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ABSTRACT

Research background: Companies are under considerable pressure to continuously improve their performance in to-
day's highly competitive business world. KPIs have evolved as indispensable tool for assessing and measuring the per-
formance of businesses against strategic objectives. Purpose of the article: The aim of this study is to present the current
use of Balanced Scorecard systems and related KPIs in the implementation of the strategic management system in in-
dustrial companies in the SMEs segment and introduce a system of proposals for improving their performance, value,
and competitiveness in the long term.

Methods: The research methodology in the first phase was based on an examination of the available scientific and pro-
fessional sources in this area. Used sources were selected taking into account the time range of the data up to a maxi-
mum of 7 years and in relation to the chosen research topic and objective. The main techniques used were survey and
comparative analysis. The research was conducted using a questionnaire from years 2017 to 2022. Using database of
the Entrepreneur's Index portal (www.indexpodnikatela.sk), we obtained contact information of 4230 enterprises. From
this sample, 290 enterprises showed an active interest and participated in the survey, representing 6.9% of the total
sample of 4230 enterprises. The obtained data were analyzed and transformed into a logical form of tabular outputs.

Findings & Value added: Based on the research results, we can conclude that companies with more than 20 em-
ployees use strategic management systems and have linked KPIs. We also tested and proved the hypothesis of using
supporting complementary management systems significantly more often by these companies. However, our research
supports our hypothesis that companies that do not use BSCs do not have statistically significantly lower economic
ROE. We also did not confirm that the turnover was lower in firms that did not use BSCs. On the other hand our research
has shown that better strategic management systems must be built, as there is a lack of consistency between the objec-
tives and essential performance indicators in all aspects of the balanced scorecard.
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INTRODUCTION measuring the performance of businesses against stra-

tegic objectives. Lee & Hong (2019) found that KPIs
Companies are under considerable pressure to continu- have become increasingly important in providing mea-
ously improve their performance in today's highly compe- ningful and reliable data to firms for decision-making,
titive business world. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) performance evaluation and strategy planning. To meet

have evolved as indispensable tool for assessing and growing societal demand for responsible businesses,
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companies must develop a KPI system that aligns with
their strategic goals, initiatives, and reward systems. Ac-
cording to Stoyanova-Bozhkova & Garnevskaya (2018),
using appropriate KPIs can improve overall business
performance, leading to increased profitability, customer
satisfaction, and employee productivity.

However, many organisations still struggle to define and
implement strategic KPlIs that align with their objectives.
This research is focused on the use of KPIs in compa-
nies and the evaluation of their KPI system coherence.
The study also determines which strategic KPIs are cu-
rrently being used and which ones should be adopted by
organisations.

The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the need for a
consistent KPI system that links strategic objectives,
initiatives, and reward systems. According to Liu et al.
(2020), the pandemic has significantly disrupted the ope-
rations of businesses and highlighted the need for agile
management and decision-making. Appropriate KPls
enable firms to quickly adapt to changing conditions and
make well-informed decisions to mitigate their impact.

In conclusion, organisations face an increased societal
demand for accountable practices and responsive ma-
nagement; therefore, implementing effective KPIs is es-
sential to their success. Lee & Hong (2019) found that
KPIs are increasingly important in providing meaningful
and reliable data to firms for decision-making, perfor-
mance evaluation, and strategy planning. According to
Stoyanova-Bozhkova & Garnevskaya (2018), using app-
ropriate KPIs can improve the overall business perfor-
mance, leading to increased profitability, customer satis-
faction, and employee productivity. In this context, the
need for solutions to improve business performance and
adapt to the rapidly changing business environment is
vital. This study aims to provide insights into the current
use of KPlIs in companies and identify which KPIs should
be implemented to improve their management proces-
ses.

The originality of this article is as follows. There is an
urgent need for solutions to improve business perfor-
mance and adapt to a rapidly changing business envi-
ronment. The purpose of this study is to shed light on the
current use of KPIs in enterprises and to identify the KPlIs
that should be used to improve their management pro-
cesses. In addition to examining the consistency of KPI
systems among enterprises, this study provides recom-
mendations for developing a comprehensive KPI fra-
mework. The paper extends the theoretical knowledge in
this area of using KPIs and helps firms improve their
performance and adapt to the rapidly changing business
environment.

The structure of the article is as follows. In the first part,
we present the studies of important researches in this
field. In the second part, the aim of the research, the
used methodology and data are presented. In the next
chapter, the research results and short discussion of
these results are presented. In the final part, the basic
scientific conclusions of this research are defined.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

KPIs are management tools that can monitor a process
or activity, control it, and ensure that it achieves the set
goal (Setiawan & Purba, 2020). This performance indica-
tor is beneficial, especially to improve the company's
performance and meet the set strategic goals (Bishop,
2018). Due to its quantitative nature, it shows a compa-
ny's performance (Anggredewi et al., 2019). KPIs are
used to measure performance and success in specific
business areas such as finance, marketing, sales, and
human resources. According to Kowal (2019), KPIs can
be used in the energy sector or to evaluate construction
performance (Mahmoud, 2020). Each company uses
KPIs differently depending on the specific business goals
and objectives that are set, an example of which is based
on the SMART concept (Ishak et al., 2019). Varisco et al.
(2018) state that based on KPlIs, a company can measu-
re past and future performance, strengthen strategies
and provide data to compare how the company is per-
forming. When a company implements KPIs, many bene-
fits arise. Some of these benefits include higher producti-
vity levels, rewarding employee performance, more effi-
cient use of the company's technological equipment,
increased labour productivity and last but not least, more
accurate production planning (Zizek et al. 2020). Okudan
et al. (2022) state that the most important external KPIs
include monitoring market conditions, acquiring new cus-
tomers, managers' competence, and company stability.
All of these KPIs are central to the company and can
help the company expand and, of course, remain compe-
titive.

Benchmarking is the process by which a company com-
pares its performance, processes, or products with those
of direct competitors, or may take inspiration from them.
According to An et al. (2021), benchmarking is a process
in which units' performance can be compared to determi-
ne their position and set a quality standard. The history
of Benchmarking goes back to ancient history and has a
very long tradition. Based on the study by Melnik et al.
(2020), Xerox was one of the first companies to engage
in benchmarking, as it faced major economic problems in
the 1970s due to Japanese competition. Currently, with
the proliferation of faster computing systems and big
data, there is no one-size-fits-all approach or benchmark-
ing model that can answer all the questions and solutions
of researchers (lvanov et al., 2020). According to Roeder
et al. (2020), with the advent of computers and scientific
advances, processes and products have become ben-
chmarked against competitors. Benchmarking aims to
improve performance, processes, and products; compare
with other standards in the industry; and design an ap-
proach to solve problems (Gogodze, 2019). According to
Barbuta-Misu et al. (2019), many performance-evaluation
benchmarking models exist. Most of these are based on
financial indicators. Among the well-known benchmarking
models is the Dominanta model (www.dominanta.sk),
developed by comparing companies within EU countries.
It is based on two dimensions: the financial perspective
and development prediction. In the process of innovation,
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it has been transformed into an internet form and can be
found on the website www.indexpodnikatela.sk.

The strategy often focuses on a long-term plan to help
achieve a competitive advantage and meet set objecti-
ves. This strategy needs to be appropriately developed
to avoid mistakes in its implementation (Khalifa, 2021).
This fact is also confirmed by So & Kim (2019), who ar-
gue that a correctly set business strategy affects the per-
formance of a business and its associated competitive-
ness. Business units have greater market and financial
performance when strategic and financial controls are
balanced (Seifzadeh & Rowe, 2019). According to Zaple-
talova (2023), the EFQM model is crucial to strategic
planning and business success. It is essential to set a
strategy both when the business is doing well and, espe-
cially, in times of crisis. However, there are no general
principles; it depends on experience, intuition and so-
called soft skills (Shayb & Musetescu, 2020). According
to Gur et al. (2021), data is a necessary driving force
nowadays, as data is easy to trace. Setting the right stra-
tegy for a company to achieve its goals is therefore cru-
cial. This is also confirmed by Ding (2023), who states
that working with "big data" is essential for improving
management quality and performance throughout an
entire organisation. According to Saranya & Anithaashri
(2020), KPIs are key to business estimation and, to-
gether with corporate strategy, are considered important
aspects for achieving company success. This fact is also
confirmed by Olvera et al. (2021), who argue that the set
strategy and long-term KPIs help evaluate performance
and align it with set goals. In the case of strategy setting
and strategic management, a deeper analysis of KPIs
and the ability to integrate them into the business pro-
cess is needed (Hristov et al., 2022). Companies are
currently deploying green practices and sustainability
strategies, which are paying off positively (Ullah et al.,
2022). Hasan et al. (2019) argue that green strategies
and entrepreneurship are essential, and green compa-
nies also significantly impact the performance of new
businesses (Zhang et al., 2022).

The Balanced Scorecard is a modern strategic manage-
ment tool that allows a company to evaluate how effecti-
ve it is in all the activities that the company engages in
(Sizova et al., 2020) and provides a complete overview
of the institution with possible measures for improvement
(Patricio, 2019). Using this tool, companies’ operational
performance can be evaluated and measured (Tuan,
2020). In the case of performance measurement, modi-
fied perspectives can be used, which can include the
learning and growth of the organisation, finance, internal
processes, and customers (Mamabolo & Myres, 2020).
According to Fabrac (2022), there is a large percentage
of digital transformation project failures, and a customi-
sed version of the Balanced Scorecard can be an ex-
cellent guide for ensuring the overall success of projects
and reducing the percentage of digital transformation
project failures. Based on the strategic scorecard, it is
possible to improve critical areas; define operational indi-
cators, goals, and objectives precisely and clearly within

strategic management; and adapt to a dynamic environ-
ment (Olszanska & Prokopiuk, 2021). According to Lars-
son et al. (2021), implementing the Balanced Scorecard
helps organisational units monitor company assets and
better define strategies so that performance indicators
are as good as possible. In addition, Zaini et al. (2022)
state that SMEs need compliant management systems
that define the correct strategy and priorities to achieve
corporate goals, increase labour productivity, and reduce
waste. These systems include, in particular, Balanced
Scorecard and Lean Manufacturing, based on which
KPIs targets can be identified, scrutinised, and evalua-
ted, and measures can be implemented to eliminate
them in case of error.

The difference between strategic and operational KPIs
depends on the time horizon over which the objectives
are met. Strategic KPIs focus on meeting a company's
long-term goals and supporting the later stages of the
innovation process (Gilsing et al. 2021). In comparison,
operational KPIs focus on meeting the daily operational
objectives (Cristea & Cristea, 2021). Strategic KPIs in-
clude, for example, return on invested capital, which
shows the strengths and weaknesses of the company
and provides valuable starting points for improving the
company's functionality (Beyer & Hinke, 2020). Other
strategic KPIs include the customer satisfaction indicator,
which private and public entities use to identify weaknes-
ses, and implement measures to improve them (Vochin
et al. 2020). According to Tolstykh et al. (2020), business
opportunities have also arisen with the advent of digital
technology. Based on the economic value added, com-
panies can control how they are doing, generate additio-
nal revenue sources from their growth, and gain additio-
nal business opportunities in the long term. Many strate-
gic KPIs tools and methods exist; however, there is no
standard framework for measuring performance. One of
the widely used strategic KPIs is overall market share, as
every business is trying to build a competitive advantage
to beat its competitors. Therefore, in the long run, a busi-
ness must set its strategic goals accurately and clearly to
be more popular with customers than competitors and
gain a good market position (Razika et al. 2019). Accor-
ding to Frost & Gustafsson (2018), productivity and cost
efficiency are the most important operational KPIs in a
business. Tactical KPIs can be used to evaluate an orga-
nisation's success, making it easier to detect deviations
and determine whether tactical goals and strategies are
correctly set and implementable (Perez-Alvarez et al.
2018). At the same time, it is necessary to set target va-
lues accurately so that the achievement of goals is as
efficient as possible at all levels of KPIs (Mata et al.,
2021).

The relationship between the organisation and the indivi-
dual is a significant topic, as every company needs hu-
man resources and people need jobs. If a business
wants to grow and prosper in the market environment, it
must attract and ideally retain talented employees for as
long as possible (Gallo, 2021). Related to this idea is the
recruitment and selection of employees, whereby quali-
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fied employees of the business are responsible for selec-
ting suitable candidates for the job so that the employees
are beneficial to the company and mutual satisfaction
works in the long run (Stachova et al., 2021). According
to Yuan et al. (2023), employees of a company play a
crucial role, especially in generating profits; therefore, the
company needs to focus on training its employees. Trai-
ning helps employees grow and transfer acquired theore-
tical knowledge to company practice. Although technolo-
gy is constantly evolving, the value of human capital is
the most valuable thing a company can possess. As em-
ployees do their work, they also need to be adequately
motivated, with financial incentives, that is, salary increa-
ses or bonuses, being the most popular motivational tool
according to Mach et al. (2022). However, these factors
cannot work together if communication and feedback
within the organisation are not functioning. When em-
ployees are communicated with, they have more trust in
the organisation, are more creative, and last but not
least, internal workplace relationships are also stren-
gthened, which can bring many benefits to the company
in the future (Lee & Kim, 2021).

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE, METHODOLOGY AND DATA

The aim of this study is to present the current use of Ba-
lanced Scorecard systems and related KPIs in the im-
plementation of the strategic management system in
industrial companies in the SMEs segment, and introdu-
ce a system of proposals for improving their performan-
ce, value, and competitiveness and in the long term.

For this reason, they need to define measurable KPls,
based on which corrective actions can be taken in a ti-
mely manner. The primary research objective is divided
into sub-objectives, based on which we synthesised the
research results and recommendations for corporate
governance. Based on the chosen research topic and
main objective, we set the following sub-objectives: to
examine the status of using the Balanced Scorecard
method in enterprises and to analyse the use KPIs and
their connection to modern strategic management sys-
tems.

The research methodology in the first phase was based
on an examination of the available scientific and profe-
ssional sources in this area. The sources used were se-
lected with regard to the timeliness of the data up to a
maximum of 7 years and in relation to the chosen re-
search topic and objective. The main techniques used
were survey and comparative analysis. After considering
the information gathered and its relevance to the re-
search objective, it was compared with the knowledge
gained in practice based on research. The research was
conducted using a questionnaire from 2017 to 2022.
Through the Entrepreneur's Index portal (www.indexpod-
nikatela.sk), we obtained contact information of 4230
enterprises, which were contacted successively through
mass emails. We selected companies using random
sampling. From this sample, 290 enterprises showed an
active interest and participated in the survey, represen-

ting 6.9% of the total sample of 4230 enterprises. The
source database was Entrepreneur’s Index portal
(www.indexpodnikatela), where data was available in the
required form and subsequently supplemented by a que-
stionnaire survey. The obtained data were analyzed and
transformed into a logical whole suitable for use and pro-
cessing in the form of tabular outputs and graphs.

To meet the research objective based on the chosen
research topic, the following scientific hypotheses were
formulated:

+  Hypothesis H1: The companies with more than 19
employees use the strategic management system
significantly more than companies with up to 19 em-
ployees.

*  Hypothesis H2: The companies that use the Balan-
ced Scorecard strategic management system also
use several complementary management systems.

*  Hypothesis H3: The companies that do not use the
Balanced Scorecard strategic management system
have a lower return on equity KPIs than those that
use the Balanced Scorecard.

*  Hypothesis H4: The companies that use the Balan-
ced Scorecard strategic management system have
lower employee turnover than companies that do not
use the Balanced Scorecard.

Scientific hypotheses we tested using a correlation ana-
lysis of the data under study. We used the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov normality test, chi-square test, and non-para-
metric Mann-Whitney U test for statistical analysis. To
test the normality, we used the Kolmogorov-Smirnov
normality test to observe the significance value. If < was
0.05, it would mean that the distribution is abnormal, and
we would use alternative, non-parametric tests. Since the
variables did not reach a normal distribution in either test,
we tested the hypotheses using non-parametric tests.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The study sample comprised 290 enterprises. Of these,
75.5% employed fewer than 19 employees, whereas
24.5% employed 20-250 employees. The structure of
respondents: business owners being the most frequent
respondents (55%), followed by senior managers (26%),
and middle management (15%).

According the results of this empirical research, compa-
nies with over 20 employees use some strategic mana-
gement system (SMS). First, as mentioned earlier, we
tested the normality of the sample in table 1. Based on
the normality test, appropriate instruments were used to
test the hypotheses. Since we created a hypothesis in-
vestigating whether companies with more than 20 em-
ployees use more frequent strategic management sys-
tems (SSR), we divided the companies into two groups:
companies with up to 19 employees and companies with
20 or more employees. Based on the calculations sho-
wed in table 2 and table 3, we accept hypothesis H1, and
the alternative hypothesis is rejected. Enterprises with
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Table 1: Test of ROE normality and employee turnover in firms using strategic management systems

Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Indicator Statistic df Sig.
ROE Company uses SSR 0,473 5 0
Fluctuation Company uses SSR 0,287 5 0
ROE Company does not use SSR 0,462 157 O
Fluctuation Company does not use SSR 0,331 157 0

Source: own processing
Table 2: Distribution of companies by size and use of strategic management systems (CSS)

Number of employees The company does not use SSR The company uses SSR Total
up to 20 163 56 219
20 and more 38 33 A
Total 201 89 290

Source: own processing
Table 3: Testing Hypothesis H1

CHi - quadratic test Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 11,019 1 0,001

Continuity Correction 10,058 1 0,002

Likelihood Ratio 10,539 1 0,001

Linear-by-Linear Association 10,981 1 0,001

N of Valid Cases 290

Cramer's V and Phi method Value Approx. Sig.

Nominal by Nominal Phi 0,195 0,001
Cramer's V 0,195 0,001

N of Valid Cases 290

Source: own processing
Table 4: Use of Strategic Management Systems (SMS) and Complex Management Systems (CMS)

The company does not use no sup- The company uses suppor-

Use of SSR/KMS porting KMS ting KMS Total
The company does not use SSR 157 44 201
The company uses SSR ll 78 89
Total 168 122 290
Source: own processing
Table 5: Testing Hypothesis H2

CHi - quadratic test Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 109,422 1 0,000
Continuity Correction 106,741 1 0,000
Likelihood Ratio 116,862 1 0,000
Linear-by-Linear Association 109,045 1 0,000
N of Valid Cases 290
Cramer's V and Phi method Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal Phi 0,614 0,000
Cramer's V 0,614 0,000

N of Valid Cases 290

Source: own processing

more than 19 employees use the strategic management
system significantly more than those with up to 20 em-
ployees. The conclusions of this hypothesis suggest that
businesses with fewer employees may have difficulty

planning for the future, and consideration should be gi-
ven to which strategic management systems and to what
extent it is appropriate for these businesses to use the
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Balanced Scorecard method of performance manage-
ment, as well as what KPIs to focus on.

Hypothesis H1 was confirmed.

The research set concerning was divided the use of stra-
tegic management systems (SSR) according to whether
the companies have seen any type of this system. Based
on the questionnaire results, we found that over 57% of
the surveyed enterprises did not use complementary
management systems. If companies indicated that they
did not use or understand any SSR or other unspecified
strategic management tools, we assigned them to a
group that does not use these systems. Companies
which indicated using SSR form the second group. Com-
panies were similarly divided into groups based on
whether they use KMS.

We conclude that our hypothesis is confirmed based on
the calculations, described in tables 4 and 5. Enterprises
using SSR strategic management systems also make
statistically significant use of complementary manage-
ment support systems (CMS). Based on the confirmation
of the hypothesis, complementary management systems
can be considered together with strategic management
systems and used in the implementation, which is con-
firmed by our findings directly in practice, in cooperation
with companies. Therefore, it is necessary to focus on
modern strategic management systems with complex
KPI structures. For their presentation, modern manage-
ment tools in a digitised form in the form of dashboards
are suitable.

Hypothesis H2 was confirmed.

The average ROE was -98%, while the median is 13.3%.
This difference was due to outliers in the data. Some
companies had negative ROEs, which skewed the ove-
rall average, whereas others had highly positive ROEs.
Therefore, we decided to use a non-parametric U-test
that did not consider the average. The data shows that
most companies have ROEs that range from 0% to 10%.
By analysing the survey responses, we found that the
average ROE is higher in companies that use the Balan-
ced Scorecard than in those that do not. In the case of
the median, the opposite is true.

Table 6: Return on equity in non-BSC companies

Mann-Whitney Ranks N  Mean Rank
The company does notuse BSC 215 115,43
The company uses BSC 14 108,36
Total 229

Mann-Whitney test ROE

Mann-Whitney U 1412,000
Wilcoxon W 1517,000
JA -0,387
Asymp. Sig. (2-taild) 0,699

Source: own processing

The non-parametric Mann-Whitney U-test confirmed no
statistically significant difference between the groups

compared, as the calculated value of 0.699 exceeded the
observed value of a = 0.05. As the ROE data did not
have a normal distribution, we used the non-parametric
Mann-Whitney U-test for two independent samples to
test the validity of the hypothesis. Based on these calcu-
lations, we conclude that this hypothesis is disproven.
Businesses that do not use the Balanced Scorecard do
not have a statistically significantly lower ROE. When
testing this hypothesis based on our research and practi-
cal experience, it is essential to consider whether the
ROE indicator is sufficiently more predictive than the
KPIs under study. In EU countries, return on assets
(ROA) appears to be a much more important indicator,
also called the company's productive power, which can
play a more important role in crisis situations of strategic
economic development.

Hypothesis H3 was not confirmed.

Based on this research, we found that the average tur-
nover rate in companies using strategic management
systems (SSR) is higher than that in those that do not.

Table 7: M-W Ranks fluctuations

Mann-Whitney Ranks N  Mean Rank
The company does not use BSC 262 139,7
The company uses BSC 21 170,64
Total 283

Mann-Whitney test Fluctuation

Mann-Whitney U 2149,5
Wilcoxon W 36603,5
Z -1,838
Asymp. Sig. (2-taild) 0,066

Source: own processing

Statistical investigation revealed that the data on variable
employee turnover did not have a normal distribution. We
used the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U-test for two
independent samples to test the validity of the hypothes-
is. The result (0.066) exceeds the specified value a =
0.05. Based on the test, because the hypothesis was not
confirmed, we rejected it and accepted the alternative
hypothesis. Companies that use the Balanced Scorecard
do not have significantly lower employee turnover than
companies that do not use the Balanced Scorecard. Our
research included a turnover indicator because key per-
formance indicators must be balanced between financial
and non-financial indicators. This KPI is also important
because it belongs to the fourth perspective of growth
and learning potential, which can be significantly influen-
ced by the development of companies towards a learning
organisation.

Hypothesis H4 was not confirmed.

When examining whether the enterprises had a long-
term plan for more than three years, we found that as
many as 54% of the respondents answered affirmatively
and another 10% considered implementing one. 36% of
enterprises had no long-term plan in place.
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When examining what metrics companies track, we
found that up to 69%, which totals 199 companies, strive
to achieve a long-term goal by tracking customer satis-
faction. The second most common KPI was sales (51%).
45% of the companies in the research sample used em-
ployee satisfaction as a KP!I.

Hypothesis 1, that companies with 20 and more em-
ployees use a management system, correlates with the
research results, where we found that 75.5% of the com-
panies were companies with up to 20 employees. We
then investigated whether companies that use a strategic
management system also use other complementary ma-
nagement systems. The research found that 58% of the
businesses did not use any KMS. Other companies have
reported the use of various combinations of management
support and similar systems.

Our research found that 43% of businesses considered
long-term goal setting to be somewhat or very important.
When examining KPIs and customer satisfaction, 85% of
the executives said that customer satisfaction is vital to
the business. 56% of executives said that business pro-
cess innovation was essential, 33% were unable to give
an opinion, and the remaining 12% did not consider pro-
cess innovation to be very important. 32% of the respon-
ses rated this issue as impactful on performance. Regar-
ding training, we found that 65% of businesses conside-
red further training of employees to be very or somewhat
important.

When analysing whether managers in the surveyed
companies think that long-term goal setting somehow
affects company performance, we found that 60% of the
companies assumed that goal setting affects company
performance to some extent. In companies with a strate-
gic management system, 70% said they thought it was
very important, 25% did not make a clear decision, and
only 5% did not consider goal-setting important before or
at all. The view that customer satisfaction had a fair or
significant impact on business performance was held by
85% of the managers. In the survey, 59% of respondents
said that customer satisfaction strongly influenced busi-
ness performance.

From the survey on the importance of training and edu-
cation in companies, we found that 74% of companies
believed that employee training fairly impacted perfor-
mance, 20% did not express a clear opinion, and the
remaining 7% believed that training had no impact on
performance.

In terms of turnover, we found that 23% of companies
reported turnover rates between 0-10% during the repor-
ting period. In the case of enterprises that used the BSC
system in their management, it could be noted that tur-
nover ranged from 0 to 40%, with 50% of these enterpri-
ses having a turnover between 5% and 10%. In terms of
performance measurement, 90% of companies using
BSC had a performance measurement system. In 58% of
cases, enterprises that did not use any BSC had no
measurement system.

Regarding the duration of BSC implementation, compa-
nies using BSC reported that implementation took less
than half a year (35.5%), one year (29%), or more than a
year (35.5%). Out of these, 18% sought the help of an
external consultant, and only one company used a turn-
key solution to develop and implement the system (3%).

Comparing our results with the studies presented in the
first section, our findings are in line with those preferred
by e.g. Ding (2023), who considers setting the right stra-
tegy for a company to achieve its goals as crucial. He
also states in his research that working with “big data”
was essential to improving the quality and performance
of management throughout the organization.

The research also confirmed the research of Saranya &
Anithaashri (2020), who state that KPIs were key to
proper business estimation and along with corporate
strategy were considered important aspects to achieve
the success of the company.

CONCLUSION

The aim of this study was to present the current use of
Balanced Scorecard systems and related KPIs in the
implementation of the strategic management system in
industrial companies in the SMEs segment and introduce
a system of proposals for improving their performance,
value, and competitiveness in the long term.

Based on the research results, we can conclude that
companies with more than 20 employees use strategic
management systems and have linked KPIs. We also
tested and proved the hypothesis that they use suppor-
ting complementary management systems significantly
more often. However, our research supports our hypot-
hesis that companies that do not use BSCs do not have
statistically significantly lower economic ROE. We also
did not confirm that the turnover was lower in firms that
did not use BSCs. On the other hand our research has
shown that better strategic management systems must
be built, as there is a lack of consistency between the
objectives and essential performance indicators in all
aspects of the balanced scorecard.

The research clearly concludes that in today's crisis-filled
times, it is essential to move towards the implementation
of strategic management systems. Therefore, we propo-
se the following course of action for companies that do
not have strategic management systems:

* Analyse the possibility of introducing a Balanced
Scorecard strategic management system and im-
plementing the system in cooperation with external
consulting firm or company that already has expe-
rience in doing so.

+  Develop a 5-year vision for the company and draw
up a BSC strategy map.

+ Based on the strategic map, implement a system of
strategic objectives and their metrics in the range of
15-25 KPIs, which enables fulfilment of the enterpri-
se’s vision for the period under review of four per-
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spectives: financial, customer, process, and learning learning organisation, which, with the advent of artificial
growth. intelligence, is becoming a necessity.

Growth learning is gradually becoming an important in-
novation practice as it moves the company towards a

Copyright © European Center of Economic and Social Research (Slovakia). This is an Open Access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduc-
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