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ABSTRACT 

This study presents a thematic review of the Direction of Business Performance Metrics through a 

bibliometric analysis framework to map the multidimensionality of research in this vital area. Sourcing 

data from the Dimensions database spanning from 1965 to 2024, the study utilizes the VosViewer tool 

for visualization and analysis. Its approach includes co-authorship analysis, citation analysis, and 

bibliographic coupling, offering a multifaceted view of the field's research dynamics. It identified 

significant trends, influential studies, and core themes that have indicated a notable shift toward 

integrating sustainability and technological advancements in performance metrics. By emphasizing the 

significance of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), the study provides crucial insights into the 

historical evolution of research and emerging areas of interest, guiding directions for future 

investigation. This study serves as a crucial resource for scholars, practitioners, and policymakers 

seeking to deepen their understanding of business performance metrics and their impact on 

organizational success. 

Keywords: Bibliometric analysis, Business Performance, Citation analysis, Content analysis,  

JEL Classification: L21, L25, M21, M41 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The ability to measure and analyze performance is a critical component that directly influences 

organizational success and strategic decision-making in the dynamic and ever-evolving world of 

business (Aripin & Yulianty, 2023; Tasheva, & Nielsen, 2022; Dahal et al., 2020). Business 

performance measures have seen notable changes, primarily due to technological developments, 

market conditions, and stakeholder expectations (Karki et al., 2024; Mallikarjunaradhya et al., 2023). 

To assess how successfully an organization is accomplishing its aims and goals, PMS entails the 

methodical gathering and analysis of data (Chiesa et al., 2009; Frederico et al., 2021; Jardioui et al., 

2020; Mustapha et al., 2017). Facilitating strategic planning, informed decision-making, and continual 

improvement are the main goals of putting in place an intense PMS (Aracıoğlu et al., 2013; Yadav & 

Dabhade, 2013). Finding and monitoring key performance indicators (KPIs) is one of PMS's main 

characteristics (Ante et al., 2018; Cruz Villazón et al., 2020). These metrics—financial health, 

operational effectiveness, customer satisfaction, loyalty, and staff productivity, among others—serve 

as quantifiable measures of organizational performance (Franceschini et al., 2007; Carlucci, 2010; 
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Ghimire & Karki, 2022). Organizations may make data-driven choices by defining and tracking key 

performance indicators (KPIs), which provide them with insights into their opportunities, risks, 

weaknesses, and strengths (Parmenter, 2015). 

 

Instead of being a concept that works for every organization, PMS is customized to meet the unique 

demands and goals of each one. Personalizing performance measures guarantees conformity to 

industry standards and strategic objectives (Dahal, 2022; Frolick & Ariyachandra, 2006; Muller et al., 

2005; Rajbhandari et al., 2020; Sardana et al., 2016). Clear objectives, pertinent KPI selection, data 

collecting and analysis procedures, and feedback loop implementation for continuous improvement 

are common elements of PMS (Bendoly et al., 2007; Dewangan & Godse, 2014). An organization's 

culture of responsibility is fostered by effective PMS (Agrawal & Chauhan, 2023; Siti-Nabiha et al., 

2023). It offers a clear structure that enables staff members to comprehend their obligations, functions, 

and contributions to the company's overall performance. Employee engagement and growth are further 

supported by routine performance evaluations and feedback systems (Joshi et al., 2023; Pitt & Tucker, 

2008). Technology has also significantly influenced PMS (Nudurupati et al., 2021; Vallurupalli & 

Bose, 2018). To expedite the measurement process, many organizations are using data analytics tools 

and software solutions (Gunasekaran et al., 2001). This makes it possible for trend analysis, predictive 

modeling, and real-time monitoring, enabling organizations to handle performance issues proactively. 

The organizational strategy relies heavily on Performance Measurement Systems (Bititci et al., 1997; 

Fuertes et al., 2020; Henri, 2004; Ittner, 2003; Sardi et al., 2023; Striteska & Spickova, 2012). They 

offer an organized method for evaluating and improving performance, coordinating operations with 

strategic goals, and promoting an environment of ongoing development. The efficacy of PMS is rooted 

in its capacity to adjust to the ever-changing business landscape and facilitate well-informed decision-

making across all organizational levels. 

 

This thematic study examines the many aspects of business performance metrics. It investigates the 

new developments, difficulties, and innovations influencing how companies evaluate and improve 

their competitiveness, financial stability, and operational effectiveness. The landscape of traditional 

measurements is experiencing a fundamental metamorphosis, driven by thematic themes that unite the 

evolving performance measurement paradigms. The evaluation will dissect the criteria influencing 

companies' futures in today's intricately linked and complicated global economy. Thematic exploration 

will provide insights into how performance measurement is changing, from the traditional key 

performance indicators (KPIs) that have long served as the foundation of assessments to the modern 

metrics driven by data analytics, artificial intelligence, and sustainability considerations. The 

evaluation will examine how internal and external variables interact to determine which performance 

indicators are best and how effective they are. Organizations seeking financial success and social and 

environmental responsibility increasingly need to negotiate regulatory regimes, public expectations, 

and technology upheavals. 

 

This work aims to close the current research gap concerning the subtle aspects of Performance 

Management Systems (PMS). An extensive literature examination has been conducted to compile 

various data to fill this void. The aim is to improve understanding of the topic and advance scholarly 

knowledge. This paper is organized in the following sections: The study's methodology is described 

in Section 2, and the statistical and citation analyses of the selected publications are covered in Section 
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3. The results and findings of the research on the unique characteristics of PMS are shown in Section 

4. Section 5 discusses the results and key learnings, and section 6 summarizes the main conclusions 

and implications of the study project. 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Research Outline 

Understanding the characteristics of Performance Management Systems (PMS) is the main focus of 

the research agenda. It becomes necessary to use a specific set of search keys to assist an efficient 

evaluation. According to Choong's (2013) technique, the chosen search keywords cover the 

fundamental idea of data. 

2.2 Literature Search Criteria  

The study employs a methodical approach to literature search, utilizing electronic database searches, 

backward and forward reference searches, ensuring inclusivity of all relevant papers (Eduardsen & 

Marinova, 2020). The study uses the Dimensions bibliometric database, a well-known scholarly 

resource by Digital Science known for its comprehensive academic coverage and robust impact 

statistics (Thelwall, 2018). Dimensions, distinguished for its extensive journal coverage compared to 

Web of Science and Scopus, emerges as the optimal choice for bibliometric analysis (Thelwall, 2018). 

The study ensures thorough coverage of relevant research by identifying essential business 

performance keywords and employing advanced search queries with VOSviewer, establishing the 

groundwork for insightful analysis and meaningful conclusions. 

3. DATA ANALYSIS 

The data analysis on business performance metrics was conducted using the VosViewer tool, with data 

extracted from the Dimensions database covering the years 1965 to 2024. This approach allowed for 

a comprehensive examination of research trends, collaborations, and influential works in the field, 

providing insights into the evolution of business performance measurement practices over nearly six 

decades. 

3.1 Co-Authorship Analysis 

This analysis explores the collaboration patterns among researchers studying business performance 

metrics. It helps us see which experts often work together and how their collective efforts contribute 

to our understanding of measuring and improving business performance. By mapping the network of 

co-authorships, we can identify influential groups and individuals driving the research forward on how 

businesses can effectively track and enhance their operations. 

3.1.1 Co-Authorship- Authors 

Co-authorship- Authors' analysis examines how often authors worked together on research papers from 

1965 to 2024. We chose authors who have written with up to 25 different co-authors, have at least one 

paper published, and have their work cited at least once. Out of these, we picked 1,000 authors and 

then narrowed it down to the top 20 (for tabulation) with the highest total link strength, citations, and 

papers. This shows us the main contributors in this field, highlighting the people whose work has been 

most recognized and who have collaborated the most with others over almost 60 years. 

Table 1. Co-Authorship- Authors Analysis 

Rank Author Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 garcia-cardenas, victoria 1 32 65 



4 

 

2 stewart, derek 1 32 65 

3 bond, christine 3 28 65 

4 polidori, carlo 1 13 65 

5 sanchez-polo, manuel 1 13 65 

6 dago, ana 2 11 65 

7 desselle, shane 2 10 65 

8 fernandez-llimos, fernando 2 10 65 

9 jacobsen, ramune 1 10 65 

10 nørgaard, lotte stig 1 4 65 

11 santos-ramos, bernardo 1 4 65 

12 babar, zaheer-ud-din 3 2 65 

13 shcherbakova, natalia 1 1 52 

14 tonin, fernanda s 1 4 26 

15 tonin, fernanda s. 1 3 26 

16 cherubino, patrizia 2 38 25 

17 trettel, arianna 1 11 25 

18 babiloni, fabio 3 2 25 

19 mancini, marco 1 1 25 

20 martinez, ana 1 1 25 

Figure 1.  Bibliometric Map of Co-authorship Authors from VosViewer using author names. 

 

3.1.2 Co-Authorship- Organizations 

This co-authorship analysis focuses on organizations involved in research from 1965 to 2024. The 

criteria include choosing organizations mentioned in documents with up to 25 different organizations, 

having at least one document published, and receiving at least one citation. From a pool, we selected 

1,000 organizations based on these criteria. Then, we identified the top 20 organizations (for 

tabulation) with the highest total link strength, publications, and citations. This approach helps 

highlight the leading institutions that contribute significantly to research output and have their work 

widely recognized and cited in the academic community. It showcases the organizations that play 

crucial roles in advancing knowledge and collaboration in their respective fields over nearly six 

decades.  

Table 2. Co-Authorship- Organizations Analysis 

Rank Organization Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 Harvard University 5 38 207 

2 Massachusetts General Hospital 3 31 139 

3 University of Technology Sydney 1 1 100 

4 University of Oxford 1 14 99 

5 University of Aberdeen 1 8 87 
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6 Qatar University 2 41 81 

7 Brigham and Women's Hospital 9 49 80 

8 Stanford University 2 23 74 

9 University College London 1 15 71 

10 University of Michigan–Ann Arbor 1 11 70 

11 Instituto Politécnico de Lisboa 4 26 63 

12 University of Huddersfield 1 2 63 

13 Asia University 11 136 62 

14 Touro University California 1 4 62 

15 University of Copenhagen 1 1 62 

16 University of Granada 1 40 62 

17 University of Porto 1 14 62 

18 Hospital Universitario Virgen del rocío 5 27 61 

19 University of Camerino 1 2 61 

20 Western New England University 1 2 61 

Figure 2.  Bibliometric Map of Co-authorship Organizations from VosViewer using Organization 

Names. 

 
3.1.3 Co-Authorship- Countries 

This co-authorship analysis examines the collaboration between countries in research from 1965 to 

2024. We looked for research documents that included up to 25 different countries, ensuring that each 

country had contributed to at least one published document and received at least one citation. From 

the data, 96 countries were selected based on these criteria. Among these, the top 20 countries (for 

tabulation) with the highest total link strength, number of publications, and citations were identified. 

This method highlights the countries that are leading in research contributions and influence, showing 
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which nations have had the most significant impact and collaboration in the global academic 

community over the last nearly six decades. It provides insight into the global network of scholarly 

work and the key players within it. 

Table 3. Co-Authorship- Countries Analysis 

Rank Country Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 United States 1 11 453 

2 United Kingdom 1 3 341 

3 China 59 615 326 

4 Australia 223 2322 231 

5 India 23 234 198 

6 Italy 20 129 193 

7 Saudi Arabia 4 43 162 

8 Pakistan 7 64 147 

9 Canada 83 1012 138 

10 Malaysia 12 29 130 

11 Spain 2 17 118 

12 Germany 30 407 107 

13 Portugal 4 40 101 

14 South Korea 2 11 93 

15 France 30 279 91 

16 Taiwan 1 6 86 

17 Netherlands 9 143 84 

18 Denmark 44 352 77 

19 Poland 5 51 64 

20 United Arab Emirates 1 2 56 

Figure 3.  Bibliometric Map of Co-authorship Countries from VosViewer using Country Names. 
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3.2 Citation Analysis 

Citation analysis in the context of business performance metrics allows us to identify the most 

influential studies and authors in the field. By counting how often others cite a research, we get a clear 

picture of which concepts, tools, and methodologies are shaping how businesses evaluate their success. 

This analysis highlights the key contributors whose work has significantly impacted how organizations 

measure and interpret their performance. 

3.2.1 Citation Analysis- Authors 

This citation analysis delves into the impact of the authors' work from 1965 to 2024. It focuses on 

authors who have contributed to documents with up to 25 co-authors, ensuring that each author has at 

least one published document and has received at least one citation. A total of 1,000 authors were 

initially selected based on these criteria. This group identified the top 20 authors (for tabulation) with 

the highest number of citations and publications. This analysis aims to recognize those authors whose 

contributions have been most influential and widely acknowledged in their field. It sheds light on the 

individuals who have not only been productive in their output but whose work has gained significant 

attention and respect within the academic and research communities over nearly sixty years. 

Table 4. Citation Analysis- Authors 

Rank Author Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 abbas, jaffar 6 313 8 

2 al-alawi, lamees 3 248 5 

3 borghini, gianluca 2 221 17 
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4 achuthan, krishnashree 4 196 14 

5 cimini, michele 2 193 20 

6 giannakakis, giorgos 1 192 7 

7 idowu, samuel o. 1 192 2 

8 kitaoka, kaori 1 192 1 

9 su, honglei 1 192 10 

10 habaebi, mohamed hadi 1 139 4 

11 kumar, love 1 139 4 

12 liu, yuxin 1 139 5 

13 masud, faisal 1 139 10 

14 somasundram, kumara g. 1 139 7 

15 weber, richard 1 139 4 

16 shah, habib 1 136 10 

17 thomas, ilias 1 136 2 

18 chien, fengsheng 2 113 3 

19 abeysiriwardana, prabath chaminda 4 108 4 

20 raman, raghu 1 103 27 
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Figure 4.  Bibliometric Map of Citation Analysis- Authors from VosViewer using Author’s Names. 

3.2.2 Citation Analysis- Organizations 

This citation analysis investigates the impact of organizations in academic research from 1965 to 2024. 

It focuses on papers that include contributions from up to 25 different organizations, with each 

organization involved in at least one published document and receiving at least one citation. From a 

broad selection, 1,000 organizations were chosen based on these criteria. The analysis then identifies 

the top 20 organizations (for tabulation) with the highest total link strength and given citations and 

publications. This method highlights the organizations leading in research output and influence, 

showing which institutions have made significant contributions to their fields and have had their work 

widely recognized and referenced in the academic community over the past nearly six decades. 

Table 5. Citation Analysis- Organizations 

 
Rank Organization Documents Citations Total Link 

Strength 

1 Harvard University 6 11 32 

2 Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai 6 71 31 

3 Living goods, Kampala, Uganda 4 86 28 

4 Muso, Bamako, Mali 4 55 28 

5 Sapienza University of Rome 3 25 28 

6 Lwala Community Alliance, Rongo, Kenya 4 17 28 

7 Partners in Health, Neno, Malawi 3 7 28 

8 Brain signs (Italy) 11 145 20 

9 Malaviya National Institute of Technology, Jaipur 4 108 20 

10 Hangzhou Dianzi university 6 17 20 

11 Swinburne University of Technology Sarawak 

Campus 

2 7 20 

12 Università degli studi internazionali di roma 1 5 20 

13 Emlyon Business School 7 212 19 

14 Community Health Impact Coalition, London, UK 9 82 19 

15 Medic Mobile, Sanfrancisco, California, USA 4 78 19 

16 Community Health Impact Coalition, New York, 

USA 

8 47 19 

17 Living goods, Nairobi, Kenya 4 43 19 

18 Partners in Health 3 33 19 

19 Zhengzhou University 1 1 17 

20 Brigham and Women's Hospital 11 124 16 
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Figure 5. Bibliometric Map of Citation Analysis- Organizations from VosViewer using Organization 

Names. 

 
 

3.2.3 Citation Analysis- Countries 

This citation analysis looked at research from 1965 to 2024 to see which countries are most influential 

in academic studies. It checked papers that involved up to 25 countries, making sure each country had 

at least one paper published and one citation. Although the map reflects data from 96 countries, we 

focused on finding the top 20 countries (for tabulation) with the highest total link strength, papers, and 

citations. This shows us which countries are leading in research, having their work recognized and 

used by others around the world. It highlights the big players in global academic research over nearly 

60 years. 

Table 6. Citation Analysis- Countries 

Rank Country Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 China 59 615 77 

2 India 23 234 69 

3 United States 1 11 68 

4 Malaysia 12 29 53 

5 United Kingdom 1 3 48 

6 Australia 223 2322 38 

7 France 30 279 28 

8 Italy 20 129 28 

9 Saudi Arabia 4 43 24 

10 Pakistan 7 64 23 

11 Canada 83 1012 20 

12 Denmark 44 352 17 

13 Norway 8 149 16 

14 Turkey 1 18 16 

15 Russia 4 61 11 

16 Germany 30 407 10 

17 Portugal 4 40 10 

18 Lithuania 14 99 9 

19 South Korea 2 11 9 

20 Spain 2 17 8 
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Figure 6.  Bibliometric Map of Citation Analysis- Countries from VosViewer using Country Names. 

 

3.3 Bibliographic Coupling 

Bibliographic coupling within the realm of business performance metrics reveals how different studies 

are related through their references to common foundational work. This analysis uncovers the thematic 

connections between research papers, even if the authors have not directly collaborated. It helps us 

understand the evolving landscape of business performance measurement by showing which topics are 

frequently explored together and how new insights build on established knowledge. 

3.3.1 Bibliographic Coupling- Authors 

This bibliographic coupling analysis examines the relationships between authors in academic research 

from 1965 to 2024. It looks at papers with up to 25 authors, selecting those with at least one published 

document and receiving at least one citation. From this, 1,000 authors were initially chosen based on 

these criteria. The focus shifted to identifying the top 20 authors (for tabulation) with the highest total 

link strength, publications, and citations.  

Table 7. Bibliographic Coupling- Authors 

Rank Author Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 babar, zaheer-ud-din 1 61 18628 

2 bond, christine 3 43 18628 

3 dago, ana 5 29 18628 

4 desselle, shane 1 26 18628 

5 fernandez-llimos, fernando 1 21 18628 

6 garcia-cardenas, victoria 1 20 18628 

7 jacobsen, ramune 2 15 18628 

8 nørgaard, lotte stig 1 7 18628 

9 polidori, carlo 1 7 18628 

10 sanchez-polo, manuel 1 5 18628 

11 santos-ramos, bernardo 1 5 18628 

12 stewart, derek 1 3 18628 

13 shcherbakova, natalia 2 4 15069 

14 tonin, fernanda s. 1 3 7827 



12 

 

15 tonin, fernanda s 1 3 7720 

16 shcherbakova, natalia g 2 4 4017 

17 tonin, fernanda 1 3 3991 

18 kumar, satish 1 12 3157 

19 amira, abbes 2 64 2811 

20 bensaali, faycal 1 49 2811 

Figure 7.  Bibliometric Map of Bibliographic Coupling- Authors from VosViewer using Author’ 

Names. 

 

3.3.2 Bibliographic Coupling- Organizations 

This analysis examined how research groups from different organizations are connected through their 

studies from 1965 to 2024. Checking up to 25 organizations in each paper made sure each one had at 

least one paper and one citation. Out of 1,000 organizations, it found the top 20 (for tabulation) with 

the highest total link strength, papers, and citations. This method shows which organizations often 

work on similar topics or use similar studies in their research, pointing out the big players in research 

who frequently share knowledge and ideas across their fields. 

Table 8. Bibliographic Coupling- Organizations 

Rank Organization Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 University of Technology Sydney 1 12 22042 

2 Qatar University 2 10 21523 

3 University of Aberdeen 1 21 20557 

4 Instituto Politécnico de Lisboa 4 27 17959 

5 University of Granada 1 22 17751 

6 University of Huddersfield 1 38 17681 
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7 Touro University California 1 18 17572 

8 University of Copenhagen 1 52 17559 

9 University of Porto 1 2 17528 

10 Hospital Universitario Virgen del rocío 5 52 17522 

11 University of Camerino 1 13 17522 

12 Western New England University 1 12 17522 

13 Pharmaceutical Care españa Foundation, Spain 2 2 14360 

14 Harvard University 5 27 13607 

15 Massachusetts General Hospital 3 11 10714 

16 University of Oxford 1 3 8161 

17 University of Michigan–Ann Arbor 1 23 5612 

18 Northwestern University 2 25 5604 

19 Pennsylvania State University 2 44 5570 

20 Brigham and Women's Hospital 9 43 5076 

Figure 8.  Bibliometric Map of Bibliographic Coupling- Organizations from VosViewer using 

Organization Names. 

 

3.3.3 Bibliographic Coupling- Countries 

This analysis examines how countries are linked in their research efforts from 1965 to 2024. It looks 

at papers with up to 25 countries mentioned, ensuring each country has contributed to at least one 

paper and received at least one citation. The top 20 countries (for tabulation) with the most papers and 

citations were chosen from a large initial selection. This approach helps identify which countries often 

collaborate or focus on similar research areas, highlighting the leading nations in global research 

networks. It shows us the key players in the academic world who are most connected through shared 

studies and contributions over nearly six decades. 

Table 9. Bibliographic Coupling- Countries 

Rank Country Documents Citations Total Link Strength 

1 China 59 615 77 

2 India 23 234 69 

3 United States 1 11 68 

4 Malaysia 12 29 53 

5 United Kingdom 1 3 48 

6 Australia 223 2322 38 

7 France 30 279 28 

8 Italy 20 129 28 
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9 Saudi Arabia 4 43 24 

10 Pakistan 7 64 23 

11 Canada 83 1012 20 

12 Denmark 44 352 17 

13 Norway 8 149 16 

14 Turkey 1 18 16 

15 Russia 4 61 11 

16 Germany 30 407 10 

17 Portugal 4 40 10 

18 Lithuania 14 99 9 

19 South Korea 2 11 9 

20 Spain 2 17 8 

Figure 9.  Bibliometric Map of Bibliographic Coupling- Countries from VosViewer using Country 

Names. 

 

4. RESULTS AND FINDINGS 

Analyzing business performance metrics using co-authorship, citation, and bibliographic coupling 

reveals a rich web of research collaboration and influence. Co-authorship shows us the critical 

partnerships in the field, highlighting how experts work together to advance our understanding of 

measuring business success. Citation analysis points out the most influential studies, telling us which 

ideas have shaped the field the most. Bibliographic coupling uncovers connections between studies, 

showing us how various research topics are related. Together, these analyses paint a picture of a vibrant 
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research community focused on developing and refining ways to assess and improve business 

performance, with a growing interest in sustainability and technology. 

 

Results and analysis of findings concerning the features of PMS 

 

4.1 Clarification of measurement and performance measurement 

To assess success, pinpoint areas for development, and make wise judgments in organizational 

management, one must have a solid grasp of measuring and performance assessment. 

 

Measurement 

In a broad sense, measurement determines entities' qualities, quantities, or attributes (Echtner, 1991; 

Mari et al., 2021). Making comparison, analysis, and communication more accessible entails giving 

numerical values to data or organizing it into categories (Gunasekaran & Kobu, 2007; Marzano et al., 

1993). Measurement in organizational environments can take the form of qualitative evaluations 

intended to capture subjective attributes and numerical measurements. 

 

Performance Measurement 

Performance measurement assesses how well procedures, actions, or results are carried out inside an 

organization (Henri, 2004). It entails evaluating how successfully an organization accomplishes its 

objectives and strategic goals using metrics and key performance indicators (KPIs) (Bhagwat & 

Sharma, 2007; Olariu et al., 2023). The identification of strengths, shortcomings, and opportunities for 

improvement is facilitated by performance assessment, which is intrinsically connected to the success 

of organizations (Bititci et al., 2012; Herath et al., 2023; Rawashdeh & Rawashdeh, 2023). 

Performance measurement focuses on evaluating organizational performance, whereas measurement 

is a more general term encompassing any process of assigning values (Bhattarai et al., 2020; Hatry, 

2006; Singh et al., 2016). It entails determining pertinent measures aligning with organizational goals 

and methodically assessing these indicators. 

 

4.2 Performance Measurement Systems (PMSs)  

Performance measurement systems, or PMSs, are essential to contemporary organizational 

management because they act as a compass for assessing, tracking, and improving a range of 

performance-related factors (Asiaei & Bontis, 2020; Baird, 2017;  Choong, 2013; Okwir, 2018). These 

systems comprise an extensive collection of instruments, techniques, and key performance indicators 

(KPIs) to measure the efficacy and efficiency of organizational procedures, plans, and results. The 

dynamic nature of corporate settings and the increasing complexity of organizational structures are 

reflected in the significant evolution of the PMS landscape. PMSs frequently depend on well-

established frameworks and models to organize the assessment process. Well-known examples include 

the Key Performance Indicator (KPI) Tree, which provides a hierarchical display of performance 

indicators in line with organizational objectives, and the Balanced Scorecard, which combines 

financial and non-financial measurements. 

 

Strategic Measurement 

The methodical process of evaluating and tracking an organization's performance concerning its 

strategic goals is known as strategic measurement (Babeľová et al., 2018; Garengo et al., 2005; Franco-

Santos et al., 2012). This entails establishing key performance indicators (KPIs) that correspond with 
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the organization's objectives, gauging development, and applying the learned lessons to strategic 

decision-making. By giving a clear picture of an organization's performance concerning its strategic 

goal, strategic measurement enhances its overall effectiveness and efficiency (Atkinson, 1997; Henri 

et al., 2004). 

 

SMART Criteria 

The SMART criterion is a tried-and-true framework for creating and accomplishing objectives 

(Dymarsky, 2011; Pun & White, 2005). Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound 

is what the acronym SMART stands for. Using these standards, one may ensure that goals are precise, 

measurable, reasonable, connected to larger objectives, and time-bound. Objectives have to be exact, 

well-defined and outcome-oriented. Metrics or standards that enable an impartial evaluation of 

development should be incorporated into goals. Given the resources and limitations, goals ought to be 

reasonable and reachable. Objectives should align with general goals and support the organization's 

overarching plan. Objectives must have a specified end date or period (Milgram et al., 2010; Morgan, 

2020). 

 

Performance Pyramid 

In a more general sense, the phrase performance pyramid may refer to a hierarchically ordered visual 

depiction of an organization's performance measures (Eckerson, 2010; Kumar et al., 2013; Taouab & 

Issor, 2019). High-level strategic objectives are frequently at the top of this pyramid structure, while 

lower levels are typically devoted to more specific operational or tactical metrics (Chan, 2003; 

Garengo et al., 2005; Pun & White, 2005; Zhang et al., 2015). When the ideas are combined, the term 

"SMART Performance Pyramid" may refer to a systematic process in which performance objectives 

and measurements are carefully chosen, checked to ensure they meet SMART requirements, and 

arranged in a pyramidal hierarchy.  

 

4.3 Balance Scorecard (BSC)  

A strategic management tool, the Balanced Scorecard (BSC), is used to evaluate and track an 

organization's performance in several areas (Benková et al., 2020; Northcott et al., 2012). The 

Balanced Scorecard, created by David P. Norton and Robert S. Kaplan, incorporates non-financial 

measurements essential to accomplishing strategic goals and traditional financial metrics (Ahmadi et 

al., 2012; Kaplan & Norton, 2006). Conventional financial metrics, including revenue growth, 

profitability, and return on investment, are the main emphasis of BSC. It offers a quick overview of 

the sustainability and financial health of the company (Hubbard, 2009; Kaplan & Norton, 2000; Karki 

et al., 2023). To connect organizational activities with its overarching goals and vision, the Balanced 

Scorecard is a strategic management framework that encourages a balanced and integrated approach 

to performance monitoring. 

 

Proactive Balanced Scorecard (PBSC) 

In contrast to conventional scorecards, which could prioritize past performance more, a PBSC might 

prioritize measurements and indicators that look forward. Organizations may proactively identify and 

handle any risks affecting their performance by integrating risk management aspects into their PBSC 

(Chytas et al., 2011). A PBSC may promote an innovative and flexible culture because of its proactive 

character. The framework could include sensitivity analysis and scenario planning to prepare for a 

range of possible future situations. A critical component of a PBSC may be strategic foresight or the 
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capacity to predict future trends and market dynamics (Chytas et al., 2008). A PBSC and strategy 

execution are probably closely related. A cooperative approach to decision-making and strategy 

building may be promoted, given the proactive character of the framework. 

This might entail routinely monitoring the outside world for new elements affecting the 

company. In addition to measuring performance, it also offers insights into areas where proactive 

modifications could be required, which helps to direct the implementation of strategic goals. This 

entails including a range of stakeholders in the process of strategic planning. A PBSC may have traits 

like constant leading indicator monitoring and a readiness to make changes in or near real-time. As a 

result, organizations can adapt to changing circumstances. 

 

4.4 Consistent Performance Management System (CPMS) 

An organization's unified and methodical approach to controlling and improving employee 

performance is known as a Consistent Performance Management System (CPMS) (Cokins, 2004; Suša 

Vugec, 2019; Choong, 2014). Even if particular frameworks may differ, an efficient performance 

management system is typically linked to a few fundamental principles: Setting clear expectations and 

objectives for staff members is the first step in creating a CPMS (Goshu & Kitaw, 2017). A CPMS 

must have both feedback and ongoing communication. Frequent performance check-ins between 

managers and staff provide ongoing discussion on performance, enabling the identification of 

strengths, areas for development, and any required goal revisions (Aguinis, 2019). A CPMS involves 

the measurement of individual and team performance against established metrics. This may include 

quantitative data, qualitative assessments, and key performance indicators (KPIs) relevant to specific 

roles and responsibilities. It's important to note that the particular details of a Consistent Performance 

Management System may vary across organizations, and newer models or frameworks may have 

emerged since my last update. For the most accurate and up-to-date information, referring to the latest 

literature, organizational practices, or recognized experts in the field is recommended. 

 

4.5 Integrated Dynamic Performance Measurement System (IDPMS) 

A sophisticated approach to performance measurement that integrates multiple components to offer a 

comprehensive and flexible understanding of organizational performance is known as an Integrated 

Dynamic Performance Measurement System (IDPMS) (Bulsara, 2014; Kurien & Qureshi, 2011; 

Rouse & Putterill, 2003). Remembering that an integrated dynamic performance measurement 

system’s specific might change depending on the organization's needs and the industry's circumstances 

is crucial. Consult the most recent research, organizational guidelines, or reputable subject-matter 

experts for the most accurate and current information. 

 

4.6 Dynamic Performance Measurement System (DPMS) 

A strategic method for continually evaluating and modifying organizational performance in response 

to shifting conditions and objectives is the Dynamic Performance Measurement System (DPMS) 

(Arpini & Dutra, 2021; Hasegan et al., 2018; Kurien & Qureshi, 2011; Pun & White, 2005). A DPMS 

prioritizes flexibility, integration of dynamic measurements, and real-time or near-real-time 

monitoring. A DPMS continuously monitors real-time performance metrics (Hasegan et al., 2018; 

Nudurupati et al., 2018). This gives organizations up-to-the-minute insights into their operations, 

enabling swift decision-making and timely responses to emerging opportunities or challenges (Barr et 

al., 2005). A DPMS's adaptable metrics allow for adding or modifying measures in response to shifting 
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organizational priorities. This flexibility guarantees that the method for measuring performance stays 

current and in line with the evolving objectives of the company. The fundamental ideas of a Dynamic 

Performance Measurement System center on real-time monitoring, flexibility, and a strategic 

alignment with organizational goals, while the specifics may differ depending on corporate 

requirements and industry settings. Referencing the most recent research, established experts in the 

subject, or managerial procedures will yield the most accurate and current information. 

 

4.7 European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) Excellence Model 

A well-known framework for organizational excellence and quality management is the European 

Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) Excellence Model (Doeleman et al., 2014; Nabitz et al., 

2020). The model offered a comprehensive method for evaluating and enhancing organizational 

performance and was created by the EFQM, a non-profit organization with headquarters in Brussels, 

Belgium (Heydari et al., 2019). Organizations aiming for excellence in their operations and results can 

use the EFQM Excellence Model as a guide. Results orientation, customer focus, leadership and 

constancy of purpose, management by processes and facts, people development, and involvement are 

some of the fundamental concepts upon which the EFQM Excellence Model is based (Criado-García 

et al., 2020; Hakes, 2007; Daniel et al., 2011; Nabitz et al., 2000; Uygur & Sümerli, 2013). 

 

Radar Logic 

The Enablers and the Results are the two parts of the "Radar Logic" that the model uses. According to 

Fonseca (2022), Garbarova (2017), Hakes (2007), and other scholars, enablers are the organizational 

components that drive performance, such as leadership, people, strategy, relationships, resources, and 

procedures. Results include accomplishments in terms of corporate outcomes, societal effects, 

employee happiness, and consumer satisfaction. To spur development, the EFQM Excellence Model 

encourages organizations to compare their performance to industry best practices and take advice from 

others. 

 

4.8 Holistic Performance Management Framework (HPFM) 

A Holistic Performance Management Framework usually incorporates organizational performance 

management and improvement (Andersen, 2006; Fareghzadeh et al., 2019). It considers several 

success variables beyond typical performance measurements. HPFM measures organizational success 

in financial, customer satisfaction, staff engagement, operational efficiency, and other areas. HPFM, 

like the Balanced Scorecard, balances financial, customer, internal processes, and learning and growth 

to evaluate organizational performance (Al-Turki et al., 2013; Dahal et al., 2023). The framework links 

performance measures to company goals. This ensures that the organization's efforts are focused on 

its goals. HPFM emphasizes ongoing performance evaluation. Regular reviews and updates help 

organizations adapt to internal and external changes (Eaidgah et al., 2018; Peach Martins, 2007). A 

comprehensive strategy considers consumer, employee, investor, and community needs and 

expectations. The framework seeks success by meeting all stakeholders' interests. Technology 

integration, particularly data analytics and performance management tools, may be crucial to HPFM 

(Folan & Browne, 2005). Technology helps gather, analyze, and visualize performance data. HPFM 

values staff growth and well-being. Employee happiness, skills development, job security, and a 

healthy work environment are essential to organizational success (Ghimire et al., 2023). Given its 

comprehensive character, the framework emphasizes adaptation and creativity. Flexible tactics and a 
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culture of constant development and creativity are promoted in organizations. The framework may 

include corporate social responsibility, reflecting the influence of organizational operations on society 

and the environment (Kagioglou et al., 2001; Sezenias, 2013; Moritz, 2019). 

 

5. DISCUSSIONS AND KEY LEARNINGS 

Upon examining several performance management frameworks and models, many significant insights 

and themes surface that provide valuable approaches to enhancing organizational performance. The 

need to adopt a comprehensive strategy, integrate technology, take stakeholders into account, and be 

flexible are all covered in the conversation.  

The necessity of a thorough and well-rounded approach to performance management is shown 

by investigating frameworks like the Holistic Performance Management Framework (HPFM) and the 

Excellence Model of the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM). Organizations may 

get a more comprehensive picture of their performance by combining financial and non-financial data 

from various angles. A comprehensive approach guarantees that strategic goals align with employee 

growth, internal procedures, consumer expectations, and social effects. Technology integration is a 

common feature of many models, such as the Proactive Balanced Scorecard (PBSC). Organizations 

may efficiently gather, process, and present performance data using integrated software platforms, 

business intelligence tools, and data analytics. Technology improves measurement precision and 

makes it easier to monitor and adjust in real-time, which are essential for being competitive in ever-

changing circumstances. Performance management encompasses the interests of several stakeholders 

and is not only an internal matter. Models such as the Holistic Performance Management Framework 

(HPFM) and the Integrated Performance Measurement Framework (IPMF) strongly focus on 

stakeholder concerns, emphasizing how critical it is to fulfill the requirements and expectations of 

investors, consumers, workers, and the larger society. Organizations may improve transparency and 

foster trust by coordinating performance measures with stakeholder interests. The necessity for 

organizations to be flexible and dedicated to ongoing development keeps coming up. Models like the 

Proactive Balanced Scorecard (PBSC) and the Dynamic Multidimensional Performance Framework 

(DMPF) highlight the necessity of flexibility in altering strategies, goals, and measures. Organizations 

may successfully adapt to changing conditions and capitalize on emerging possibilities by fostering a 

culture of continual learning and innovation. The whole character of organizational success cannot be 

fully captured by traditional financial measurements, notwithstanding their importance. The necessity 

of a balanced strategy that considers both financial and non-financial aspects is emphasized by models 

like the EFQM Excellence Model and Balance Scorecard (BSC). Organizations may get a more 

realistic picture of their total performance and well-being by expanding the scope to encompass 

employee development, internal procedures, customer satisfaction, and social impact. 

 

6. CONCLUSION 

The study provides a comprehensive bibliometric analysis of the development of business performance 

metrics, shedding light on the complex evolution and current trends within this field. The utilization 

of VosViewer for visual mapping and analysis, along with data extraction from the Dimensions 

database spanning from 1965 to 2024, has provided an unprecedented overview of the field. This 

analysis, encompassing co-authorship, citation, and bibliographic coupling, has highlighted the 

collaborative nature of research, pinpointed influential works, and uncovered thematic linkages 

between studies. The findings reveal a marked shift towards integrating sustainability and 
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technological advancements in performance metrics, reflecting broader societal and economic 

changes. Organizations can thoroughly grasp their performance by combining many points of view, 

such as internal procedures, social effects, customer happiness, and finances. This all-encompassing 

viewpoint promotes openness and confidence among stakeholders and is consistent with strategic 

objectives. Models such as the Integrated Performance Assessment Framework (IPMF) and Proactive 

Balanced Scorecard (PBSC) demonstrate how technology has become a potent facilitator. 

Organizations can manage a dynamic business environment with agility when integrated with business 

intelligence tools, real-time monitoring capabilities, and sophisticated analytics. The analysis also 

emphasizes the importance of international collaboration and the influence of seminal works that have 

consistently shaped scholarly discourse and practice in business performance evaluation. This study 

not only charts the historical and intellectual development of business performance metrics but also 

identifies emergent themes likely to guide future research directions. It serves as a testament to 

business studies' dynamic and evolving nature, emphasizing the need for ongoing adaptation and 

innovation in performance measurement methodologies. As organizations continue to explore 

complex and rapidly changing environments, the insights from this study offer valuable guidance for 

enhancing strategic decision-making and operational effectiveness. 
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