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Abstract

This study investigated the impact of financial perspective of Balanced Scorecard on the
performance of the listed manufacturing companies in Nigeria in the period 2019 to 2025. In
specific, the study examined the effect of cost efficiency, liquidity ratio and leverage ratio on
return on assets (ROA). The annual reports and financial statements of six manufacturing firms
listed on the Nigerian Stock Exchange were consulted to get secondary data for the study
period. Descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, variance inflation factor, pooled ordinary
least squares, fixed effects, random effects and Hausman test were used in the analysis. The
Hausman test was used to justify the use of random effects model, and robust estimation was
employed to improve the reliability of the results. The results revealed that there is positive and
significant relationship between cost efficiency and organisational performance (8 = 0.1461, p
= 0.0416). The leverage ratio had a significant negative impact on the performance (f =
—0.4332, p =0.0106), suggesting that increased debt has a negative impact on returns on assets.
There was a negative but statistically insignificant relationship (p = —0.0161, p = 0.5921)
between liquidity ratio and organisational performance. This overall model was statistically
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significant and accounted for a significant amount of the variance in organisational
performance across the sampled firms. The study finds that the financial perspective of the
Balanced Scorecard continues to be relevant in the study of organisational performance in the
Nigerian manufacturing sector. There is some evidence that cost management and debt policies
play a significant role in the performance improvement. The study suggests that the
manufacturing sector needs to improve cost management practices and adopt sustainable
financing arrangements to improve organizational performance.

Keywords: Balanced Scorecard, Financial Perspective, Organisational Performance, Cost Efficiency,

Liquidity Ratio, Manufacturing Firms, Nigeria

1. Introduction

Today's business landscape is competitive
and organisations need to make continuous
efforts to measure and enhance their
performance. Many organisations, in the
past, used predominantly financial indicators
like profit, return on investment and return on
assets to assess performance. Nevertheless
these are not enough to assess organisational
success, as they are based primarily on past
results. To overcome this, Kaplan and Norton
(1996) developed a new performance
measurement and strategic management
system known as the Balanced Scorecard
(BSC) (Kumar et al., 2023). The Balanced
Scorecard focuses on assessing the
performance of the organisation through four
lenses: financial, customer, internal business

processes, and learning and growth.

Within these views, the financial aspect is the
most significant as it provides an indication
of the economic results of the activities of the
organisations. The financial measures help to
identify if the organisation's strategy and
operations its

are positively affecting
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financial performance according to Kaplan
and Norton (1996) and Kumar et al. (2023).
The financial perspective allows managers to
evaluate profitability, cost control, asset
efficiency and financial status. In addition,
Kaplan and Norton (2001) clarified that a
financial indicator is the ultimate measure to
the by
organisational strategies for shareholders and
2025).

However, more recently, Kaplan and Norton

evaluate value  generated

other stakeholders (Liao et al.,

(2008) confirmed that although non-financial
performance measures are of increasing
importance in organisations, their financial
performance is still a fundamental part of

their success.

There is considerable interest in the financial
perspective of Balanced Scorecard and its
linkage to the performance of an organisation
in the academic and professional literature.
Financial measures are still important to
assess organisational effectiveness as they
offer objective evidence of the outcomes of
performance (Malgwi & Dahiru, 2014).

Indicators of cost efficiency, liquidity, and



N\
Iever\;g;é/have a significant impact on the
profitability and long-term growth of firms,
which make them especially important in the
study of financial indicators. Although the
Balanced Scorecard has gained widespread
acceptance, there are still doubts as to the
degree to which measures of the financial
perspective impact organisational
performance across different sectors and

economic climates.

In recent years, there is an emerging trend
towards the development and use of BSC in
different industries and nations (Kumar et al.,
2023).

however, is of a general nature and does not

Much of the -current literature,
emphasize the specific impact of each
financial measure on the performance of the
organization. Furthermore, Madsen (2025)
observed that although the Balanced
Scorecard has evolved significantly over the
years, there is still a need for more empirical
evidence on how specific financial
perspective measures affect performance in

different organisational contexts.

This study aimed to fill this wvoid by
investigating the relationship between cost
efficiency, liquidity ratio, leverage ratio and
organisational performance of selected listed
manufacturing companies listed in Nigeria.
The study provides evidence from the
of
the

manufacturing sector Nigeria,

concentrating solely on financial
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perspective of the Balanced Scorecard and
using the concept of return on assets (ROA)
as a measure of an organization's
performance. The study also builds on the
existing body of knowledge on the use of
Balanced Scorecard for performance
measurement by continuing the debate about
the importance of financial measures for

organisational success (Liao et al., 2025).
2. Literature Review
2.1 Conceptual Review

Financial Perspective of the Balanced

Scorecard

Balanced Scorecard (BSC) is a management
tool that has been created to monitor and
enhance the performance of an organisation.
The financial perspective is one of the four
perspectives in it. In the financial
perspective, the emphasis is on financial
results and on helping organisations to assess
if their strategies and activities lead to an
improvement in their financial performance.
The financial perspective is also still
significant in the Balanced Scorecard, as it
shows the level of financial value generated
by the activities of an organisation (Afdallash
and Trisnawati, 2023). Likewise, Malgwi
and Dahiru (2014) described financial
information useful in

as assessing

profitability, efficiency and the overall

success of an organisation.



Orgahiiﬂsational Performance (ROA)

Organisational performance is how well a
company fulfils its goals and objects
effectively and efficiently. ROA (Return on
Assets) is widely used to gauge the
performance of an organisation in financial
studies. ROA measures the effectiveness
with which a business utilizes its resources to
earn a profit. According to Davis and
Albright  (2004),

management practices have a positive effect

robust financial

on organisational  performance and

profitability.
Cost Efficiency

Cost efficiency is the ability to reduce costs
for the company while keeping the output
level and quality of the services offered the
same or better. An effective organisation
spends its resources efficiently and
minimises unnecessary costs. Malaguefio et
al. (2017) explained that effective cost
management can enhance the financial
performance and organisational competitive

position.
Liquidity Ratio

Liquidity ratio is a measure of a firm's ability
to pay its short-term financial obligations as
they fall due. It is a measure of liquidity,
meaning the number of liquid assets that
should be available to pay current debts.
(2024),

According to Judijanto et al.
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maintaining adequate liquidity is important
because it supports business operations and

enhances financial stability.
Leverage Ratio

Leverage ratio is a measure of the extent of
debt financing by a firm. It indicates the
percentage of assets that are financed with
debt. Vuong (2025) explained that when
leverage is used efficiently, it can enhance
the financial performance, but if it is used too
much, it can increase financial risk and

decrease profitability.

Financial Perspective and Organisational

Performance

The financial perspective of the Balanced
Scorecard is linked closely with the financial
perspective of the organisation, as it
concentrates on financial measures that are
representative of the organisations success.
According to Van Thuong and Singh (2023),
the Balanced Scorecard has a positive effect
on enterprise performance in terms of
improved financial management. Likewise,
Karisa and Wainaina (2020) noted that
financial performance indicators continue to
be of

organisation performance.

significant  drivers the overall

2.2 Theoretical Framework

The theory used for this study is the Balanced
Scorecard Theory, Resource Based View

Theory and Agency Theory. These theories



»k?4
offer a valuable starting point to understand

how financial measures impact on the

performance of the organisations.

Balanced Scorecard Theory was developed
by Kaplan and Norton (1996) to enable
organisations to evaluate performance that
goes beyond financial measures. According
to the theory, the success of an organisation
should be measured in four ways: financial,
customer, internal business processes, and
learning and growth. The Balanced Score
Card is also a strategic management tool,
which connects the activities of the
organisation to long-term goals, according to
Kaplan and Norton (2001). The financial
aspect is significant as it shows the economic
results of decisions and action of the

organisation.

According to the Resource Based View
Theory, organisations outperform other
companies when they manage their valuable
resources and use them wisely. According to
Malaguefio et al. (2017), resource efficiency
can enhance innovation, competitiveness and
financial performance. Financial resources
and efficient management of these resources
are key to organisational success in the

context of this study.

The Agency Theory is based on the
relationship between the agency and the
principal of an organization. The theory

argues that the management decision should
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be based on the principle of maximizing
shareholders' interests. According to Cohen
et al. (2008), the function of performance
measurement systems is to assist managers to
track the activities of organisations and
enhance accountability. Financial indicators
are thus of value in assessing if management
actions are contributing to organisational

objectives.

Despite its widespread adoption, Narreklit
(2000) stated that the relationships between
the perspectives assumed by the Balanced
Scorecard may not always be realised in
practice. Although this criticism, theory is
still relevant because it offers a framework
for analysing organisational performance.
The Balanced Scorecard Theory is therefore
used as the primary theoretical support for
this study since it explains the relationship
between the financial perspective and

organisational performance directly.
2.3 Empirical Review

Zaheer et al. (2023) examined the effect of
Balanced Scorecard (BSC) implementation
on the financial performance of SMEs in
Pakistan using questionnaire data from 380
respondents and regression analysis. The
study found that the four BSC perspectives
positively influenced financial performance
that BSC
SME

and concluded effective

implementation can  improve

performance.



N
Damgy;;:ti et al. (2023) investigated the
relationship between BSC perspectives and
SME performance using survey data from
164 SMEs across different sectors in Central
Java and Yogyakarta. The findings showed
that customer satisfaction and loyalty
significantly influenced performance, while
financial and learning variables were not
significant, leading the authors to emphasise
the importance of customer-related measures

in SME performance.

Oliveira et al. (2022) examined the relative
importance of the four BSC perspectives
among Portuguese exporting firms using
questionnaire data from 106 firms. The
that BSC

the  assessment

is a useful
of

performance and strategic management, with

authors found

framework  for

the financial perspective being the most

important.

Muhorakeye Irechukwu  (2023)

examined the effect of the four BSC

and

perspectives on organisational performance
in a private higher-education institution in
Rwanda using data from 109 employees and
correlation and regression analyses. The
study found significant positive relationships
between all four perspectives and
organisational performance and concluded
that BSC

organisational performance.

can  support  improved
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Bshayreh et al. (2024) examined the
influence of BSC perspectives on the
performance of banks in a developing-
market context using quantitative survey
data. The study found that the contribution of
the BSC perspectives differed across
dimensions, with significant effects for some
perspectives but an insignificant effect for
that

learning and growth, suggesting

individual BSC dimensions may have

different performance implications.

Sariani (2025) investigated the effect of BSC
implementation on financial and non-
financial performance among medium and
large enterprises using a quantitative survey
and PLS-SEM. The results indicated that the
implementation of BSC had a significant
influence on both financial and non-financial
performance, suggesting that BSC can be
used as an integrated strategic management

system.

Al-Hosaini et al. (2023) examined the effect
of the non-financial BSC perspectives on
financial performance in private universities
using PLS-SEM and data from 136 faculty
members. The study found that the customer,
internal process, and learning and growth
perspectives significantly influenced
financial performance, indicating that non-
financial BSC measures can contribute to

financial outcomes.



Voic\erpostol (2024) studied the process
improvement in the BSC framework and its
implications for organizational performance
in the automotive and manufacturing
industry. Process measurement, change
management, stakeholder engagement and
performance indicators were identified as
key factors and the study pointed out that the
assessment of organisational performance
should be

performance.

not limited to financial

Mutiara et al. (2026) studied the enduring
significance of BSC in strategic decision
making and organisational success. The
study concluded that BSC remains useful for
translating into

organisational strategy

measurable  objectives and balancing
financial outcomes with customer, internal
process, and and

learning growth

considerations.
2.4 Gap in the Literature

Previous research has confirmed the positive
impact of the Balanced Scorecard on an
organization's performance. Recent studies
by Hardani et al. (2025), Madsen (2025) and
Liao et al. (2025) have illustrated that there
are still significant lacunas in the literature.
Previous studies have concentrated on the
balanced scorecard framework as a whole,
not on the specific indicators of each
perspective. Besides, there has been little

research attention to the relationship between
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the three ratios of cost efficiency, liquidity
ratio and leverage ratio and organisational
performance. This study seeks to fill this void
with  evidence  from  manufacturing
companies listed on the Nigerian stock

exchange.
3. Methodology
3.1 Research Design

This study did not gather data directly from
respondents, but rather relied on financial
indicators that were previously reported by
manufacturing firms. The investigation was
thus conducted using corporate records from
a number of accounting periods. The panel
structure was used due to its ability to
incorporate observations from firms and over
time, so that changes in performance can be
measured within firms over time and
differences between firms can also be
measured. There was a prior event that
happened before the study started, so an ex
post facto approach was deemed appropriate

for the analysis (Kumar et al., 2023).
3.2 Data Description

The

manufacturing companies namely Berger

sample consisted of six quoted

Paints Plc, Meyer Paints Plc, Cadbury
Nigeria Plc, Unilever Nigeria Plc, Nestlé
Nigeria Plc and PZ Cussons Nigeria Plc. The
window for observations was from 2019 to

2025, producing 42 firm-year observations.



measure while CE, LIQ and LEV were

observed as the financial perspective

indicators.

3.3 Variable Measurement

Table 3.1: Variable Definitions and

Measurement
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Table 3.1 presents the variables employed in

the study, their respective proxies,
measurement procedures, and expected
relationship with organisational
performance.

Table 3.1: Description and Measurement of VVariables

Variable Proxy Measurement Expected Sign
Organisational ROA | Profit After Tax + Total Assets Dependent
Performance Variable
Cost Efficiency CE | Operating Cost Efficiency Ratio Positive (+)
Liquidity Ratio LIQ Current Assets + Current Positive (+)
Liabilities
Leverage Ratio LEV Total Debt + Total Assets Negative (—)

Source: Compiled by the Authors (2026)

ROA was adopted as the indicator of
organisational performance because it
reflects the amount of earnings generated
from the asset base of a firm. Cost efficiency
conveys how well available resources are
used to achieve operating results with little to
no waste. Liquidity ratio is a measure of a
company's ability to pay its short-term debts
as they come due. Leverage ratio is a measure
that shows how much of a firm's assets are
financed with borrowed money and indicates
the level of financial risk that comes with

borrowed money.

3.4 Model Specification
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The relationship among the variables is
expressed as:

ROA = f(CE,LIQ,LEV)
The econometric model is stated as:
ROA; = Bo + B1CEy + B2LIQy + B3LEV;

+ &t

Where:
ROA = Return on Assets
CE = Cost Efficiency
LIQ = Liquidity Ratio
LEV = Leverage Ratio

B, = Constant term
B, — B3 = Coefficients of the

explanatory variables




e = Error term

i = Firm

t = Time period

Expected signs:
B1>0,6,>0,p;<0
3.5 Estimation Techniques

Descriptive statistics were used to describe
the dataset, with the analysis beginning with
this step. A pairwise correlation analysis was
then done to see how strong the correlation
was between the variables. The Variance
Inflation Factor (VIF) was used to check for
multicollinearity of the explanatory
variables. Given the short time dimension of
the panel (2019-2025), panel unit root tests
were not conducted. The empirical analysis
moved on to estimation of pooled Ordinary
Least Squares (OLS) model, Fixed Effects
The

specification test was then performed to find

and Random Effects. Hausman
the most appropriate panel estimator. Other
diagnostic tests were performed to test
heteroskedasticity and serial correlation, as
in Cohen et al. (2008). In cases where
necessary, strong standard errors were used
to enhance the reliability of the estimated

coefficients.
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4. Results and Discussion

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 4.1 shows that there are significant
differences between the values of the study
variables. The average ROA is 0.0427, but
the minimum (-0.5590) and maximum
(0.3290) values indicate that there was
substantial variation in the performance of
the firms during the study period. The
dispersion (Std.) was the smallest for Cost
Efficiency. The mean is relatively stable
across firms with a standard deviation of
0.0838, indicating that the cost management
practices are relatively stable. The average
Liquidation Ratio for the companies was
1.5925, which meant that the majority of
companies had current assets greater than
current liabilities. Leverage Ratio had the
largest positive skewness value (1.5577),
indicating a large number of observations
with high leverage. The Jarque-Bera test
indicate that CE and LIQ are
reasonably close to normal distribution (p >
0.05), while ROA and LEV are far from
normal distribution (p < 0.05). Overall, the

results

data series appear adequate for further panel

regression analysis.
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Variable | Mean | Median | Maximum | Minimum Std. | Skewness | Kurtosis | Jarque- | Probability
Dev. Bera

ROA 0.0427 | 0.0740 0.3290 -0.5590 | 0.1484 -1.9383 8.4373 | 78.0365 0.0000

CE 0.9000 | 0.8920 1.1040 0.7400 | 0.0838 0.0856 2.3099 0.8848 0.6425

LIQ 1.5925 1.3240 3.4410 0.5820 | 0.7529 0.7768 2.6577 4.4291 0.1092

LEV 0.1515 | 0.0610 0.7610 0.0000 | 0.2121 1.5577 4.3688 | 20.2650 0.0000

Source: Computed by the Authors (2026)

4.2 Correlation Analysis

Correlation coefficients in table 4.2 shows
the extent to which there is an association
between the variables. ROA is positively
related with CE (0.0986) and LIQ (0.2944);

an inverse relation is found between ROA

liquidity and cost efficiency are associated
with better performance, while higher debt
positions are associated with lower
performance, given this pattern. The largest
coefficient value is found for the explanatory

variables LIQ and LEV (-0.6022). As a

result, the correlation results support
and LEV (-0.5759). It appears that greater proceeding to regression estimation.
Table 4.2: Correlation Matrix
Variables ROA CE LIQ LEV

ROA 1.0000

CE 0.0986 1.0000

LIQ 0.2944 0.2903 1.0000

LEV -0.5759 -0.3199 -0.6022 1.0000
Source: Computed by the Authors (2026)
Table 4.3: Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) Results

Variable VIF Tolerance

CE 11.3635 0.0880

LIQ 8.7211 0.1147

LEV 2.1025 0.4756

Source: Author's computation (2026)
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The values of VIF in table 4.3 shows
different levels of association between the
explanatory variables. The VIF value for CE
was 11.3635, which is above 10, and a
concern for multicollinearity. The VIF values
were calculated for the model variables, and

it was found that the VIF values of LIQ and
Table 4.4: Pooled OLS Regression Results
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LEV were 8.7211 and 2.1025 respectively,

indicating moderate  collinearity, and
insignificant collinearity with other model
variables respectively. Overall, the results
indicate that regression estimates may be

subject to multicollinearity in the case of CE.

Variable Coefficient | Std. Error t-Statistic Probability
Constant 0.2728 0.2300 1.1880 0.2420
CE -0.1557 0.2480 -0.6280 0.5340
LIQ -0.0136 0.0330 -0.4140 0.6810
LEV -0.4517 0.1170 -3.8470 0.0000
R2 0.3430
Adj. R? 0.2910
F-Statistic 6.6060
Prob(F-Statistic) | 0.0011
Durbin-Watson | 2.3540
Observations 42

Source: Author's computation (2026).

Pooled OLS results yielded negative values
for CE, LIQ and LEV. The only explanatory
variable that was statistically significant (p <
0.05) was LEV, which shows that higher
leverages are associated with lower ROA.

There were no statistically meaningful
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effects of either CE or LIQ in the pooled
model. The explanatory variables explained
34.3 percent of the variation in ROA and the
F-statistic's probability level verifies the

overall significance of the model.
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Table 4.5: Fixed Effects Regression Results

Variable Coefficient | Std. Error t-Statistic Probability

CE -0.0014 0.3327 -0.0042 0.9967

LIQ -0.0401 0.0522 -0.7684 0.4477

LEV -0.5151 0.1302 -3.9551 0.0004

R2 (Within) 0.3421

F-Statistic 5.7193

Prob(F-Statistic) | 0.0029

Observations 42

Source: Author's computation (2026).

The coefficient on LEV was still negative,

while the coefficient on CE and LIQ were not

significant as an explanatory variable when

firm-specific characteristics were controlled

for. The magnitude of the LEV coefficient

suggests that increases in debt utilisation

Table 4.6: Random Effects Regression Results

were accompanied by lower ROA values
during the study period. The model captured
slightly more than one-third of the observed
changes in ROA, and the joint test statistic

supported the inclusion of the selected

financial indicators in the regression.

Variable Coefficient | Std. Error t-Statistic Probability

CE 0.1461 0.0791 1.8465 0.0724

LIQ -0.0161 0.0361 -0.4464 0.6578

LEV -0.4332 0.1105 -3.9198 0.0003

R2 0.3545

F-Statistic 7.1383

Prob(F-Statistic) | 0.0006

Observations 42

Source: Author's computation (2026).
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leverage is the primary financial variable in
the model. The coefficient is negative,
suggesting that higher debt dependency was

associated with lower asset returns. Cost

Table 4.7: Hausman Test Results

Fuoye Journal of Management, Innovation and Entrepreneurship.
ISSN: 2814-2578. Vol. 5. No. 1, JUNE, 2026.

efficiency improved but liquidity was not a
very significant indicator. Collectively, the
financial indicators provided useful insight
into performance behaviour among the

selected manufacturing firms.

Statistic Degrees of Freedom

Probability

1.6477 |3

0.6486

Source: Author's computation (2026).

The Hausman test had a probability value of
0.6486, which is greater than 0.05. There was

no evidence of systematic differences in the

Table 4.8: Autocorrelation Test Results

coefficients of the two panel estimators.
Based on this, the random-effects model was

chosen for the subsequent analysis.

Statistic

Value

Durbin-Watson

2.4005

Source: Author's computation (2026).

The Durbin-Watson statistic value is 2.4005
which is near to the desired value of 2.0. This
outcome does not suggest that there is any

serious serial dependence with the residuals.

Table 4.9: Robust Random Effects Regression Results

As a result, the residual terms are assumed to
be

observations, which lends validity to the

independent of each other between

estimated coefficients.

Variable Coefficient | Robust Std. Error | t-Statistic Probability
CE 0.1461 0.0693 2.1067 0.0416
LIQ -0.0161 0.0298 -0.5403 0.5921
LEV -0.4332 0.1613 -2.6857 0.0106
R2 0.3545
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Robust E-Statistic

8.3742
Prob(F-Statistic) | 0.0002
Observations 42

Source: Author's computation (2026).

The results of the robust regression analysis
show that the main financial determinants in
the model are cost efficiency and leverage.
Cost efficiency had a positive coefficient,
while leverage maintained its negative
relationship with return on assets. The
liquidity ratio was not very explanatory of
the observed performance pattern. As a
shows that financial

with

whole, the model

management choices respect to
operating efficiency and financing structure
had a greater influence on the organisational
outcome than liquidity conditions in the

period under study.

Discussion of Findings

The findings of the panel regression analysis
indicate that the cost efficiency is positively
and significantly influencing organisational
The
that

performance. result indicates that

companies can manage operating
expenses more effectively have higher
ROAs. The findings corroborate that of
Malaguefio et al. (2017) which found that
efficient resource use will lead to better
financial results. This result is consistent
with that of Zaheer et al. (2023) that the use
of financial

systems which promote
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discipline have a positive impact on firm
performance. The positive coefficient found
in this study shows that efficient cost
management is still a significant factor of
organisational

success in  manufacturing

firms in Nigeria.

The liquidity ratio yielded a negative yet but
This finding
indicates that during the study period,

non-significant coefficient.

liquidity position had no significant effect on
organisational performance. While sufficient
liquidity will allow companies to pay their
short-term bills, too much liquid capital can
be sitting idle with little impact on
profitability. This is contrary to the report of
Oliveira et al. (2022) and Muhorakeye and
Irechukwu (2023) which reported positive
outcomes for performance in the context of
financial strength. The difference could be
related to differences in industry structure,

operating conditions, and firm attributes.

The organisational performance had a
negative and significant relationship with
leveraging ratio. This outcome suggests that
the more debt financing is used the lower the
return on assets. This aligns with Bshayreh et

al. (2024) who noted that financial indicators
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can éﬁect organisational outcomes and
Sariani (2025) who noted that financial
management practices can affect overall
performance. The outcome indicates that too
much debt may have a negative impact on

income and profitability.

Compared with each other, the results show
that the financial aspect of the Balanced
Scorecard is still applicable in explaining
organisational performance. This is also
supported by Ilesanmi et al. (2026a, 2026b),
who highlighted the continuing relevance of
the Balanced Scorecard as a strategic
performance management framework that
integrates  financial and non-financial
measures. The result confirms the findings of
Aladelusi and Badiru (2025), Afdallash and
Trisnawati (2023), Bshayreh et al. (2024),
Davis and Albright (2004), Karisa and
Wainaina (2020), Liao et al. (2025), Rahayu
et al. (2022), Sariani (2025), and VVan Thuong
and Singh (2023), who highlighted financial
aspects as a key indicator of organisational
success. The findings from the selected
manufacturing companies indicate that
financial performance is more affected by the
cost efficiency and leverage than by

liquidity.

5. Conclusion
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The financial perspective of the Balanced
Scorecard (BSC) on the performance of the
selected manufacturing firms listed
Nigeria in the period of 2019-2025 was

in

studied. The results indicated that leverage
has a negative effect on organisational
performance, but cost efficiency has a
positive effect. However, a statistically
significant relationship between liquidity and
performance was not found. The findings
show that the capacity to control costs and
make sound financing choices is more
significant for enhancing the ROAs of firms

than holding adequate liquid resources.

The results support the notion that financial

measures are a critical part of the
organisational performance assessment. This
is in line with Hardani et al. (2025) who
highlighted the ongoing importance of
Balanced Score Card metrics in assessing
organizational The

corroborate Madsen (2025), who found that

results. results also
the Balanced Scorecard remains a useful tool
for connecting performance metrics and
organisational goals. The findings indicate
that, taken as a whole, the financial picture is
a viable tool for resolving performance

differences of manufacturing companies.

This study targeted six listed manufacturing
companies in Nigeria for the period under
study (2019-2025) and only financial

perspective indicators of the Balanced



Scon;:ard (BSC) such as cost efficiency
ratio, liquidity ratio and leverage ratio were
used. As such, the results might not be a
complete picture of the impact of the
customer, internal business process, and
learning and growth dimensions of the
Balanced Scorecard. Future research could
involve a larger number of companies in
other sectors and the consideration of other
Balanced Scorecard dimensions for a more
comprehensive evaluation of organisational
performance. Longer time horizons and
alternative performance measures could also
be used to see if observed relationships are
qualitatively unchanged in other contexts and

over other time periods.

The results indicate that the manufacturing
companies need to enhance their cost
management practices so as to boost their
profitability and asset utilization. Also, debt
management needs to be given more
attention as too much debt can affect the
A

performance monitoring system, involving

financial ~ performance. balanced

financial indicators as well as other
indicators relevant to the organisation, must
be implemented. This is consistent with the
findings by Ashfahany et al. (2024) and
Biswan et al. (2024) that emphasized the
significance of a balanced performance
assessment in  various organizational
environments. Companies should also build
robust internal

up more monitoring
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arrangements to assist in making informed

financial decisions. The idea is in line with

that of Benkovd et al. (2020) who
emphasized the need for effective
performance measurement systems in

organizations for achieving organizational
success. Lastly, managers need to think of
financial metrics in a broader context as
opposed to just as stand-alone metrics. This
recommendation aligns with the findings of
Junior et al. (2014) and Zaheer et al. (2023)
that advocate the use of balanced assessment
frameworks as a comprehensive basis for

measuring organisational outcomes.
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