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Y cyuacHux ymosax ean06anbHUX OucbanaHcié BUHUKAE HeobXidHicmb y cmeopeHHIi 0i€8020 pe3unbeHMHO20 cepedosuwja 045
@dyHKYioOHYy8aHHS cucmemu suwoi oceimu. YHieepcumemu mpancgopmyromucs y iHHosayiliHi, 3axuweHi, 6eaneyHi kamnycu yepes 24106a1bHI
npobaemu. Came momy 3’s18451€mbubcsi NidrpyHms 045 pedpopmyeaHHs iCHyOHOI cucmemu ynpaeainHs yHieepcumemamu. Memoro cmammi €
meopemuy4He 06TpyHMY8aHHsT MA pO3pOo6JAeHHS IHMe2pos8aHoi pe3uabeHmMHoi Modeai ynpasaiHHA pe3yabmamugHicmio 3akaady euujoi
oceimu Ha ocHosi noedHaHHss KPI ma OKR, sika 3a6e3neuye odHouacHo HcmumyyiliHy KeposaHicme, cmpameziyHy y3eodixceHicmb i
adanmueHy cnpoMOXCHICMb YHI8epcumemcbKuXx cucmem 8 yMmMosax HesU3Ha4eHoCcmi, Kpu3osux enaugie i mpaHcgopmayii oceimHboz20
cepedosuwa. Memodosi02iuHy 0CHO8Y A0CAidNHcCeHHSI CMaHo8uUMb MixcducyunaiHapHull nioxio 0o aHa.izy ynpasaiHHs pe3yasmamugHicmro
y 3akaadax suwjoi ocgimu. Haykosa Hosu3Ha odepicaHux pe3y/nbmamie noasi2a€ y po3pobaeHHi ma meopemuyvyHoMy 06I'DYHMYBAHHI
iHmezposaHoi deokoHmypHoi Modeni ynpasaiHHs pe3yabmamusHicmio 3akaady suwjoi oceimu Ha ocHoei KPI ma OKR. Ha giomiHy eid
HasieHUXx nioxodis, Modesb IHcmumyyiliHo noedHye sumiproganicms, imepamugHicms, 6azamopisHesy y32001ceHicmb | Kepo8aHy 2Hy4Kicmb
y Medxncax €eQUHO20 ynpasaiHCbko2o MmexaHizmy. [IpakmuvHa opieHmosaHicms Modeai nposieasemsbcst y Moxcausocmi ii 3acmocy8aHHs 8
ynpae/iHHI yHigsepcumemamu, cucmemax 8HympiwiHb020 3a6e3ne4eHHs AKocmi, cmpameziyHoMy NAAHY8aHHI ma OPMY8aHHI noaimuk
pesysasmamusHocmi 'y cdpepi suujoi oceimu.

Kawouoei csio8a: ynpasaiHHa pesysbmamusHicmio yHieepcumemy, pe3uabeHmHicme yHieepcumemy, KPI, OKR, adanmueHe ynpasniHHs,
cmpameziuHe ynpagaiHHa y suwili ocgimi.

In the current conditions of global imbalances, there is a need to create an effective, resilient environment for the functioning of the higher
education system. Universities are transformed into innovative, protected, safe campuses due to global problems. That is why there is a basis
for reforming the existing university management system. The purpose of the article is to theoretically substantiate and develop an integrated
resilient model of performance management of a higher education institution based on a combination of KPI and OKR, which simultaneously
provides institutional manageability, strategic coherence, and adaptive capacity of university systems in conditions of uncertainty, crisis
influences, and transformation of the educational environment. The methodological basis of the study is an interdisciplinary approach to the
analysis of performance management in higher education institutions. The scientific novelty of the results lies in the development and
theoretical substantiation of an integrated two-loop KPI-OKR model for performance management in a higher education institution. Unlike
existing approaches, the model institutionally combines measurability, iterativeness, multi-level coherence and managed flexibility within a
single management mechanism. The model's practical orientation is evident in its applicability to university management, internal quality
assurance systems, strategic planning, and the formulation of performance policies in higher education.

Keywords: university performance management, university resilience, KPI, OKR, adaptive management, strategic management in higher
education.

Statement of the problem

The current stage of higher education development is characterized not only by the acceleration of institutional
transformations, but also by a profound change in the very nature of the educational environment. Universities increasingly
operate in a space of multidimensional uncertainty, where factors of global competition, digital transformation, demographic
shifts, socio-economic crisis processes, and military challenges operate simultaneously. In such conditions, higher education
institutions cease to be stable hierarchical systems with predictable development trajectories and become open, adaptive
organizations sensitive to rapid changes in the external context. This necessitates a rethink not only of university development
strategies, but also of the very principles governing their performance.

The traditional management paradigm in higher education has long been based on relatively stable performance
criteria that rely on quantitative indicators. However, under turbulent conditions, these metrics increasingly demonstrate
limited explanatory and predictive power. They capture achieved states, but do not sufficiently reflect the system's ability to
adapt, self-recover, and strategic maneuver. As a result, a methodological contradiction arises between the measurability of the
result and the organization's viability: what is easily measurable does not always reflect what is essential to sustainable
development.

The increasing complexity of management decisions in higher education objectively increases the role of performance
management systems. Management can no longer be limited to monitoring the implementation of planned indicators; it takes
on the character of continuous coordination of goals, resources, risks, and opportunities. Performance in this context appears
not only as the achievement of planned values, but also as the organization's ability to maintain functional capacity and strategic
orientation under conditions of instability. Thus, the category of performance is gradually shifting from the plane of static
measurement to the plane of dynamic capacity.

Classical KPI (Key Performance Indicators) models, which have become widely used in university management, were
historically formed in the logic of industrial and post-industrial organizations with relatively predictable production cycles.
Their strengths are structuring, comparability, and operational
manageability. At the same time, in an unstable environment, their systemic |@ ® This is an Open Access article
limitations are also revealed: inertia, a focus on past results, a tendency to distributed under the terms of
formalize complex educational processes, and the risk of replacing the Creative Commons CC-BY 4.0
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meaningful goals with indicator values. Excessive rigidity in KPI systems can lead to a loss of strategic flexibility and a
narrowing of the space for innovative solutions.

Against this backdrop, there is growing interest in adaptive approaches to goal setting and progress measurement, in
particular the OKR (Objectives and Key Results) model, which combines strategic ambition of goals with short iterative cycles
of results verification. Unlike traditional indicator systems, OKRs focus not so much on control as on aligning efforts,
transparency of priorities, and collective coherence of actions. Such an approach potentially better aligns with the nature of the
university as a complex organization, where a significant portion of the results are delayed, nonlinear, and interdisciplinary.

At the same time, none of the models in their pure form provides a full management response to the challenges of
resilience. University resilience involves not only achieving goals and measuring indicators, but also the presence of structural
and process mechanisms for adaptation, rapid learning, resource reallocation, and maintaining strategic integrity under the
pressure of external disturbances. This requires a transition from isolated measurement tools to integrated performance
management models that can combine the stabilizing role of indicators with the dynamics of target benchmarks.

Therefore, the scientific and practical task of developing university performance management models that combine KPIs
and OKRs, while meeting the requirements of a resilient environment, arises. The development of such models requires conceptual
coordination of metrics, goals, and adaptive management mechanisms, which determines the problem area of this study.

Literature Review. Resilience of universities as a management category in times of crisis and war.

The initial theoretical framework for understanding the university as a system that must not only “work” but also
withstand and recover is formed by the concept of organizational resilience. In the work of S. Duchek, resilience is
conceptualized as a capability-based property of the organization. The study discusses the ability not only to react but also to
predict, learn, and restructure. This provides grounds for interpreting resilience not as a metaphor for “resilience”, but as a
managed organizational capability that can be built into management mechanisms (Duchek, 2020).

The Ukrainian context of the war concretizes this theoretical line: in the works of Lytvynov and Shevchenko, resilience
appears as a practically lived experience of an institution operating in frontline conditions, where rapid process recovery,
quality preservation, the stability of academic communities, and managerial flexibility become key. This perspective is
complemented by the report Science at Risk (2024), which documents structural risks to science and higher education in
Ukraine and emphasizes the need for systemic mechanisms to maintain the sector's functionality. Resilience in these sources
moves from a description of the state to the plane of organizational design, directly justifying the need for your model, where
effectiveness is associated with adaptation, learning, and stabilization simultaneously.

KPI and "indicative rationality": the power and limits of classical performance management.

The line of performance management indicators is represented by two sources: fundamental management
classics (Kaplan & Norton, 1996) and an applied case study of a Ukrainian university (Sereda et al., 2021). Kaplan and Norton
have established a paradigm in which indicators serve as the “language” of strategy. The logic of the Balanced Scorecard
translates the mission and strategic goals into a system of measurable benchmarks and control indicators. This legitimizes KPIs
as tools for manageability, accountability, and comparability.

However, the case of Sereda et al. (2021) is important because it demonstrates the reality of KPI tools in Ukrainian higher
education. KPIs serve as a mechanism for streamlining activities but require proper design, a culture of use, and linkage to
management decisions; otherwise, they can become a formality. These sources allow us to fix KPIs as a necessary stabilizing
framework, but at the same time, the logic of KPIs remains mainly regulatory and reporting, and less sensitive to high turbulence.

OKR is an adaptive mode of goal setting and progress measurement.

The OKR approach on the list is presented by Doerr (2018), who describes OKR as a system in which goals should be
ambitious and key results measurable, with short cycles, transparency, and regular review.

The essential difference between OKRs and classic KPIs is that OKRs are not so much a performance indicator system
as a change management regime: they organize attention, synchronize priorities, and ensure iteration. This method resonates
with Duchek (2020), who bases resilience on the ability to learn and adapt. OKR in the literature acts as a natural basis for an
adaptive loop that counteracts the lag effect and reactivity of traditional KPIs.

Normative and qualitative frameworks of higher education as boundaries and conditions of management models

Importantly, the current study emphasizes that universities cannot be guided solely by internal management tools.
Here, ENQA ESG (2015) adds a logic of management systems for educational organizations that emphasizes processes,
measurability, and improvement.

Discourse of the third mission, international networks, and sustainability as an extension of the concept of
effectiveness

In the works of Litvinov and Shevchenko, university effectiveness is conceived more broadly than teaching and
science: the third mission, international networks of resilience, the role of universities as educational hubs in crises, and their
economic and strategic function become important. This shifts effectiveness to the plane of social utility, network interaction,
and long-term effects.

However, the existing body of sources lacks an integrated solution to the problem: how to institutionally combine
accountability and measurability (KPI) with the ability to strategically adapt (OKR) precisely in the resilient environment of
universities, and in a way that works at scale at four levels (institutional, structural, project, team-individual).

Methodology. The methodological basis of the study is an interdisciplinary approach to the analysis of performance
management in higher education institutions, combining principles from the theory of organizational resilience, strategic
management, performance management, and educational management. The study is focused on developing a conceptual and
modeling solution; therefore, its design is theoretical, analytical, and constructive in nature.

The starting methodological position is to consider the university as a complex, open social and organizational system
that functions in conditions of high uncertainty and multifactorial influence of the external environment. Within such a vision,
effectiveness is understood as a multidimensional concept encompassing not only the achievement of formalized indicators
but also the institution's adaptive, strategic, and restorative capacities. This led to the use of systemic, adaptive, and process
approaches as the study's basic framework.

The study's methodological toolkit includes a set of complementary methods.

First, a systems analysis was applied to identify the structure and functions of performance management systems in
higher education, defining their elements, relationships, and constraints in a resilient environment. This allowed us to consider
KPIs and OKRs not in isolation, but as components of a broader management architecture.

Secondly, a comparative method was used to conceptually compare KPI and OKR approaches based on the criteria of
managerial logic, time dynamics, flexibility, behavioral effects, and suitability for conditions of uncertainty. The comparative
analysis became the basis for concluding that they are complementary and can be integrated in a hybrid model.
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Third, structural-functional analysis was applied to determine the roles of stabilizing and adaptive circuits in the
performance management system, as well as to justify the multi-level configuration of indicators (strategic, structural, project,
and team-individual levels).

Fourth, the conceptual modeling method (framework design) was used, resulting in the development of an integrated
two-circuit KPI-OKR model for performance management in a higher education institution.

Fifth, the methods of generalization and scientific abstraction were applied to develop resilient requirements for
performance management systems and to derive a generalized model suitable for adaptation across various institutional
contexts, particularly in the context of the transformation of Ukrainian higher education.

The logic of the research is consistently analytical and constructive: from the theoretical understanding of the problem
and identification of methodological limitations of traditional indicator systems to the development of the author's integrated
model and determination of its practical implications. Such a design ensures consistency between theoretical provisions,
analytical conclusions, and the proposed managerial conceptual framework solution.

The purpose of the research

The goal is to theoretically substantiate and develop an integrated, resilient model of performance management for a
higher education institution based on a combination of KPIs and OKRs, which simultaneously ensures institutional
manageability, strategic coherence, and the adaptive capacity of university systems in conditions of uncertainty, crisis impacts,
and the transformation of the educational environment.

Presentation of the main research material

Limitations of traditional KPI models in a resilient environment

Performance management systems based on KPIs have historically been developed in conditions of relative structural
stability in organizational environments, characterized by linear cause-and-effect relationships, predictable planning cycles,
and moderate risk variability. In this logic, key performance indicators served as a tool for rationalizing management: they
ensured the measurability of processes, the comparability of results, and the discipline to achieve goals. However, in a resilient
environment characterized by high dynamics, uncertainty, and a multiplicity of influences, the very epistemological basis of
the indicator approach is experiencing significant stress. Several systemic limitations in KPI models are revealed, reducing their
explanatory and regulatory capacity.

First, it is about the structural rigidity of KPI systems. The classic architecture of indicators involves setting target
values for a given planning period and cascading them down to lower management levels. Such a design is effective under
stable environmental conditions, but in situations of rapid change, it transforms from a tool of orientation into one of inertia.
The organization continues to remain faithful to the indicators even when the context changes, even though these indicators
have lost their strategic relevance. The rigidity of metrics creates a “target fixation” effect, in which management attention is
focused on maintaining formal values rather than on rethinking the goals themselves.

The second fundamental problem is the lag effect inherent in most traditional KPIs. Most indicators reflect results
that have already been achieved, such as financial results, completed publications, formed applicant pools, and implemented
projects. They are retrospective in nature and record the consequences of management decisions with a time delay. In a
resilient environment, where speed of reaction and proactive adjustment of actions are valued, such a delay reduces the
system's management sensitivity. Indicators signal a problem when it has already acquired an institutional form, and the space
for soft adjustment is narrowed. Therefore, KPIs often measure not the state of adaptation, but the consequences of its absence
or insufficiency.

The third limitation is the reactive nature of indicator management. KPI systems, by their logic, are focused on
controlling deviations from planned values. Management action is triggered by the recorded difference between the plan and
the facts. Such a regulation model is useful for maintaining operational discipline, but it is insufficient for strategic adaptation.
In resilient systems, management should be both reactive and proactive. That is, able to predict, model, and test alternative
development trajectories. KPIs are mainly built into the logic of "after-the-event" analysis, rather than anticipatory design.

Finally, a fundamental methodological limitation is that metrics do not equate to adaptation. Measurability does
not guarantee viability, and quantitative increases in indicators do not necessarily reflect growth in organizational capacity.
University, as a complex social-knowledge system, produces a significant part of the results in forms that are not reducible to
immediate quantitative representation: the development of academic communities, interdisciplinary connections, cultural
capital of trust, and institutional learning. Excessive focus on formalized KPIs can reduce multidimensional quality to a set of
simplified indicators and, as a result, shift managerial priorities. The organization begins to optimize what is easily measured
instead of what strategically determines its sustainability.

Thus, in a resilient environment, traditional KPI models retain their value as an element of the management navigation
system, but lose their status as a sufficient tool for effective management. Their rigidity, lag nature, reactivity, and reductionist
measurement approach necessitate supplementing or integrating with adaptive target approaches that can reflect the
dynamics of change and support the strategic flexibility of university systems.

Comparative model of KPI and OKR for university management

Managing university performance in a resilient environment requires not only measurement tools but also distinct
logics for goal setting and action coordination. KPI and OKR represent two distinct management rationalities: indicator-control,
oriented towards stabilization and accountability, and target-dynamic, oriented towards focus, coherence, and development.
For HEIs that combine regulated procedures and creative and research processes, it is critically important to understand not
only the differences between these approaches, but also the possibilities of their integration.

To conceptually compare the managerial potential of KPIs and OKRs in the university management system, it is
advisable to consider them against key criteria: goal logic, planning horizon, metric nature, managerial dynamics, behavioural
effects, and suitability for conditions of uncertainty. (Table 1).

A comparative analysis shows that KPIs and OKRs should not be interpreted as mutually exclusive management tools.
They are more appropriately considered as different dimensions of performance management: KPIs as a tool for institutional
stabilization and comparability, and OKRs as a mechanism for strategic focus and adaptive movement. The hybrid model allows
for the formation of a two-loop system: the stabilizing loop ensures normative performance and accountability, while the
adaptive loop supports development initiatives, innovative projects, and rapid goal alignment in a changing environment.

In Ukrainian realities, such integration takes on special importance. The higher education system operates under the
influence of both strict regulatory requirements (accreditation, licensing, quality indicators, and financial reporting) and high
external instability caused by military, demographic, and economic factors. In these conditions, an exclusively KPI-oriented
model risks becoming a formalized reporting mechanism disconnected from strategic adaptation, while a pure OKR model may
not provide sufficient regulatory coherence and control.
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Table 1. Comparative analysis of KPI and OKR as management tools in the university management system

Criterion KPI OKR Hybrid
Management logic Monitoring t_he im_ple_mentation Achieving ambitious goals Balance of control, stability, and
of established indicators through measurable results development
Orientation type Performance-based Purposeful and progressive | Dual focus: indicators + strategic goals
Planning horizon Mostly annual /medium term Short cycles (quarter, Multi-level: strategic KPI + iterative
semester) OKRs
Flexibility Low or moderate High Managed flexibility
The nature of metrics Stable, normalized Dynamic, viewable Stable core + variable key results
Sensitivity to environmental changes Limited High |Adaptive while maintaining basic guidelines|
Management dynamics Reactive Proactive and iterative Combined
Behavioral effect Oirrﬁglt:;(éﬁt;oti%lgn biggﬁsh(;gl?gcﬁlreggﬁs Focus on responsible growth
Formalization risk High Lower Reduced due to mutual compensation
Suitability for innovation Limited High Supportec} within the strategic
ramework
Transparency of goal alignment Often vertical Mostly horizontal-vertical Cascade + network
Suitability for an academic High for reporting and High for development and Optimal for comprehensive
environment accreditations transformation management

A hybrid performance management model adapted for Ukrainian universities should include: maintaining a manda-
tory core of KPIs synchronized with national and institutional quality requirements; introducing OKR cycles at the level of
strategic development areas, faculties, and project teams; regular review of key results, taking into account risks and resource
constraints; and developing a management culture focused not only on reporting, but on conscious, targeted growth. It is this
configuration that creates the prerequisites for the transition from formal efficiency to resilient university performance.

Resilient requirements for performance management systems.

To systematize resilient requirements for university performance management systems, it is advisable to present
them in a structured format. This allows us to move from a descriptive characteristic to an operational model suitable for
designing management practices. The table summarizes the key requirements, their managerial content, and practical
manifestations in the university environment.

Table 2. Resilient requirements for university performance management systems

Requirement Management content Manifestation in the performance Risk in the absence
management system of HEIs
The ability of the system of indicators and Regular audit of metrics, scenario-based .
. . . . . . Preservation of outdated goals
Adaptability goals to be revised in accordance with adjustment of target values, flexible sets of .
: : Lo and metrics
changes in the environment indicators
[terativit Short cycles of goal setting and progress Quarterly/semester goal cycles, interim Accumulation of strategic errors
y assessment measurements, corrective sessions by the end of the reporting period
. Coordinated system of indicators at Cascading goals: university - department - The gap between strategy and
Multilevelness . . :
different levels of management project - team operations
. Prompt data acquisition for management | Dashboards, short monitoring cycles, regular .
Quick feedback L - . Delayed management reactions
decisions review sessions
Strategic . . C Transparent logic of the contribution of Fragmentation of efforts and
. Linking local results to strategic priorities |, .. . .
alignment indicators to strategic goals, agreed OKR levels loss of strategic focus

The presented structuring demonstrates that resilience in the context of performance management is not reduced to
increasing the number of indicators or the frequency of measurement. It is about a qualitative restructuring of the system's
logic. A resilient performance management system combines review flexibility, learning cycles, multi-level coherence, and
strategic semantic integration. This configuration establishes the methodological prerequisites for effectively combining KPIs
and OKRs within the university management model.

Higher education institution performance management model: resilient KPI-OKR framework.

Based on the previous analysis of the limitations of traditional indicator systems and the adaptive potential of target
approaches, it is advisable to propose an integrated performance management model for a higher education institution that
combines a stabilizing KPI loop and an adaptive OKR loop. Conceptually, such a model is based on the idea of a university as a
complex open system in which the regimes of normative stability and strategic flexibility should coexist.

This study proposes, for the first time, an integrated two-loop model of performance management for a higher
education institution, combining a stabilizing indicator loop (KPI) and an adaptive target loop (OKR) within a single resilient
management architecture. The model is considered not as a set of measurement tools, but as a holistic regulatory mechanism
that simultaneously ensures institutional manageability, strategic coherence, and adaptive capacity of the university system in
conditions of uncertainty, crisis disruptions, and high dynamics of change.

Conceptually, the model is grounded in the provisions of the systemic and adaptive approaches to the management
of knowledge organizations and assumes that the university's performance has a dual nature. On the one hand, it is a
normatively measured compliance with standards and obligations; on the other hand, it is a dynamic ability to develop,
transform, and renew. That is why the performance management architecture should be double-circuit.

As shown in the proposed model, vertical coherence and horizontal flexibility are achieved. The stabilizing KPI
contour in the proposed model serves as an institutional framework for performance. It ensures manageability, accountability,
regulatory compliance, and comparability of results over time. Its purpose is to fix the basic parameters of the quality of
educational, scientific, financial, and organizational activities. A feature of this contour is the use of a limited, methodologically
verified set of key indicators, cleared of excessive metrics. KPI revisions are carried out regularly, but within formalized
procedures that prevent chaotic changes to indicators. The indicator core also includes risk metrics that reflect critical
operational stability parameters.

The adaptive OKR contour serves as the system's strategic dynamizer. It is focused on the formation of ambitious,
meaningful development goals and measurable key results of their achievement. Unlike the indicator contour, the OKR contour
operates in short, iterative cycles and allows controlled variability in goals and progress parameters. Its managerial role is to focus
efforts, align horizontal and vertical actions, stimulate innovation, and accelerate organizational learning. OKR in the proposed
model does not replace strategic planning, but complements it with a mechanism of controlled strategic experimentation.

The adaptive loop operates through a formalized iterative cycle that includes: setting Objectives aligned with the
university’s strategic framework; defining measurable Key Results; implementing within a short management period (quarter
or semester); conducting interim progress assessment sessions; ensuring transparency of results for stakeholders; reflective
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analysis of achievements and deviations; and adjusting the next cycle of goals. This cyclicality creates a continuous feedback
and learning loop.

External environment | Resilience U
Risks T T | Competition T 1 | Digitalization | T |__ Crises | War
Strategic framework |
— |1__Mission [ Profile - Vision = Strategic priorities O Quality policy
s [
9 E) Dual-loop performance management system
.?P KPI stabilization k:> OKR adaptation |
-
g —> Normative indicators Strategic development goals ] :
wn .
—»  Accreditation and quality indicators Breakthrough trends — !
1
P Financial and resource metrics Project OKRs — !
’ !
! \—> Basic educational and scientific results Innovative initiatives +— !
1 1
D e e s - .s! Integration node
Structural ] Operational KPI of divisions | — KPI deviation analysis
level _’I OKRs for the development of departments or areas | —> Assessing OKR progress
Project [ Proiect performance KPIs > Adjusting goals and metrics
level % OKRs forinnovation and transformation projects
Team- Personal role KPIs
individual
level [P Short OKRs for teams and research groups

Fig. 1. Integrated dual-loop performance management model of a higher education institution: KPI-OKR resilient
mechanism (author's vision)

It is fundamentally important that neither circuit functions as a parallel, isolated mechanism. Their integration is
ensured through a common strategic framework for university development, a single analytical database, and regular
integrated procedures for the management review of performance. The model provides for a special adaptation mechanism
that acts as a connecting node between the KPI and OKR circuits. It includes regular integrated sessions, analysis of gaps
between the indicator state and target progress, trigger conditions for reviewing goals and metrics, scenario-based adjustment
of indicators, flexible redistribution of resources, and procedures for accumulating organizational learning. A key feature of the
mechanism is the admissibility of adjusting not only management actions but also indicators and key results within the
strategically defined field of permissible changes.

The novelty of the proposed model also lies in the implementation of a four-level system of indicators and results,
which ensures both strategic coherence and operational sensitivity.

Strategic level. Covers integral KPIs and strategic OKRs of the university as a whole. Here, the basic parameters of
the quality of education, research, international activities, financial sustainability, social impact, as well as the strategic goals
of transformation are recorded. Indicators at this level serve a navigational function and define the boundaries of permissible
management decisions.

Structural level. Includes indicators and OKRs of faculties, institutes, schools, and centers. At this level, strategic
guidelines are interpreted, taking into account disciplinary and functional specifics. Cascading of goals and metrics is
supported, with the option to adapt them to the context.

Project level. Covers indicators of educational programs, research and innovation projects, and partnership
initiatives. OKR logic dominates here with short cycles and measurement of specific results. KPIs are used to constrain
resources, deadlines, and performance quality.

Team-individual level. Contains indicators of team, department, research group, and individual contributions.
Combines role-specific KPIs with short-term OKRs to align individual performance with the organization's strategic goals.

This allows us to treat strategy not as a fixed document, but as a managed process. OKRs operationalize strategic
priorities as measurable, short-term results, while KPIs monitor boundary conditions and basic sustainability parameters. In
practical terms, this increases the implementability of strategies, reduces the risk of declarativeness, and strengthens the
connection between strategic intentions and everyday management activities.

At the state education policy level, the model has implications for rethinking how to assess the effectiveness and
accountability of higher education institutions. It justifies the feasibility of combining normative indicator systems with the
space of institutional target autonomy. The practical consequence may be the establishment of a regulatory framework that
supplements the mandatory KPI core with permission and methodological recommendations for implementing adaptive OKR
practices at the university level.

This approach promotes a transition from a unified indicator-based regulation to a differentiated model of managed
autonomy, in which the state determines the basic requirements for sustainability and quality, and universities serve as tools
for achieving strategic goals. This becomes especially important in times of crisis and post-crisis transformations, when the
ability of institutions to adaptively self-adjust becomes an element of national educational resilience.

In summary, the practical implications of the proposed model are to form a manageable, multi-level, and adaptive
performance system suitable for real implementation in university management practices and compatible with the
requirements of the modern regulatory and competitive educational environment.

Conclusions and prospects for further research

The study shows that the transformation of the higher education environment, driven by increasing uncertainty, crisis
impacts, military risks, digital dynamics, and global competition, objectively changes the requirements for university
performance management systems. Traditional indicator models, built primarily on static KPIs, retain their value as tools for
accountability and regulatory oversight but are less suited to fostering adaptability and strategic flexibility. In a resilient
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environment, performance should be interpreted not only as the achievement of planned values, but also as the institution's
ability to maintain manageability, integrity, and development capacity under conditions of change.

The paper substantiates the feasibility of integrating two management logics: indicator (KPI) and target-iterative
(OKR), within a single architecture for managing the performance of a higher education institution. It is shown that their
combination enables the formation of a two-loop system in which the stabilizing mechanisms of accountability and quality
interact with adaptive mechanisms of strategic focus, short learning cycles, and goal adjustment.

The study's scientific contribution is the development of theoretical and methodological principles for university
performance management through the prism of resilience. A conceptual expansion of the concept of performance is proposed.
Resilient requirements for performance management systems are systematized, the limitations of traditional KPI models in a
turbulent environment are substantiated, and the complementary role of the OKR approach in university management is
determined. The scientific novelty of the results obtained lies in the development and theoretical substantiation of an
integrated two-loop KPI-OKR model of performance management of a higher education institution, which includes: a common
strategic framework, a stabilizing indicator loop, an adaptive OKR loop, a formalized mechanism of inter-loop adaptation, and
a four-level system of indicators (strategic, structural, project, team-individual levels). Unlike existing approaches, the model
institutionally combines measurability, iterativeness, multi-level coherence, and managed flexibility within a single
management mechanism.

The model's practical orientation is evident in its applicability to university management, internal quality assurance
systems, strategic planning, and the formulation of performance policies in higher education.

Further research should be directed at empirical verification of the proposed model on samples of universities of
different types and scales, development of quantitative and mixed methods for measuring resilience of performance, modeling
of digital analytical tools to support dual-loop management, as well as studying behavioral and cultural factors of implementing
KPI-OKR systems in academic organizations. It is also promising to study the relationship between resilient models of
performance management and universities' institutional autonomy across different regulatory contexts.
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