
Webology (ISSN: 1735-188X) 

Volume 19, Number 2, 2022 

 

8846                                                                http://www.webology.org 

 

 

 

Strategic Performance Measurement System: Its Impact On 

Firm Performance In The Covid-19 Pandemic Era 
 

 

Anita Kusuma Dewi1 , Nurdiono2, Fajar Gustiawaty Dewi3, Yuliansyah4, Agrianti 

iKomalasari5 

 

1111iPoliteknik iNegeri iLampung, iLampung, iIndonesia Doctoral iStudent iProgram iof 

iEconomic iScience, iUniversity iof iLampung, iIndonesia1 

 

University iof iLampung, iIndonesia2,3,4,5 

 

 

Abstract 

 

This istudy iaims ito ianalyze ithe ieffect iof iThe iStrategic iPerformance Measurement iSystem 

i(SPMS) ion icompany iperformance in the Covid 19 pandemic era. iThe istudy ialso ianalyze the 

irelationship ibetween iperformance measurement iand icorporate iperformance ifor Indonesian 

iSharia ibanking.iThe iresearch idesign iis ian iexplanatory istudy iusing isurvey imethods iand 

iquantitative imethods iin iIslamic ibanking. iThe iobject iof ithis istudy iis iIndonesian isharia 

ibank. iThe isampling itechnique iis ibased ion ia ipurposive isampling imethod, iand ithe idata 

iused iare iraw idata. iResearch idata iprocessing iadopts istructural iequation imodel. iThe 

ialteration ibetween ithis istudy iand iprevious istudies iis ithat ithis istudy conducted in the covid 

19 pandemic era theniinvestigates ithe iimpacts iof ithe istrategic iperformance imeasurement 

isystem iand iperformance iof ithe iIndonesian iSharia iBank. 

As ipart iof ithe iperformance ievaluation isystem, ithe iStrategic iPerformance 

iMeasurement iSystem i(SPMS) iis ia iperformance imeasurement isystem ithat icombines 

istrategy, ibusiness ioperations, iand ifinancial iconditions ito imeasure ithe iextent ito iwhich ithe 

icompany iachieves iits igoals, ivisions iand imissions. iImplementing ia isuccessful istrategy iin 

ia icompany ishould ifollow itwo iimportant imatters. iFirst, iunderstand ithe icompany icycle ithat 

iconnects istrategy iand ioperations, iand isecond, iunderstand ithe istrategy iused iat ieach istage 

iof ithe icompany. iThe iperformance imeasurement isystem iencourages imanagers ito iconsider 

ihow ithe icompany’s iactivities iare isuitable ifor iother iparts iof ithe icompany ifrom ia istrategic 

ipoint iof iview iand iassist ithe icompany iin ithe imanagement iof ibusiness iactivities. 

iInadequate imanagement iand isupervision iof ithe iperformance imeasurement isystem iputs ithe 

icompany iat irisk iof ifailure. iA iproper iperformance imeasurement isystem ican iprotect ithe 

iorganization ifrom ipotential ilosses iand iimprove ithe ieffectiveness iof ithe iorganization. 
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The iresults ishow ithe iimpact iof ithe iSPMS ion icompany iperformance ishows 

supported in the covid-19 pandemic era. iThis ifinally iextends ithe ibody iof iknowledge iin ithis 

isubject iand isuggested ithat imanagers iand ipolicymakers ishould ifocus ion istrategic 

iperformance imeasurement isystem icharacteristics ito ienhance ifirm iperformance, that 

company should concern to strategic performance measurement which gives guidance for business 

strategy and company operations, reward systems, feedback and recommendations. 

 

Keywords:Strategic iperformance imeasurement isystem, iIslamic iBank, iFirm performance, 

Covid-19. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

A iperformance ievaluation isystem iis ia itool icommonly iused ito imonitor ithe isuccess iof ian 

iorganization i(Neely, i2005; iBustinza iet ial., i2010). iThe iperformance imeasurement isystem 

iencourages imanagers ito istrategically iconsider ithe irelationship ibetween ithe icompany's 

iactivities iand iother idepartments iof ithe icompany, iand iassist ithe icompany iin imanaging iits 

ibusiness iactivities i(Abushaiba iand iZainuddin, i2012; iUllrich iand iTuttle, i2004; iChoe, 

i2003). iImproper imanagement isupervision iin ithe iperformance imeasurement isystem iputs 

ithe icompany iat irisk iof ifailure i(Turner iet.al, i2017). iPrevious iresearch isuch ias iMunir iet 

ial., i(2013); iNeely, i(1995); iOtley, i(1999); iSharma, i(2000); iChenhall, i(2005); iSoltanizadeh, 

i(2016); iNashwan, i(2017) istated ithat ian iappropriate iperformance imeasurement isystem ican 

iimprove iorganizational iperformance. iBustinza iet ial. i(2010) istated ithat icompanies ishould 

ifocus ion iactivities ithat ilead ito isustainable icompetitive iadvantage ito iachieve ihigher ilevels 

iof iperformance. iThe iperformance ievaluation isystem ican ibe iused ias ia imeans iof 

imonitoring, ia imeans iof imotivating, imonitoring iperformance, iencouraging ilearning iwithin 

ithe icompany i(Neely, i2005). iManagement iaccounting ipractices ican ialso ibe iused ifor 

ifinancial ireporting iand icontrol iactivities ithat ihelp imanagement iin ithe iformulation iand 

iimplementation iof iorganizational istrategies i(Wadan iet ial., i2019). iResearch ion ithe 

iconnection ibetween istrategic iperformance ievaluation isystems, icompetitive istrategies, ialso 

icorporate iperformance istill igives idifferent ior iinconsistent iresults. iBaird iet ial. i(2017), 

iBurney iet ial. i(2009), iand iChenhall i(2005) imake ian iessential icontribution ito istrategic 

iperformance ievaluation isystems iin iachieving iorganizational iperformance. iBaird iet ial. 

i(2017) idiscussed ithe irelationship ibetween iSPMS iand iorganizational ieffectiveness. iThe 

iresults iof ithe iarticle iby iBaird iet.al i(2017) iexplain ithat iSPMS iis imore ifocused ion 

iperformance iachievement irelated ito iperformance-related ioutcomes, ithe ifocus ion iworkers 

itends ito ibe iless. 

 

Nashwan, iet.al i(2017); iBourne iet.al i(2013); iBisbe iand iMalagueno, i(2012); iAdler, 

iR i(2011); iGimbert iet ial., i(2010); iHyvonnen i(2007); iLi iet ial., i(2009), iprovide ievidence 

ithat ithere iis ia istrong ipositive irelationship ibetween iperformance imeasurement isystems, 

ibusiness istrategies, iand icompany iperformance. iHowever, idifferent iempirical ifindings iwere 
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iprovided iby iIttner iet ial. i(2003). iIttner iet ial. i(2003) iconcluded ithat ithe iperformance 

imeasurement isystem ihas ia inegative ieffect ion iperformance. iMoreover, ithe iresearch 

ifindings ifrom iKihn i(2007); iBraam iand iNijssen i(2004) istated ithat ithe istrategic 

iperformance imeasurement isystem idoes inot iaffect ifirm iperformance. iThe iresults iof iHall's 

i(2011) istudy iindicated ithat ilearning ihas ia ipositive iassociation iwith icompany iperformance. 

iHis iresearch iexamines iwhether ithe iprocess iof iupdating iand ichanging imental i(learning) 

imodels ihelped ito iexplain ihow ithe iperformance imeasurement isystems iaffect iperformance. 

iHall's i(2008) iresearch iinvestigated iperformance iand ifound ithat ian ieffective iperformance 

ievaluation isystem iimproves imanagerial iperformance ithrough irole iclarification iand 

ipsychological iempowerment. iThis istudy iused ia icontingency itheory iapproach ibecause iit 

iconsiders isituational ifactors iin iimplementing ia iperformance ievaluation isystem. iThe 

iperformance ievaluation isystem iis iexpected ito ibe irelated ito icompany istrategy i(Adler, 

i2011; iBaird, i2017; iGimbert iet ial., i2010; iBeal, i2000).iManagement iaccounting iresearch iis 

iusually icarried iout iin ithe imanufacturing isector iwhile ithis iresearch iis iconducted iin iservice 

isector icompanies, inamely ithe iIslamic ibanking isector. iThere iare istill ifew istudies ion 

imanagement iaccounting iin iIslamic ibanking. iPrevious istudies ihave ifocused imore ion 

imanufacturing icompanies. iPrevious istudies iin ithe ibanking isector i(service icompanies) iwere 

imostly icarried iout iin iconventional ibanking. 

 

LITERATURE iREVIEW 

 

2.1 iStrategic iPerformance iMeasurement iSystem 

The istrategic iperformance imeasurement isystem i(SPMS) iis ipart iof ithe iperformance 

ievaluation isystem. iSPMS iis ia iperformance ievaluation isystem ithat icombines istrategy, 

ibusiness ioperations, iand ifinance ito imeasure ihow iwell ia icompany iachieves iits 

itargets/vision iand imission. iTo ibe iable ito ifind iout ito iwhat iextent ia icompany's isuccess iin 

irunning iits ibusiness irequires ia iperformance imeasurement. iPerformance imeasurement 

ishows ithe irelationship ibetween ithe iplanning iset iby ithe icompany iand ithe iresults ithat ihave 

ibeen iachieved. iPerformance imeasurement ialso ishows iwhether ia icompany ineeds ito imake 

iimprovements iand iadjustments ito iplan iand icontrol iactivities. iThe idefinition iof 

iperformance iaccording ito iDrucker i(2002) iis i"The ilevel iof iachievement ior iactual iresults 

iachieved iwhich iis iused ito iobtain ia ipositive iresult". iPerformance iis ialso idefined ias ithe 

ifour iaspects iof ipersonnel isuccessfully iachieving istrategic igoals: ifinance, icustomer iservice, 

iprocess, iand ilearning iand igrowth i(Mulyadi, i2007). 

 

A iperformance ievaluation isystem iwas iformed ias ia istrategic idirection idesigned ito 

iprovide iinformation ito iimpove iquality iof ithe icompany's istrategy iin iachieving icompany 

isuccess i(Abushaiba iand iZainuddin, i2012). iThe icharacteristics iof ithe iinformation iexpected 

ifrom ithe idesign iof ithe iperformance imeasurement isystem iare ito ihave icomplete 

iinformation. iCompleteness iof iinformation iin ithe idesign iof ia iperformance imeasurement 
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isystem ihas itwo icomponents. iFirstly, iinformation iwhich ihas ia igeneral iaspect ithat ican 

iunderstand ithe icausal irelationship ibetween icompany ioperations iand ithe icompany's 

istrategic iobjectives, iand ibetween iall iaspects iof ithe ivalue ichain i(Kaplan iand iNorton, 

i2001; iMalina iand iSelto, i2001). iSecondly, ithe imeasurement ipart iinvolves ithe iprovision iof 

imeasurement iin ifinance, icustomers, ibusiness iprocesses, iand ilong-term iinnovation i(Kaplan 

iand iNorton, i1996a; iSharma, i2000; iElshishini, i2001; iMalmi, i2001). 

 

Performance imeasurement isystems ihave ian iessential irole iof itranslation iin ithe 

iimplementation iof ithe icorporate istrategy iinto icompany ioperating iactivities ito iachieve ithe 

idesired igoals i(Chenhall iand iLangfield-Smith, i1998; iKaplan iand iNorton, i2001; iIttner, iet 

ial., i2003; iChenhall, i2003). iAccording ito iHambrick i(1983); iSrivastava i(1983) iand 

iChenhall i(2005), ithe iresearcher's istrategy iemphasize ithat iaccess ito iinformation iwill 

iprovide ipotentially iuseful iideas irelated ito iinternal iand iexternal icompanies, iopportunities, 

iand ithreats irelated ito iformulating iinnovation istrategies ito igain ia icompetitive iadvantage. 

iRoslender iand iHart i(2002) iexplained ithat ithe icurrent iemphasis iwas ion iefforts ito iproduce 

iaccounting iinformation ithat iraises ithe icompetitive iadvantage iof ia isustainable icompany. 

2.2 iCompany iPerformance 

Dessler i(2012) idefines iwork iperformance, inamely ithe icomparison ibetween ithe iwork 

iresults iand ithe iset istandards. iAccording ito iGaspersz i(2006), iperformance iis ithe icontrol 

iof ibehavior ichanges iin iorganizations ito iexecute ior iimplement istrategies. iSanchez iand 

iMarin i(2003); iAragon i(2003) istates ithat iperformance iis imeasured iby ireturn ion iinvestment 

i(ROI) iand ican ibe imeasured iusing iquantitative iand iqualitative iindicators. iAccording ito 

iCarpenter iand iSanders i(2002); iDesphande iet ial., i(1993); iHill iand iJones, i(2005), 

iperformance iis imeasured iby ireturn ion iassets i(ROA); ibusiness iprofitability; iand isales 

igrowth i(Mavondo iand iFarell, i2003). iGopalakrishnan i(2000) istated ithat icompany 

iperformance iis irelated ito iefficiency, ieffectiveness, ifinancial ioutcomes, iand iemployee 

isatisfaction. iMeanwhile, iOlson i(2005) iexplained ithat iorganizational iperformance iis ibased 

ion ithe iperformance iassessed iby ithe iorganization iand iits icompetitors. 

 

2.5 iHypothesis iFormulation 

2.5.1 The iEffect iof iStrategic iPerformance iMeasurement iSystems ion iCompany 

iPerformance 

Performance iMeasurement iSystem ioffers iinformation ito iexecutives ito istrategically iconsider 

ihow ithe icompany's ibusiness iactivities iare isuitable ifor iother idepartments iof ithe icompany 

iand iassist ithe icompany ito imanage iits ibusiness ioperational iactivities i(Lillis iand iAnne, 

i2002; iIttner, iet ial., i2003. i; iFullerton iand iMcWatters, i2002; iUllrich iand iTurtle, i2004). iA 

iperformance imeasurement isystem ican ibe idefined ias ia iprocess iof iquantifying ithe 
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iefficiency iand ieffectiveness iof ithe icompany. iAn iappropriate iperformance imeasurement 

isystem i(PMS) ican iprotect iorganizations ifrom ipotential ilosses iand iincrease iorganizational 

ieffectiveness i(Turner iet ial., i2017; iMunir iet ial., i2013). iWithout iadequate iand iprecise 

imanagement icontrol, inamely iwith ia iperformance imeasurement isystem, ithe icompany iwill 

ibe iat irisk iof ifailure i(Turner iet ial., i2017). iSeveral istudies ihave iexplained ithat ithe iuse iof 

iPMS iis iexpected ito iimprove iorganizational iperformance i(Kaplan iand iNorton, i1996b; 

iHoque iand iJames, i2000; iIttner iet ial., i2003). iA iconcise iperformance imeasurement isystem 

iwill isupport ithe iorganizational idecision-making iprocess iby icollecting, iprocessing, iand 

ianalyzing ithe imeasured iinformation iabout iperformance, iand idelivered iin ithe iform iof ia 

isummary i(Neely iet ial., i1995; iHenri, i2006). 

 

Chenhall's iresearch ifindings i(2005) ishowed ithat ithere iwere istill ifew istudies ithat 

ireveal ithe icharacteristics iof iinformation ithat ican ihelp ithe isystem ihow ito iprovide ipositive 

ibenefits ifor ithe icompany. iChenhall i(2005) iexamined ithe irelationship ibetween iPMS iand 

icompetitive iadvantage ian iindicator iof ithe icompetitive istrategy iof ifirms iwith ia ibusiness 

ifocus ion iproduct idifferentiation iand ilow-cost istrategies. iChenhall i(2005) istates ithat 

istrategic iperformance imeasurement isystems ihave ia ipositive ieffect ion iimproving 

iperformance. iResearch iby iHoque iand iJames i(2000) iprovides ithe isame iresults ithat 

istrategic iperformance imeasurement isystems ihave ia ipositive irelationship iwith 

iorganizational iperformance. iMeanwhile, iIttner iet ial. i(2003)and iYuliansyah iet.al i(2012) 

igive idifferent iresults ithat istrategic iperformance imeasurement isystem ihas ithe iopposite 

ieffect, ior ihas ia inegative ieffect ion iperformance. 

H1: i I The istrategic iperformance imeasurement isystem ihas ia ipositive ieffect ion icompany 

iperformance 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 
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The iindustry ichosen iin ithis istudy iwas ithe ibanking iindustry ibecause istudies iin 

ibanking iare ipart iof ifinancial iinstitutions ithat iactively iargue ithat iperformance imeasures 

ican iincrease ithe ivalue/effectiveness iof icompanies. iThe ibanking iindustry iis ialso ia 

ireflection iof isuccessful iorganizations. iResearchers isend imore ithan itwo iquestionnaires ito 

ione iorganization. iA ipreliminary istudy iwas iconducted ibefore ithe iquestionnaires idistributed. 

iThe ifirst ipreliminary istudy iwas iconducted ito iensure ithe iaccuracy iof ithe iEnglish 

itranslation iinto ithe iIndonesian ilanguage. iThe isecond ipreliminary iinvestigation iaimed ito 

idetermine ithe ilevel iof ireliability ialso ivalidity iof ithe iquestionnaires iso ithat ithe 

iquestionnaires iare iready ito ibe idistributed. i 

 The isample iof ithis iresearch iwas iusing ithe ipurposive isampling imethod. 

iDetermination iof isample imembers ifrom ithe ipopulation iby ithis imethod iwas icarried iout 

iwith icertain iconsiderations. iThe icity ithat iis iconsidered irepresentative ifor isampling iin ithis 

istudy iis iJakarta, ithe icapital icity iof iIndonesia. iRespondents iof ithis iresearch iare iall 

ielements iof ileaders/managers iin iIslamic ibanks ibecause ithey iare iconsidered ito ihave 

iextensive iknowledge iabout ithe imanagement iof iIslamic ibanks iwhich iis itheir iresponsibility. 

iIndividuals iwho iwere igiven ithe iquestionnaire iin ithis istudy iwere iall imanagers/department 

iheads iwho iwere iconsidered ito iunderstand ithe iscope iof ithe iquestionnaire igiven. iThe 

iquestionnaires ireturned iand ican ibe iprocessed iare i142 isample iquestionnaires. 

 

 The idetermination iof ithe iminimum isample isize irefers ito ithe istatement ifrom 

iSugiyono i(2012) ifor ithe idetermination iof ithe iminimum isample isize iis ias ifollows: i"The 

iminimum isample isize ithat iis ifeasible iin ia istudy iis i30-500 iif ithe isample iis idivided iinto 

icategories iof ithe inumber iof isample imembers, ifor ieach icategory ithe inumber iof isample 

imembers ieach icategory iis iat ileast i30. iIf iin ia istudy, ithe ianalysis iuses imore ithan itwo 

iinvolved ivariables, istatistical istudies ithat istudy ibehavior iand ithe irelationship ibetween itwo 

ior imore ivariables, iand ithen ithe iminimum isample isize iis i10 itimes iof ithe iused ivariables 

i(Hair, i2010). 

The idata ianalysis iused iin ithis istudy iwas ito iuse istructural iequation imodeling 

i(SEM). iOne iof ithe ireasons ifor ichoosing iSEM iwas iits iability ito imodel imultiple 

irelationships, iwhich iis ithe iadvantage iof ilatent ivariables iSEM iover imultiple iregression 

iand ipath ianalysis i(Baines i& iLangfield-Smith, i2003). iThe idata ianalysis itool iused iwas 

iSmartPLS i3.0 ifull iversion iand ithe imodel iestimation itechnique iused iwas ithe ivariance 

imatrix. iPartial iLeast iSquare i(PLS) iis ian ianalytical itool ithat iis iconsidered iappropriate ifor 

itesting ithe ivariables iin ithis istudy. iAccording ito iHair iet ial. i(2013), iPartial iLeast iSquare 

i(PLS) ihas ithe iadvantage ithat iin ithe irelationship ibetween ilatent ivariables, ireflective iand 

iformative imeasurement imodels iare inot ia iproblem, iwhereas iin icovariance-based iSEM iit 

ican ionly ibe idone ifor ireflective imodels.  
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The istructural imodel iin ithe iPLS itechnique iidentifies ithe irelationship ibetween 

iconstructs, iwhile ithe imeasurement imodel idetermines ithe irelationship ibetween ithe 

iindicator iand ithe iconstruct iit irepresents i(Chenhall, i2005). iPLS iis ia ipowerful 

ianalytical imethod ibecause iit iis inot ibased ion imany iassumptions i(Wiyono, 2011). iThe 

iresearch ifindings iby iSmith iand iLangfield-Smith i(2004) istated ithat iin ianalyzing iSEM 

iusing itwo isteps, inamely imeasurement imodel iand imeasurement istructural imodel. iBesides, 

iPLS-SEM ihas iadvantages iover iordinary iregression ifor ithe ifollowing ireasons i(Birkinshaw, 

iMorrison, i& iHulland, i1995). iThese iare iPLS iestimates iindividual iitems ibetter iin ithe 

icontext iof ithe itheoretical imodel. iThen iPLS iconsiders iall icoefficients isimultaneously 

iwhich iallows iall idirect, iindirect, iand ispurious irelationships. 

RESULTS 

 

4.1 iData iAnalysis 

 

Table1. iMeasurement iModel 

Construct Dimension Items Cross Composite 

Average 

iVariance 

   Loading Reliability Extract 

Firm 

Performance ROA Y1.1 0.873   

 

I i Income/ 

iRevenue Y1.2 0.929 0.962 0.863 

 ROI Y1.3 0.954   

 Profit Y1.4 0.957   

 

Operating 

iGuidance X1.1 0.798   

  X1.2 0.741   

 Strategy X1.3 0.762   
Strategic  X1.4 0.793   

Performance  X1.5 0.798   
Measurement  X1.6 0.723 0.938 0.558 

System  X1.7 0.699   

 Evaluation X1.8 0.737   

  X1.9 0.698   

 Recommendation X1.10 0.791   

  X1.11 0.726   

  X1.12 0.696   
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Figure i2. iOuter iModel iOriginal iSample iValues 

 

 

 
 

 

The ievaluation iof ithe imeasurement imodel ior iOuter iModel iis iused ito itest ivalidity 

iand ireliability i(Camison iand iLopez, i2010; iHulland, i1999). iOuter imodels iwith ireflective 

iindicators iare ievaluated ithrough iconvergent ivalidity iand idiscriminant ivalidity ifrom ilatent 

iconstruct-forming iindicators iand icomposite ireliability iand iCronbach ialpha i(Ghozali iand 

iLatan, i2015). iBased ion ithe iestimation iresults iof ithe iaverage ivariance iextracted iin itable 

i1, iit ihad ia ivalue iabove i0.50 iwhich iindicates igood ivalidity. iThe ifactor iloading ivalue iwas 

ialso igreater ithan i0.50, iwhich imeans ithat iall iindicators iconfirmed igood ivalidity. 

 

Measurement iof ireliability ican ibe ivalued iby iCronbach iAlpha, iRho_A, iand 

icomposite ireliability iwhich iwas iabove i0.70. iTable i1 iabove ishows ithat iall iof ithe 

imeasurement iof ireliability ifirm iperformance, istrategic iperformance ievaluation isystem, iand 

iIslamic iprofessional iethics ivariable iwas iabove i0.70 iwhich iforecasted ia igood iresult. iThe 

ireliability iof iall iof ithe ivariables iand iindicators iof ithe iinstrument iwas isatisfactory. 

 

4.2 iStructural iModel 
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After ia icareful iexamination iof ithe imeasurement imodel iin iTables i1, ithe iassessment 

iof ithe istructural imodel iis iconducted iin ithis isection. iThe iassessment iof ithe istructural 

imodel iallows ithis istudy ito itest ithe ihypothesis. iThis istructural ipattern ievaluated iwith 

iGoodness iof iFit iwhich imeasured iby iStone-Geisser iQ-Square's ipredictive irelevance ito 

imeasuring ihow iwell iis ithe iparameter iestimation iand ithe iobservation ivalue iderived ifrom 

ithe imodel. iThe ivalue iof iQ-Square> i0 iindicates ithat ithe imodel ihas ipredictive irelevance, 

iotherwise iif ithe iQ-Square ivalue i≤ i0 ishows ithat ithe imodel idoesn't ihave ia ipredictive 

icorrelation. iMeasurement iof iQ-Square iis ibased ion ithe imethod: 

 

Q2 i= i1- i(1-R1
2) i(1-R2

2)…. i(1-Rp2) 

 

Which iR1
2, iR2

2 i... iRp2 iare ithe iR-square iof ithe iendogenous ivariable ifrom ithe imodel. iThe 

ivalue iof iQ2 ihas ia irange ivalue iof i0 i<Q2 i<1, ithe icloser ito i1, ithe ibetter ithe imodel. iThis 

iQ2 ivalue iwas iin iline iwith ithe icoefficient iof idetermination. iThe iresult iof ithe iR-square 

ifrom ithe istructural imodel iwas i0.184 iwhich imeans ithat ifirm iperformance icould ibe 

iexplained iby istrategic iperformance ievaluation isystem.iIn iaddition, iwe icould isee ihow igood 

ithe iobservation ivalue iby icalculating: iQ2 i= i1- i(1-0.184) i= i0.184. iThe iresult ishows ithat 

iQ2 ihad ia ivalue iin ithe irange i0 i<Q2 i<1, iwhere icloser ito i1 imeans ithe imodel iwas igetting 

ibetter. 

 

 A ihypothesis itest iof ithe iestimated iparameters iwill iprovide iuseful iinformation ion 

ithe irelationship ibetween ithe iresearch ivariables. iThe ibasis ifor itesting ithe ihypothesis iwas 

ithe ioutput iresult ifrom ithe iinner iweight itest. iThe it-statistic ivalue ibetween ithe idependent 

ivariable iand ithe iindependent ivariable iassesses ithe iimportance iof ipredictive imodels iin 

itesting istructural imodels, iwhich ican ibe iseen iin ithe ipath icoefficient itable ion ithe 

iSmartPLS ioutput. iThe ilimit ifor irejecting iand ifailed ito ireject ithe iproposed ihypothesis iis 

iif ithe it-count ivalue iis i≥ ior i≤ it itable ivalue. iThe ihypothesis itesting iwas iconducted iby 

iusing ia ibootstrapping imethod iwhich iwas iintended ito iminimalize ithe iissue iof idata 

iabnormalities. iThe iresult iof ithe ibootstrapping imethod iis iused ias ithe ibasis iof ithe 

ihypothesis itesting iresult. i 

 

 

DISCUSSION iand iCONCLUSION 

 

Based ion ithe ifindings, the iresults iof ithe ihypothesis ishow ithat ithe ieffect iof ivariables 

istrategic iperformance imeasurement isystem itowards icompany iperformance iis iconfirmed  

isupported. iThis iis iin iline iwith ithe iprevious istudy Nashwan, iet.al i(2017); iBourne iet.al 

i(2013); iBisbe iand iMalagueno, i(2012).iIn iaddition, ithe relations iof istrategic iperformance 

ievaluation isystem ivariable iagainst ifirm iperformance ishows ipositive iresults. iThis ishows 

ithe isame iresults ifrom ithe irelationship ibetween istrategic iperformance ievaluation isystem 
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ivariable iand ifirm iperformance. The iassociation ibetween ithe istrategic iperformance 

imeasurement iand icompany iperformance ishows ipositive results, that company should concern 

to strategic performance measurement which gives guidance for business strategy and company 

operations, reward systems, feedback and recommendations. 

iMoreover, ithe iresults ishowed ithat ithe ipredicted irelevance ivalue ifor ithe imodel iwas 

i0.184 iwhich idemonstrated ithat ithe iresearch imodel ihas iadequate ipredictive irelevancy. iThe 

iresult iof ithe iR-square ifrom ithe istructural imodel iwas i0.394 iwhich imeans ithat ifirm 

iperformance ican ibe iexplained iby ithe istrategic iperformance ievaluation isystem by 39.4% in 

the Covid-19 pandemic era. iThis ifinally iextends ithe ibody iof iknowledge iin ithis isubject iand 

isuggested ithat imanagers iand ipolicymakers ishould ifocus ion istrategic iperformance 

imeasurement isystem icharacteristics ito ienhance ifirm iperformance. 
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