present the empirical data in the previous chapter, 
will serve as a structure for the analysis. The same classification system of interviewees (A, 
B, C, D) as in the previous chapter will be used for the analysis. 

6.1 Relevance of performance measurement in the pub lic sec-
tor and at universities 

6.1.1 In the public sector 

The relevance of PM in the public sector is presented by different theories in the frame of 
reference. According to Behn (2003) the management of the private sector is more efficient 
than the one of the public sector. Therefore its methods should be used in the public sec-
tor. Both administrators interviewed and professors interviewed from both universities are 
in favour of PM in the public sector. In particular, C states that PM is relevant in any con-
text. Moreover A highlights that PM in the public sector is even more relevant as public 
agencies are financed by the money of tax payers. D specifies that PM becomes more and 
more relevant in the public sector but rather for monitoring than for sanctions.  

The authors are aware that the empirical findings are not sufficient to assess the relevance 
of PM in the public sector since the sample is not representative for the whole public sec-
tor. Although studying the particularities of the public sector concerning PM is a logical 
step in the process of this thesis, general conclusions will not be drawn for the whole pub-
lic sector since this study focuses on only one part of the public sector, the universities.  

6.1.2 At universities 

The four interviewees present a positive initial reaction concerning PM in universities. 
However this positive feeling concerning PM might be influenced by the current situations 
in both universities. Indeed PM is currently used in the French university and a new law 
concerning PM in universities has just been implemented in Germany. 

According to D, PM brings transparency in universities and incentives for professors. B 
stresses that it is important to work with objectives. These arguments are in line with Kap-
lan and Atkinson (1998) for the private sector and with de Bruijn (2002) and Ash (1996) 
for the universities. It is interesting to notice that arguments used by professors to justify 
the relevance of PM in universities are used both in the private and the public sector. Ash 
(1996) adds two other arguments in favour of PM. PM encourages continuous improve-
ment in universities and communicates evidence of the university effectiveness. Similarly A 
highlights the needs for universities to justify their effectiveness. 
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6.2 Culture of universities and performance measure ment 
Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) argue that universities are characterized by an imperfect 
knowledge of the transformation process and a low ability to measure the outputs. This 
statement is confirmed when D claims that in universities outputs are heterogeneous and 
cannot be compared easily. This argument applied to Ouchi’s matrix suggests that ritual 
and ceremony “Clan” control prevail in universities, i.e. professors share the same values 
and believes. For Ouchi (1979) this particular feature is an argument against a formal PM 
system at universities. However Ouchi (1979) highlights that combinations of different 
control types exist in practice. 

A, B and D confirm the existence of a university culture and explain the difficulties to inte-
grate PM in universities.  

A and B state that the university culture is a main issue in the French universities.  B claims 
that universities must be understood as a whole and that currently French public universi-
ties are not organised to integrate PM. A emphasizes the immobility of institutions and that 
it takes time to realize changes. Ouchi (1979) also mentions the long time period over 
which the social behaviours and traditions are formed in organizations that rely on clan 
control. The culture evolves over a long time and a stable membership is desirable. The 
problem emphasised by A could be explained by bureaucratic and legal processes which the 
university has to follow as a public institution. But part of the long process of realizing 
changes within the university could be explained by Ouchi (1979). 

The interviewees from the IECS argue that the role of professors must be carefully consid-
ered to allow an evolution of professors’ role. Concerning organisations like universities, 
Ouchi (1979) argues that task performance is ambiguous and that individual performance 
cannot be evaluated precisely. It can be deduced that PM cannot be integrated easily with 
the current status of professors.  

On this aspect C does not agree with the other interviewees. C does not mention any diffi-
culties to assess performance of professors. This is a noticeable contrast to the other inter-
viewees who all mention some problems. The fact that person C mentions not having been 
working in the university sector for a long time, might not be a sufficient explanation for 
this view.  

Vakkuri and Meklin (2003) explain the existence of “invisible colleges” within the univer-
sity. These “invisible colleges” refer to informal networks among researchers and between 
researchers and members of the business world. These networks co-exist with the institu-
tional structure of the university. This co-existence can create ambiguities for assigning 
outcomes to each professor since PM systems are based on the institutional structure 
whereas outcomes may be produced by several professors only linked by an informal net-
work. This leads to a problem of structure, i.e. the problem of accountability of each one.  

Interviewees do not mention these “invisible colleges” directly. However at the Viadrina 
one example of such an “invisible college” might be the involvement in externally funded 
projects mentioned by both C and D as a possible performance criterion. At the Viadrina 
the departments consist of only one professor and his assistants. From this one can assume 
that professors need to collaborate beyond this formal structure. D compares German uni-
versities, which have departments like little islands independent from each other, with 
American universities or Jönköping International Business School where professors work 
in the same corridor. According to D this closeness can strengthen the corporate feeling of 
professors within a university. The IECS overcomes this difficulty by having big depart-
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ments where professors can work together within the same department.  However one can 
assume that “invisible colleges” exist in France as well. They can be favoured by the coop-
eration among business schools with e.g. la conference des grandes écoles and the coopera-
tion of business schools to the business world since these schools are run by Chambers of 
Commerce. 

In the case of the Viadrina the problem of accountability, as pointed out by Vakkuri and 
Meklin (2003), might be increased by the structure of the university. As D highlights de-
partments are too small to be the basis structure for PM. The whole faculty, on the other 
hand, might be too big to measure the contribution of each one in the process of research 
precisely.  

6.3 Criteria and areas to measure performance of pr ofessors 
In their model Al-Turki and Duffuaa (2003) mention three processes to assess the per-
formance of a department: teaching, research and administration. Professors are involved 
in these three processes and may therefore be evaluated within these three areas. All re-
spondents mention teaching and research as areas to measure performance of professors. 
B, C and D indicate the involvement in the life of the school as a criterion to measure per-
formance. B gives the example of the involvement in the administrative life. D mentions 
additionally the media savvy and the supervision of PhD and theses. C mentions the par-
ticipation in the planning of graduate programmes. Lastly the interviewees from the 
Viadrina point out the measurement of the acquisition of third-party funds by professors 
and their involvement in external projects, to assess the performance of professors. In gen-
eral, C highlights that in every area measured criteria have to be defined concretely. 

All interviewees mention methods to assess the performance of professors’ teaching skills, 
but interviewees from the IECS provide more specific criteria in this field. The current 
utilisation of a system to measure performance of professors’ teaching skills could explain 
this precision compared to the interviewees from the Viadrina. A and B mention criteria 
which are similar to the ones established in the survey currently used at the IECS:  

- the suitability of the course content and the course syllabus 

- the balance between theory and practice 

- the quality of the materials used 

- the professors teaching skills 

- the professors receptiveness 

These are criteria to measure performance of professors’ teaching skills, but it is necessary 
to define objectives against which the performance can be measured. For the administra-
tors interviewed, objectives for professors should be defined according to the needs and 
the objectives of the whole university. This is in line with the Al-Turki and Duffuaa’s 
model (2003) which states that the performance measures must be linked to the missions 
of the department. C specifies the importance to take into account the individual abilities. 
D shares this opinion but seems to stress the individual abilities more. This is also reflected 
in how the Viadrina solved the problem of assessing performance in single cases so far, 
during the implementation process of the new law. According to C, evaluation is carried 
out by a board of three people and the performance is written in advanced in a written 
form. The importance of these desired transparency and individual process is highlighted 
by Kaplan and Atkinson (1998) by stating that PM systems have to be considered fair by 
employees. 
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Jauch and Glueck (1975) describe the main criteria to assess the performance of professors’ 
research. The prevailing criteria concern the quantity and quality of articles. This method 
focuses on the evaluation of the research outcomes. Besides that Jauch and Glueck (1975) 
consider the evaluation of research processes. Interviewees give fewer details on the criteria 
to assess the performance of professors’ research. Concerning the interviewees from the 
IECS this might be explained by their focus on the student’s satisfaction which primarily 
depends on the teaching skills. C and D mention ways to assess the performance of profes-
sor’s research rather than criteria. 

It is debatable whether performance should be assessed as a whole or in each relevant area 
separately. A, B and D agree in saying that professors can perform better in one or another 
area. C also indicates this aspect. D emphasizes further that professors’ strengths and 
weaknesses in each area should be balanced to provide an overall performance. However 
the respondents from the IECS argue that PM cannot be summarized in one overall per-
formance. A emphasizes the need to acknowledge the different added value of each profes-
sor and B would rather use a profile of performance.  

Propper and Wilson (2003) highlight the importance to make a trade-off between the detail 
of the PM system and the costs of implementation and of utilization of this system. A 
compromise might be also required between the detail of the system and its relevance. B 
claims that a PM should not try to measure everything and advices to measure only quanti-
tative aspects. Without linking the detail of the system to its relevance D mentions several 
different ways of assessing the performance of professors. This contrast is not surprising 
because for B PM should not lead directly to decisions and changes. Mathias (1996) con-
siders that a PM must take into account many sources and forms of data to be credible.  

The multiplicity of criteria mentioned by Mathias (1996) and D can be a solution to over-
come the problem of the tunnel vision effect described by de Bruijn (2002). 

For Vakkuri and Meklin (2003) in an organisation affected by a university culture PM sys-
tems should rather be seen as a system of attention directing instead of a direct control of 
employees. In line with that, A states that objectives defined by the PM system should only 
give directives. B also regards PM systems more as a tool to warn of problems than as a 
making decision system. This view of PM in a university culture is also partly reflected in 
the way the survey among students at the Viadrina has been used so far. Both C and D 
mention the survey but the results had no further consequences, apart from noticing big 
problems as D states. Furthermore, D specifies that PM systems should not define pre-
cisely which field of research should be undertaken. This would be a too strong interven-
tion in the freedom of the research and in the autonomy of science. This risk is mentioned 
by Ouchi (1979) when he explains that PM systems may narrow down behaviours and by 
de Bruijn (2002) when he describes the problem of innovation freezing.  

6.4 How to measure performance of professors 
Gregory (1996) points out the relevance of measuring the students’ satisfaction to assess 
the performance of professors’ teaching skills and Ballantyne et al. (2000) state that this 
measure is the most valid and accurate. To assess professors’ performance against the crite-
ria they mentioned the interviewees from the IECS argue that students’ satisfaction is the 
most relevant measure. In both universities student evaluation is done through a survey but 
whereas it is the central point of the PM system at the IECS, the survey does not seem to 
be used to a great extent at the Viadrina.  
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The major role played by the survey at the IECS has several explanations. The importance 
of the survey translates the strong focus of the IECS on the satisfaction of the students. 
This strong focus is highlighted by both interviewees from the IECS. For A the current 
PM system has one main objective: the improvement of the link between courses and ex-
pectations of the students. It might therefore be considered that the IECS does not aim at 
picturing a complete performance. Furthermore A specifies that the school is managed to 
meet the expectations of past, present and future students but also the firms therefore ob-
jectives and performance need to be defined in accordance with that. This focus can be ex-
plained by the level of tuition fees at the IECS. In France business school are expensive 
compared to the almost free public universities and the management board has to be aware 
that students expect evidences of cost-effectiveness and the fulfilment of their require-
ments.  

D emphasizes that students’ evaluation might be biased since students can prefer some 
courses over others. These bias can be promoted by many variables according to Marsh 
(1987, cited in Ballantyne et al., 2000), including the professor’s behaviour. The interview-
ees from the IECS are also aware of these drawbacks. Similarly to D, A specifies that stu-
dents might be satisfied easier with some subjects than with others. A distinguishes be-
tween technical courses and theoretical courses. Moreover A and B emphasize that stu-
dents cannot and should not be asked to evaluate contents of courses since they do not 
have the experience of professors about the teaching skills and the knowledge on the 
taught topic. However D mentions several ways to overcome these difficulties like compar-
ing with other professors within the same subject or comparing different years of perform-
ance records of the same professor. 

Gibbs (1996) describes a method to measure performance of professors’ teaching skills by 
other professors: the peer review. No interviewee mentions this method to assess teaching 
skills of professors. However B expresses disagreement, when asked about the possible 
relevance of this method. According to B this method would be too time-consuming and it 
would not be possible to ask professors to evaluate other professors. One reason for this 
opinion might be the size of the IECS where all the professors know each other.  

Interviewees present several ways of measuring the performance of researchers. The re-
spondents from the Viadrina mention the journals with respective rankings. However pub-
lications and results might possibly only be a partial aspect of research activities of profes-
sors, and therefore might not present a complete picture of the professor’s performance in 
research. For Jauch and Glueck (1975) peers seem to be the most relevant to measure qual-
ity of research. B mentions as well peers as an effective way of measuring the research qual-
ity. This is interesting to notice because B expressed disagreement with peer review in the 
field of teaching. Daniel and Fish (1990) recommend evaluating research over a long period 
of time, between 3 and 5 years, to capture a stable picture of professors’ performance. A 
specifies also the need to evaluate research on a longer period than other professors’ activi-
ties but mentions only a period of 1 or 2 years. In the context of the new law, it is specified 
at the Viadrina that research must be evaluated over a period of 3 years. This is in line with 
the theoretical suggestions. However, it cannot be concluded if theoretical suggestions were 
considered or on what this decision was based. Another explanation could also be, as men-
tioned by Propper and Wilson (2003), to reduce the cost of the PM system. 

Mathias (1996) highlights the importance of using multiple sources of data. C specifies be-
side the broad criteria previously mentioned, that there can be concrete measures to assess 
professors’ performance, e.g. a given number of lectures conducted in a foreign language. 
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6.5 Handling performance measurement records 
The interviewees from the IECS emphasize that PM records must be used with cautious-
ness. B says that the communication of the results must be done carefully and A informs 
that feedbacks of PM system can be used against professors. 

6.5.1 Comparison of PM records 

B emphasizes the danger of comparing what is not comparable. For B although perform-
ance of professors can be assessed by the same criteria in any university and subject taught, 
the measurement would not be comparable since the conditions of measurement depend 
on the universities, the students and the subjects. Similarly D claims that the further away 
or the more heterogeneous the units to be evaluated on their performance are, the more 
problematic it is to compare them. From these statements one could advise to compare 
PM only within a same topic and within a same university.  

D claims that these problems of comparability may lead to conflicts between faculties 
within the university if the budget allocation is based on PM. D proposes solutions to 
overcome the difficulties of comparing professors’ performance. Thus D suggests that PM 
records of one professor should be compared with his/her performance records of the last 
year and with the performance records of another professor who teaches the same topic.  

C and D both aim at comparing performance at a higher level than the faculty. However C 
argues that PM should be comparable in the university as a whole, whereas D proposes to 
compare performance of professors from different universities within the same topic. This 
gathering within a same topic might be seen as one of the “invisible colleges” mentioned 
by Vakkuri and Meklin (2003). It is interesting to notice that the professor stresses the 
comparison within these informal networks, whereas the administrator promotes the insti-
tutional structure.  

In contrast to these two suggestions of comparison of PM information, B highlights that 
comparison is not necessarily the goal of PM. Indeed in the context of superior education 
Propper and Wilson (2003) filed the objectives of PM in two main classes: the develop-
ment of incentives and the communication of educational services’ performance. These ob-
jectives do not require any comparison of PM.    

6.5.2 Utilisation of PM records 

Rewards 
Propper and Wilson (2003) argue that the establishment of PM systems creates incentives 
to make educative services more efficient and encourage the motivation of employees. 
Both at the IECS and at the Viadrina professors interviewed think that a PM system with-
out explicit rewards could be effective. D explains that a PM system should bring transpar-
ency and incentives by itself and encourage people to perform, although these incentives 
might not be sufficient to motivate everybody. B states that a survey measuring student’s 
satisfaction might encourage professors to improve their way of working.  

Propper and Wilson (2003) claim that within the university sector it is possible to apply 
both financial and non-financial incentives to increase employees’ motivation. The adminis-
trators interviewed consider that PM systems must have a rewarding approach. A suggests 
different kinds of rewards, while C is more focused on a monetary rewarding system. This 
focus might be explained by the current situation concerning the new law at the Viadrina. 
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Concerning the professors, D mentions examples of both financial and non-financial re-
wards, e.g. publication in the university journal and performance based salary, whereas B is 
very critical about possible extrinsic rewards linked to PM.  

Therefore one might assume that within a PM system extrinsic rewards are not necessary to 
motivate people. However both financial and non-financial rewards may increase this mo-
tivation.   

Publication of the results  
Propper and Wilson (2003) emphasize the usefulness of PM to communicate the perform-
ance of a university to attract funds and students. It might be assumed that this objective 
requires an external communication, whereas A and D focus on internal communication 
when they mention the publication of PM in the newspaper of the university. However a 
PM system might be a tool of external communication by itself. In the case of the IECS the 
PM system is a part of the quality insurance approach developed to fulfil the requirements 
of the ISO 9001 norm which assess the management quality of the school.  

The respondents from the IECS present limits to the publication of PM records. A speci-
fies that only the performance of the best ones should be published, but that would be dis-
connected from the culture of the French universities. By raising the problem of compara-
bility of PM records, B highlights the danger of publishing them. 

6.6 Impact of PM in universities 
Behn (2003) points out that the consequences of PM are increased transparency and in-
creased motivation of employees. This is explained by the fact that PM provides incentives 
to improve employees’ performance and therefore to develop output. In accordance with 
that, D emphasises that PM creates motivation and thereby performance improvements 
can be achieved. Similarly, A also mentions that as a consequence of PM, improvement can 
be achieved. This is even taken one step further by Ash (1996) who argues that continuous 
improvements can be achieved by assessing performance. Similar consequences are pointed 
out by C who concludes that PM in universities leads to a general improvement of quality 
in research and teaching. Another positive consequence of PM is mentioned by A, who 
states that through discussions and feedback of PM information to professors and students 
a better understanding is achieved.  

One major negative impact of PM mentioned as well in the private sector theory by Kaplan 
and Atkinson (1998) and by van Thiel and Leeuw (2002) for PM in universities is that peo-
ple tend to focus only the measured activities. Van Thiel and Leeuw (2002) call this process 
tunnel vision. In line with that, D mentions that if PM criteria include quantitative meas-
ures people might focus only on quantity and not on quality. B, on the other hand, suggests 
focusing PM only on quantitative measures. This is remarkable since the theories men-
tioned above warn against the focus on single quantitative measures where the measures 
themselves often become the objective.  

Although major potential drawbacks of PM presented, among others by Kaplan and Atkin-
son (1998) and Thiel and Leeuw (2002), C does not identify any negative consequences of 
PM in universities. While the negative aspect of the fact that people focus on measured ac-
tivities is presented above, C points out how this phenomenon can be used as a manage-
ment tool. According to C universities can use the PM to promote their own profile. 
Through the design of PM the university can be led in a certain direction. This can be un-
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derlined by Kaplan and Atkinson who state that ‘What gets measured is what gets done’ (Kaplan 
& Atkinson, 1998, p.681).  

Lawrence and Sharma (2002) present a critical view about the introduction of management 
techniques in universities and use the expression that it can lead to a ‘commodification of educa-
tion’ (Lawrence & Sharma, 2002, p.661) when students are increasingly treated as custom-
ers. This view of students as customers is reflected in the objective of the French univer-
sity. In addition to students, they consider firms as their clients and aim satisfying the ex-
pectations of both. This focus on student satisfaction could be explained partly by the fact 
that students pay tuition fees at the IECS and that the IECS is competing with other busi-
ness schools in France for the best students. All interviewees were asked about the risk of 
commodification but the answers were rather reluctant. Although students are seen as cli-
ents and the survey is important at the IECS, B warns against the use of this PM informa-
tion for decision making. This would make students too powerful. Therefore, although 
students are treated as customers, it cannot be considered as a commodification of educa-
tion at the IECS because barriers, like the improvement council, exist to prevent students 
from becoming too powerful. D acknowledges that evaluations tend to be better if it is 
made easier for the students. However D points out that it might actually be reasonable in 
some cases to make it easier for students. Lawrence and Sharma (2002) on the other side 
have a critical view about the affects of evaluations on teaching. It is argued that then the 
major concern of teaching would become to satisfy the students.  

6.7 Comparison between the IECS and the Viadrina 
All interviewees, both at the IECS and Viadrina think PM is relevant. B and D seem to be 
both in favour of PM at first appearance, but when they are asked more in details reserva-
tions are expressed by the professor from the IECS. This primary support might be due to 
the fact that in B’s environment PM is not so powerful. B’s interview reveals that B sup-
ports PM as long as it is not used to a large extent. The contrast between the B and D pro-
fessor might depend on these persons but it might also be due to the law concerning the 
performance-based salary in Germany. Although this law has not been implemented yet, it 
could make professors more aware about PM by having increased the general discussion of 
this topic. 

Interviewees from both universities consider the students’ satisfaction as a relevant crite-
rion to assess the teaching performance of professors. However students’ satisfaction is 
used to a greater extent at the IECS than at the Viadrina. It can be considered that this sat-
isfaction is the central issue of the PM system at the IECS. 

Depending on the university, differences between administrators and professors’ opinions 
are more or less perceivable.  At the Viadrina the administrator and professor present more 
divergences than at the IECS. One reason for this could be the structure of the Viadrina 
University where the administration serves all three faculties and is more separated from 
the academic staff than at the IECS. This feature could possibly lead to the coexistence of 
two cultures in only one organization and therefore to different views within the organiza-
tion. Another explanation for less divergence of the administrative and academic view at 
the IECS might be due to the fact that A has also worked as a professor before. 

At the IECS, the professor seems to be more aware of the drawbacks and limits in estab-
lishing a PM system and in rewards based on PM systems than the administrator. This ten-
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dency appears at the Viadrina as well. At the IECS, professor’s view seems to be more lim-
ited to the current organisation of the university sector 

At the IECS, the professor and the administrator have opposite opinions about the re-
wards based on PM. This contrast is less significant at the Viadrina. That might be ex-
plained by the influence of the law concerning performance based salary which leads the 
opinions of interviewees from the Viadrina to converge.  

It appears that differences between administrators and professors’ opinions are greater than 
differences between the two universities investigated. However these differences might 
have been more noticeable if a regular public university had been chosen since, according 
to A, French business schools are more aware of PM.  
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7 Conclusions 
This chapter concludes the thesis and summarizes the results of the analysis based on the research questions 
and the purpose. 

 

This study has basically confirmed the previous theories selected regarding relevance of PM 
of professors and areas to assess their performance. No major discrepancies were found 
between the theory and the empirical data for these two research questions.  

In line with Propper and Wilson (2003) and Ash (1996), the relevance of PM of professors 
has been supported by all interviewees. The relevance is justified by increasing transparency 
and incentives which are arguments from both the private and public sector. Although the 
first intention was to use theories from the private sector rather as a background in this 
thesis, it can be concluded that the relevance of PM is justified in a similar way in the uni-
versity sector and in the private sector. One additional argument for PM within the public 
sector is the dependency on the public budget. 

Teaching and research are the most commonly agreed areas where performance of profes-
sors can be measured. Additionally supervision, media savvy, involvement in the life of the 
school, participation in projects or development of graduate programs and the acquisition 
of third party funds are mentioned by interviewees. The interviewees from the IECS con-
sider teaching activities to be more important to measure than research activities. This 
might be explained by the strong focus of the IECS to satisfy their students, which is high-
lighted by the current survey assessing the students’ satisfaction. 

The complexity of measuring performance in these mentioned areas is presented in the 
theory and was also assessed by the respondents, especially the heterogeneity of outputs 
and processes. Therefore no perfect method appeared to evaluate professors’ performance. 
Considering the evaluation of teaching students’ evaluation through surveys is the most 
commonly agreed approach. Possible drawbacks are mentioned in the theory and con-
firmed by the respondents. To evaluate the research quantitative and qualitative approaches 
are considered with especially the number of articles published and the rankings of jour-
nals. 

The use of PM systems in universities leads to consider major issues: the organisational cul-
ture of universities, the utilisation of PM system information and the impacts of PM sys-
tems. The culture in universities has to be considered and might be in conflict with the im-
plementation of a formal PM system. Although interviewees were in favour of PM system, 
they diverge concerning the utilisation of PM system information and to which extent it 
should be used for comparison, for publication or for rewarding. The main contrast be-
came obvious on whether interviewees regard PM as a warning system to know if every-
thing works well or as a decision-making tool. Both positive and negative impacts of PM 
systems in universities were pointed out. PM systems provide guidelines and promote mo-
tivation of professors. However professors’ intention might also be narrowed down to the 
activities measured within the PM system. Using management techniques like PM systems 
in universities can lead to commodification of education, i.e. a degree is considered as a 
product. One negative impact of this might be to conduct courses only in a way that stu-
dents appreciate instead of providing them with the knowledge they should gain. 

Although specific theories about PM systems within universities exist and PM systems are 
supported by the interviewees, it has to be noted that the implementation is neither at the 
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IECS nor at the Viadrina realised completely. At the IECS the PM is currently limited to 
students’ evaluation. The Viadrina has designed criteria for PM in the context of a new law 
but the implementation has not been completed. 

Concerning the comparison between both universities, it is interesting to notice that there 
seem to be more divergences between professors and administrators than between the 
IECS and the Viadrina. Although the current situations of PM in the two universities are 
different, they still mention similar criteria and impacts of PM.  
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8 Discussion 
This chapter discusses the outcomes of the study conducted and presents some recommendations for further 
research. 

 

This study concerns two parts of two universities in two countries. Therefore the results of 
this study should only be seen in this limited context. It was interesting to notice how  
open interviewees were about the topic and that no one was completely against. The au-
thors were surprised about the existence of several specific theories regarding PM in uni-
versities. However, previous studies have been conducted either in one single university or 
within the university sector in one country. The authors believe that these studies do not 
have to remain limited and could be conducted across countries as long as what is com-
pared is clearly defined. Researchers have to be especially aware that not only laws and 
regulations but also traditions and habits differ a lot and have to be taken into considera-
tion. 

The profession of professors might be similar across countries therefore it should theoreti-
cally be possible to compare the performance measurement in several countries. However, 
as a PM system must consider the university as a whole it is difficult to distinguish the pro-
fession of professors from the particular settings of the universities.  

Another aspect of further research could be to conduct long term studies within the same 
subject. It would be interesting to see if and how professors’ behaviour changes with the 
implementation of a PM system. This could be especially relevant in Germany where the 
new law concerning PM in universities is just in the implementation process. However, 
people might be influenced by the existing discussions about the law and therefore could 
base their opinion of PM on the  content of the law. It could also be interesting to study 
how a law concerning PM could be implemented in France and how it could be designed. 
Moreover the relevance of such laws concerning the implementation of PM systems within 
universities could be studied.  
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Appendix 2: Interview questions for professor from the Viadrina 
 

1. How would you describe performance measurement in your work environment? 
2. How would you describe the culture in your working environment? (PM in this cul-

ture) 
o What do you think of this culture in relation to performance measurement?  

3. Is your performance measured currently? (and how?) 
4. Do you think performance measurement is relevant in the public sector? 
5. What do you think about performance measurement in universities? 
6. Can you think about some aspects of the university which could make the perform-

ance measurement more difficult? (In comparison to a company) 
7. Do you think it is useful to evaluate the performance of academic staff14? 
8. What could be the main areas to measure performance measurement of academic 

staff? 
9. Do you think performance should be measured in each areas separately or understood 

as a whole? 
10. In these areas, could you mention key factors to measure performance of academic 

staff? 
11. Should these factors be detailed or only give broad directives? 
12. How do you think the information gained through a performance measurement sys-

tem should be used? (Publication of performance measurement information, reward-
ing system and performance based salary were mentioned)  

13. Do you think that performance measurement itself without rewards could be useful? 
14. Do you think a new job offer can assess your performance and therefore lead to an in-

crease of your salary, i.e. if you get a job offer from another university, should that be 
included in the evaluation of your performance at the Viadrina?  

15. Do you have a vision or objectives for your department? 
16. How do you evaluate your performance against these objectives? (of the department, 

of assistants) 
17. Which key factors would you consider relevant to assess your own performance? 
18. What would be the most appropriate level to implement a performance measurement 

system (department, faculty, university, state level, national level)? 
o On which level performance can be comparable? 

19. For you what is the main consequence of performance measurement at universities? 
20. Do you think performance measurement might increase competition between profes-

sors and universities?  
o Is this positive or do you think there are also negative consequences? 

21. Critics argue that performance measurement leads to a commodification of the univer-
sity? What is your opinion? (Education is treated as a product and the traditional tasks 
of education are questioned) 

22. What is your opinion about the new law and the implementation of the W-salary and 
performance based salary? 

23. Which roles does the performance-based part of the salary play? (How do you per-
ceive it?) 

                                                 
14 The authors decided to use the term of academic staff instead of professors to avoid any ambiguities. This 
thesis focuses on the academic side of the university and this term was used to clearly exclude all employees 
in supportive and administrative departments or fonctions. In France members of the higher administration 
are almost always professors and the authors did not want to provocate any confusion. 
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a. Create incentives? Or reward already existing performance? 
b. So they should be rather indefinite? 

24. Do this new law and the new decision based on this cover all relevant aspects of pro-
fessors’ performance? 
o Standardised or individual evaluation? What has to be considered? What is the fair-

est way? 
25. Do you think there is a contradiction between keeping the average salary constant and 

the basic idea of a performance based salary? (Measuring relative performance in con-
trast to absolute) 

26. Should the performance measurement system also include other academic staff (lec-
tures, assistants)? 
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Appendix 3: Interview questions for higher administ ration at 
the Viadrina 

 

1. What is your opinion about performance measurement at universities? 
2. Do you think that special difficulties extist at universities? 
3. What is your opinion about the new law and the introduction of performance based 

salary? 
4. What is the actual situation at the Viadrina? To which extent are the laws imple-

mented? So how are the criteria measured and used for performance based salary?  
5. So there is no measurement currently based on these criteria?  
6. Does this only concern newly employed ones or is it also possible to change from the 

old to the new salary system?  
7. Do you think this could lead to conflicts?  
8. Do you think that the objectives can be designed in a way that all aspects of perform-

ance of professors are included?  
9. Do you think the criteria for special performance should be defined on the university 

level or could problems arise with different faculties? So that faculties would have dif-
ferent criteria?  

10. Do you think that it should also be evaluated on a higher level, e.g. on a state level?  
11. Do you think performance measurement itself without rewards could be useful?  
12. Was performance of professors already assessed officially before the implementation 

of the new law? 
13. The idea of the new law ist hat the total salary, i.e. the average salary, remains fixes. 

This means in consequence that if one person earns more another one has to earn less. 
Is that correct?  

14. Do you think there is a contradiction between this law and the basic idea of perform-
ance based salary? It measures more the relative performance.  

15. Should the performance measurement system also include other academic staff (lec-
turers, assistants)?  

16. Do you have an idea how this could be done?  
17. Do you see problems with the criteria, that maybe criteria cannot be measured easily 

or cannot be assessed easily? Are there problems on how the results of evaluations of 
teaching can really be used? 

18. Critics argue that the output of universities cannot be measured easily. Can you think 
of negative consequences of defining certain criteria, which might narrow down the 
focus of people? Or are there only positive effects?  

19. What do you think are the consequences of performance measurement in universities?  
20. Could you describe how the university is financed? There are also exist a performance 

based part, is that correct?  
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Appendix 4: Interview questions for higher administ ration at 
the IECS 

 

1. How would you describe performance measurement in your work environment? 
2. How would you describe the culture in your working environment? (PM in this cul-

ture)  
3. Do you think performance measurement is relevant in the public sector?  
4. Can you think about some aspects of the university which could make the perform-

ance measurement more difficult than in the private sector? 
5. Do you think it is useful to evaluate the performance of academic staff? 
6. What could be the main areas to measure performance of academic staff?  
7. In these areas, could you mention key factors to measure performance of academic 

staff? 
8. Should these factors be detailed or only given broad directives? 
9. How would you measure these factors? 
10. How do you think the information gained through a performance measurement sys-

tem should be used? (Publication of performance measurement information, reward-
ing system and performance based salary…) 

11. Do you think a new job offer can assess performance and therefore lead to an increase 
of salary? 
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Appendix 5: Interview questions for higher administ ration at 
the IECS 

 

1. How would you describe performance measurement in your work environment? 
2. How would you describe the culture in your working environment? (PM in this cul-

ture) 
3. Is your performance measured currently? (and how?) 
4. Do you think performance measurement is relevant in the public sector? 
5. What do you think about performance measurement in universities? 
6. Can you think about some aspects of the university which could make the perform-

ance measurement more difficult than in the private sector? 
7. Do you think it is useful to evaluate the performance of academic staff? 
8. What could be the main areas to measure performance measurement of academic 

staff? 
9. Do you think performance should be measured in each area separately or understood 

as a whole? 
10. In these areas, could you mention key factors to measure performance of academic 

staff? 
11. How do you think the information gained through a performance measurement sys-

tem should be used? (Publication of performance measurement information, reward-
ing system and performance based salary…) 

12. Do you think that performance measurement itself without rewards could be useful? 
13. Do you think a new job offer can assess your performance and therefore lead to an in-

crease of your salary? 
14. Do you have a vision or objectives for your job? 
15. How performance is measured at the IECS? 
16. Which key factors would you consider relevant to assess your own performance?  
17. What are the objectives of the survey?  
18. How are the results used?  
19. Do you think this survey assess correctly performance of academic staff? 
20. What would be the most appropriate level to implement a performance measurement 

system (department, faculty, university, state level, national level)? 
21. Some critics argue that performance measurement leads to a commodification of the 

education? What is your opinion? 


