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Abstract: The major purpose of this study is providing a suitable response to this inquiry: What
performance evaluation criterions are currently prevalent by various companies listed in the Tehran Stock
Exchange (TSE)? And to what extent, do they have adapted the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) mechanism
for performance evaluation of their operations and departments? The significant objectives of this research
are: 1) seeking to exploit practical performance evaluation techniques, and 2) reporting the BSC'S adaption
among the TSE firms. In effect, four perspectives of the BSC, promoted by Kaplan & Norton (1992, 1996
& 2004), including financial, customer, internal process, and learning & growth, are extracted in the
framework of different hypothesis. The population of this research encompasses all firms listed in the TSE
for the year 2006. Totally, 200 qualified and active firms were identified, and a valid and reliable
questionnaire was conveyed to them. However, only 68 of the questionnaires were complete and, therefore
could be extricated in this study. The generated data were analyzed by t-test, binominal test and Analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) statistical techniques. The major findings of the study revealed that the most
dominant traditional performance evaluation measures employed by the TSE firms are: 1) "Net income"
(35.3%), 2) "Operating income" (32.4%), and 3) "Total income" (23.5%) accordingly, and only 4.4% of
them are exploiting "cash flows" and "ROI" as their first priority. In addition, 38.2% of the respondents
have indicated that they are utilizing "Operating income" as the second priority, and 39.7% of them are
exerting "Net income" as the third priority. On the other hand, almost 92.6% of selected companies are
not explicitly engaged with the BSC. However, most of them are embarking some non-financial measures
in their performance evaluation systems. Age, educational degree, field of the study, and years of practical
experience of the respondents were not statistically significant in providing the aforementioned results, but
"organizational position" demonstrated a significant effect on the BSC'S adaption.
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INTRODUCTION

Today, companies have proceeded the era of
"industrial competition" and have been infatuated with
the era of "information". In the new era, manufacturing
as well as service companies, would tend to be
equipped with contemporary and advanced abilities in
order to be successful in the world-wide competition.
The companies' focus in exploiting intangible assets is
also much more indispensable than the management of
the physical and tangible assets[16].

Although various companies have typically
invested heavily on their information systems, programs
and innovative techniques, but most of them,
particularly in developing countries, are still operating
based upon primitive performance evaluation systems
and they utilize traditional annual reports, quarterly

reports, monthly reports and measures for this purpose
[12,13]. On the other hand, currently leading companies
around the world, are embarking and implementing the
Balanced- Scorecard (BSC) to perform their
performance evaluation functions and other managerial
duties[9,17,3].

The major aim of this study is to determine
empirically: what performance evaluation criteria are
presently being implemented by various companies
listed in the Tehran Stock Exchange (TSE)? And how
much do they have adapted the BSC for the purpose of
their performance evaluations of departments and
operations?

In effect, the significance of this research is
providing comprehensive empirical information about
the kind and extent of the financial and non-financial
performance evaluation measures, which have been

Corresponding Author: Dr. Mohammad Namazi (Ph.D., AICPA), Professor of Accounting Shiraz University, Shiraz, Iran
Tel: + 98 711 6460520 Fax: + 98 711 6460520 
E-mail: mnamazi@rose.shirazu.ac.ir

943



J. Appl. Sci. Res., 6(8): 943-955, 2010

presently adapted by the TSE firms. It would also
assimilate a hierarchical preference in applications of
the performance evaluation techniques of the TSE
firms. In addition, it would disclose the implementation
status of the BSC, as a leading contemporary
technique, by the TSE companies. Hence, as a first and
pioneering empirical study in this area in Iran, it would
furnish a suitable international knowledge about this
significant, challenging and cultivating managerial
accounting technique. In effect, benchmarking in this
research domain can also be extended.

2. Theoretical Development & Prior Studies: Prior to
1992, various absolute and relative accounting measures
were being utilized for managements' performance
evaluations. Prominent accounting measures were "total
income", "operating profit", "net profit", "cash flows",
"Return on investment", "residual income", and "value-
added" income[7,11,10]. However, with the advent of BSC
in 1992, limitations of employing accounting measures
were shown more clearly on the grounds that they are
solely based upon past quantitative accounting
information and short-views of the firm's operations.

In 1992, BSC was promoted by Kaplan and
Norton in an attempt to provide a more refined,
complete and accurate performance criterion
mechanism. The major philosophy of BSC is that
evaluation is a necessary condition for management. If
something cannot be evaluated, it cannot be managed
either[12]. In essence, BSC is an integrated system,
which makes a balance between the following
elements: 
1) financial and non-financial (qualitative)

performance measures, 
2) short-term and long-term criteria, 
3) interest of stockholders, as well as customers,

employees, and other stakeholders, and 
4) valuation of tangible as well as intangible assets.

As Figure 1 shows, it actually translates the firm's
strategy into the objectives and carefully selected
balanced measures in four perspectives: 

1) financial, 
2) customer, 
3) internal process, and 
4) learning and growth[15].

These four perspectives together would describe
how companies can create a greater value for
shareholders and other stakeholders and at the same
achieving alignment, process improvement, and an
effective communications among the employees[16].

In 1993, Kaplan & Norton investigated the real
applications of the BSC in 3 different firms operating
in different industries. They concluded that in different
market conditions and various production strategies, an

appropriate BSC mechanism which would be
compatible with the nature of the firm's business, must
be implemented.

In  1996,  Kaplan  &  Norton,  extended  the BSC
role as a performance evaluation technique to a
"strategic management system", and this novel feature
was  emphasized  by  other  scholars  including
Marthinson, et al.[20]. Mooraj et al.[21] also introduced
BSC as an item for today's organizations in which
increases the value of the firms. Their major finding
was that a BSC implementation depends on the formal
& informal process, strategic procedures, social aspects,
and management control systems.

In 2000, Libby & Salterio investigated the effect
of performance evaluation measures on the BSC
judgments. They concluded that only "common
measures" are effective for performance evaluation. In
2004, Kaplan & Norton, described the concept of
"strategy map" and extended it to four perspectives of
the BSC. Libby et al.,[18] tested two approaches for
reducing variances from "common measures". They
showed that by employing "unique measures" the
necessity of managers to be hold responsible for their
performances would be enhanced. Banker et al.,[2] also
investigated the relationship between managers'
personal performance evaluations and the BSC's
strategies. They found that when evaluators do maintain
some information about firms' strategies, they would
utilize more from those performance evaluation
criterion which are directly related to the firms'
strategies than the common measures.

Chen et al.,[5] investigated the role of significant
factors affecting the BSC implementation, and
concluded that participation of financial managers,
administrative managers, CEOS' support, and size of
the company are significant elements. Othman[25]

arrived at this conclusion that a successful
implementation of the BSC, requires the development
of a detailed causal model in the organization.

Papalexandris et al.[26] introduced a methodology
for applying BSC. A new BSC system was based upon
evaluation of the BSC elements, project management,
change management, risk management, quality control
& information technology. Fernandes et al.[6]

investigated the BSC application in small and medium
size manufacturing companies. They found that BSC
could be applied well for small & medium size
manufacturing firms. Gumbus & Lussier[9] also
investigated the BSC implementation in small, medium
and large size companies. Their findings was that BSC
application did actually increased the firms'
performance, and although 50% of 1000 firms listed in
Fortune employed the BSC, only a limited number of
small and medium size companies utilized the BSC.
Bhagwat and Sharma[3] investigated the BSC
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implementation in small and medium size companies in
India, and introduced relevant measures for evaluating
small and medium size supply chain companies.

Kohlbeck et al.[17] implemented the residual income
model, and considered the effect of unrecorded
intangible assets, abnormal earnings and valuation on
banking industry. They concluded that the consistency
of abnormal profit and multiple valuation in abnormal
profit has a significant relationship with the level of
unrecorded intangible assets. Thus, the role of
intangible assets is vital.

In Iran, just recently a limited number of
articles[22,23] has been appeared in the accounting
literature which have described major premises of the
BSC and its elements, and no empirical work has yet
been reported in the leading accounting journals.

In sum, some of the important conclusions which
can be drawn from the BSC literature are as follows:
1. BSC is a useful technique for performance

evaluation.
2. BSC has suggested the development of different

performance evaluation measures in each of it's
four perspectives (financial, customer, internal
process, and learning & growth) for each industry
and each even firm.

3. BSC has actually been applied extensively in
practice. However, the degree of it's adaption
depends on the social culture, internal structure,
size of the company, top managements' support,
and even employees' involvement in implementing
BSC.

4. Since it's introduction in 1992 to present, BSC has
pursued the following four consecutive eras[22]:

1. First era (1992-1996)- employing BSC as an
advanced performance evaluation technique.

2. Second era (1996-2004)- exploiting BSC as a
potent strategic management system.

3. Third era (2004-2007)- embarking BSC as a
strategy map and providing an effective
organizational framework.

4. Fourth era (2007-now)- implementing BSC as a
vital technique for attaining alignment and
coordination of the organization strategies and it's
sub-departments.

3- Research Methodology: This study is a practical-
based research focusing on a one shot exposit-design
only[1,27], and consists of the following sections:

3.1. Research Hypothesis: Following our research
questions raised in Section 1, reported results of prior
studies relating to BSC, and extricating content of
different leading managerial accounting text books in
this area[7,10,11], the following research hypothesis were
formed:

First Main Hypothesis: TSE firms are exerting
traditional accounting performance evaluation
techniques for evaluating their operations and different
departments. 

The minor hypotheses are:

1. TSE firms are exerting "Total income"
information for evaluating their operations and
different departments.

2. TSE firms are exerting "Operating profit"
information for evaluating their operations and
different departments.

3. TSE firms are exerting "Net profit" information
for evaluating their operations and different
departments.

4. TSE firms are exerting "Cash flows" information
for evaluating their operations and different
departments.

5. TSE firms are exerting "Return on Investments
(ROI)" information for evaluating their operations
and different departments.

6. TSE firms are exerting "Residual Income (RI)"
information for evaluating their operations and
different departments.

7. TSE firms are exerting "Value-Added (VA)"
information for evaluating their operations and
different departments.

Second Main Hypothesis: TSE firms are exerting the
Balanced Scorecard (BSC) technique for evaluating
their operations and different departments.
The minor hypotheses are:
2.1- TSE firms are exerting "Financial Perspective"

information of the BSC for evaluating their
operations and different departments.

2.2- TSE firms are exerting "Customer Perspective"
information of the BSC for evaluating their
operations and different departments.

2.3- TSE firms are exerting "Internal Process
Perspective" information of the BSC for
evaluating their operations and different
departments.

2.4- TSE firms are exerting "Learning and Growth
Perspective" information of the BSC for
evaluating their operations and different
departments.

3.2. Population of the Study: The population of this
research encompasses all companies listed in TSE in
the year 2006. No sampling was exploited in order to
provide a more valid, reliable, and comprehensive
study. Following observation of a total list of TSE
active companies, and their information, only 200 firms
were qualified, and then selected.
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3.3. Methods of Information Gathering: In
conducting this study, the "mailed questionnaire"
technique[27,8] was deployed. First, a questionnaire was
devised based upon selected interviews and a content
analysis of the performance evaluation literature. It
consisted of three distinct parts. In the first part,
general information pertinent to respondents including
sex, age, years of experience, field of the study, and
certificate of the study, were devised.  The second
section was devoted to professional information,
presenting a brief explanation of the BSC system and
its four perspectives (financial, customer, internal
process, and learning & growth). In the third section,
11 general closed or structured multiple Liker type
questions along with their details relating to BSC and
its four perspectives, were presented. A total of 66
choices concerning 11 general questions were
established in the questionnaire. In addition, a total of
18 "open questions" relating to BSC and its four
perspectives were also designed in order to provide
indebt knowledge about the BSC implementation
among the TSE firms.

The Validity of the questionnaire was followed via
the "construct validity" approach[27,8] by inquiring expert
accounting professors, accounting graduate students,
and practitioners to review and comment about the
form and content of the questionnaire. As a result, the
questionnaire was revised. Consequently, a new
questionnaire was distributed among 20 selected firms
as a pilot study in order to determine the reliability of
the questionnaire. The reliability criterion, based upon
the "Crohnbach's a" was %81.1 and %76.5 for the first
and second hypothesis, respectively. Thus, the
questionnaire was approved, and it was mailed to 200
selected firms. However, only 94 complete
questionnaires (after a frequent contact and follow-ups)
were returned in which 68 of them could be expended.

The generated data was processed by SPSS and
MINITB. The statistical t-test, Binominal-test and
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were employed to test
the hypothesis.

4. Research Findings & Analysis: Important results
are presented in the following sections:

4.1- General Information: Table 1 illustrates general
characteristics of the respondents.

This information clearly reveals that the
respondents were qualified to participate in this study.

4.2- Descriptive Information: In this section, the
respond to each professional inquiry relating to each
hypothesis is presented.

Table 2, represents the TSE firms' replies to the
first hypothesis' questions. The results would indicate
that, among other things, 35.3% of the respondents

have selected "net profit" as the first measure of
performance evaluation, 32.4% "operating profit",
23.5% "total revenue", and only 4.4% are exploiting
"cash flows" and "ROI" as their first priority. Also,
38.2% of the respondents have indicated that they
utilize "operating profit" as the second priority and
39.7% of them exert "net profit" as the third priority.

Tables 3, 4, 5 and 6 assimilate findings relating to
the second major and its minor hypothesis. Table 3
indicates that no firm has actually implemented BSC
fully with all of its four perspectives, and only 7.35%
of them have adapted it "to some extent".

With respect to the customer's perspective in BSC,
table 4, among other things, demonstrates that 58.8%
respondents have indicated "customers' satisfaction",
23.5% "number of customers' complains" and 17.6%
"market share", accordingly as their first priority that
must be/are considered in the BSC system. Also,
42.6% of them have mentioned "market share", 25%
"customer satisfaction", and "number of complains" and
7.4% "percentages of new customers" as their second
priority. Furthermore, 36.8% of the respondents have
identified "number of customer complains", 32.4%
"percentages of new customers", 16.2% "customer
satisfaction", and 14.7% "market share" as their third
priority.

Results of the internal process perspective of the
BSC are shown in table 5. It reveals that 36.8% of the
respondents have selected "unfavorable variances from
standard costs", 32.4% "percentage of sales of new
products", 22.1% "production cycle efficiency", and
8.8% "time required for producing a unit of goods",
accordingly as their first priority to be included in the
BSC system. Furthermore, 26.5% of them have pointed
out "percentage of sales of new products", 23.5%
"unfavorable variances from standard costs", 17.6%
"time required for productizing a unit of goods", and
14.7% "production cycle efficiency" as their second
priority. In addition, 19.1% of them have identified
"unfavorable variances from standard costs", 16.2%
"percentage of sales of new products", and 10.3%
"production cycle efficiency" as their third priority.

Findings regarding the "learning & growth"
perspective of the BSC are shown in table 6. It reveals
that 41.2% of the respondents have indicated
"employees education hours", 32.4% "listening to
employees ideas and suggestions", and 26.5%
"employees value added" accordingly as their first
priority. Furthermore, 57.4% of them have mentioned
"employees education hours" 22.1%, "listening to
employees ideas and suggestions" and 19.1%
"employees value added" as the second priority. In
addition, 45.6% of them have identified "employees
turn-around", 20.6% "employees value added" and
19.1% "listening to employees ideas and suggestions"
as their third priority.
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Table 1: General Characteristics of the Respondents
Frequency Percentage

Sex Male 68 100
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Female 0 0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100

Age Between 25 to 30 years 4 5.09
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Between 30 to 45 years 49 72.0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Between 45 to 55 years 14 20.6
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
More than 55 years 1 1.5
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100

Educational Degree Doctorate 5\4 5.9
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Master 55 80.9
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Bachelor 9 13.2
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100

Field of the Study Accounting 37 54.4
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Finance 14 20.6
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Management 14 20.6
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Economics 3 4.4
Total 68 100

Years of Experience More than 20 years 10 14.7
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Between 15 to 20 years 14 20.6
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Between 10 to 15 years 18 26.5
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Between 5 to 10 years 15 22.0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Less than 5 years 11 16.2
Total 68 100

Position Financial Managers 36 52.9
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Head of Accounting 25 36.8
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Treasurer 7 10.3
Total 68 100

4.3. Statistical Hypothesis Testing:
4.3.1. First Hypothesis: The first major null hypothesis
can be presented as follows:

The average TSE firms are not exerting traditional
accounting performance evaluation techniques for their
operations and different departments.

Since for this hypothesis, 7 hierarchical measures
are considered, and their score values are from 1 to 7,
the average score for the hypothesis is equal to 3.5
times 7, i. e., 24.5. Thus, the null hypothesis and its
alternative hypothesis could be formally expressed as
follows:
H01: μ # 24.5
H11: μ > 24.5

Table 7 and Figure 2 illustrate the findings and a
relevant graph for the first major hypothesis.

Consequently, it can be concluded that the TSE
firms are utilizing traditional performance evaluation
techniques for evaluating their operations and different
departments. 

Results of the binomial tests (H0: P # ½ and H1:
P >1/2) for the minor hypotheses of the first hypothesis
are shown in table 8.

From the above table, it can be inferred that H0 is
rejected; this indicates that, more than half of the
respondents, have replied to traditional performance
measures criterion positively; therefore, the average
active TSE firms are utilizing the traditional
performance evaluation techniques.
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Table 2: The TSE Firms' Applications of the Traditional Performance Evaluation Techniques 

First hypothesis question: Do you use any performance evaluation measures in your company for the purpose of evaluating the performance of your departments' operations? If yes, currently
which of the following financial measures are being employed by your company for the purpose of departments' performance evaluation operations? Please answer based upon your hierarchy,
accordingly.

Net profit Operating profit Total revenue Cash flows Return on Investment Residual Income Economic value added
------------------------- ---------------------------- ---------------------------- -------------------------- ------------------------- ----------------------------- ----------------------------

Hierarchy Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Yes 1 24 35.3 22 32.4 16 23.5 3 4.4 3 4.4 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2   9 13.2 26 38.2 23 33.8 3 4.4 7 10.3 0 0 0 0
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3 27 39.7 11 16.2 22 32.4 5 7.4 3 4.4 0 0 1 1.5
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
4  7 10.3 5 7.4 0 0 17 25 16 23.5 13 19.1 7 10.3
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
5  0 0 3 4.4 7 10.3 17 25 23 33.8 6 8.8 9 13.2
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
6  0 0 1 1.5 0 0 11 16.2 8 11.8 22 32.4 20 29.4
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
7  0 0 0 0 9 13.2 2 2.9 21 30.8 16 23.5

No For some  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 4.4 4 5/9 5 7/4
reasons, we 
are not using 
these measures
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would  1 1.5 0 0 0 0 3 4.4 3 4.4 0 0 10 14.7
like to use
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2.9 0 0
 not like to use
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100

Table 3: The Frequency Distribution of the Second Hypothesis

Is BSC being used by your company to evaluate operations of the different departments?

Frequency Percentage

Yes Fully 0 0
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

To some extent 5 7.35
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
No 63 92.65
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Others 0 0
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100

Table 4: Information Relating to the BSC (Customer Perspective)

Second hypothesis question: Do you use the following criteria? If yes, which of the following criteria are currently being employed by your company for performance evaluation of your
departments? Please indicate your answer based upon a hierarchical order.

Customer satisfaction Number of customer Market share Return of goods as Percentage of customers Percentage of new 
complains % of sales kept from prior periods customers

----------------------------- ------------------------------ --------------------------- --------------------------- ------------------------------ ----------------------------
Hierarchy Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Yes 1 40 58.8 16 23.5 12 17.6 0 0 0 0 0 0
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2 17 25 17 25 29 42.6 0 0 0 0 5 7.4
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3 11 16.2 25 36.8 10 14.7 0 0 0 0 22 32.4
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
4 0 0 5 7.4 17 25 2 2.9 22 32.4 17 25
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
5 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 42.6 18 26.5 7 10.3
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 32.4 11 16.2 0 0

No For some reasons we are 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7.4 0 0
not using these measures
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would like to use 0 0 5 7.4 0 0 15 22.1 12 17.6 17 25
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would not like to use 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100
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Table 5: Information Relating to the BSC (Internal Process Perspective)
Second hypothesis question: Which of the following criteria are currently being employed by your company for performance evaluation of your
departments? Please indicate your answer based upon a hierarchical order.

Unfavorable variances Percentage of sales Production cycle On time delivery as a 
from standard costs of new products efficiency percentage of total delivery
-------------------------------- ----------------------------- ------------------------------- -----------------------------------

Hierarchy Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Yes 1 25 36.8 22 32.4 15 22.1 0 0

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2 16 23.5 18 26.5 10 14.7 0 0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3 13 19.1 11 16.2 7 10.3 6 8.8
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
4 8 11.8 7 10.3 6 8.8 0 0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
5 0 0 5 7.4 0 0 17 25
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
6 1 1.5 0 0 0 0 12 17.6
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
7 0 0 0 0 18 26.5 4 5.9

No For some reasons we 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
are not using these
measures
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would like to use 5 7.4 5 7.4 12 17.6 29 42.6
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would not like 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
to use
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100

Table 5: Continue
Second hypothesis question: Which of the following criteria are currently being employed by your company for performance evaluation of your
departments? Please indicate your answer based upon a hierarchical order.

Work in process Time of supplying Number of good Delivery cycle time
as a % of sales new products to market units produced
------------------------------- ------------------------------ ------------------------------- -----------------------------------

Hierarchy Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Yes 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2 0 0 2 2.9 2 2.9 0 0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3 0 0 1 1.5 11 16.2 0 0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
4 0 0 6 8.8 11 16.2 0 0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
5 0 0 18 26.5 14 20.6 0 0
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
6 0 0 6 8.8 5 7.4 11 16.2
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
7 0 0 6 8.8 0 0 13 19.1

No For some reasons we 18 26.5 0 0 5 7.4 8 11.8
are not using these 
measures
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would like to use 50 73.5 29 42.6 20 29.4 36 52.9
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
We would not like 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
 to use
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100
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Continued Table 5: Information Relating to the BSC (Internal Process Perspective)

Second hypothesis question: Which of the following criteria are currently being employed by your company for performance evaluation of your departments? Please indicate your answer

based upon a hierarchical order.

Time required for % of responding time Quality control costs Start-up time Time spanned from % of customers' Time of performing 

producing a unit to customer's order ordering to delivering complains which have customers' claims

of goods goods to customers been acted quickly

-------------------------- ----------------------------- ---------------------------- --------------------------- --------------------------- ---------------------------- ----------------------------

Hierarchy Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Yes 1 6 8.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 12 17.6 0 0 0 0 2 2.9 0 0 0 0 1 1.5

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3 3 4.4 0 0 4 5.9 1 1.5 0 0 5 7.4 1 1.5

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4 17 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 7.4 4 5.9

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5 2 2.9 0 0 1 1.5 6 8.8 0 0 0 0 0 0

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

6 1 1.5 0 0 1 1.5 4 5.9 11 16.2 1 1.5 9 13.2

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7 0 0 0 0 1 1.5 0 0 13 19.1 0 0 7 10.3

No For some 0 0 29 42.6 0 0 13 19.1 8 11.8 0 0 0 0

reasons we 

are not using 

these measures

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We would 27 39.7 39 57.4 61 89.7 42 61.8 36 52.9 57 83.8 46 67.6

like to use

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We would 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

not like to use

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100

Table 6: Information Relating to the BSC (Learning & Growth Perspective)

Second hypothesis question: Which of the following criteria are currently being employed by your company for performance evaluation of your

departments? Please indicate your answer based upon a hierarchical order.

Employees Listening to employees Employees value Employees

education hours ideas and suggestions added turn-around

-------------------------------- -------------------------------- --------------------------------- ----------------------------------

Hierarchy Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Yes 1 28 41.2 22 32.4 18 26.5 0 0

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 39 57.4 15 22.1 13 19.1 0 0

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3 0 0 13 19.1 14 20.6 31 45.6

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4 0 0 8 11.8 13 19.1 18 26.5

No For some reasons 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 10.3

we are not using

these measures

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We would like to use 1 1.5 10 14.7 10 14.7 12 17.6

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

We would not like 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

to use

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 68 100 68 100 68 100 68 100

Table 7: Result of the First Major Hypothesis

Results  (at a=%5) P-Value t-Value Standard deviation Average Score Number of respondents

H0 Rejected 0.000 10.51 2.193 27.29 68
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Table 8: Results of the Binomial Test for the Minor Hypothesis of the First Hypothesis
Currently which of the following Number of Ratio of yes Significance P-value Conclusion at
performance criteria are being employed answers answers α = %5
for evaluating the performance of 
your departments?
Total revenue 68 0 1 0.000 H0 Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Operating profit 68 0 1 0.000 H0 Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Net profit 67 1 0.98 0.000 H0 Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Cash flows 65 3 0.95 0.000 H0 Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Return on Investment (ROI) 62 6 0.91 0.000 H0 Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Residual Income (RI) 62 6 0.91 0.000 H0 Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Economic Value Added (EVA) 53 15 0.78 0.000 H0 Rejected

Fig 1: The Major Perspectives of the Balanced Scorecard 

Fig. 2: Histogram of the First Major Hypothesis
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Fig. 3: Histogram of the "Customer Satisfaction" Hypothesis

Fig. 4: Histogram of for "Internal Process" Hypothesis

4.3.2. Second Hypothesis: Results of the binomial test
for the second hypothesis (H02: P # ½ , H12: P > ½) is
shown in table 9. From the information presented, it
can be concluded that the average TSE firms are not
expending BSC for performance evaluation of their
operations.

Important findings of the minor hypothesis relating
to the second major hypothesis are as follows:

Results of the first minor hypothesis (H02-1) are
actually the same as the H01, which was presented
earlier. Thus, it can be concluded that the average
active firms in the TSE are utilizing some elements of
the BSC "financial perspective" in their performance

evaluation systems. Table 10 shows the results of the
second minor hypothesis (H02-2: μ # 18, H12-2 μ >18, 6
questions times the average score 3). Its graph is
shown in Figure 3. Consequently, it can be concluded
that the average TSE firms  are  employing  some 
measures of the "customer perspective" in their
performance evaluation system, even though they are
not formally applying the BSC.

Table 11 and Figure 4 shows the results and a
graph of the third minor hypothesis (H02-3: μ # 112.5,
H12-3: μ > 112.5; 15 measures times the average score
value of 7.5). From this information, it can be
concluded that the average active  TSE  firms  do  not 
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Table 9: Results of the Binomial Test for the Second Major Hypothesis
Number of response Ratio of yes answers P-value Results at α = %5
Yes No

Is BSC currently being used in your 5 63 0.0735 1.00 H0 cannot be rejected
company for performance evaluations 
of the departments' operations?

Table 10: Results of the Customer Satisfaction Hypothesis
Result (at α =%5) P-Value t-Value Standard deviation Average Number of respondents
H0 Rejected 0.000 9.01 1.69 19.85 68

Table 11: Results of the "Internal Process" Perspective
Resultat α = %5 P-Value t-Value Standard deviation Average Number of respondents
H0 cannot be rejected 1.000 -15.22 18.25 78.82 68

Table 12: Results of the "Learning and Growth" Perspective
Resultat α = %5 P-Value t-Value Standard deviation Average Number of respondents
H0 rejected 0.000 8.5 1.20 9.23 68

Table 13: Results of ANOVA for Determining the Significance of the Respondents' General Characteristics
Variable Hypothesis F-Value P-value Result (at α = 5%)
Age 1 0.731 0.535 H0 Not Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 0.650 0.584 H0 Not Rejected
Educational degree 1 0.746 0.526 H0 Not Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 2.964 0.134 H0 Not Rejected
Field of the study 1 0.510 0.729 H0 Not Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 1.428 0.228 H0 Not Rejected
Years of practical experience 1 1.150 0.336 H0 Not Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 0.587 0.672 H0 Not Rejected
Organizational position 1 2.143 0.121 H0 Not Rejected
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 1.264 0.026 H0 Rejected

adequately implement the "internal process perspective"
in their performance evaluation systems.

Table 12 and Figure 5 reveal findings and graph 
of  the fourth minor hypothesis (H02-4: μ # 8, H12-4: μ
>8; 4 measures times the average score 2). This
information indicates that the average active TSE firms
are exerting some elements of the "learning & growth
perspective" in their performance evaluation systems.

4.3.3- Determining the Significance of the
Respondents' Characteristics: In order to determine
the importance of the respondents' general
characteristics in the aforementioned findings, Analysis
of Variance (ANOVA) test was performed for
identifying general characteristics' impacts. Table 13
presents the results. It indicates that none of the
general characteristics have had a significant statistical
impact on the responses. The position of the
respondents, however, is the only factor that has had a
significant effect on the BSC implementation
hypothesis.

5. Concluding Remarks & Discussion: This study
demonstrated that more than 86.8% of the respondents
in the TSE, actually did hold a master or a Ph.D.
degree, and fields of the studies of 75% of them were
closely related to accounting and finance. Also more
than 62% of them maintained more than 10 years of
practical experience, and more than 89.7% of them
were in the financial management and/or accounting
positions. Thus, they were qualified to participate in
this study.

Results of the first major and its minor hypothesis
revealed that 100% of the respondents are employing
"total revenues" and "operating profits", 98.5% "net
profit", 95.6% "cash flows", 91%, ROI and RI, and
78% "EVA" for performance evaluations of their
operations. However, as far as the hierarchical
preferences is concerned, statistical frequency analysis
and other information indicated that firms listed in the
TSE are embarking, "net income", "operating profit",
"total revenues", "ROI", "cash flows", "RI" and "EVA",
accordingly.
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Results of the second major and its minor
hypothesis showed that only 7.35% of TSE firms are
exerting BSC explicitly to some extent. In spite of this,
TSE firms, on the average, are utilizing financial as
well as non-financial measures for their performance
evaluation systems, without any formal recourse to the
BSC. The statistical analysis relating to investigated
firms also indicated that, with respect to "customer
perspective" of the BSC, the firms are exploiting
"customer satisfaction" (100%), "market share" (100%),
and number of customers complains" (92.6%),
accordingly. In internal process perspective, employing
"unfavorable variances from standards" (92.6%), and
"percentage of sales of new products" (92.6%), are the
most prevalent criteria which are being employed by
the TSE firms. For "learning & growth perspective",
the most dominant measures are, "employees education
hours" (98.5%), "listening to employees ideas and
suggestions" (85.3%), and "employees value added"
(85, 3%), accordingly.

In general, results of this study are more or less
consistent with other studies conducted in other
countries, particularly in developing countries[12,13,8,3].
However, the difference is that TSE companies
performance evaluations are not explicitly based upon
the BSC and, therefore, it is not clearly following a
formal system which would be based upon a
designated set of missions, objectives and strategies. As
a result, TSE performance evaluation systems are not
directly and formally linked to their strategies.

It seems like the most reasons that TSE firms, are
not adapting and implementing the BSC formally, are
dovetailed to the following factors:
1. lack of some managers' familiarity with the BSC's

concept and its perspectives.
2. lack of the interest on the parts of some Chief

Executive Officers (CEO) with respect to
implementing an advanced and contemporary
performance evaluation system.

3. The existence of the public institutions and sole
producers or distributors of the goods or services.

4. lack of completion in the market place for some
industries and organizations.

6. Suggestions: The following suggestions are made
briefly:
1. This study and other related collected information

indicate that the applications of the BSC among
large TSE firms are growing. Thus, it is suggested
in the future, the implementation of this important
and challenging technique along with its
advantages and disadvantages in different industries
be investigated by accounting researchers.

2. Given the importance of performance evaluation
information for managers, stockholders and
investors, it is suggested that the TSE or the Audit
Organization of Iran promulgate the adaption of
the BSC for large companies. This suggestion, of
course, must be followed after an in depth analysis
and a comprehensive research.

3. It is suggested that a specific organization for
ranking TSE various firms' performances and
assimilation of the relevant information in this
area, be established in Iran.

4. It is suggested that the impacts and effects of the
BSC applications in those national and
international companies which have attempted to
implement it be investigated, and its advantages,
disadvantages at the theoretical as well as practical
level be reported comprehensively. In that case, the
significance, importance, and cost benefit of the
BSC would be disclosed more accurately and
thoroughly.
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