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ABSTRACT

This research investigates the key role of management accounting systems and
performance evaluation in the structural transformation of the public sector, focusing
on municipalities in Tehran Province. This applied study adopts a quantitative
descriptive-survey approach. A standardized questionnaire, whose validity and
reliability were confirmed before distribution, was used as the instrument among
employees and managers of the municipalities during 1404 (2025/2026). A sample
of 384 individuals was determined using Cochran’s formula and selected through
purposive sampling. SPSS was used to examine demographic characteristics and
central indices, while Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) with a Partial Least
Squares (PLS) approach was employed via Smart PLS 4 to test research hypotheses
and assess model fit. The findings confirmed all hypotheses. Path analysis indicated
that administrative reforms significantly and positively enhance organizational
performance, both directly and through the mediating role of the management
accounting and performance evaluation system. A novel finding is confirmation of
the moderating role of organizational learning culture, implying that a learning-
oriented culture can strengthen the relationship between performance management
and organizational performance, improving its effectiveness.

Keywords: Performance measurement and management systems (PMMS),
Administrative reforms, Organizational performance, Organizational learning
culture, Municipalities in Tehran Province

* Corresponding author. meds.eros1999@gmail.com
2717-3135 ©Author(s)

This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license.
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

42 https://doi.org/10.22034/PSAB.2026.247876

40


mailto:meds.eros1999@gmail.com
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.22034/PSAB.2026.247876
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8716-2752

Quarterly Journal of Public Sector S5OSO 408 9 Sylmbua
Accounting & Budgeting Voo licwsls ¥F ol oY o jlack (aida Jlew

1. INTRODUCTION

Over the past decade, public sector organizations have faced increasing pressure to
improve efficiency, transparency, and accountability. Administrative reforms have
consequently been viewed as a means of modernizing government structures and
processes. However, implementing structural reforms alone does not guarantee
improved performance. Without mechanisms that connect policies and
organizational changes to operational outcomes, reforms may remain at the planning
stage. Management accounting and performance evaluation systems can serve as this
link, translating reform-driven changes into tangible improvements in organizational
performance (Mian et al., 2025). One of the main challenges facing public
organizations is the gap between reform plans and their ultimate outcomes. Modern
reforms, including digitalization and the adoption of agile practices, are effective
when supported by flexible, data-driven performance evaluation systems (Mergel et
al., 2025). Performance management is a systematic process of setting objectives,
monitoring progress, reviewing results, and using information to improve decision-
making and service delivery (Smith and Bititci, 2017). Its real value becomes
apparent when evaluation findings help identify weaknesses and redesign processes,
rather than being used solely for reporting or justifying performance (Andrews and
Van de Walle, 2013). Moreover, effectively linking evaluation systems to decision-
making can strengthen managerial reforms and increase citizens’ satisfaction with
governance (Hall et al., 2022). In Iran, administrative reform and the strengthening
of performance evaluation in public institutions have become increasingly important.
Municipalities, because their services directly affect citizens’ quality of life, are
among the organizations that have paid particular attention to implementing
performance management systems. However, laws and guidelines alone are not
sufficient. If organizational culture, decision-making mechanisms, or leadership
styles are incompatible with the principles of performance management,
implementation may become superficial and performative (Mousavi Bazargani and
Ebrahimi, 2020). In the municipalities of Tehran Province, despite progress in
digitalization, some activities are still conducted using traditional methods, and the
extensive use of data in planning and performance measurement has not become
institutionalized. Under these circumstances, evaluation findings may become
archived documents rather than contributing to organizational learning (Rostami and
Ghanbari, 2024). Accordingly, performance management in municipalities must
extend beyond measurement: its information should be used in decision-making,
resource allocation, policymaking, and the evaluation of managers. Otherwise, these
systems risk being reduced to ceremonial tools. Research also emphasizes that
performance management is effective when it helps change organizational behavior
and structures (Reiter and Klenk, 2020). On this basis, the present study examines
the extent to which management accounting and performance evaluation systems
have brought about genuine changes in structures, processes, and performance
outcomes in the municipalities of Tehran Province. The study addresses the
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following subsidiary questions: Have these systems improved efficiency,
transparency, and accountability? What factors influence the success or failure of
their implementation? To what extent are the effects of their implementation visible
and tangible to citizens? What role do technology and organizational culture play in
strengthening or weakening these systems?

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study was applied in terms of its purpose and was designed to develop a model
and practical solutions for improving management accounting systems and
performance evaluation in Iranian public-sector organizations. In terms of its nature
and method, it is a quantitative, descriptive-survey study conducted at a specific
point in time during the second half of 1404 in the Iranian calendar. From a logical
perspective, the study follows an inductive-inferential approach. The study’s
statistical population comprises managers, senior experts, and financial experts;
planning and development managers and experts; and human resources managers
and experts working in the municipalities of Tehran Province in 1404. These
individuals are directly involved in performance evaluation systems, human resource
management, and administrative reform processes. The study uses purposive
sampling. Cochran’s formula for an unknown population was used to determine the
sample size. Assuming a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error, the
estimated sample size was 384 participants. Quantitative data were collected using a
standardized questionnaire, which was distributed in person at the municipalities of
Tehran Province. Items were rated on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from
“Strongly disagree = 1" to “Strongly agree = 5.” The questionnaire consisted of five
demographic questions and 42 questions relating to the study variables. The sources
of the questionnaire items were as follows: administrative reform (Castelo and
Gomez, 2023); management accounting systems and performance evaluation
(Ahmadi and Yousefi, 2018; Castelo and Gomez, 2023; Ferreira et al., 2025);
organizational learning culture (Hult et al., 2003); and organizational performance
(Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Neely et al., 2002).

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The questionnaire data showed that most respondents were male, aged between 30
and 40 years, and had 10 to 15 years of work experience. Most held a bachelor’s
degree, had an accounting background, and worked as senior experts or experts in
administration and human resources. On the basis of these demographic
characteristics, the collected data were considered to have an appropriate level of
reliability. The reliability analysis yielded excellent Cronbach’s alpha values for
administrative reform (0.963), performance management (0.903), and organizational
performance (0.906), indicating very strong correlations among the questionnaire
items. Performance measurement (0.861) and organizational learning culture (0.878)
showed good reliability, indicating strong correlations among their respective items.
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These results confirmed the reliability of the questionnaire items. Composite
reliability (CR) was likewise excellent for administrative reform (0.993),
performance  measurement (0.954), performance management (0.974),
organizational learning (0.925), and organizational performance (0.936), reflecting
excellent reliability, validity, and measurement precision.

The mean scores of the study variables ranged from 4.42 to 4.51, indicating that
respondents held relatively positive perceptions of administrative reform,
performance measurement and management, organizational learning culture, and
organizational performance. Organizational learning culture had the highest mean
(4.51), whereas administrative reform had the lowest (4.42). Standard deviations
ranged from 0.474 to 0.580, suggesting relatively limited variation in responses, and
the negative skewness values for all variables indicated that responses were
concentrated toward the higher end of the scale, namely “agree” and “strongly
agree.” The Kolmogorov—Smirnov test yielded significance values below the error
threshold (0.000 < 0.05) for all variables, so the null hypothesis of normality was
rejected at the 95% confidence level. However, because structural equation modeling
does not depend on the normal distribution of data, the hypotheses were tested using
this method. All questionnaire items had factor loadings greater than 0.4 and were
therefore acceptable in the confirmatory factor analysis, suggesting that they were
sufficiently aligned with the research variables. Convergent validity was assessed
using average variance extracted (AVE), where values above 0.5 confirm the
adequacy of the indicators. Since the AVE values for all variables exceeded 0.5, the
guestionnaire items were judged to represent the latent variables adequately.

The structural model demonstrated an acceptable fit, with an SRMR value of 0.058,
below the 0.08 threshold, and an NFI value of 0.683 (where 1 represents perfect fit).
The inner model showed that administrative reform, as the independent variable,
predicted organizational performance, the dependent variable, with an R2 value of
0.89. All six research hypotheses were supported, and the examined relationships
were positive and significant. These findings indicate that administrative reform,
through structural and process changes, improves organizational performance and
helps establish performance measurement systems. The adoption of performance
management and evaluation systems, together with the use of their information in
decision-making, enhances the performance indicators of municipalities, and
coordination among the components of performance measurement and management
increases the effectiveness of these systems. These systems also mediate the effects
of administrative reform on performance outcomes, while an organizational learning
culture strengthens the relationship between performance management and
organizational performance.

4. CONCLUSION

Implementing performance measurement, management, and evaluation systems is a
priority in modern administrative reform, as these systems support better decision-
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making and effective organizational change by improving the efficiency of public
resources, transparency, collaboration, and accountability. The findings show that
administrative reform and performance measurement and management processes
directly affect organizational performance. By serving a mediating role, these
systems also contribute to continuous performance improvement and help reduce
inefficient behaviors. Furthermore, managers’ leadership in using performance
information can increase the value of these systems and help foster an organizational
learning culture. Based on the research findings, it is recommended that the
municipalities of Tehran Province advance administrative reform to improve
performance by reviewing their organizational structures, eliminating overlapping
units, and clarifying processes. They should establish an integrated system for
monitoring key indicators aligned with strategic objectives and familiarize
employees with these indicators. They should also adopt a results-based performance
management system and use performance information in decision-making, while
establishing a coordinating committee to strengthen the link between performance
measurement and management decisions. Strengthening management accounting
and the performance evaluation system can also help translate the effects of
administrative reform into organizational outcomes. In addition, ongoing training,
the exchange of experience, documenting lessons learned, and promoting feedback,
innovation, and learning from mistakes can foster an organizational learning culture
and ultimately improve municipal performance.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the respondents
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sl
Male
79.4 79.4 79.4 305 5ye
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Table 2. Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability coefficients
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of research variables
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Table 4. Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test
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Table 5. Factor loadings of the questionnaire items
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Table 6. Convergent validity (AVE)
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Table 9. Significance statistics and hypothesis testing results
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