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ABSTRACT: This study examines the role of digitalized performance measurement systems in influencing employee performance, 

with trust in supervisors as a mediating mechanism. The increasing adoption of digital technologies in management control systems 

has transformed traditional performance evaluation processes, enabling organizations to generate more transparent, timely, and data-

driven performance information. However, prior research has reported mixed findings regarding the behavioral consequences of 

performance measurement systems, highlighting the need to explore underlying psychological mechanisms such as trust. 

Using a quantitative survey approach, data were collected from 146 managers working in the banking sector in Indonesia. The data 

were analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The results indicate that performance 

measurement technology has a significant positive effect on trust in supervisors, and trust significantly improves employee 

performance. However, performance measurement technology does not have a significant direct effect on employee performance. 

Further analysis reveals that trust fully mediates the relationship between performance measurement technology and employee 

performance. These findings suggest that digitalized performance measurement systems influence performance primarily through 

psychological and relational mechanisms rather than through direct effects. 

This study contributes to the management accounting literature by integrating digitalization and behavioral perspectives, 

demonstrating that the effectiveness of performance measurement systems depends not only on technological capabilities but also 

on their ability to foster trust within organizations. 

 

KEYWORDS: Banking Sector, Digitalization, Employee Performance, Management Control Systems, Performance Measurement 
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INTRODUCTION 

Performance measurement systems (PMS) have long been recognized as a central component of management control systems, 

playing a critical role in aligning employee behavior with organizational objectives (Merchant & Van der Stede, 2017; Otley, 2016). 

Traditionally, PMS relied on financial and non-financial indicators generated through periodic reporting processes, which were 

often criticized for being backward-looking and insufficient in capturing dynamic organizational performance (Kaplan & Norton, 

1996; Johnson & Kaplan, 1987; Ittner & Larcker, 1998). As organizations operate in increasingly complex and competitive 

environments, PMS have evolved into more comprehensive and integrated systems that incorporate multiple performance 

dimensions and support strategic decision-making (Chenhall, 2003; Franco-Santos et al., 2012). 

In recent years, rapid advances in digital technologies have significantly transformed the design and implementation of PMS. The 

emergence of enterprise resource planning (ERP), big data analytics, and business intelligence systems has enabled organizations 

to develop digitalized performance measurement systems, often referred to as performance measurement technology (PMT), which 

provide real-time, accurate, and data-driven performance information (Appelbaum et al., 2017; Bhimani & Willcocks, 2014; 

Vasarhelyi et al., 2015). These technologies enhance the timeliness and transparency of performance information, allowing 

managers to monitor employee performance continuously and respond more effectively to operational changes (Moll & 

Yigitbasioglu, 2019; Granlund, 2011). Consequently, PMS are increasingly shifting from static reporting tools to dynamic, 

interactive systems that support ongoing performance management processes (Bedford, 2020; Quattrone, 2016). 

Despite these technological advancements, the behavioral consequences of PMS remain a subject of ongoing debate in the 

management accounting literature. On one hand, PMS are expected to improve employee performance by clarifying performance 

expectations, providing feedback, and facilitating goal alignment (Franco-Santos et al., 2012; Burney & Widener, 2007). On the 

other hand, prior studies have highlighted potential negative effects, such as gaming behavior, excessive focus on measurable 
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outcomes, and increased stress, particularly when performance evaluation systems are perceived as overly controlling or biased 

(Hopwood, 1972; Merchant, 1985; Jensen, 2003). These mixed findings suggest that the effectiveness of PMS is not solely 

determined by their technical design but also by how employees perceive and respond to these systems (Hall, 2016; Bedford, 2020). 

One of the most critical factors influencing employee responses to PMS is trust in supervisors. Trust is defined as the willingness 

of individuals to be vulnerable to the actions of others based on positive expectations regarding their intentions and behavior (Mayer 

et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). In organizational contexts, trust facilitates cooperation, reduces uncertainty, and enhances 

communication between supervisors and subordinates, ultimately contributing to improved employee performance (Dirks & Ferrin, 

2002; Colquitt et al., 2007; Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Within the context of management control systems, trust becomes particularly 

important because performance evaluation processes inherently involve uncertainty, judgment, and potential information asymmetry 

(Hartmann & Slapničar, 2009; Lau & Buckland, 2001). 

Prior research suggests that PMS can influence trust by shaping employees’ perceptions of fairness, transparency, and reliability in 

performance evaluation processes (Coletti et al., 2005; Lau & Tan, 2006). Formal and structured systems supported by credible 

information tend to enhance trust, whereas systems perceived as overly controlling or lacking transparency may undermine it (Das 

& Teng, 1998; Weibel et al., 2016). However, while the relationship between PMS and trust has been widely examined, limited 

attention has been given to how digitalized PMS influence trust in contemporary organizational settings. The increasing use of 

digital technologies raises important questions regarding whether such systems enhance trust by improving transparency and 

objectivity, or whether they reduce trust by increasing monitoring intensity and perceived surveillance (Bhimani, 2020; Cuganesan, 

2008; Quattrone, 2016). 

This gap is particularly relevant in the context of emerging economies, where digital transformation is rapidly reshaping 

organizational practices, including performance evaluation systems. In the banking sector, digital technologies are widely used to 

monitor performance, manage risks, and support decision-making processes. However, the effectiveness of these systems depends 

not only on their technological capabilities but also on how they are perceived by employees, particularly in terms of trust in 

supervisors. Despite the importance of this issue, empirical evidence on the role of digitalized PMS in influencing trust and 

performance remains limited, especially in developing country contexts. 

Drawing upon organizational trust theory (Mayer et al., 1995) and management control systems theory (Merchant & Van der Stede, 

2017; Otley, 2016), this study adopts a behavioral perspective to examine how performance measurement technology influences 

employee performance through trust in supervisors. Organizational trust theory explains how trust develops based on perceptions 

of fairness, reliability, and integrity, while management control systems theory explains how PMS influence employee behavior and 

organizational outcomes. By integrating these perspectives, this study conceptualizes trust as a key psychological mechanism linking 

digitalized PMS and employee performance. 

This study aims to examine the effect of performance measurement technology on employee performance, with trust in supervisors 

as a mediating variable. 

Based on the above arguments, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H1: Performance measurement technology positively influences trust in supervisors. 

H2: Trust in supervisors positively influences employee performance. 

H3: Performance measurement technology positively influences employee performance. 

H4: Trust mediates the relationship between performance measurement technology and employee performance. 

This study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, it extends prior research by integrating digitalization into the study of 

performance measurement systems and their behavioral consequences. Second, it highlights the role of trust as a key psychological 

mechanism linking PMS to employee performance. Third, it provides empirical evidence from the banking sector in an emerging 

economy, thereby enhancing the contextual relevance and external validity of the findings. Finally, this study contributes to the 

broader literature on management control systems by demonstrating that the effectiveness of digitalized PMS depends not only on 

technological capabilities but also on their ability to foster trust within organizations. 

Based on the theoretical arguments and hypotheses developed above, this study proposes a research model that illustrates the 

relationships among performance measurement technology, trust in supervisors, and employee performance. Specifically, 

performance measurement technology is expected to influence employee performance both directly and indirectly through trust in 

supervisors. 
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The proposed research model is presented in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. Research Model 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Research Design and Setting 

This study employs a quantitative research design to examine the relationships between performance measurement technology, trust 

in supervisors, and employee performance. A quantitative approach is appropriate for testing hypothesized relationships among 

variables and assessing causal paths within a structural model. 

The study is conducted in the banking sector in Indonesia. This sector provides a relevant context due to its extensive use of digital 

technologies in performance evaluation and management control processes. The increasing adoption of digitalized performance 

measurement systems in banking institutions makes it an appropriate setting to investigate the behavioral implications of such 

systems. 

Participants and Data Collection 

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire distributed through an online survey between January and March 2025. The 

questionnaire was disseminated via professional networks, institutional contacts, and online communication channels to reach 

respondents who meet the research criteria. 

A purposive sampling technique was applied to ensure that respondents had direct experience with performance evaluation systems 

supported by digital technologies. Only respondents who were actively involved in performance evaluation processes were included 

in the study. 

The final sample consists of 146 respondents, all of whom hold managerial positions in various banking institutions in Indonesia. 

The respondents represent diverse demographic and organizational backgrounds, including variations in gender, age, educational 

level, and work experience. Most respondents possess at least a bachelor’s degree and have substantial work experience, indicating 

adequate familiarity with performance evaluation practices. 

The respondents are drawn from multiple banking institutions across different regions in Indonesia, providing a diverse 

organizational and geographical representation. Participation in this study was voluntary, and all responses were kept confidential 

to ensure data integrity and ethical compliance. 

Measurement of Variables 

All constructs in this study were measured using multi-item scales adapted from prior validated studies to ensure content validity. 

Performance measurement technology (PMT) was measured using six items adapted from Norzaidi et al. (2008), which assess 

individuals’ perceptions of technology related to performance. The original instrument was developed in the context of maritime 
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organizations to evaluate intranet functionality. In this study, the instrument was adapted to reflect the context of digitalized 

performance evaluation systems in the banking sector. 

Trust in supervisors was measured using an instrument originally developed by Read (1962) and later adopted by Hartmann and 

Slapničar (2009). This instrument captures the extent to which subordinates perceive that their supervisors take actions that consider 

employees’ interests. 

Employee performance was measured using an instrument adapted from the Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ), 

which has been widely used in empirical research to assess individual performance in organizational contexts (Koopmans et al., 

2014; Abelsen et al., 2023; Bijlsma & Koopman, 2003). In this study, job performance was measured using five items that evaluate 

respondents’ ability to manage tasks, complete work on time, set priorities, and effectively manage time and resources. 

All variables were measured using a five-point Likert-type scale. For performance measurement technology and trust in supervisors, 

the scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For employee performance, the scale used frequency-based 

response anchors ranging from “Never” to “Always.” Although different response anchors were used, all measures are conceptually 

consistent as Likert-type scales, allowing comparability across constructs. 

All questionnaire items were translated and adapted to fit the research context, and a pilot test was conducted to ensure clarity, 

relevance, and comprehensibility before full-scale data collection. 

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) with SmartPLS software. PLS-SEM 

is suitable for analyzing complex relationships between latent constructs and is widely used in management accounting research 

(Hair et al., 2019). It is particularly appropriate for prediction-oriented research and models involving mediation relationships. 

The analysis was conducted in two stages. First, the measurement model was evaluated to assess reliability and validity, including 

internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Second, the structural model was evaluated to test the 

hypothesized relationships among variables. 

Bootstrapping procedures were applied to estimate standard errors and assess the statistical significance of path coefficients. The 

mediating effect of trust in supervisors was also examined using bootstrapping to determine the significance of indirect effects. 

 

RESULTS  

Measurement Model Evaluation 

The measurement model was evaluated to assess the reliability and validity of the constructs used in this study. This step ensures 

that the measurement instruments adequately represent the underlying latent variables (Hair et al., 2019). The results of construct 

reliability and convergent validity are presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Construct Reliability and Validity 

Construct 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 
AVE 

PMT 0.932 0.947 0.750 

Performance 0.892 0.921 0.699 

Trust 0.904 0.940 0.839 

 

As shown in Table 1, Cronbach’s alpha values for all constructs range from 0.892 to 0.932. Composite reliability values range from 

0.921 to 0.947. The average variance extracted (AVE) values range from 0.699 to 0.839. 

These results indicate that all constructs meet the recommended thresholds for internal consistency reliability and convergent 

validity, where Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability values exceed 0.70, and AVE values exceed 0.50 (Hair et al., 2019) . 

In addition, all indicator loadings exceed the recommended threshold of 0.70, indicating that each measurement item adequately 

represents its respective construct. 

Discriminant validity was assessed using the Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio (HTMT). The results are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2. HTMT Values 

Construct PMT Performance Trust 

PMT -   

Performance 0.304 -  

Trust 0.538 0.347 - 

 

As shown in Table 2, the HTMT values range from 0.304 to 0.538. All values are below the recommended threshold of 0.90, 

indicating that the constructs are empirically distinct from one another (Henseler et al., 2015). 

In addition, the Fornell–Larcker criterion was assessed. The square root of AVE for each construct is greater than the correlations 

with other constructs, further supporting discriminant validity. 

Structural Model 

The structural model was evaluated using the bootstrapping procedure in SmartPLS. The structural model results are presented in 

Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2. Structural Model Results 

 

The path coefficient from performance measurement technology to trust is 0.496 (t = 7.490, p = 0.000). The path coefficient from 

trust to performance is 0.234 (t = 2.287, p = 0.022). The path coefficient from performance measurement technology to performance 

is 0.169 (t = 1.856, p = 0.063). 

To provide a more detailed assessment of the hypothesized relationships, the statistical results are summarized in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Hypothesis Testing Results 

Hypothesis Relationship Coefficient 

(β) 

t-value p-value Result 

H1 PMT → Trust 0.496 7.490 0.000 Supported 

H2 Trust → Performance 0.234 2.287 0.022 Supported 

H3 PMT → Performance 0.169 1.856 0.063 Not Supported 

 

As shown in Table 3, performance measurement technology has a significant positive effect on trust in supervisors (β = 0.496,  p < 

0.001), supporting H1. Trust in supervisors also has a significant positive effect on employee performance (β = 0.234, p = 0.022), 

supporting H2. 
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However, the direct effect of performance measurement technology on employee performance is not statistically significant (β = 

0.169, p = 0.063). Therefore, H3 is not supported. This result suggests that performance measurement technology does not directly 

influence employee performance. 

The explanatory power of the model is assessed using the coefficient of determination (R²), as presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. R² Values 

Endogenous Variable R² 

Trust 0.246 

Performance 0.102 

 

As shown in Table 4, R² value for trust is 0.246, and the R² value for performance is 0.102. That result indicates that performance 

measurement technology explains 24.6% of the variance in trust. Meanwhile, performance measurement technology and trust 

together explain 10.2% of the variance in employee performance. According to Hair et al. (2019), these values can be considered 

acceptable in behavioral research, where human behavior is influenced by multiple factors. 

The mediating effect of trust was further examined using the bootstrapping procedure. The results are presented in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Mediation Test Results 

Hypothesis Relationship β t-value p-value Result 

H4 PMT → Trust → Performance 0.116 2.256 0.024 Supported 

 

The indirect effect of performance measurement technology on employee performance through trust is 0.116 (t = 2.256, p = 0.024). 

this indicates that the indirect effect of performance measurement technology on employee performance through trust is significant. 

This indicates that trust serves as a mediating variable in the relationship between performance measurement technology and 

employee performance. 

Since the direct effect of performance measurement technology on employee performance is not significant, the mediation can be 

classified as full mediation. This finding suggests that performance measurement technology influences employee performance 

entirely through trust in supervisors. 

 

DISCUSSION  

The findings of this study provide important insights into the behavioral implications of digitalized performance measurement 

systems within organizational settings. This study examines not only the direct effects of performance measurement technology on 

employee performance but also the underlying psychological mechanism, namely trust in supervisors. 

First, the results indicate that performance measurement technology has a significant positive effect on trust in supervisors. This 

finding suggests that the digitalization of performance measurement systems enhances the transparency and credibility of 

performance evaluation processes. When performance information is generated through integrated and data-driven systems, 

employees are more likely to perceive evaluations as fair and reliable, which in turn strengthens their trust in supervisors. This result 

is consistent with organizational trust theory (Mayer et al., 1995), which posits that trust develops when individuals perceive 

decisions to be based on reliable information and fair procedures. It also supports prior management accounting studies showing 

that structured performance evaluation systems enhance trust between supervisors and subordinates (Hartmann & Slapničar, 2009; 

Coletti et al., 2005). 

Second, the findings show that trust in supervisors has a significant positive effect on employee performance. This confirms the role 

of trust as a key behavioral mechanism influencing employee outcomes. Employees who trust their supervisors are more likely to 

accept evaluations, respond positively to feedback, and exert greater effort in their work. This finding aligns with prior research 

indicating that trust in leadership contributes to improved job performance and organizational effectiveness (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; 

Colquitt et al., 2007). 
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Interestingly, the results reveal that performance measurement technology does not have a significant direct effect on employee 

performance. This suggests that the impact of digitalized performance measurement systems on performance is indirect rather than 

immediate. In other words, technological systems alone are insufficient to drive performance unless they are accompanied by 

positive behavioral responses from employees. 

This finding provides an important theoretical implication. It indicates that performance measurement technology functions 

primarily as an enabling mechanism rather than a direct driver of performance. The effectiveness of digitalized performance 

measurement systems depends on how employees interpret and respond to these systems. This reinforces the view that management 

control systems should be understood not only as technical tools but also as social systems (Otley, 2016; Merchant & Van der Stede, 

2017). 

Most importantly, the mediation analysis demonstrates that trust fully mediates the relationship between performance measurement 

technology and employee performance. This finding highlights that trust is a critical mechanism through which digitalized 

performance measurement systems influence employee behavior. Without trust, the presence of advanced technological systems 

may not translate into improved performance outcomes. 

This study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, it extends prior research by demonstrating that the impact of 

performance measurement systems in a digital context is indirect and mediated by behavioral factors, rather than purely technical 

(Franco-Santos et al., 2012). Second, it highlights the central role of trust as a mechanism linking digitalized control systems and 

employee performance (Moll & Yigitbasioglu, 2019; Quattrone, 2016). Third, it provides empirical evidence from the banking 

sector in an emerging economy, where digital transformation is rapidly evolving. 

Overall, this study suggests that the success of digital transformation in management control systems depends on aligning 

technological capabilities with human and relational factors, particularly trust between supervisors and subordinates. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study investigates the role of performance measurement technology in influencing employee performance, with trust in 

supervisors as a mediating variable. The results show that performance measurement technology significantly enhances trust in 

supervisors, and trust, in turn, has a positive and significant effect on employee performance. 

However, the direct effect of performance measurement technology on employee performance is not significant. This indicates that 

digitalized performance measurement systems do not directly improve employee performance, but rather operate through 

psychological mechanisms, particularly trust. The mediation analysis confirms that trust fully mediates the relationship between 

performance measurement technology and employee performance. 

From a theoretical perspective, this study contributes to the management accounting literature by demonstrating that the 

effectiveness of digitalized performance measurement systems depends not only on technological capabilities but also on behavioral 

and relational factors. This finding reinforces the view that management control systems should be understood as socio-technical 

systems. 

From a practical perspective, organizations should not rely solely on digital technologies to enhance performance. Instead, they 

should ensure that performance measurement systems are implemented in ways that promote trust, transparency, and fairness in the 

relationship between supervisors and subordinates. 

This study has several limitations. The use of cross-sectional data limits the ability to establish causal relationships, and the focus 

on the banking sector in Indonesia may limit the generalizability of the findings. Future research may examine additional mediating 

variables, such as fairness and feedback quality, and explore different organizational contexts to provide a broader understanding 

of digitalized performance measurement systems. 

Overall, this study highlights that the success of digital transformation in performance measurement systems depends on the extent 

to which technological advancements are aligned with human and relational dynamics within organizations. 

 

REFERENCES 

1. Abelsen, S. N., Vatne, S.-H., Mikalef, P., & Choudrie, J. (2023). Digital working during the COVID-19 pandemic: How 

task–technology fit improves work performance and lessens feelings of loneliness. Information Technology & People, 

36(5), 2063–2087. https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-10-2021-0798 

https://doi.org/10.47191/ijcsrr/V9-i3-45
http://sjifactor.com/passport.php?id=20515
http://www.ijcsrr.org/
http://www.ijcsrr.org/
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITP-10-2021-0798


International Journal of Current Science Research and Review 

ISSN: 2581-8341    

Volume 09 Issue 03 March 2026    

DOI: 10.47191/ijcsrr/V9-i3-45, Impact Factor: 8.048   

IJCSRR @ 2026   

 

www.ijcsrr.org 

 

1607   *Corresponding Author: Neny Desriani                                                          Volume 09 Issue 03 March 2026 

                                Available at: www.ijcsrr.org 

                                                                                   Page No. 1601-1608 

 

2. Appelbaum, D., Kogan, A., Vasarhelyi, M., & Yan, Z. (2017). Impact of business analytics and enterprise systems on 

managerial accounting. International Journal of Accounting Information Systems, 25, 29–44. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2017.03.003.  

3. Bedford, D. S. (2020). Conceptual and empirical issues in understanding management control combinations. Accounting, 

Organizations and Society, 86, 101187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2020.101187.  

4. Bhimani, A. (2020). Digital data and management accounting: Why we need to rethink research methods. Journal of 

Management Control, 31(1–2), 9–23. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-020-00295-z.  

5. Bhimani, A., & Willcocks, L. (2014). Digitisation, ‘big data’ and the transformation of accounting information. Accounting 

and Business Research, 44(4), 469–490. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2014.910051.  

6. Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task performance and contextual performance. Human Performance, 10(2), 

99–109. 

7. Campbell, J. P. (1990). Modeling the performance prediction problem in industrial and organizational psychology. In 

Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology. 

8. Chenhall, R. H. (2003). Management control systems design within its organizational context. Accounting, Organizations 

and Society, 28(2–3), 127–168. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00027-7.  

9. Coletti, A. L., Sedatole, K. L., & Towry, K. L. (2005). The effect of control systems on trust and cooperation. The 

Accounting Review, 80(2), 477–500. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2005.80.2.477.  

10. Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. (2007). Trust, trustworthiness, and trust propensity. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 92(4), 909–927. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909.  

11. Cuganesan, S. (2008). Calculating customer intimacy. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(1), 78–103. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.03.001.  

12. Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (1998). Between trust and control. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 491–512. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926623.  

13. Dirks, K. T., & Ferrin, D. L. (2002). Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and implications. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 87(4), 611–628. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.611.  

14. Franco-Santos, M., Lucianetti, L., & Bourne, M. (2012). Contemporary performance measurement systems: A review of 

their consequences. Management Accounting Research, 23(2), 79–119. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2012.04.001.  

15. Granlund, M. (2011). Extending AIS research to management accounting: A research note. International Journal of 

Accounting Information Systems, 12(1), 3–19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2010.11.001.  

16. Hair, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2019). A primer on partial least squares structural equation 

modeling (PLS-SEM) (2nd ed.). Sage Publications. 

17. Hartmann, F., & Slapničar, S. (2009). How formal performance evaluation affects trust between superior and subordinate 

managers. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 34(6–7), 722–737. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2008.11.004.  

18. Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based 

structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(1), 115–135. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8.   

19. Hopwood, A. G. (1972). An empirical study of the role of accounting data in performance evaluation. Journal of 

Accounting Research, 10, 156–182. 

20. Ittner, C. D., & Larcker, D. F. (1998). Innovations in performance measurement: Trends and research implications. Journal 

of Management Accounting Research, 10, 205–238. 

21. Ittner, C. D., Larcker, D. F., & Meyer, M. W. (2003). Subjectivity and the weighting of performance measures. The 

Accounting Review, 78(3), 725–758. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2003.78.3.725.  

22. Jensen, M. C. (2003). Paying people to lie: The truth about the budgeting process. European Financial Management, 9(3), 

379–406. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-036X.00230.  

23. Johnson, H. T., & Kaplan, R. S. (1987). Relevance lost: The rise and fall of management accounting. Harvard Business 

School Press. 

https://doi.org/10.47191/ijcsrr/V9-i3-45
http://sjifactor.com/passport.php?id=20515
http://www.ijcsrr.org/
http://www.ijcsrr.org/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2020.101187
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-020-00295-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2014.910051
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00027-7
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2005.80.2.477
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.03.001
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926623
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.611
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2012.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2010.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2008.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr.2003.78.3.725
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-036X.00230


International Journal of Current Science Research and Review 

ISSN: 2581-8341    

Volume 09 Issue 03 March 2026    

DOI: 10.47191/ijcsrr/V9-i3-45, Impact Factor: 8.048   

IJCSRR @ 2026   

 

www.ijcsrr.org 

 

1608   *Corresponding Author: Neny Desriani                                                          Volume 09 Issue 03 March 2026 

                                Available at: www.ijcsrr.org 

                                                                                   Page No. 1601-1608 

 

24. Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1996). The balanced scorecard: Translating strategy into action. Harvard Business School 

Press. 

25. Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (2001). The strategy-focused organization. Harvard Business School Press. 

26. Koopmans, L., Bernaards, C. M., Hildebrandt, V. H., de Vet, H. C. W., & van der Beek, A. J. (2014). Improving the 

individual work performance questionnaire. Journal of Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 56(3), 331–337. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000000113.  

27. Lau, C. M., & Buckland, C. (2001). Budgeting, trust and performance. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 26(7–8), 

567–581. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00005-8.  

28. Lau, C. M., & Tan, S. L. (2006). The effects of procedural fairness and trust on managerial performance. Advances in 

Accounting, 22, 127–154. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(06)22006-1.  

29. Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model of organizational trust. Academy of 

Management Review, 20(3), 709–734. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080335.  

30. Mayer, R. C., & Gavin, M. B. (2005). Trust in management and performance. Academy of Management Journal, 48(5), 

874–888. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.18803928.  

31. Merchant, K. A., & Van der Stede, W. A. (2017). Management control systems: Performance measurement, evaluation 

and incentives (4th ed.). Pearson. 

32. Moll, J., & Yigitbasioglu, O. (2019). The role of internet-related technologies in shaping accounting information systems. 

The British Accounting Review, 51(6), 100833. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.100833.  

33. Neely, A., Gregory, M., & Platts, K. (1995). Performance measurement system design. International Journal of Operations 

& Production Management, 15(4), 80–116. https://doi.org/10.1108/01443579510083622.  

34. Norzaidi, M. D., Salwani, M. I., Chong, S. C., & Rafidah, K. (2008). A study of intranet usage and resistance in Malaysia's 

port industry. Journal of Computer Information Systems, 49(1), 37–47. 

35. Otley, D. (2016). The contingency theory of management accounting and control. Management Accounting Research, 31, 

45–62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2016.02.001.  

36. Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational leader behaviors and trust. 

Journal of Management, 16(1), 107–142. https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639001600107.  

37. Quattrone, P. (2016). Management accounting goes digital. European Accounting Review, 25(1), 118–141. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2015.1122203.  

38. Read, W. H. (1962). Upward communication in industrial hierarchies. Human Relations, 15(1), 3–15. 

39. Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different after all. Academy of Management 

Review, 23(3), 393–404. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617.  

40. Taipaleenmäki, J., & Ikäheimo, S. (2013). On the convergence of management accounting and financial accounting. 

European Accounting Review, 22(2), 321–348. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2012.678461.  

41. Vasarhelyi, M. A., Kogan, A., & Tuttle, B. (2015). Big data in accounting. Accounting Horizons, 29(2), 381–396. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51071.  

42. Weibel, A., Den Hartog, D. N., Gillespie, N., Searle, R., Six, F., & Skinner, D. (2016). How do controls impact trust. 

Academy of Management Annals, 10(1), 437–486. https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2016.1164226.  

43. Wouters, M., & Wilderom, C. (2008). Developing performance measurement systems as enabling formalization. 

Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(4–5), 488–511. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.05.002.  

 

 

 

 

 

Cite this Article: Desriani, N., Yuliansyah, Evana, E. (2026). Digitalization of Performance Measurement Systems and Employee 

Performance: The Mediating Role of Trust in Supervisors. International Journal of Current Science Research and Review, 9(3), 

pp. 1601-1608. DOI: https://doi.org/10.47191/ijcsrr/V9-i3-45 

https://doi.org/10.47191/ijcsrr/V9-i3-45
http://sjifactor.com/passport.php?id=20515
http://www.ijcsrr.org/
http://www.ijcsrr.org/
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000000113
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(01)00005-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0882-6110(06)22006-1
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080335
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.18803928
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.100833
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443579510083622
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2016.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639001600107
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2015.1122203
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2012.678461
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51071
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2016.1164226
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.47191/ijcsrr/V9-i3-45

