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Abstract. The article examines the specific features of
implementing the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) system within the
framework of integrated corporate governance of state-owned
enterprises and public organizations. The relevance of the topic is
determined by the need to improve efficiency, transparency,
accountability, and strategic orientation in the public sector under
conditions of digital transformation, global competition, and
institutional reforms. The paper generalizes theoretical
approaches to the use of BSC as a strategic management tool that
combines financial and non-financial indicators and ensures the
alignment of strategic goals at both corporate and operational
levels. The purpose of the study is to assess the compliance of BSC
implementation in the system of integrated corporate governance
of state-owned enterprises and public organizations with
international corporate governance standards and to develop
recommendations for adapting this tool to Ukrainian realities. The
research methodology is based on a comprehensive comparative
analysis of international practices, OECD and World Bank
reports, and academic sources using the framework “criterion,
processes, areas, enterprises.” The article substantiates a two-
level model of BSC implementation, which provides for cascading
strategic goals and indicators from the corporate to the
operational level. A comparative analysis of BSC application in
EU countries, OECD countries, and Ukraine is conducted, and the
key differences in institutional models, the level of transparency,
managerial autonomy, and strategic control of state-owned
enterprises are identified. The study proves that in developed
countries BSC is integrated into systems of strategic planning,
performance management, and accountability, whereas in Ukraine
its use remains fragmented and is mainly implemented through
pilot projects. The practical significance of the study lies in the
development of recommendations for creating national BSC
standards for state-owned enterprises, strengthening the role of
independent supervisory boards, digitalizing KPI monitoring, and
introducing regular strategic reporting.

Keywords: corporate governance, balanced scorecard, public
policy, public enterprises, privatization, public organizations,
strategic management.
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Introduction. In the current context of intensified competition, digital
transformation, and growing demands for transparency and accountability,
issues of effective corporate governance are becoming strategically
important. This is especially true for state-owned enterprises (SOEs) and
public sector organizations, which in many countries are undergoing
transformation in order to improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and
accountability of their activities (OECD, 2022; World Bank, 2024).

One of the key instruments of integrated corporate governance is the
Balanced Scorecard (BSC), developed by Kaplan and Norton and their
followers, which makes it possible to comprehensively assess not only
financial results but also the quality of management processes, operational
activity, innovation potential, and the level of stakeholder satisfaction
(Kaplan & Norton, 1992, 1996). The BSC integrates financial and non-
financial indicators into a single strategic system of evaluation and control
that makes it possible to assess not only the state of affairs at the time of the
study, but also trends and, most importantly, the potential for further
development, thus ensuring alignment of objectives at all levels of the
organization.

In Ukraine, as in other countries with transition economies, the
relevance of implementing the BSC is determined by the need to ensure
strategic orientation, increase transparency, accountability, and efficiency in
the activities of state-owned enterprises and public authorities (Ivashova,
Antonov, & Borisenko, 2015; Pinkasovych & Kovalova, 2021). The
successful use of the BSC in OECD member countries demonstrates its
ability to support strategic reforms in the public sector, especially in the
context of corporatization and privatization (OECD, 2005, 2024), when the
degree of uncertainty in institutional conditions is quite high.

SOEs play an important role in ensuring economic growth and
performing social functions, but they face challenges associated with
inefficient management, a lack of institutional capacity, and a low level of
transparency. The use of the BSC under such conditions is considered
justified because it supports strategic planning, strengthens institutional
control, and fosters a culture of effectiveness and/or productivity.
International experience confirms the effectiveness of the BSC as a strategic
management tool in the public sector, particularly in the countries of the
Middle East, Europe, and Asia, where this approach has been used to
modernize management, improve reporting, and monitor the achievement of
goals, which confirms the expediency of integrating the BSC into state policy
on asset management and in defining directions for improving government
activity.

In view of these circumstances, the study of the processes of
implementing the Balanced Scorecard in corporate governance is extremely
important for the formation of modern governance models that comply with
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the principles of good governance and international standards of state
ownership management (OECD, 2015, 2024).

Literature Review. The theoretical foundations of the Balanced
Scorecard were laid by Kaplan and Norton (1996), who proposed a tool that
helps transform an organization’s strategy into specific operational actions.
Subsequently, numerous studies confirmed the effectiveness of the BSC both
in the private sector and in public institutions (Fernandes, Raja, & Whalley,
2006). Particular attention has been paid to the implementation of the BSC
in the public sector, where this instrument contributes not only to
performance evaluation but also to improving interaction among different
levels of management and stakeholders (Bianchi & Montemaggiore, 2008).
In particular, Hoque’s research summarizes the development of the BSC
over the last 20 years, identifying key trends, gaps, and prospects for further
development (Hoque, 2014). At the same time, reviews of the practice of
implementing the BSC in public administration indicate the existence of
organizational and cultural barriers that need to be taken into account for the
successful integration of indicators (De Waal & Counet, 2009; Pinkasovych
& Kovalova, 2021).

International standards of corporate governance of state-owned
enterprises (OECD, 2005, 2019, 2024; World Bank, 2014) orient
organizations toward the use of comprehensive performance evaluation
systems, including tools such as the BSC, which make it possible to increase
transparency, accountability, and the resilience of managerial decisions
(Hasan, Kobeissi, & Wang, 2018).

In the Ukrainian context, the relevance of controlling and strategic
management 1s emphasized in the works of Ivashova, Antonov, and
Borisenko (2015) and Khmil (2007), which stress the importance of synergy
in management processes (Hrytsenko & Vysochyna, 2012) and of adapting
Western practices to domestic conditions.

In most domestic studies, the BSC is implemented through two main
groups of indicators: strategic indicators (at the enterprise level) and
operational indicators (at the level of departments), as in the works of Us et
al. (2018) and Breus et al. (2017). Foreign models (Lawrie et al., 2004;
Northcott & Taulapapa, 2012) provide for a clear division between the level
of strategic planning (vision/mission -> cause-and-effect objectives) and the
level of evaluating the implementation of specific KPIs. The third-generation
BSC formally establishes a two-level structure consisting of a strategic map
and operational KPI control with designated owners of objectives (Lawrie et
al., 2004).

Aims. The purpose of this study is, on the basis of an analysis of the
key advantages and challenges of using the BSC in the public sector and in
state-owned enterprises, to assess the compliance of the implementation of
the Balanced Scorecard within the system of integrated corporate
governance of state-owned enterprises and public organizations with
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international corporate governance standards in the application of the BSC,
and to develop recommendations for adapting and implementing balanced
indicators in management practices, taking into account the specifics of
Ukrainian realities.

Methodology. The study is based on a comprehensive analysis of the
implementation of the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) in the context of integrated
corporate governance across different countries. The methodology is built
according to the scheme “criterion -> processes -> spheres -> enterprises”
using OECD reports and related international studies. The main evaluation
criteria were the key directions of corporate governance defined by the
OECD: the legal and institutional framework, shareholder rights, the role of
stakeholders, transparency and disclosure, and the responsibility of the board
of directors. These criteria were transformed into four BSC perspectives:
financial, internal processes, learning and development, and stakeholder
relations. The analysis of implementation processes took into account how
the legal framework affects the financial perspective and also assessed the
level of protection of shareholders’ rights and interaction with stakeholders.
Practices for ensuring transparency and internal processes through reporting
and control mechanisms were examined. Particular attention was paid to the
role of the board of directors as a body of self-control and development,
which corresponds to the learning and development perspective in the BSC.

For the analysis of the areas of BSC application, key types of
organizations were identified: listed companies, state-owned enterprises
(SOEs), and public sector institutions. At the enterprise level, a comparative
analysis of BSC application practices was carried out in different countries,
including examples from Italy, the Czech Republic, Indonesia, and others.
The study is based on quantitative and qualitative indicators, including
average scores by BSC perspective, the level of transparency, the ownership
model, and the organization of SOE governance. For comparison, Ukraine
was examined alongside EU and OECD countries according to criteria such
as purpose of activity, profitability, transparency, and the degree of BSC
implementation. The use of the BSC in different countries was studied on
the basis of official reports, academic publications, and recommendations of
international organizations (OECD, World Bank).

The methodology makes it possible to comprehensively assess not only
the theoretical aspects of BSC implementation, but also the practical results,
challenges, and specific features of adapting the instrument in different legal,
cultural, and economic contexts. The conclusions are based on the
comparison of institutional maturity, organizational models, and the degree
of integration of the BSC into corporate governance. This approach ensures
a systemic vision and provides a basis for the development of
recommendations aimed at improving management practices. The
methodology also provides for the use of comparative analysis, which makes
it possible to identify trends and gaps in the implementation of the BSC.
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Results. The study of the methodological aspects of forming a strategy
for corporate performance governance is driven by several factors. First,
despite the considerable number of scientific works devoted separately to
corporate governance and performance management, the integrated
approach to their interaction, especially at the methodological level, remains
insufficiently developed. Second, traditional performance evaluation
systems often focus mainly on financial indicators, without considering
important non-financial aspects of activity such as customer orientation,
internal business processes, and personnel training and development, which
are critically important for long-term sustainable development.

In this context, the Balanced Scorecard methodology acquires
relevance. The BSC, proposed by R. Kaplan and D. Norton, is a concept of
strategic management that makes it possible to transform an organization’s
strategic goals into a system of interconnected indicators covering four key
perspectives: finance, customers, internal processes, and learning and
growth. The application of BSC methods in the process of forming a strategy
for corporate performance governance can provide a more comprehensive
and balanced approach to defining strategic objectives, their operational
implementation, and the assessment of their achievement.

However, integrating the BSC methodology into the corporate
governance system is not a trivial task and requires the development of clear
methodological approaches that would consider the specifics of corporate
relations, the features of different corporate governance models, and the need
to reconcile the interests of various stakeholders. Thus, the study of the
methodological aspects of forming a strategy for corporate performance
governance on the basis of Balanced Scorecard methods is timely,
scientifically significant, and has important practical value for increasing the
effectiveness of modern enterprises.

The current stage of economic development is characterized by
intensified competition, growing uncertainty, and the need for enterprises to
adapt quickly to changes in the external environment. Under these
conditions, effective corporate governance and an efficient performance
management system become key factors for ensuring sustainable
development and achieving strategic goals. Corporate governance defines
the ownership structure, the distribution of rights and responsibilities among
different participants in corporate relations and establishes mechanisms of
control and accountability. Performance management, in turn, ensures the
process of setting objectives, measuring them, evaluating their achievement,
and taking corrective action.

The integration of these two important managerial functions is a
necessary condition for the formation of a holistic and effective system of
strategic enterprise management. A strategy of corporate performance
governance should reflect not only financial goals but also consider the
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interests of all stakeholders, ensuring a balance between short-term and long-
term priorities.

The Balanced Scorecard methodology offers a comprehensive
approach to strategic management that makes it possible to convert strategic
goals into a system of measurable indicators covering financial, customer,
internal, and innovation-and-development perspectives. The use of the BSC
in the context of corporate governance can help increase transparency,
improve communication of strategic objectives at all levels of the
organization, and provide a more objective and balanced assessment of
performance.

The promising directions of enterprise performance management
should be determined based on the core perspectives as well as the key
functional elements and performance indicators.

The two-level model for implementing the Balanced Scorecard concept
in strategic corporate performance governance provides for a clear
separation and interaction between two main levels: the corporate level and
the operational (business unit/functional) level (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1. Two-level model for implementing the BSC concept in

corporate performance management of the enterprise
Source: compiled by L. Ivashova
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This model ensures the cascading of strategic goals and indicators from
the top management level to lower levels, facilitating the alignment of all
units’ actions toward achieving common strategic goals.

Level 1: Corporate Level. At this level, a company-wide BSC is
developed that reflects the strategic goals and key performance indicators of
the enterprise as a whole. The main purpose of the corporate BSC is to define
the strategic direction of development, establish general guidelines for all
units, and ensure alignment of the corporate strategy with the interests of
owners and other key stakeholders.

Elements of the corporate BSC:

- Strategic goals of corporate governance: They are determined on the basis
of the mission, vision, and overall strategy of the enterprise. These goals are
broad and cover all key aspects of activity (finance, customers, internal
processes, learning and growth). Examples include increasing shareholder
value, expanding market share, achieving operational excellence, and
developing innovation potential.

- Key performance indicators (KPIs) at the corporate level: These are
aggregated indicators that reflect progress in achieving strategic goals at the
level of the enterprise as a whole. Examples include return on equity (ROE),
net profit, customer satisfaction index (CSI), time to market for new
products, and employee engagement index.

- Strategic initiatives at the corporate level: These are key projects and
programs aimed at achieving the strategic goals of the corporate level.

- Target values of corporate KPIs: Specific, measurable target values are
established for each corporate KPI for a particular period.

Level 2: Operational Level (Operational/Business Unit/Functional
Level). At this level, local BSCs are developed for each business unit,
functional department, or even a separate process. The main purpose of
operational BSCs is to cascade corporate strategic goals and indicators to
lower levels of management, ensure their operationalization, and determine
the specific contribution of each unit to the achievement of company-wide
goals.

Elements of the operational BSC:

- Strategic goals of the operational level: These goals are derived from
corporate strategic goals and adapted to the specifics of the activity of a
particular unit. They reflect the unit’s contribution to achieving corporate
goals. Examples for a marketing unit include increasing brand awareness,
improving the quality of customer service, and optimizing marketing costs.

- Key performance indicators (KPIs) at the operational level: These are
more detailed and specific indicators that reflect the efficiency of a particular
unit in the context of achieving its strategic goals and contributing to
corporate goals. Examples for a marketing unit include target-audience
reach, lead conversion rate, net promoter score (NPS), customer acquisition
cost (CAC), and return on marketing investment (ROMI).
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- Strategic initiatives at the operational level: These are specific actions
and projects implemented at the unit level to achieve its strategic goals and
fulfill its KPIs.

- Target values of operational KPIs: Specific, measurable target values
are established for each operational KPI for a particular period, taking into
account their contribution to achieving corporate targets.

A key aspect of the two-level model is the cascading of strategic goals
and indicators from the corporate level to the operational level. This means
that the strategic goals and KPIs of the lower level must be logically
connected with and support the achievement of the goals and KPIs of the
higher level. This process ensures the strategic alignment of the entire
organization.

Information on the achievement of KPIs at the operational level is
aggregated and used for monitoring and evaluating progress at the corporate
level. Thus, the two-level model provides feedback and enables management
to make informed decisions regarding adjustments to strategy and
operational activity.

The advantages of the two-level model are as follows:

- ensuring strategic alignment through coordination of the goals and
actions of all units with the overall corporate strategy;

- increasing the accountability of managers at all levels through clear
determination of each unit’s contribution to achieving common goals;

- improving communication and promoting a better understanding of
strategic priorities at all levels of management;

- creating a performance measurement system by providing a set of
relevant indicators for monitoring progress at each level;

- improving decision-making by providing the information necessary
for making informed managerial decisions.

Thus, the two-level model of BSC implementation is an effective
instrument for strategic corporate performance governance, ensuring a clear
cascading of strategy, measurement of results at different levels, and
facilitating the achievement of overall corporate goals.

Empirical foundations of the comparative analysis. For a
comprehensive analysis of BSC implementation practices in different
countries, the study uses the ‘“criterion = processes = spheres =
enterprises” approach based on OECD international reports and scholarly
publications (OECD, 2024).

Among the criteria for evaluating corporate governance, it should be
noted that the OECD identifies five key blocks of corporate governance
that in fact correspond to the four BSC perspectives (Table 1).
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Table 1. Key corporate governance blocks corresponding to the

perspectives of BSC implementation
OECD Criteria Corresponding BSC Perspective

Institutional legal framework

Financial

Rights and equality of shareholders

Relations with shareholders

Role of stakeholders

Relations with stakeholders

Transparency and disclosure

Internal processes

Responsibility of the board of directors
Source: OECD (2024); Kaplan & Norton (1996)

Learning and development

First, the basis for implementing BSC processes should be defined as
the institutional base, legislative support, and the financial perspective,
where the regulatory and legal system ensures investor protection, market
transparency, and access to finance, and thus forms financial attractiveness
and perspective. Leading countries such as the Netherlands, the Czech
Republic, Italy, and Greece demonstrate high average indicators in this area
(OECD, 2020).

Second, the rights of shareholders and relations with stakeholders
constitute an important aspect of ensuring equality of minority shareholders’
rights and the active involvement of stakeholders in governance processes,
with the best indicators recorded in the Czech Republic (Pinkasovych &
Kovalova, 2021).

Third, transparency as a principle and high-quality internal processes
include measures regarding disclosure and the transparency of
administrative processes, which corresponds to the requirements of effective
corporate governance, as seen in Italy and the Czech Republic (OECD,
2023).

Fourth, the BSC is also used as a mechanism for self-control and
professional development of the board of directors, which contributes to
effective strategy implementation and risk management (OECD, 2019).
[talian studies confirm that the BSC helps clearly formulate strategic goals
and improve interaction between the board and administration (Bianchi &
Montemaggiore, 2008).

It is also necessary to characterize certain specifics of the areas in which
the BSC is applied. In particular, the BSC is used in various sectors of
corporate governance (Table 2).

Table 2. Comparative analysis of corporate governance sectors in the

application of the BSC
Main directions of BSC
application
Financing, transparency, board
performance
Corporate governance,
increasing transparency
Public sector Strategic control, reporting
Source: OECD (2005, 2024); Pinkasovych & Kovalova (2021)

Type of organization Examples of countries

Listed companies Italy, Czech Republic, Spain

India, South Africa, Indonesia,

Egypt
Italy (local government)

State-owned enterprises (SOEs)
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The systematization of the historical development of the Balanced
Scorecard makes it possible to distinguish five key periods, each
characterized by a shift in the management paradigm from a purely control
function to strategic integration and digitalization (Table 3).

Table 3. Evolution of BSC implementation

Stage Period Characteristics Key events
. Conceptual Publication of the fundamental works of R.
Introduction 1992-1996 development Kaplan and D. Norton
.Earl.y 1996-2000 Growth Adoption of the methpdology by large
diffusion corporations
Maturity 2000-2010 Stabilization aI.ld Implementation of the BSC in the public and
sectoral adaptation nonprofit sectors
Disital Integration with Enterprise Resource
Evolution 2010-2020 gral. Planning (ERP) and Business Intelligence
transformation
(BI) systems
Intellectualization Combination of Artificial Intelligence (AI)
Current stage 2020-2024 and sustainable algorithms with ESG metrics
development (Environmental, Social, and Governance)

Source: compiled by O. V. Antonova

Therefore, the conducted analysis indicates that the BSC has
transformed from a performance measurement tool into a comprehensive
ecosystem of strategic management. While the formation and diffusion
stages were characterized by overcoming the dominance of financial
indicators, the subsequent scaling-up of BSC implementation highlights the
established need for multidimensional monitoring of activity.

At the stage of formation and adaptation, the BSC loses the features of
a management trend and becomes a standard. In particular, the methodology
has been successfully adapted for the public sector (Public Sector Scorecard)
and for healthcare.

The stages of technological transformation of the BSC are characterized
by the expansion of its functionality, particularly toward the automation of
data collection processes, where the BSC became a superstructure over large
volumes of information (Big Data), and later toward the integration of ESG
criteria and artificial intelligence for predictive analysis, allowing the BSC
to perform the role of a navigator under conditions of high market turbulence
and enabling rapid adaptation and flexibility.

The evolution of the BSC demonstrates a transition from retrospective
analysis to proactive management, where the main vector of system
development is directed toward the synergy of human capital, technological
innovation, and social responsibility, which makes it relevant to the
strategies of the digital economy.

Therefore, on the basis of the identified criteria, such as purpose of
activity, ownership model, number of SOEs, profitability, areas of activity,
governance, transparency, BSC implementation, control and audit, and main
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problems, we conduct a comparative analysis of state-owned enterprises in
Ukraine, the EU, and OECD countries.

Table 4. Comparative analysis of state-owned enterprises (SOEs) in
Ukraine, the EU, and OECD countries

Criterion Ukraine EU (ltaly, France, OECD countries
Poland)
Purpose of activit Socio-economic Mixed (commercial, Predominantly
P Y function public) commercial
1 0,
Ownership model Predominantly 100% Mixed models Often through IPO
state-owned
Number of SOEs ~ 3,500 From 900 to 6,000 From 50 to 6,000+
Profitability ~30% loss-making Above average Average or high
Areas of activity Energy, transport, Energy, transport, Diverse
defense finance
Governance Ministries, politicized | Professional supervisory | Independent boards,
boards boards KPI-based governance
Transparency Low Public reports, audit High level of
transparency
BSC implementation Pilot projects Implemesrg%ds in large Widely used
State Audit Service,
Control and audit Natlon.al Agency on Audit committees Special government
Corruption Prevention bodies
(NACP)
. Political influence, Transition to Balance between profit
Main problems . C N
corruption commercialization and mission

Source: compiled based on data from the Ministry of Economy of Ukraine (2023); OECD (2020); World
Bank (2014)

A detailed analysis of the tabular data makes it possible to identify three
key vectors of differences that determine the effectiveness of the public
sector:

1. Institutional model and goal-setting. The Ukrainian model is
characterized by an excessive concentration of ownership in the hands of the
state (100%) and a focus on socio-economic functions, which often
contradicts the principles of market efficiency. In contrast, OECD countries
demonstrate the advantages of commercialization through the transformation
of a closed state structure into a public company by issuing its shares on the
open stock market, which ensures the attraction of private capital and market
discipline.

2. Managerial autonomy and depoliticization. Direct governance in
Ukraine through sectoral ministries creates risks of political interference and
corruption. In EU countries (France, Poland, Italy), a model of professional
supervisory boards has been introduced that acts as a buffer between political
interests and the operational activity of the enterprise.

3. Methodological maturity and strategic control. In Ukraine, the
application of the BSC is fragmented and limited to pilot projects, whereas
in OECD countries this toolkit is a basic instrument for monitoring key
performance indicators (KPIs). It is precisely the absence of clear,
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measurable strategic goals in domestic SOEs that correlates with a high level
of loss-making, around 30%.

Thus, the low efficiency of Ukrainian SOEs is caused not only by
sectoral factors but also by the systemic imperfection of corporate
governance. Priority reform directions should include: (1) depoliticization
through a transition to independent supervisory boards modeled on OECD
practice; (2) transparency through the introduction of mandatory
international audits and public reporting; and (3) strategic governance
through scaling up the experience of using the BSC in order to move from a
paternalistic model of state social maintenance to financial self-sufficiency.

It is also important to focus research attention on the functional
differences in the use of the BSC depending on the level of maturity of
corporate governance. Practical experience in implementing the Balanced
Scorecard in state-owned enterprises demonstrates the evolution of the
instrument from a local monitoring tool to a comprehensive system of
accountability to stakeholders. Table 5 systematizes examples of the use of
the BSC in leading companies in Europe and Ukraine.

Table 5. International experience and domestic practice of applying
the BSC in the activities of state-owned enterprises

Country Enterprise Industry Specific features of the BSC
Ukraine Ukrposhta Logistics Pilot 1mp1ementat1.0n of KPI and BSC in
strategic planning
Poland Orlen S.A. Energy Use of the BSC to evaluate management
Full-fledged BSC system for strategic
ltaly Encl Energy management and ESG

. . Integration of the BSC into reporting to the
Norway Equinor Oil/Gas government and the stock exchange
France SNCF Transport BSC-based reporting and public oversight

Source: OECD (2024); Hasan, Kobeissi, & Wang (2018); Kurylo & Boiko (2021)

Discussion. In general, against the background of EU and OECD
countries, Ukraine has a very low level of Balanced Scorecard
implementation in the activities of SOEs. In view of the conducted analysis,
it 1s important to consider three main blocks: global trends, the national
context of Ukraine, and practical recommendations.

Regarding global trends, the universality of the BSC as an instrument
for integrating financial and non-financial KPI metrics, including process
efficiency, innovation, and customer satisfaction, should be taken into
account, since it provides a comprehensive approach to evaluating the
activities of organizations and thus forms a basis for standardization in
Ukraine. The challenges facing Ukraine are connected with the need to
overcome such obstacles as institutional weakness and immaturity, as well
as political influence, which often hinder the adaptation of advanced
successful experience.
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In OECD countries such as the Netherlands and the Czech Republic,
the BSC i1s deeply integrated into the corporate governance of SOEs,
supported by high transparency, independent oversight, and standardized
KPI systems, including ESG metrics (OECD, 2024). In EU countries such
as Italy and Poland, the BSC is actively used in municipalities and SOEs
with mixed ownership models, contributing to improved efficiency and
accountability (Pinkasovych & Kovalova, 2021). In developing countries
such as Ghana, Egypt, and India, the BSC is adapted as a tool of transparency
and strategic control, although institutional limitations also complicate its
full-scale implementation. Thus, in developed economies the BSC is
integrated into systems of strategic planning and rewards, whereas in
developing countries the emphasis is placed on transparency and basic
control over strategy implementation.

Ukraine has considerable potential to expand the use of the BSC in
corporate governance, but it faces a number of challenges that slow down
this process. A low level of institutional maturity, political influence, and
limited transparency complicate the implementation of the BSC. For
example, pilot projects in enterprises such as Ukrposhta demonstrate
potential but require systemic support (Kurylo & Boiko, 2021). The
development of national BSC codes as national standards for SOEs would
ensure the unification of strategic planning, monitoring, and reporting,
thereby increasing transparency and accountability.

Likewise, the introduction of regular reporting every 6 to 12 months
would make it possible to identify deviations in a timely manner, adjust
strategies, and improve efficiency. This is especially important for large
SOEs, where implementation control is often weak, as illustrated by the need
to create automated KPI reporting systems similar to those used in European
municipalities. In addition to systematic monitoring of BSC implementation,
attention should also be paid to training programs for board members and
representatives of top management of state-owned enterprises, including
training on KPI development, strategic planning, and performance
evaluation. Digitalization, digital monitoring platforms, and the principles of
ethical governance based on ESG metrics will make it possible to adapt more
quickly to market conditions and will increase the flexibility and adaptability
of both state-owned enterprises and the public sector as a whole.

Conclusions. The study has established that the Balanced Scorecard is
an effective instrument of integrated corporate governance, as it enables the
combination of strategic planning, monitoring of goal achievement, and
performance evaluation through both financial and non-financial indicators.
The application of BSC in state-owned enterprises and public organizations
corresponds to contemporary international approaches to corporate
governance, since it promotes transparency, accountability, consistency
between strategic and operational goals, and the strengthening of
institutional capacity. The analysis has shown that international practice
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demonstrates the evolution of BSC from a performance measurement tool
into a comprehensive strategic management system integrated with
digitalization mechanisms, ESG metrics, and modern models of corporate
control. Particular value is attributed to the two-level model of BSC
implementation, which ensures strategic alignment between the corporate
and operational levels of governance and creates a foundation for informed
managerial decision-making.

The comparative analysis has demonstrated that in OECD and EU
countries the use of BSC is significantly broader and more systematic than
in Ukraine. These countries are characterized by independent supervisory
boards, a high level of transparency, standardized KPIs, well-developed
audit mechanisms, and regular reporting practices. In contrast, in Ukraine a
lower level of institutional maturity, political influence on managerial
decisions, insufficient transparency, and the fragmented application of BSC
hinder its full integration into the practice of corporate governance of state-
owned enterprises. This indicates the need not only for the technical
introduction of the Balanced Scorecard, but also for a deeper modernization
of the entire system of state ownership governance.

It has been substantiated that the priority directions for improving
domestic practice should include the depoliticization of state-owned
enterprise management, the development of professional and independent
supervisory boards, the introduction of national BSC standards for SOEs, the
strengthening of international audit and public reporting, as well as the
digitalization of monitoring processes for strategic and operational
indicators. Special importance should also be given to training programs for
supervisory board members and top managers in the areas of strategic
planning, KPI development, and performance evaluation. Therefore, the
implementation of BSC in Ukraine should be regarded not merely as a
separate performance assessment tool, but as a foundation for building a
modern model of corporate governance of state-owned enterprises oriented
toward results, openness, resilience, and compliance with international
standards.
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