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Introduction 

Service performance in the public sector is a current topic and constantly expanding, 

discussed both by researchers from academia and practitioners. Service performance is a 

complex concept that can be defined in several ways because it has to manage a large number 

of activities, in order to fulfill users' interests. Performance concept has undergone a notable 

development in the last decades since, because at the beginning the definitions assigned to 

performance made reference to financial indicators, but at the time, were taken into account 

non-financial indicators, which were proved to be indispensable for a good governance of the 

organization, but especially for public sector institutions which must show social 

accountability. Service performance is regarded differently in public sector institutions, 

because there are different management team, goals, needs and different costs. Increasing 

competitiveness of institutions, decreased funding from public and stakeholder pressure on 

public sector organizations have led management to a careful monitoring and regular of 

internal processes and results of the institution. 

Defining performance in the context of public institutions cannot be dissociated from the 

process of measurement which can be defined as an activity of collecting, analyzing, reporting 

and use of information on inputs, outputs and outcomes of the public institution. Public 

accountability is demonstrated for internal and external users and is done using performance 

measurement process. Performance information is provided with the help of the financial and 

non-financial indicators, and identifying the most relevant indicators for each activity is an 

important step. Reporting service performance information is a component of public 

accountability, which demonstrates the effectiveness of the management, the way in which 

the resources were allocated and spent the public funds. Using service performance 

information helps to improve the processes and to set public institution goals’. 

This research is positioned in the public sector in the area of public services, at the 

intersection of the following domains: control, accounting and management, in a niche less 

explored, namely service performance in the public sector. 

This paper has the main objectives to propose a system of performance measurement and a 

model of reporting service performance information of higher education institutions. 

Considering the main objectives we drawn a number of operational objectives: 

1. Identifying performance indicators used in practice for measuring service performance 

in higher education at national and international level; 

2. Analyzing the way in which public accountability influences reporting on service 

performance information;  
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3. Determining the role of accounting in reporting service performance information; 

4. Identifying the factors which influences reporting of performance information; 

5. Analyzing how national and international institutions treats service performance 

reporting. 

The thesis is distributed in three parts: 

1. Service performance in the public sector – conceptual framework (first chapter); 

2. Development of a system for measuring service performance based on the perception 

of university management (chapters 2, 3 and 4); 

3. Development of a model for reporting service performance information in Romanian 

higher education (Chapter 5 and 6). 

 

This paper ends with exposing the main conclusions drawn from scientific research conducted 

and are presented the main contributions brought to the state of knowledge for the field, and 

finally we drawn the boundaries of the research and future research perspectives. 

In the first part, we delimited public sector from the private one in general, and then 

customized in terms of service performance. Then, the scientific approach was just based in 

the public sector where from the literature were studied and compared different methods of 

service performance measurement. Performance measurement and reporting utility was 

analyzed in light of the main categories of users of service performance information of the 

public institutions. The literature was used as a tool for delimiting the scope of knowledge, 

providing a traditional review of the articles. 

In the second part, the research was focused on identifying answers to the question "How is 

perceived and measured performance in Romanian higher education?". This question was 

addressed at different levels, firstly, to identify the perception of the concept of performance 

in the context of public higher education. Secondly, the question has the purpose to determine 

the key indicators for measuring service performance in order to compose a performance 

measurement system. Service performance issues were custom for higher education in 

Romania, and through interviews we identified the main characteristics that define service 

performance and way in which is monitored the process. We also analyzed the types and the 

characteristics of universities in Romania, and also the role of Ministry of Education and 

Research (MENCS), National Council for Higher Education (CNFIS) and the Romanian 

Agency for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ARACIS). The national organizations 

listed above are using performance indicators for different purposes: to rank higher education 

institutions and study programs (MENCS), for public funding (CNFIS) or for assessing the 

quality of higher education (ARACIS). Based on the interviews, the literature and the 

international rankings we have composed a list of indicators that defines a performant process 

of teaching, a research and an efficient interaction with the external environment. Starting 

from the university’s mission, namely research, teaching and administration, we added 

funding as the fourth dimension of performance measurement. Then we compared the four 

dimensions, two by two, to determine the importance of each in the performance 
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measurement, and then we set the weight that each activity has in the performance 

measurement process. 

In the third part, was discussed the need for public institutions to demonstrate public 

accountability to their "customers", but also to other users interested in the good governance 

of a public institution. The role of reporting financial information was analyzed to determine 

the main factors that influence the level of disclosures in annual reports. Subsequently, based 

on existing legislation at national and at the recommended practice guide at international 

level,  issued the International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board (IPSASB), we 

outlined the general and particular needed to draw up an annual report to the needs of users. 

After comparing the two documents, we surprised the similarities and differences between 

them, so that we could demonstrate how Romanian higher education can adapt the model 

proposed by IPSASB, regarding reporting of service performance. Next, we selected the items 

to be included in the annual reports to composite an index or Disclosure Index (DI). Then we 

formulated the hypothesis, and reporting service performance information can be influenced 

by factors such: incomes per student, labor costs, size and reputation. In the last phase, we 

tested hypotheses and identified the main factors that influence the reporting of performance 

of higher education institutions in Romania. Based on these results, we proposed a model of 

reporting performance information on specific higher education institutions in Romania. 

Figure 1. The content of scientific research  

(Source: the author) 

 

Service performance in the public 

sector 
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Importance and motivation of research 

„A man can become human only through education.  

He is not nothing but what education makes of it“ 

Immanuel Kant 

 

Education involves the transmission of social and cultural values from one generation to 

another phenomenon, being a specifically human phenomenon in which the society was 

developed with the main purpose of forming the man in terms of the intellectual and moral 

attributes. Education plays a key role in everyday life for the development of the society and 

the rationality of social life, so human condition to attain a higher status. The domain of the 

study is higher education. It includes institutions that form specialists in different sectors, 

where graduates are prepared to meet the requirements of the labor market. 

This paper attempts to propose a system of performance measurement and a model of 

reporting service performance information on Romanian higher education institutions. The 

proposed performance measurement system is helping universities. The main function of the 

system is to determine to what extent the results can be classified as performing and what 

improvements could be made to the institution in order to excel each activities. Applying a 

uniform performance measurement system would have the effect of increasing 

competitiveness, as it would be analyzed institution position compared to others and motivate 

universities to set targets in order to achieve the direct competitors’ performance or even to 

exceed them. 

The model of reporting service performance information on universities was proposed 

because, on the one hand, higher education institutions must meet the needs of the direct and 

indirect users, and secondly to demonstrate public accountability. The National Education 

Law requires the presentation of an annual report which describes the university, but certain 

essential requirements to determine performance, were not included. The minimum categories 

of information to be presented were listed, leaving universities to appreciate the type and the 

way of presentation of results. Starting from the two premises, the model proposed for 

reporting complements the gaps from the national regulations and is recommended 

improvements for the reporting on service performance of higher education institutions. 

The scientific approach is motivated primarily by the fact that the service performance must 

be placed in the context of social and economic climate, and secondly, the need to improve 

the tools for measuring the performance of higher education institutions in the public and, 

thirdly by the need to improve reporting service performance information on universities, so 

that results must be measured and reported accordingly, in order to reflect performance 

achieved. 
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The importance of this scientific research is based on and justified by the following 

arguments: 

 Contribution to the development of the concept performance in higher education; 

 Performs a case study, which analyzes the perception of the management of higher 

education institutions on the concept of performance, are identified performance 

indicators and is bounded the meaning of the concept  "performance" and "quality" in 

the context of Romanian higher education; 

 It proposes a system of service performance measurement, applicable to Romanian 

universities, being identified the most relevant financial and non-financial indicators; 

 Studies the recommended practice guide for reporting on service performance 

information issued by IPSASB and highlights the evolution of the main elements; 

 Comparative analysis between the recommended practice guide and the national 

regulations regarding the information required to be included in the annual report for 

showing universities’ performance; 

 Empirical research is performed in order to determine the factors that influence 

reporting on service performance information and then proposes a model of reporting 

for higher education institutions. 

Once with the motivation and the importance of the research were presented the steps to be 

discussed further. Given the public sector needs and the specific attributes, and also given the 

principal characteristics of performance concept, we want that this work to contribute to the 

expansion of knowledge in the field and to be the starting point for future researches. 

 

 

Methodology research 

The research carried out has been divided into three parts and the research methodology used 

to achieve the main objectives and operational objectives was presented in detail within each 

chapter. In this section is presented only a general overview of the research methodology used 

in order to avoid repeating information. 

The first part (chapter 1) was used a qualitative approach in order to synthesize the most 

relevant studies so as to bring to light the valences of the concept “performance” and the other 

concepts such as performance measurement, performance measurement indicators, 

performance management, information users, reporting service performance information. 

In the second part (chapters 2, 3 and 4) we used qualitative research and the data collection 

methods are being diversified. Among the research methods used in this part we mention 

content analysis (chapters 2, 3 and 4) and case studies (chapter 4). As a collection data 

method used to achieve the main objective of this part we used interviews and questionnaire 

(chapter 4). 
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In the third part (chapters 5 and 6) qualitative research was combined with quantitative one. 

Chapter 5 presents an overview of the main features of public accountability and the role of 

reporting financial information. Also, in this part are identified the elements that influence 

reporting service performance information in the field of higher education institutions. 

Chapter 5 contains the main information requested by national regulations and the 

recommended practice guide issued by IPSASB. Content analysis was used because we 

compared the requirements regarding the reporting of service performance. In chapter 6 were 

identified based on empirical research, the factors that influence reporting service 

performance information in Romanian higher education environment. Content analysis was 

used because the annual reports published over a period of 4 years were analyzed in order to 

collect necessary data to compose a disclosure index. 

 

Summary of PhD thesis’ chapters 

Chapter 1 entitled “Conceptual framework for service performance in the public sector” 

presents the main features of service performance resulted after analyzing the literature. To 

get an overview of service performance in the public we considered necessary to compare 

public and private institutions in terms of management, accounting, objectives, decisions 

making and staff motivation. Knowing the role of the entity and the existing systems behind 

service delivery processes are arguments that justify the need to differentiate the two sectors. 

The existence of numerous researches in public sector service performance allowed us to 

make a traditional review of the literature in order to highlight the concept valences. In 

addition, the sample of articles was classified according to: resident authors, public sector 

domain, the subject studied, used theory, research methodology and used methods. 

Classification criteria on which we placed the articles, primarily, were selected because there 

are important studies that have used these criteria and secondly, the purpose of this division 

was to determine service performance related topics. 

The themes drawn from the analysis of the sample of articles have been presented in the next 

subsections. In addition, the first part deals with adjacent themes to service performance, such 

as: service performance in the public and private sector, the methods for performance 

measurement, performance measurement indicators, users and reporting service performance 

information. 

Chapter 2 "Performance in higher education - an international approach" meets the first 

operational objective of the thesis, namely: identification of indicators for measuring service 

performance used at international level. The chapter was divided into four sections. The first 

section presents research objective and methodology. In the second section were analyzed the 

missions of higher education institutions, considering to be a starting point in this scientific 

approach because it involves setting goals for performance measurement activities of the 

institution, and then to compare them with the objectives achieved. The third section presents 
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the valences of performance in higher education, and also treats the concept of service quality. 

Both concepts are defining the property of a service, but the quality is a subjective issue and 

performance is an objective one. Service quality is an elusive concept that, traditionally, is 

associated with the notion of meeting the needs of the final beneficiary, while service 

performance is defined based on a set of dimensions that gives citizens (or customers) 

information on how public sector institutions appreciate and give value for money using: 

efficiency, effectiveness, economy and equity. The fourth chapter presents performance 

indicators found in the literature on which researchers have developed different complex 

research to demonstrate their usefulness in the process of performance measurement. Also, in 

a succinct way, we presented a variety of classifications recognized internationally and 

mentioned in the literature as the most representative (ARWU, THE, QS). In order to validate 

the performance of Romanian universities we have taken U-Multirank into account because it 

is a European ranking, and first of all, Romanian education system must be certified at 

European level and then be reported to international classifications. 

Chapter 3 "Measuring service performance of higher education institutions in Romania” 

completes first operational objective because it presents the perspective of the performance 

indicators used nationally. The first section describes the objective and the methodology 

followed in the chapter. The second section characterizes the education system in Romania, 

and particularly the higher education system. In the third section were presented the 

performance indicators used with various purposes by the most important regulation bodies in 

the higher education system. Thus, performance measurement uses specific indicators to 

differentiate and compare universities either in terms of study programs or the whole 

university (MENCS), either for main and additional grant funding (CNFIS) or to the 

accreditation process and quality assurance (ARACIS). By studying the documents published 

by higher education institutions, I noted the management contracts, which in addition to the 

strategy adopted by the university, contain the performance indicators tracked. 

Chapter 4 “Development of a system for measuring service performance based on the 

perception of university management” proposes a model of service performance measurement 

for Romanian higher education institutions and the first main objective of this research is 

achieved in this chapter. Understanding the mechanism of the performance measurement and 

the determination of the organization's mission, in this case of higher education institutions, is 

the starting point in achieving the objective. Performance measurement process in higher 

education institutions involves the establishing the strategy of the university and its 

perpetuation at all hierarchical levels, so as the academic community to be able to plan the 

steps for achieving the objectives. Depending on the missions of higher education institutions 

must be identified specific measurement indicators in order to capture the achieved 

performance for each activity. Increasing competitiveness, financial constraints and the 

emergence of international rankings are the factors that influenced the performance 

measurement process and determined the management of the institutions to step up efforts to 

monitor the results. Some universities have confirmed the influence of international rankings 

outlining the objectives in accordance with international practices, so the performance 

measurement indicators from the ranking systems were analyzed. The knowledge of the 
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Romanian higher education system has become an important topic in this thesis because in 

achieving the purpose settles at the beginning requires an important knowledge of the context 

and the existing practices in this area. By the interviews conducted at different levels, such as 

university, faculty and department, it has been defined and framed the term of performance in 

Romanian context, was analyzed the distinction between the concept of "performance" and 

"evaluation", but were identified performance indicators used by the management. Based on 

universities’ management perception it was built and proposed a model of services 

performance measurement offered by Romanian higher education institutions. 

Chapter 5 “Contribution of reporting information to increase the accountability of the public 

institutions” is divided into several sections dealing with two major issues (1) public 

accountability and (2) reporting service performance information at international and national 

level. Sections two and three touches the second and third operational objective because it 

captures the main features of public accountability, accounting, and identifies the elements 

that influence the reporting service performance information in the field of education. From 

the literature were identified the main elements that can influence the reporting of information 

and they are: the size (measured both by number of students and by total assets), the leverage, 

the financial resources per student, the complexity (determined by the number of faculties), 

the category or the age of the university. In the fifth section it was analyzed the evolution of 

the elements included in the recommended practice guide issued by IPSASB, and the changes 

that have occurred over time, thus fulfilling the fourth operational objective. The sixth section 

presents existing national regulations on reporting service performance information. In the 

last chapter, the attention was directed to the common elements between the two, and the 

differences, because we wanted to identify the extent to which the national regulations are in 

line with international practices recommended. 

Chapter 6 "Empirical research: Reporting service performance information in Romanian 

higher education" aims mainly to determine the elements that influence the disclosure of 

service performance from Romanian universities. To determine the influences on disclosure 

index of performance information of Romanian public universities were formulated four 

hypotheses, which are tested with a hierarchical linear model where the dependent variable 

(DI) was presented and explained by the factorial variables. The dependent variable was 

composed of 46 indicators that were classified into four categories: teaching, research, 

external environment and financing. Universities’ annual reports published on the website 

were analyzed for four years in order to note the appearance of information that refers to the 

followed indicators. The sample of Romanian public universities included in the empirical 

study consisted of 21 universities. To determine the level of reporting service performance 

information of Romanian higher education institutions we have used the following factorial 

variables: financial resources per student, universities size and category. A special element or 

the new element of this study was the factorial variable “labor costs”. 

Hypothesis 1: Reporting service performance information depends on financial resources per 

student: has been not validated in any model. The results are contrary to our expectations, but 

we can say that in Romania, reporting service performance information is not influenced by 
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financial resources per student. Most often the hypothesis 2 was validated, but contrary to our 

expectations, in the third level, when the variable "universities category " was introduced, it 

has been shown that reporting  service performance information is not influenced by labor 

costs. Instead, the change in the disclosure index about the performance of research and 

funding are influenced by labor costs. The third hypothesis was validated only in a single 

model. Thus, reporting service performance information on research is influenced by the 

universities’ size. In other models, the hypothesis was not confirmed. Hypothesis 4 has been 

validated in all five cases, thus the universities’ category is an important factor in determining 

the level of disclosure and which influences reporting service performance variation. 

The second main objective of the thesis was fulfilled and discussed in chapter six. The 

reporting service performance information model was proposed for Romanian universities, 

and higher education institutions must present the following information in annual reports: 

objectives, performance indicators (customize for teaching, research, external environment, 

financing) and the costs of higher education institutions. 

 

General conclusions, contributions, limitations and research perspectives 

General conclusions  

Service performance in the public sector is a topic that has been, is and always will be 

developed, both nationally and internationally. The literature is increasingly rich in significant 

and important researches on performance (van Helden, 2005; Goddard, 2010). Most 

researchers who have studied service performance are resident in the UK, but it was noted the 

growing interest of research conducted by authors resident in the Netherlands. 

The most studied area of the public sector remains public administration, as demonstrated by 

Goddard (2010) and the most studied topic on service performance was represented by its 

measurement using performance indicators. Regarding the research method used, case studies 

are used in many articles and as data collection method the interviews were preferred. 

Service performance is a concept that can be identified using two methods (3E and IOO) 

defined in the literature based on several specific indicators. Besides the two methods, 

performance received different valences, because the users or stakeholders have different 

needs. Equity is a new term to which some researchers have referred when talking about 

public services. Equity is a principle where all citizens have access to public services and 

have equal rights. 

In the public sector, service performance measurement is not an easily activity to achieve, 

while in the private sector, the profit is used as an indicator that shows the entities’ 

performance, indicators which is not known within the public sector. Performance 

measurement in public institutions is necessary to demonstrate its accountability to internal 

and external users. Also, service performance measurement helps public sector institutions to 
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improve accountability, professionalism and transparency. Setting goals is important in the 

public sector and for this process; performance measurement is an essential step. In order to 

achieve the objectives is necessary to develop a plan that includes the needed procedures to 

fulfill the goals. To get better results, resources allocation represents an essential step, and in 

order to achieve this, performance measurement plays a crucial role. 

Performance management is a concept that differs from performance measurement. Once 

performance has been measured, the information resulting from this process should be 

reported because decisions have to be taken based on the mission and the strategy pursued by 

the institution, but also on financial and non-financial information. Following these steps 

leads to the concept of performance management. From the literature review, we can conclude 

that at international level there are a number of studies that attempts to measure performance 

using indicators and performance measurement models. As shown by this research, the most 

common performance measurement model is BSC. BSC implementation in the public sector 

has been a challenge for many institutions and in this way were highlighted the advantages 

and disadvantages of the method. Over time, many models have been developed which were 

constructed on previous disadvantages measurement method. 

Service performance has been studied in public and private sectors. The public sector is 

increasingly interested in applying private sector techniques and the proof is the application of 

accrual accounting. Another example is the use of BSC method by public institutions. Private 

management uses performance information more rationally, while in the public sector this 

process is more symbolic. The activities are more complex in the public sector, as serving the 

interests of multiple users, whereas in the private sector, the focus is on financial and 

shareholder orientation. 

Performance measurement is a multidimensional concept that shows the way in which an 

organization is working. Financial and non-financial indicators are used by public sector 

institutions. Public institutions must provide relevant information to users In order to facilitate 

the decision-making process and comparison between the institutions. The number of 

indicators used to measure performance should not be many, but they should be selected 

carefully to capture the most important information. Also, the indicators should show a clear 

view of institutions’ performance, using the same indicators for each year. The comparability 

of the results is the key element for having a total efficiency of performance measurement. 

Users’ diversity makes the reporting service performance information in the public sector to 

be a complex process. The institution must provide clarification on their activities, decisions 

and results achieved so as to be satisfied information needs of all users. They are interested in 

the performance of the public institution because they are affected by the activities undertake. 

Choosing a performing institution (e.g. a university) is based on the provided information.  

Reporting service performance information is an important element for many reasons. One is 

related to setting goals of public institution. The second reason is given by the interest that 

users have on performance information. The third argument regards the service improvement 
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that can be made using performance measurement information and which can be used in 

making decisions process. 

Universities must provide an adequate response to the new challenges in order to face the 

changes in the environment in which they are operating and the quality of services must be 

adapted to current circumstances. Each university sets its goals according to the external 

environment, so it is intended to achieve the best results in terms of teaching and research, 

which will lead the university to performance.  

One of the universities’ goals is to put into practice the theories studied and discussed during 

the teaching process. In this way, universities contribute and help students to develop the 

knowledge and then to apply them. 

In higher education, performance is defined as achieving objectives and performance 

indicators helps to improve the processes and to ensure transparency in the use of resources. 

Quality is a subjective concept that is included in performance and is seen by higher 

education institutions as a minimum requirement to fulfill certain standards. 

Performance indicators followed by educational institutions in Romania are related to those 

followed in other states, including employability, the number of students, the number of 

graduates, research, the relation with private sector, internationalization, the number of 

projects and funding. The private sector is an important pawn at least for two reasons. On the 

one hand, partnerships of higher education institutions with private entities provide 

information about the teaching process, which leads to the presumption that universities’ 

graduates are prepared in accordance with the requirements envisaged by employers. On the 

other hand, partnerships can bring funding for research. Convincing private entities to be 

actively involved in different activities developed by higher education institutions is a 

difficult process, and the number of university’s partnerships with private sector entities is an 

indicator which shows the success of both the research and the teaching process. 

The number and quality of the partnerships with the private sector and other institutions from 

higher education are indicators that demonstrate the performance the universities. The quality 

of the relation between the institutions shows service performance of the university because 

the partnerships highlight the gained reputation. Participation of university members to 

develop strategies and public policies is needed to achieve performance. 

The most relevant indicator and followed at the level of university is graduates’ 

employability. If in economic faculties this indicator is important there are no statistics on 

their number. In contrast to other universities, such as the police academy, the indicator 

achieves 100%, which leads to the conclusion that it is not relevant to any university. Each 

higher education institution applies a questionnaire, one year after the graduation, requesting 

the graduates to give information about the labor market insertion and then employability is 

no longer pursued. This highlights a weakness of how universities are tracking the insertion of 

the graduates in the labor market. 



16 

 

The three main actors that are interested in performance of Romanian higher education 

institutions, for different reasons. For example, MENCS is interested in performance because 

it organizes and leads the national education system. On the other hand, CNFIS is following 

performance in order to allocate the principal funds and then additional funds to higher 

education institutions. ARACIS ensures quality assessment of study programs offered by 

universities, but also the quality of teaching, research and the relation with external 

environment. 

Quality can mean many things and represents the instrument by which performance can be 

achieved. The existence of international rankings and performance indicators used to attest 

that a university provides the highest quality, led higher education institutions to establish the 

objectives in accordance to those pursued by international rankings. Fulfilling the objectives 

brings the advantage of student attraction and funding, and the university gains a good 

reputation for students’ preparation. 

Performance measurement system proposed for Romanian higher education includes teaching 

which influence the performance of a university in a proportion of 38% and the research 

influences in proportion of 39%. The interaction with the external environment is important 

when measuring performance in proportion of 14% and financing with 9%. 

The most important indicators that reflect the performance of the teaching process are: 

reputation of the university in teaching, integration of graduates into the labor market, the 

number of the students at bachelor, master and doctoral programs, evaluation of teachers, the 

number of graduates from the all three levels and the ratio between the teachers and the 

university’s performance. To define a performance research are monitored the following 

indicators: reputation of the university in research, the ratio between the number of 

publications and teaching staff, the number of publications, number of articles in different 

journals indexed in international databases and the number of publications in collaboration 

with foreign authors. A performance interaction with external environment can be measured 

with the help of the following indicators: the number of study programs at bachelor and 

master level in other languages, the number of partnerships with other universities and private 

sector entities, the number of foreign teachers, the number of students in mobility and the 

number of spin-offs and start-ups. Financial performance is vital for Romanian universities 

and for this activity are monitoring the next indicators: financial resources obtained from 

public funds, the ratio between the financial resources obtained and the total number of 

teachers resources obtained from the private sector, the ratio between the financial resources 

attracted for research and the number of teachers and the last, but not the least, the resources 

attracted from professional development. 

As a conclusion from the case study, it can be said that Romanian higher education is 

intended to improve performance and uses relevant performance indicators for each activity in 

order to show their performance. The research conducted in different countries and 

international rankings present performance indicators which defines a qualitative teaching 

process, high quality in research and a better service delivery to the community. 
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Reporting service performance information established by the National Education Law no. 

1/2011 presents the main categories of information as the recommended practice guide issued 

by the International Public Sector Accounting Standards Board require, but an essential 

element has to be introduced in the new report. The objectives for each year must be 

presented in the report to make comparisons between the proposed and achieved results. 

The disclosure of service performance information in annual reports of Romanian universities 

was determined using a disclosure index. After analyzing 21 public universities for a period 

of 4 years, we can say that the level of reporting is characterized at an average level, 

information being presented in proportion of 54% of the total of 46 indicators established to 

be important. For each dimension, the highest percentage of reporting was recorded for 

financing activities (71%), followed by teaching (60%). On an average were presented 

research performance information (49%) and the relationship with the external environment 

(42%). 

Contributions 

The knowledge stage for service performance in the public sector in general and for higher 

education in particular, has been improved, bringing new theoretical and practical 

contributions in the area. 

The thesis has started from the identification of the main elements that characterize public 

sector and it was highlighted by comparison with the private sector. The literature was studied 

in order to capture the differences between the two sectors, taking into account several criteria 

in the field such as: management, leadership, decision-making process, motivation, 

accounting, budgeting and the main objectives of the institutions from the two sectors. The 

research has continued with a literature review. First, was made a classification by different 

criteria of the sample articles found in various databases and the contribution brought, 

compared to previous studies, is the introduction of a new criteria for the classification of the 

articles (studied subject), extension of the period (2000-2016) and the number of specific 

international journals have been extended. Secondly, the present research improved the state 

of knowledge on themes drawn from reading the articles included in the sample analysis: 

service performance, performance measurement, performance measurement indicators, users 

and reporting service performance. The contribution to conceptual level regards the 

clarification of the term "service performance in the public sector" by presenting the key 

elements that help to define and differentiate it from the concept of "evaluation". Service 

performance has been studied both in the public and private sector, in order to show the 

direction of the concept. In this way, we made a new contribution to the state of knowledge. 

We also found a lack of literature dealing with the topic of performance management and 

measurement. Indeed, there are many researches that discuss the two topics, which are 

analyzed separately, but few were those which made a comparison or a connection between 

them. Therefore, the own contribution is reflected in clarification of the state of knowledge 

and was determined the link between performance measurement and management. 
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In chapter 2, the research brings a contribution to the literature on the topic of the missions of 

higher education institutions and for the terms "performance" and "quality" of the services, 

highlighting the similarities and differences between the two concepts. Also, the literature 

contributions were made to the concept of "performance indicators". In the context of higher 

education, the competition between higher education institutions has been emphasized by the 

international rankings, which have gained popularity. International rankings have the ability 

to establish objectively the criteria for measuring and controlling higher education institutions 

because of the desire to obtain performance, universities have defined the objectives in 

accordance with the indicators used by international rankings. Based on the literature and 

international rankings, we formed a list of indicators that show the performance of higher 

education institutions for the main activities: teaching, research and the relationship with the 

external environment. Specific performance indicators for each dimension were examined, 

being made a new contribution to the literature, namely combining the indicators used in the 

theoretical and practical (international classifications). 

If previously performance indicators used internationally were studied, chapter 3 is dedicated 

to Romanian higher education environment. First, based on data provided by INS, we 

characterized the academic environment in terms of the number of higher education 

institutions, the evolution of the number of students enrolled in undergraduate and the resident 

population aged 19-24 years and also the number of foreign students enrolled in an 

educational institution in Romania. Secondly, in the national context, the main actors were 

identified using performance indicators. 

The development of a service performance measurement system based on the perception of 

universities’ management is one of the main objectives of this research. Chapter 4 contains 

the results of the interviews conducted in four higher education institutions from Romania, 

obtaining various opinions from the university level, the faculty and the department on the 

concepts of "performance" and "quality" of services, on which we outlined the main 

similarities and differences between the two, and identified key performance indicators used 

by higher education institutions to measure performance. After the interviews, a list of 

performance indicators was composed based on the literature and international rankings, 

which was corroborated with the results of the interviews, thus forming a questionnaire which 

was distributed management of universities in order to identify the most important 

performance indicators in four areas: teaching, research, the relationship with the external 

environment and financing. The dimensions mentioned above, using the model proposed by 

Saaty (2008), were compared in two by two by the management of higher education 

institutions, so that we get a weight of each dimension in universities’ performance. The 

added value of this chapter is to compose a system of service performance measurement for 

Romanian higher education institutions based on the perceptions of the leadership. 

To achieve the second research objective, a review of literature was necessary for finding the 

most important elements for reporting service performance information of higher education 

institutions required by national and international professional organizations. First, in chapter 

5, we provided a contribution to the literature on the topic of public accountability and which 
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is the role played by reporting financial information and which are the main elements that 

influence reporting service performance. Secondly, after a depth analyzing of the three 

documents (CP, ED and RPG) developed by IPSASB that are dealing with reporting service 

performance information, the research presents the evolution of the main items that are 

closely related to this issue. In this way, we contributed to the development of the literature, 

because we discussed the steps taken by IPSASB in developing the recommended practice 

guide. Then, from international level we moved nationally, studying the National Education 

Law, which provides the minimum information requested to be included in annual reports. 

The purpose of the analysis, primarily, was to identify the elements needed to draw up an 

annual report that meets users’ needs and, secondly, determining the similarities and the 

differences between the recommended practice guide and the national regulations. The 

comparison between the two documents is a contribution to the literature, and the conclusion 

drawn from the analysis is that the Romanian universities can adapt the model proposed by 

IPSASB for reporting service performance information. 

At the level of empirical research (chapter 6) was achieved the second objective of this 

research, namely proposing a model of reporting service performance information for 

Romanian higher education. The contribution of this analysis, besides the proposal of 

reporting model is to identify the elements that influence reporting service performance 

information in Romanian context, by analyzing the annual reports of the public universities, 

for the period 2012 -2015. To our knowledge, reporting service performance information of 

Romanian universities has not been studied yet, for which this work makes a significant 

contribution to improve reporting. Also, the factorial variables included in the empirical study 

are financial resources, the size of the university and the category of the university, elements 

found in other studies from the literature and the novelty of this study is the introduction of 

the labor costs as a factorial variable and we tested the influence on reporting service 

performance information. 

The dependent variable used in this research is disclosure index (DI), where the appearance of 

the information was noted after the model proposed by Cooke (1989). In building the DI were 

selected 46 performance indicators based on the following arguments: 

 Used in previous studies; 

 Required by the National Education Law; 

 Included by IPSASB in recommended practice guide; 

 Included in the world's major rankings; 

 Tested their importance in four universities from Romania through interviews. 

Thus, the list of the most relevant indicators for teaching, research, relationship with the 

external environment and financing was composed based on existing practices at national and 

international level. The list of the indicators constitutes an own contribution to the knowledge 

and it can be considered by the educational institutions from Romania and regulatory bodies 

of the education system such as MENCS, CNFIS or ARACIS. 
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In order to determine the factorial variables which influence the presentation of service 

performance information in Romanian public universities were verified the assumptions made 

based on a hierarchical linear model where the dependent variable (DI) is expressed in terms 

of the factorial variables. This regression is often used in researches from the field of 

sociology and psychology, but less used in economic sciences. This led us to use the 

regression in this research because, besides the advantage of highlighting gradually influences 

model, we improved the literature. 

Service performance of public sector institutions represented the starting point of this 

research, determining the specific indicators that demonstrate performance and the importance 

of reporting information. Thus, through this research, we developed a system for measuring 

service performance in Romanian higher education and proposed a model of reporting service 

performance information, representing the main objectives of the research. 

Research limits 

The main limitations of the research, inevitable for any scientific approach, are: 

 Researcher’s subjectivism for the way in which the sample of reviewed literature was 

chosen and the possibility of including some articles wrongly in certain categories of 

analysis; 

 The case study took into account the perceptions of top and middle management in 

Romanian universities of four public universities, classified as those offering 

advanced research and education, and interviews were made with their leadership. The 

number of universities included in the case study (4) compared to the total public 

universities in Romania (56) is small. 

 The empirical study included only public universities distributed by MENCS as higher 

education institutions offering study programs in the field of economics. HEIs sample 

analyzed in this study was composed of 21 public universities. 

 The factors selected to demonstrate the influence on reporting service performance 

information included financial and non-financial indicators, but their number can be 

expanded. 

 

Research perspectives 

Future research perspectives are closely related to research limits given above and for 

education field, specifically for higher education, new researches can be developed, so as to 

be reduced the limits of the research, namely: 

 The proposed performance measurement is based on the perceptions of top 

management and middle management in Romanian universities of four prestigious 

public universities, but the model could be improved by including more universities; 

 Testing the proposed model by measuring performance and comparing the results with 

those obtained by the university; 
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 Inclusion in the empirical study of all public universities from Romania, in order to 

determine the elements that influence reporting of service performance;  

 Development of a list of potential factors that could influence reporting service 

performance information in Romanian higher education. 
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