Sustainable Development Goals

g mormacun [l 16 o s DIT.ADS International Multidisciplinary Research Journal
Volume 1; Issue 3; August 2025, pp.: 339-350; No.: 08-2025-44

Website: https://ditadsresearchcenter.com
Research Paper E-ISSN: 3082-5148; P-ISSN: 3082-513X

System Gap: Exploring the Role of Monitoring Systems in
Enhancing Work Productivity in Government Agencies

'Alzaidemar S. Assamuddin, 'Maredith E. Batestil, 'Edinal B. Buhong, Juan Pepito E. Dela Cruz,
'Princess Mae D. Desamero, 'John Louie A. Gagalang, ' Angielyn C. Lapitan, 'Kelvin R. Mamitag,
'Jovertlee C. Pudan
Philippine Christian University, Philippines

Received 22" June 2025; Accepted 28" July 2025; Published Online 27" August 2025
DOI: 10.63941/DIT.ADSimrj.2025.1.3.44

ABSTRACT

This study investigated the influence of digitalization, digital communication tools, monitoring systems, and
political interventions on employee performance and organizational productivity. Utilizing a quantitative-
correlational research design, the study surveyed participants’ perceptions across various dimensions such as task
efficiency, productivity, work quality, time management, collaboration, and job satisfaction. Findings revealed
that digitalization in transaction processes demonstrated strong and highly significant correlations with employee
performance, particularly in job satisfaction (r = .845, p < .001) and overall performance (r = .750, p < .001).
Similarly, digital communication tools showed significant positive impacts on office productivity, with the
highest correlations noted in overall productivity (r = .855, p < .001) and work quality (r = .835, p < .001).
Monitoring systems were also found to be highly influential, producing the strongest associations across all
productivity indicators, with overall office productivity yielding an exceptionally strong correlation (r = .916, p
< .001). In contrast, political intervention in recruitment outcomes displayed mixed results; while it showed
moderate and significant correlations with task efficiency (r = .555, p <.001) and quality of work (r = .525, p <
.001), it had no significant influence on time management or teamwork, and only a modest effect on overall office
productivity (r = .382, p < .01). The findings emphasize that digital tools and monitoring systems are critical
enablers of efficiency and organizational growth, while political interventions may hinder consistent recruitment
outcomes. The study concludes by recommending the enhancement of digital infrastructures, integration of
collaborative tools, and policy safeguards to minimize political interference in human resource processes.
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INTRODUCTION

Monitoring systems have become essential instruments for improving organizational effectiveness,
particularly in government agencies where accountability and transparency are critical. These systems,
which include performance dashboards, audit mechanisms, and digital tracking tools, allow managers
to observe employee progress, identify inefficiencies, and ensure compliance with established
standards (Hofmann, 2020). The absence of effective monitoring mechanisms often creates system
gaps—discrepancies between desired outcomes and actual performance—that hinder service delivery
and reduce productivity in public institutions.

Work productivity in government agencies is strongly tied to how effectively performance is
monitored and evaluated. Scholars argue that without proper monitoring tools, public sector
employees may struggle with role clarity, accountability, and motivation, leading to inefficiency and
resource wastage (Meier & O’Toole, 2011). By contrast, robust monitoring systems provide real-time
data that support decision-making, enhance operational efficiency, and promote a culture of
continuous improvement (Kroll, 2015). Thus, bridging system gaps through monitoring frameworks
is essential for achieving effective governance.
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Monitoring also plays a key role in aligning employee efforts with institutional objectives. When
properly designed, monitoring systems foster accountability and encourage employees to meet
performance targets, thereby reducing gaps between policy intentions and administrative outcomes
(Bouckaert & Halligan, 2008). Moreover, these systems enable early identification of challenges and
corrective actions, ensuring that government services remain responsive and efficient (Pollitt &
Bouckaert, 2017).

The integration of digital technologies has further transformed monitoring in government agencies.
Innovations such as electronic records, automated reporting systems, and Al-based analytics allow for
more accurate performance measurement and reduce the risks of errors and manipulation (Andrews,
2021). However, successful implementation depends on employee perceptions, managerial support,
and organizational readiness to adapt to these systems (Torres, Pina, & Acerete, 2005). Addressing
the “system gap”, therefore, requires not just technological tools but also human and institutional
alignment.

This study seeks to explore the role of monitoring systems in enhancing work productivity in
government agencies, with emphasis on identifying gaps that hinder effective performance
management. By analyzing how monitoring frameworks contribute to accountability, efficiency, and
employee productivity, the research aims to provide practical insights for policymakers and
administrators in strengthening public sector governance.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study employed a descriptive-quantitative research design to explore the role of monitoring
systems in enhancing work productivity in government agencies. The design was deemed appropriate
as it allowed the researcher to systematically collect, analyze, and interpret numerical data to describe
the perceptions and experiences of employees regarding the effectiveness of monitoring systems in the
workplace. A structured survey questionnaire served as the primary tool for gathering data, ensuring
consistency and uniformity of responses across participants. The instrument was validated by experts
in public administration and organizational management, and a pilot test was conducted to refine the
clarity and reliability of the questions. A five-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to
“Strongly Agree” was used to measure participants’ perceptions, ensuring that responses could be
quantified and analyzed effectively.

The participants were drawn from selected government agencies where monitoring systems are
actively utilized in daily operations. Purposive sampling was used to ensure that only employees with
direct experience in using such systems were included in the study. Data collection was conducted
through physical distribution. The gathered data were treated using descriptive statistics such as mean
and standard deviation to summarize responses, while inferential analysis was applied to determine
the significance of monitoring systems on workplace productivity. Throughout the research process,
ethical considerations were strictly observed, including voluntary participation, confidentiality of
responses, and the assurance that findings would be used solely for academic purposes.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 presents the participants’ assessment of the monitoring systems in terms of system usability,
with an overall mean of 3.11 (SD=0.47), interpreted as Good. The highest-rated indicator was the
ability to easily find the information needed from the monitoring system (M=3.18, SD=0.54),
suggesting that the system generally supports users in retrieving data efficiently. This is followed by
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the system being perceived as user-friendly and requiring minimal training (M=3.11, SD=0.57), which
implies that the platform can be operated even without an extensive technical background.

Meanwhile, the lowest rating was given to the statement “The monitoring system is easy to navigate
and use on a daily basis” (M=3.07, SD=0.64), indicating that while the system is functional, there may
still be areas where navigation and daily use could be improved for a better user experience. Similarly,
both the intuitiveness of the interface (M=3.09, SD=0.53) and the confidence in using the system
without assistance (M=3.09, SD=0.53) received comparable ratings, reflecting that users can operate
the system but may occasionally encounter challenges that affect their independence in usage.

Overall, the results suggest that the monitoring system is generally usable and effective, but
enhancements in navigation, interface intuitiveness, and user support mechanisms could further
strengthen its usability. Improvements in these areas would likely increase efficiency, reduce reliance
on assistance, and provide a more seamless user experience.

Table 1

Monitoring Systems in terms of System Usability
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The monitoring system is easy to navigate and use on a daily 3.07 0.64 Good
basis.
I can easily find the information I need from the monitoring 3.18 0.54 Good
system.
The monitoring system is user-friendly and requires minimal 3.11 0.57 Good
training.
The system interface is intuitive, making it simple to operate. ~ 3.09 0.53 Good
I feel confident in using the monitoring system without 3.09 0.53 Good
needing assistance.
Overall 3.11 0.47 Good

Table 2 shows the participants’ assessment of the monitoring systems in terms of system integration,
yielding an overall mean of 3.06 (SD=0.51), described as Good. Among the indicators, the highest-
rated was the statement that the integration of the monitoring system with other tools enhances overall
work efficiency (M=3.11, SD=0.54). This highlights that the system’s integration capability
contributes positively to operational performance, even if there are areas for improvement. Similarly,
the compatibility of data with other software (M=3.07, SD=0.57) received favorable ratings, showing
that the system supports interoperability across platforms.

On the other hand, the lowest ratings were observed in the system’s ability to work seamlessly with
the organization’s existing IT infrastructure (M=3.04, SD=0.59) and in the ease of connecting and
synchronizing data across systems (M=3.04, SD=0.56). These results indicate that while integration is
functional, users may encounter difficulties in achieving a fully seamless connection between
platforms. The statement on the system’s integration with other tools and systems (M=3.05, SD=0.56)
also reflects only a satisfactory level, suggesting that technical gaps may exist in optimizing
interoperability.

Overall, the findings reveal that the monitoring system demonstrates a good level of integration,
particularly in enhancing efficiency and ensuring data compatibility. However, improvements in
infrastructure alignment, synchronization processes, and system-to-system connectivity are necessary
to move the level of integration from “Good” to a higher qualitative description, such as “Very Good”
or “Excellent.” These enhancements would maximize the system’s potential in supporting
organizational operations.
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Table 2
Monitoring Systems in terms of System Integration
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The monitoring system integrates well with other tools and 3.05 0.56 Good
systems used in the agency.
The data from the monitoring system is easily compatible with  3.07 0.57 Good
other software used in my work.
The monitoring system works seamlessly with the 3.04 0.59 Good
organization’s existing IT infrastructure.
I find it easy to connect and synchronize data from different 3.04 0.56 Good
systems using the monitoring tool.
The integration of the monitoring system with other tools 3.11 0.54 Good
enhances my overall work efficiency.
Overall 3.06 0.51 Good

Table 3 presents the assessment of the monitoring systems in terms of real-time data processing, with
an overall mean of 3.15 (SD=0.46), qualitatively described as Good. The highest-rated indicator was
the system’s ability to provide access to real-time data that helps avoid delays in completing tasks
(M=3.22, SD=0.50). This reflects that the system is effective in supporting timely task execution by
minimizing bottlenecks. Similarly, the belief that real-time data processing increases the effectiveness
of the monitoring system (M=3.16, SD=0.50) and that real-time updates improve workflow (M=3.15,
SD=0.50) demonstrates that the feature contributes positively to operational efficiency.

Meanwhile, the lowest-rated item was the ability of the monitoring system to provide real-time data
that helps in making quicker decisions (M=3.09, SD=0.49). Although still rated as “Good,” this
suggests that the timeliness of data delivery may not always translate into immediate decision-making
efficiency. Reliance on real-time data to stay updated on tasks (M=3.11, SD=0.54) was also evaluated
positively, but indicates that consistency and reliability could be further improved.

Overall, the results indicate that the monitoring system provides a good level of real-time data
processing, with strengths in preventing delays and supporting workflow effectiveness. However, there
is still room for enhancement in ensuring that real-time data directly translates into faster and more
confident decision-making. Strengthening data reliability, speed, and accessibility could elevate the
system’s real-time processing capability toward a higher qualitative rating.

Table 3

Monitoring Systems in terms of Real-time Data Processing
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The monitoring system provides real-time data that helps me 3.09 0.49 Good
make quicker decisions.
I rely on the real-time data from the monitoring system to stay ~ 3.11 0.54 Good
updated on my tasks.
The real-time updates provided by the system have improved ~ 3.15 0.50 Good
my workflow.
I believe the real-time data processing feature increases the 3.16 0.50 Good
effectiveness of the monitoring system.
The ability to access real-time data from the system helps me  3.22 0.50 Good
avoid delays in completing tasks.
Overall 3.15 0.46 Good

Table 4 presents the assessment of monitoring systems in terms of accuracy and reliability, with an
overall mean of 3.04 (SD=0.46), described as Good. The indicators with the highest mean scores
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include the system’s ability to provide accurate and reliable data (M=3.09, SD=0.49), trust in the
information generated for decision-making (M=3.09, SD=0.53), and the importance of the system’s
accuracy in tracking progress to maintain work quality (M=3.09, SD=0.53). These results indicate that
the system is generally dependable and useful for supporting work-related decisions.

However, the lowest-rated indicator was the statement that no issues have been encountered regarding
the accuracy of the data from the system (M=2.87, SD=0.65). This suggests that while the system
performs well overall, occasional inaccuracies or inconsistencies have been observed, which may
reduce the level of confidence in its output. The item stating that the data can be consistently relied on
for tasks (M=3.07, SD=0.53) also reflects a slightly lower score, showing that reliability, although
acceptable, could be improved.

In summary, the monitoring system demonstrates a good level of accuracy and reliability, ensuring that
it serves as a useful tool for decision-making and progress tracking. Nonetheless, the presence of
reported issues in data accuracy highlights the need for further refinement in the system. Enhancing
data validation processes and minimizing inaccuracies could strengthen user trust and elevate the
system’s overall reliability to a higher level.

Table 4

Monitoring Systems in terms of Accuracy and Reliability
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The data provided by the monitoring system is accurate and 3.09 0.49 Good
reliable.
I trust the information provided by the monitoring system to 3.09 0.53 Good
make decisions.
The monitoring system provides data that I can consistently 3.07 0.53 Good
rely on for my tasks.
I have never encountered issues with the accuracy of the data ~ 2.87 0.65 Good
from the system.
The system’s accuracy in tracking progress is essential to 3.09 0.53 Good
maintaining work quality.
Overall 3.04 0.46 Good

Table 5 shows the overall level of participants’ evaluation of the monitoring system, with all four
indicators rated at a Good qualitative description. The highest mean was obtained in terms of Real-
time Data Processing (M=3.15, SD=0.46), indicating that the system is most valued for its ability to
provide timely updates that support quicker decision-making and improve workflow efficiency. This
highlights the system’s strength in ensuring that information is accessible and relevant in real time.

On the other hand, the lowest rating was observed in Accuracy and Reliability (M=3.04, SD=0.46).
While still rated as good, this suggests that users have experienced occasional inconsistencies or lapses
in data accuracy, which may affect overall trust in the system. System Usability (M=3.11, SD=0.47)
and System Integration (M=3.06, SD=0.51) were also rated at a good level, reflecting that the system
is generally easy to use and adaptable, though with room for improvement in terms of seamless
integration with other tools and software.

Overall, the findings indicate that the monitoring system is functioning effectively across all
dimensions, but it has not yet reached a very satisfactory level. Strengthening accuracy mechanisms,
improving system integration, and enhancing user interface design could raise the overall effectiveness
and reliability of the system, making it a more dependable tool for organizational processes.
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As presented in Table 6, the participants’ level of work productivity in terms of task efficiency obtained
an overall mean of 3.17 (SD=0.47), which corresponds to a Good qualitative description. This result
indicates that the monitoring system contributes positively to the completion of tasks, particularly in
improving speed and efficiency. The highest-rated indicator was that the system significantly reduced
the time spent on each task (M=3.22, SD=0.54), suggesting that the tool enables a more streamlined
process, reducing redundancies and unnecessary steps.

The findings also reveal that the monitoring system supports workflow optimization, as reflected in
the indicator on streamlining processes and reducing unnecessary steps (M=3.11, SD=0.54). This
implies that the system plays a role in simplifying complex procedures, thereby enhancing
productivity. Similarly, the results on improved daily task efficiency (M=3.15, SD=0.54) further
reinforce the conclusion that the system is valuable in promoting smoother task execution.

3

Although the overall assessment is good, the results did not reach the “very satisfactory” level,
indicating that the monitoring system still has limitations in fully maximizing task efficiency. Some
users may continue to encounter challenges that prevent the system from reaching its full potential,
such as occasional delays, technical issues, or limited functionalities. Enhancing the system’s
performance through additional features, improved interface design, and stronger automation
capabilities would likely result in greater efficiency and productivity gains.

Overall, the findings highlight that the monitoring system contributes meaningfully to task efficiency
by enabling faster completion of work, streamlining processes, and minimizing wasted effort.
However, further refinement is necessary to elevate its effectiveness from a good to a very satisfactory
level, ensuring that it consistently supports employees in achieving optimal work productivity.

Table 5
Overall Participants’ Level of Digital Communication Tools
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
System Usability 3.11 0.47 Good
System Integration 3.06 0.51 Good
Real-time Data Processing 3.15 0.46 Good
Accuracy and Reliability 3.04 0.46 Good
System Usability 3.11 0.47 Good
System Integration 3.06 0.51 Good

As presented in Table 6, the participants’ level of work productivity in terms of task efficiency obtained
an overall mean of 3.17 (SD=0.47), which corresponds to a Good qualitative description. This result
indicates that the monitoring system contributes positively to the completion of tasks, particularly in
improving speed and efficiency. The highest-rated indicator was that the system significantly reduced
the time spent on each task (M=3.22, SD=0.54), suggesting that the tool enables a more streamlined
process, reducing redundancies and unnecessary steps.

The findings also reveal that the monitoring system supports workflow optimization, as reflected in
the indicator on streamlining processes and reducing unnecessary steps (M=3.11, SD=0.54). This
implies that the system plays a role in simplifying complex procedures, thereby enhancing
productivity. Similarly, the results on improved daily task efficiency (M=3.15, SD=0.54) further
reinforce the conclusion that the system is valuable in promoting smoother task execution.

Although the overall assessment is good, the results did not reach the “very satisfactory” level,
indicating that the monitoring system still has limitations in fully maximizing task efficiency. Some
users may continue to encounter challenges that prevent the system from reaching its full potential,
such as occasional delays, technical issues, or limited functionalities. Enhancing the system’s
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performance through additional features, improved interface design, and stronger automation
capabilities would likely result in greater efficiency and productivity gains.

Overall, the findings highlight that the monitoring system contributes meaningfully to task efficiency
by enabling faster completion of work, streamlining processes, and minimizing wasted effort.
However, further refinement is necessary to elevate its effectiveness from a good to a very satisfactory
level, ensuring that it consistently supports employees in achieving optimal work productivity.

Table 6

Participants level of Work Productivity in terms of Task Efficiency
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The monitoring system has helped me complete tasks more 3.20 0.50 Good
quickly.
I can finish tasks faster due to the guidance provided by the 3.16 0.54 Good
monitoring system.
The system allows me to streamline my workflow and reduce ~ 3.11 0.54 Good
unnecessary steps.
I complete my daily tasks with more efficiency because of the ~ 3.15 0.54 Good
monitoring system.
The use of the monitoring system has significantly reduced 3.22 0.54 Good
the time I spend on each task.
Overall 3.17 0.47 Good

Table 7 presents the participants’ assessment of their level of work productivity in terms of quality of
work when using the monitoring system. The overall mean of 3.13 (SD = 0.48) indicates a Good level
of perception, suggesting that the monitoring system contributes positively to improving the quality of
outputs but still has room for enhancement. Among the indicators, the highest rating was on the belief
that the monitoring system’s feedback has increased work quality (M = 3.18, SD = 0.51), highlighting
the role of timely and relevant feedback in fostering better performance. On the other hand, the lowest
mean was observed in the reduction of mistakes due to the system (M = 3.09, SD = 0.53), implying
that while the system supports accuracy, errors are not fully eliminated, and further improvements may
be needed in its error-detection or corrective features.

Table 7

Participants’ level of Work Productivity in terms of Quality of Work
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The monitoring system has helped me manage my time more  3.18 0.51 Good
effectively.
I feel that the system allows me to prioritize tasks better and 3.15 0.50 Good
stay on track.
The monitoring system helps me identify areas where I can 3.13 0.50 Good
save time in my work.
[ am able to allocate my time more wisely due to the data 3.13 0.50 Good
provided by the system.
The system helps me track deadlines and manage my 3.13 0.54 Good
workload efficiently.
Overall 3.14 0.47 Good

Overall, the findings emphasize that the monitoring system serves as a valuable tool in ensuring that
work outputs are aligned with organizational standards. Its provision of clear guidelines and structured
feedback enables employees to deliver consistent and satisfactory results. However, since the ratings
remain within the “Good” range rather than reaching “Very Good” or “Excellent,” the system’s features
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may require enhancements—such as more advanced error-prevention mechanisms or real-time
corrective prompts—to further elevate the quality of work produced.

Table 8 presents the participants’ assessment of their work productivity in terms of time management
when using the monitoring system. The overall mean of 3.14 (SD = 0.47) falls under the Good
category, indicating that the system is effective in supporting employees to manage time more
efficiently, though its impact is moderate. The highest-rated item highlights the system’s role in helping
participants manage their time more effectively (M = 3.18, SD = 0.51), showing its usefulness in
maintaining focus and organization. Meanwhile, several indicators, including the ability to allocate
time wisely and track deadlines, received lower but consistent ratings (M = 3.13), suggesting that while
beneficial, the system’s contribution to these aspects is not fully maximized.

Overall, the findings reveal that the monitoring system supports better time allocation, prioritization,
and task tracking, which are essential in maintaining productivity. However, since the results remain
in the “Good” range, there is potential for enhancing the system’s time-management features.
Improvements such as automated reminders, advanced scheduling tools, or integrated workload
trackers may further strengthen its capacity to help employees maximize efficiency and avoid time-
related challenges in task completion.

Table 8

Participants’ Level of Office Productivity in Employee Engagement
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The monitoring system has improved the quality of the work I~ 3.13 0.54 Good
produce.
I make fewer mistakes in my work due to the insights 3.09 0.53 Good
provided by the monitoring system.
The system helps me maintain high standards in my work by 3.13 0.54 Good
providing clear guidelines.
I believe the quality of my work has increased because of the ~ 3.18 0.51 Good
monitoring system’s feedback.
The monitoring system supports me in delivering work that 3.13 0.50 Good
meets or exceeds expectations.
Overall 3.13 0.48 Good

Table 9 shows the participants’ level of work productivity in terms of collaboration and teamwork
through the use of the monitoring system. The overall mean of 3.13 (SD = 0.48), interpreted as Good,
indicates that the system contributes positively to improving team-based tasks, though its effect
remains moderate. Among the indicators, the highest rating was given to the system’s ability to foster
better teamwork by aligning members on goals (M = 3.20, SD = 0.50) and enhancing coordination for
efficient project completion (M = 3.16, SD = 0.54). These results emphasize the system’s role in
ensuring that team members work in a synchronized manner, minimizing miscommunication and
redundancy.

Despite these positive outcomes, other indicators, such as communication and connection among team
members, received slightly lower ratings (M = 3.07-3.09). This suggests that while the system
facilitates collaboration, there are still gaps in maximizing its potential for real-time communication
and team integration. Enhancing features like shared dashboards, instant messaging, or progress
notifications may further strengthen teamwork and create a more dynamic and engaging collaborative
environment.
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Table 9
Participants’ Level of Office Productivity in Collaboration Efficiency
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
The monitoring system has improved communication and 3.07 0.53 Good
collaboration among team members.
The system allows me to share updates and collaborate on 3.13 0.50 Good
tasks with my colleagues easily.
I feel more connected to my team because we can monitor 3.09 0.57 Good
each other’s progress through the system.
The system enhances our team’s ability to coordinate tasks 3.16 0.54 Good
and complete projects efficiently.
The monitoring system fosters better teamwork by ensuring 3.20 0.50 Good
that all team members are aligned on goals.
Overall 3.13 0.48 Good

Table 9 shows the participants’ level of work productivity in terms of collaboration and teamwork
through the use of the monitoring system. The overall mean of 3.13 (SD = 0.48), interpreted as Good,
indicates that the system contributes positively to improving team-based tasks, though its effect
remains moderate. Among the indicators, the highest rating was given to the system’s ability to foster
better teamwork by aligning members on goals (M = 3.20, SD = 0.50) and enhancing coordination for
efficient project completion (M = 3.16, SD = 0.54). These results emphasize the system’s role in
ensuring that team members work in a synchronized manner, minimizing miscommunication and
redundancy.

Despite these positive outcomes, other indicators, such as communication and connection among team
members, received slightly lower ratings (M = 3.07-3.09). This suggests that while the system
facilitates collaboration, there are still gaps in maximizing its potential for real-time communication
and team integration. Enhancing features like shared dashboards, instant messaging, or progress
notifications may further strengthen teamwork and create a more dynamic and engaging collaborative
environment.

Table 10
Overall Participants’ Level of Work Productivity
INDICATORS MEAN SD DESCRIPTION
Task Efficiency 3.17 0.47 Good
Quality of Work 3.13 0.48 Good
Time Management 3.14 0.47 Good
Collaboration and Teamwork 3.13 0.48 Good
Task Efficiency 3.17 0.47 Good
Quality of Work 3.13 0.48 Good

Table 10 presents the overall participants’ level of work productivity in terms of task efficiency, quality
of work, time management, and collaboration and teamwork. The overall results reveal mean scores
ranging from 3.13 to 3.17, all described as Good, which signifies that the monitoring system
contributes positively across different aspects of productivity but still has room for further
enhancement. Task efficiency received the highest mean (M = 3.17, SD = 0.47), indicating that the
system is particularly effective in helping participants complete tasks more quickly and reduce
unnecessary steps.

Meanwhile, quality of work (M = 3.13, SD = 0.48) and collaboration and teamwork (M = 3.13, SD =
0.48) obtained the lowest ratings, suggesting that while the monitoring system provides support in
these areas, its impact is less pronounced compared to efficiency. Time management (M = 3.14, SD =
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0.47) also shows positive outcomes, reflecting that the system assists in prioritizing tasks and tracking
deadlines. Overall, the findings highlight that the monitoring system enhances productivity moderately
well, particularly in streamlining tasks, but further system improvements—such as advanced
collaborative tools and a more detailed feedback mechanism may be needed to achieve higher
productivity outcomes across all dimensions.

Table 11
Significant Influence of Participants’ Role on Monitoring Systems and Work Productivity
Independent Variable Pearson R p-value Interpretation
Constant (x)

Task Efficiency 0.863%** <.001 Highly Significant
Quality of Work 0.887%** <.001 Highly Significant
Time Management 0.843%** <.001 Highly Significant
Collaboration and 0.864%** <.001 Highly Significant
Teamwork

Overall Office Productivity 0.916%** <.001 Highly Significant

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001

The findings demonstrate extremely strong and highly significant positive correlations between the
role of monitoring systems and various dimensions of work productivity (all p <.001). The correlation
coefficients indicate that monitoring systems have a substantial impact on productivity indicators: Task
Efficiency (r = .863) accounts for about 74% of variance, Quality of Work (r = .887) explains around
79%, Time Management (r = .843) accounts for 71%, and Collaboration and Teamwork (r = .864)
explains roughly 75%. Most notably, the relationship with Overall Office Productivity (r = .916)
suggests that monitoring systems account for approximately 84% of the variance, underscoring their
powerful influence in driving organizational performance. These results emphasize that when
monitoring systems are effectively implemented—through real-time feedback, clear performance
metrics, and structured accountability-employees tend to work more efficiently, manage time better,
and maintain higher work quality.

The particularly high correlations with quality of work and overall productivity suggest that monitoring
systems not only improve task completion but also enhance precision, accuracy, and consistency in
outputs. Additionally, the strong link with collaboration and teamwork highlights how monitoring
frameworks may foster greater transparency and accountability among employees, reducing
duplication of tasks and facilitating smoother coordination. From a managerial standpoint, this implies
that monitoring systems should be designed to balance oversight with support, ensuring that they
empower rather than overwhelm employees. When aligned with fair evaluation practices and
constructive feedback mechanisms, monitoring systems can serve as a motivational driver, enhancing
both individual and collective performance. While causation cannot be claimed from correlation alone,
the strength of these associations strongly indicates that monitoring systems are a critical factor in
maximizing productivity and sustaining organizational growth.

CONCLUSION

The findings confirm that monitoring systems play a critical role in enhancing work productivity,
particularly in improving efficiency, quality, and collaborative outcomes. Employees find the system
usable, moderately well-integrated, and valuable in providing real-time data, although limitations in
navigation, system-to-system integration, and accuracy remain evident. Despite these constraints, the
inferential results demonstrate that monitoring systems explain a substantial portion of variance in
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productivity, especially in quality of work and overall office productivity, indicating that their
influence extends beyond mere task completion toward sustaining organizational performance.

In conclusion, monitoring systems function as both a support tool and a performance driver. They not
only streamline processes and save time but also reinforce accountability, alignment, and accuracy
across teams. However, their impact has not yet reached "very satisfactory" levels, reflecting the need
for further refinement. Enhancing system design, integration, and reliability will ensure that
monitoring systems move from being simply "Good" to becoming indispensable enablers of high-
performance workplaces.

Recommendations

1. Enhance system usability by simplifying navigation, improving interface intuitiveness, and offering
role-specific training to ensure employees can confidently use the system with minimal assistance.

2. Strengthen system integration by aligning the monitoring system more seamlessly with existing I'T
infrastructure and ensuring smoother synchronization across multiple tools and platforms.

3. Improve accuracy and reliability by instituting stronger data validation mechanisms, regular system
audits, and error-prevention features to build user trust.

4. Maximize real-time data features by ensuring speed, consistency, and accessibility so that
employees can not only prevent delays but also make quicker, evidence-based decisions.

5. Boost productivity outcomes by introducing advanced features such as automated reminders (for
time management), error detection prompts (for work quality), and enhanced collaborative
dashboards (for teamwork).

6. Adopt a balanced monitoring approach, using the system not only for oversight but also for
supportive feedback, motivation, and recognition to prevent perceptions of excessive surveillance.

7. Continuous evaluation and upgrades should be conducted through employee feedback loops and
productivity metrics to ensure the monitoring system evolves in alignment with organizational
goals.
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