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Benchmarking of product characteristics 7 39 87 M 69 32 L 19
Benchmarking of strategic priorities (\72 38 91 H 71 23 L 14
Benchmarking of operational processes m 68 36 93 H 73 65 L 39
Benchmarking within the wider organization 68 36 84 M 66 38 L 23
Performance evaluation: divisional profit (@) 68 36 90 H 70 | 100 H 60
Employee attitudes evaluation @) 66 35 88 M 69 22 L 13
Shareholders value analysis 66 35 64 L 50 20 L 12
Firm-level performance evaluation: N
cash flow return on investme 64 34 84 M 66 80 M 48
Ongoing supplier evaluation @ 64 34 86 M 67 88 M 53
Benchmarking of management processes 60 32 91 H 71 30 L 18
Team performance evaluatio 60 32 87 M 68 70 L 42
Variable costing 58 31 76 L 59 52 L 31
Product life cycle analys@ 55 29 70 L 55 45 L 27
Firm-level performancg/<a ion: residual income 53 28 60 L 45 43 L 26
Firm-level perfor cuation: balanced scorecard 51 27 88 M 69 40 L 24
Budgeting for co%ing managers 49 26 86 M 67 25 L 15
Performance evpluatis: controllable profit 49 26 89 M 69 83 M 50
49 26 38 L 30 35 L 21
sis 49 26 49 L 38 25 L 15
osting (ABC) 40 21 | 56 L 44| 20 L 12
research techniques 36 19 55 L 43 38 L 23
ed budgeting 30 16 5 L 3
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29 L5 Ina
medtanazIsufiamenistigduims Mean SD N |t-test [Mean SD N | t-test
Cost-volume-profit analysis (CVP) 379 1.46 67 |10.99% 6.05 0.77 56 | 2.62% 5.@ 1.1 Q@
Customer satisfaction evaluation 4.49  1.56 69 | 6.14% 5.82 0.82 57 | 1.747| 5.4 3 9
Budgeting for planning cash flows 4.40  1.40 77 | 6.80% 5.71 0.86 62 | 1.82"| 5.24 78 57
Budgeting for planning and

control of operation 4.21  1.73 77 | 6.52% 5.69 0.90 65 60
Standard costing n/a n/a n/a | n/a | 563 0.89 45 41
Product profitability analysis 432  1.42 69 | 6.52% 5.62 0.81 61 49
Variable costing 4.18  1.49 59 | 5.75%| 5.56  0.87 37 31
Target costing 3.85  1.73 30 | 4.65*| 551  0.93 3 0.997 5.25 0.93 21
Capital budgeting 4.87 1.61 77 | 2.69% 5.46 0453 QO 28% 4.34  0.94 51
Firm-level performance evaluation:

budget variance analysis 5.11 1.48 74 | 1.69"| 5.46 026 5.61% 4.43 1.12 60
Absorption costing 4.69 1.76 62 | 2.88% 544 \J93 51 | 2.30% 4.86 1.17 30
Firm-level performance evaluation:

return on investment 5.18 1.45 75 | 0.66 1.0 51 | 4.52% 4.33 1.30 60
Shareholders value analysis 3.38 1.74 50 | 6.48* 5 1.01 42 | 2.45*% 4.27  1.30 12
Formal strategic planning 4.55 1.21 7|3 . 0.95 58 | 0.19 | 5.19 1.32 38
Ongoing supplier evaluation 4.26  1.59 67 93*%17 0.87 46 | 2.00% 4.79 1.04 53
Benchmarking of product

characteristics 4.02  1.53 9 i 89*| 5.17  1.02 49 | 5.60*| 3.04 1.53 19
Budgeting to coordinate activities

across business units 431 1.31 79| 4.31% 517  0.92 52 | 2.26% 4.68 1.32 57
Firm-level performance evaluation: o

cash flow return on investment 4.31 66 | 3.75% 5.14 0.94 43 |-0.30 | 5.22 1.46 48
Value chain analysis 37 38 | 7.63* 5.13 0.84 30 | 5.95% 2.38 1.69 15

Benchmarking within the wider org. % 140 66 | 6.44% 511 0.88 49 | 6.23% 3.73 0.88 23
Firm-level performance evaluation: RI / 1.53 45 | 3.09*| 5.06 0.90 36 | 5.19% 3.11 1.75 26

Performance evaluation:

divisional profit 5.06  1.50 70 [-0.29 | 499 1.05 46 | 0.78 | 4.81 1.36 60
Benchmarking of strategic priggbie 3.66 1.62 71 | 5.38% 4.91 0.91 47 | 2.27% 4.33  0.83 14
Firm-level performance eval

balanced scorecar @ 4.17  1.52 69 | 2.76%| 4.88 1.03 33 | 5.27*| 3.56 0.85 24
Performance evaluation:

controllable pro, 4.75  1.40 69 | 0.45 | 4.86  0.99 34 | 2.65% 4.07 1.73 50
Employee attitude @On 3.65  1.52 69 | 5.54*| 4.85 0.79 45 | 3.21*| 3.51 1.45 13

4.04  1.46 70 | 3.75% 4.85 0.98 58 | 1.54"| 4.54 0.93 35

aluation 3.99 144 68 3.78%| 4.81 0.84 41 2.22*% 4.35 1.06 42

analysis 3.16  1.39 55 | 6.58%| 4.79 0.94 33 | 2.09%| 4.04 1.67 27

; operational processes 4.09  1.49 73 | 3.10% 4.78  0.93 46 | 5.53* 3.37 1.34 39

Opérads esearch techniques 3.20  1.52 43 | 4.7 477 1.10 22 | 3.32% 330 1.81 23
Activity-bysed costing (ABC) 3.23  1.86 44 | 4.63*| 4.77  0.93 27 | 0.09 | 471 1.80 8
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a
28 bOILaY VIMEJ

madtatazIsUfiamenistigduims Mean SD N |t-test Mean SD N |t-test Mean SD

Benchmarking of management processes 3.90 1.58 71 | 2.69*% 4.54 0.94
Zero-based budgeting n/a n/a n/a | n/a | 449 0.79
Budgeting for compensating managers 4.17  1.63 67 | 0.12 | 4.20 0.87

Mean = f@de  SD = edediuusnesgih N = TUIUERaULUY aum

* Henuuaneeisydiutiy ey 5%  + RenNuenesiisyeutiy ey 10%

t:il 4 = a €t:l|9/ :ﬂl 9: L%
TN 2 b msuasgaLﬂiaumauﬁiﬂmummau ANNLARDNAINIG 3
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° a | A v v A | a =
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29 L5

wmadtatazIsUfiamenistigduims Mean SD N | t-test |Mean
Cost-volume-profit analysis (CVP) 437  1.46 67 | 9.55% 6.31
Customer satisfaction evaluation 5.17  1.59 69 | 4.96% 6.25
Product profitability analysis 5.61 1.11 69 | 3.40% 6.16
Budgeting for planning cash flows 542 1.25 77 | 4.01% 6.13
Budgeting for planning and

control of operation 505 1.34 77 | 5.89% 6.12
Capital budgeting 5.44  1.33 77 | 3.20% 6.02
Firm-level performance evaluation:

budget variance analysis 5.49 1.53 74 | 2.28% 5.96
Standard costing n/a n/a n/a | n/a | 595
Variable costing 4.47  1.69 59 | 5.41*| 5.88
Formal strategic planning 5.73  1.05 71 | 0.86 | 5.88
Target costing 348  2.17 30 | 5.31% 5.76 .
Firm-level performance evaluation: N

return on investment 5.60 1.46 75 | 0.59 1.0 54 | 1.96"| 5.31 1.23
Firm-level performance evaluation: 5

cash flow return on investment 488 1.55 ?3 0.95 47 | 2.13* 5.10 1.62
Firm-level performance evaluation: *

balanced scorecard 4.83  1.50 5.60 0.83 42 | 3.47* 4.87 1.22
Benchmarking of product

characteristics 4.69 1.56 5.57  0.97 51 | 8.00% 4.23  0.69
Absorption costing 4.80 1.83 69| 2.73%| 5.55 1.02 51 | 3.60% 4.64 1.17
Benchmarking of strategic priorities 4.81 Q1 | 3.11* 554 0.7 50 |10.24* 3.80 0.68
Performance evaluation:

divisional profit 5&50 70 | 0.14 | 5.54 1.08 49 | 1.28 | 5.27  0.96
Budgeting to coordinate activities Q

across business units 20o%/ 1.48 73 | 2.13*% 5.53 0.91 58 | 4.30% 4.74 1.06
Shareholders value analysis 4.25  2.09 50 | 3.76%| 5.50 1.02 44 | 1.63"| 5.18 0.86
Ongoing supplier evaluation 494 1.71 67 | 2.04%| 5.46 1.01 49 2.75%| 4.95 0.90
Employee attitudes evaluation 4.63  1.60 69 | 3.45%| 545 0.96 47 | 5.71% 4.42  0.83
Performance evaluation: @

controllable profi @ 5.09 1.50 69 144+ 544 1.01 36 2.67%| 4.84 1.15
Value chain analysis 3.24  1.82 38 | 6.45% 544 1.04 36 | 3.57* 4.63 0.87
Team performance e i 4.89 1.56 68 | 2.26%| 540 0.83 43 | 2.79%| 4.87 1.07
Benchmarking of al processes 5.15  1.50 73 | 1.16 | 5.40 0.93 50 | 6.49% 3.97 1.18
Long range for : 5.21  1.37 70 | 0.79 | 5.37  0.93 61 | 5.80% 4.43 0.75
Benchmarking the wider org. 496 1.44 66 | 1.744H 5.36 1.04 52 | 1.35 | 5.10 0.75
Firm-level p ance evaluation: RI ~ 3.66 2.10 47 | 4.77*| 5.29  0.95 40 | 2.92*| 4.62 0.89
Operggionar xesearch techniques 3.36  1.89 43 | 5.22% 5.25 1.07 24 | 3.44*% 4.16  1.17
Act bas¢dl costing (ABC) 4.68 1.97 44 1.29 | 5.12  1.00 35 0.71 | 494 1.06
Product Ty cycle analysis 3.67 1.76 55 | 4.70*| 5.06 1.05 36 | 0.10 | 5.03 1.27
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a
28 bOILaY vl»'YIEl
madtatazIsUfiamenistigduims Mean SD N |t-test Mean SD N |t-test
Zero-based budgeting n/a n/a n/a | n/a | 501 1.17 19 | 1.32
Benchmarking of management processes 5.12  1.48 71 | 0.81 | 493 1.05 46 | 2.71*
Budgeting for compensating managers 441 1.74 67 | 0.02 | 440 1.06 41 | 3.22%
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