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Abstract 
 
The need to evaluate performance of business organization at Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) has been 
developing, yet there is an absence of extensive activity framework to encourage the procedure. The paper 
deliberates the evolvement of performance indicators based on business process applying a two-round Modified-
Delphi method. It is used to assemble experts’ perceptions to develop the list of the indicators and to reveal insight 
into the dissimilarity of expert judgments. The SPSS software was implemented to evaluate the data. Twenty-two 
indicators were assembled in, namely strategic management, core function, and support elemental perspective. The 
indicators have been ranked based on their significance. From ten indicators ranking, process orientation is found to 
be the most important indicator. The core function is the most domain perspective, followed three under support 
elemental perspective, and only two from the strategic management perspective. The study outcomes also give 
critical implications to researchers and practitioners in SMEs. 

Keywords  
Business management, Performance, SMEs, indicator, Delphi method. 

1. Introduction 
 

The estimation and assessment of business organization performance for development purposes have recently 
been of expanding regard to Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) executives and practitioners. The procedure 
requires a strong, extensive indicator set assessing the difference magnitudes of significance to various perspectives 
of SMEs strategic activities. Actually, different strategies can be utilized to construct such an indicator set. For all 
intents and purposes, SMEs is an extremely complex issue that involves expert knowledge, techniques for general 
surveying may not function. Delphi expert survey method has proven to be suitable and helpful for this study. It was 
utilized to build, recognize, choose and approve elements and indicators in a number of studies, for example, Do Thi 
Ngoc Quyen (2014); Sheng-Hshiung Tsaura, Chang-Hua Yenb and Pi-Shen Ku (2016); Heap Yih Chong, & Chee 
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Keng Oon (2016); Ruht Jiang, Robin Kleer, & Frank T. Piller. (2017). In current study, a modified Delphi method is 
utilized to build up all-inclusive set of the indicator system for measuring the performance of SMEs business.    

2. Literature Review

2.1 Performance Measurement in Organization 

Performance measurement in every organization is not unfamiliar issue in management and development 
department. Based on a recent study, many researchers have afford to create a system to assess the performance of 
organizations such as the Holistic Performance Management (Bjourne, 2006), the European Quality Award Model 
(EFQM, 2010), Flexible Strategy Game Card (2010), and Balance Scorecard (Kaplan, 1992). Each model was 
developed with a specific objective whether the model is created based on the automobile manufacturing industry 
background (Neetu & Mahim, 2015), and also specially used in human resource management (Anca & Oana, 2013). 
Unfortunately, many of them use this performance measurement model for a general purpose, meaning one model 
for all. This condition results inaccurate assessment because of the current situation, and consequently, no proper 
development will establish in the future, as they assess the unnecessary indicators.  

Therefore, this study attempts to fill gaps in the study by providing a specially developed model based on the 
background of Small and Medium Enterprises by following the validated flow of strategic activities. Twenty-seven 
performance indicators have been extracted from 20 models in the literature. These indicators include financial and 
non-financial to provide a balanced assessment of the organization. The findings are solid as all these indicators 
have been verified in real-firm by experts. 

2.2 Small and Medium Enterprises: Business Process 

      A business activity of various kinds of associations, large, medium or small, for-profit or non-profit, in different 
industries and sectors varies because of their own specific attributes. In SMEs, the business is defined as ‘Sales 
turnover from RM300, 000 to not exceeding RM50 million or employees from 5 to not exceeding 200 persons (Sme 
Corp., 2017). In particular, refer to the diagnostic study by the World Bank on SMEs in Malaysia in the year of 
2010/2011, they uncovered four key characteristics for Malaysia SME, which are SMEs productivity was generally 
low, business development was less than in high income countries; modest quantity of firms represented for 
expensed in GDP and employment, and material share of the informal sector existed in the economy.  SMEs 
business process is dissimilar compared to other organization. All activities carried out in an enterprise, including 
financing, staffing, marketing, production, and many more are combination of business process (Owen and Raj, 
2003). Refer to model created by Ian Dallas and Moe Thandar Wynn (2014), business process of strategic SME 
activities is divided into three stages, namely strategy, operation and support stage has to be carried out by the 
organization. It is completed business process demonstrating the SMEs business activity. For the construction of a 
comprehensive indicator set, the flow of strategic activities of SMEs, which included all the viewpoints and 
elements characterized above, is embraced. 

2.3 Delphi method to develop indicators 

In the early 1950s, Delphi method was devised by researchers at RAND Corporation (Norman C. Dalkey, 1967). 
Fundamentally, it is ‘an organized, multiple-step procedure for gathering and consolidating the information from a 
gathering of specialists to manage with complicated issues by method of multiple series of questionnaires submitted 
with controlled input’ (Linstone & Turroff, 2002).  

There are two main types of Delphi Method, which are the traditional Delphi and the Modern Delphi, often 
called as modified Delphi, the differences include administrative processes, data collection methods and even round 
quantities. According to several studies that uses Delphi Method as a method to construct indicators, the usual cycle 
is two to three, when the purpose is to be achieved is unique, for example, the initial step is to identify or select 
indicators, to confirm it, while in the second step is to classify or assess their importance or possibility and the final 
step is to observe the raters consensus or review the results (Boulkedid et al., 2011; Uphoff et al., 2012; Wilson et 
al., 2012). However, the most significant difference in these two types of Delphi Method is that some researchers 
rely solely on experts in determining issues and indicators from the first round while Modern Delphi precedes the 
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literature review and arranges a set of results before taking the next step of Delphi as can be seen in Wilson et al. 
(2012), Sheng-Hshiung Tsaur et. Al (2016) and Uphoff et al. (2012). 

In the context of its application in the management fields, Clibbens et al. (2012) outlined the general structure of 
a process which they suggest to be applied for all Delphi method in the studies. As illustrated in Figure 1, the 
flowchart represents the typical order of Dephi procedures for the social sciences research that illustrates the role of 
multiple rounds.  
 

 
 

Figure 1 : Delphi Procedures for the social sciences research 

Source: Clibbens et al. (2012) 

3. Methodology 
 

3.1.     Pre-Delphi construction of potential indicators 
 

      A broad and extensive review of theoretical and practical literature on performance measurement, including 
SMEs business process, was organized to recognize and determine the fundamental perspective of SMEs strategic 
activities in order to construct and identify the indicators set. To testify the model, face to face sessions and multiple 
individual online were scheduled with two specialists to discuss the proposed set of indicators, specifically, the 
descriptions of dimensions, indicators, groups and terms, and the exclusion of any relevant indicators. Notes were 
taken and reviewed for modifying the indicator set. As a result, three perspectives are identified to be group for 
performance indicator based on SMEs strategic activities were defined, namely strategic management, core function, 
and support elemental. Strategic management refers to formulation and initiatives taken by top management after 
takes consideration on every resource available, to provide overall direction to the enterprises. Core function refers 
to the process of converting raw materials and labour into goods and services as efficient as possible maximize the 
profit of an organization. Support elemental refers to the activity to strength and maintains the business operations 
so that the company may deliver the highest quality service experience towards customers. Twenty-seven indicators 
were proposed and demonstrated in factor groups within the three perspectives, specifically seven in strategic 
management, ten in core function, and another ten in support elemental perspective.  
 
1.2. Pilot Study 
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Agumba (2013) recommended a pilot study of all two rounds of the Delphi method was carried out in advance of 
recruiting to the full Delphi method. A group of five experts who involved in the SMEs industry was selected in the 
pilot study. The used of fewer respondents for the pilot study are common and accepted in the Delphi method. For 
example, in the science education research of Bulger and Lynn (2007), a panel consisting of six special education 
experts was employed to pilot the Delphi instrument. In recent study, George and Mallery (2010) piloted the 
Delphi’s instrument using three respondents of a statistician, a member of expert panel involved in Delphi, and his 
supervisor in a study to identify the leading health and safety indicator metrics to improve performance at project 
level. If one looks at the small number of experts required in a consensus study such in the current study (N = 37), 
five experts participated in the pilot study deemed to be sufficient. The same group of experts was used for piloting 
Delphi multi rounds. 
 

The objective of a pilot study was to overcome any potential shortcomings of the data-gathering instrument in 
order to ensure the quality of the instrument. Opportunity to conduct pilot study is also used to ask experts to verify 
every performance indicator that have been included in each perspective. The initial framework from a result of the 
literature review need a verification from experts in the field so that the framework is valid and reliable to be ask in 
the questionnaires. In addition, the pilot study was also used to test the effectiveness of the delivery mechanism as 
well as to ensure that the questions were free from any bias as possible. All the participants in the pilot study did not 
involve in the actual study.  
 

Although the pilot group of the participant was small, it did give a considerable result. Hence, the data were 
considered important and incorporated in the administration of the actual study with the larger panel of experts. This 
effort could add more confident to the author that the information gathered from the survey was of sound quality. 
Thus, the pilot study was taken within two months, and the recommendations were as below: 
 

i. The wording of the questionnaire was to be improved, especially reducing the lengthy statements 
ii. Corrected the grammatical mistakes; 

iii. Improved the format or layout of the questionnaire; and 
iv. Provided a brief description of each performance indicator. 

 
All the comments and feedback received from the pilot participants were considered, and advances were 

prepared for the actual Delphi studies. Additionally, changes were made in the phrasing of certain questions for 
clarity as to accommodate the feedbacks received. 
 
1.3.    Instrument Reliability 

There was an evidence in the literature indicated the reliability of the Delphi study by using Cronbach’s alpha to 
measure the internal consistency (George and Mallery, 2010). The author contends that the measurement of the 
instrument reliability could be possible if the initial round of the Delphi study used the structured questionnaire as in 
this current work. Reliability was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient that measures the internal 
consistency of the variables in the index. 

The variables were tested using the data of the pilot study using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
Version 20.0 (SPSS 20.0)  The guidelines provided by George and Mallery (2010), were used in interpretation of 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, such as: α ≥ .9 = excellent; α ≥ .9 = excellent; α ≥ .8 = good; α ≥ .7 = accepted; α ≥ .6 
= questionable; α ≥ .5 = poor; and α < .5 = unacceptable. 
 

Table 1: Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient Value George and Mallery (2010) 
 

Cronbach’s alpha Internal consistency 
α ≥ 0.9 Excellent 
0.9 > α ≥0.8 Good 
0.8 > α ≥0.7 Acceptable 
0.7 > α ≥ 0.6 Questionable 
0.6 > α ≥ 0.5 Poor 
0.5 > α Unacceptable 

 
The formula used to calculate Cronbach’s alpha value is like below: 

α= 
n

𝑛𝑛 − 1 �
1 − ∑ 𝑉𝑉𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖

𝑉𝑉𝑡𝑡
� 
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Upon analysis, the Cronbach’s alpha for the instrument was found as α = .806 which indicated good reliability 
(Hasson et al., 2000). The results of item-total statistics revealed that just a little alteration in the Cronbach’s alpha if 
any of the variables was deleted. Due to these minor changes in Cronbach’s alpha, the author decided to continue 
using the identified variables without any of the items asked being deleted. 

In summary, the result revealed that the Cronbach’s alpha for all variables was between .7 and .8 which high 
enough to justify that combining all of the items were of acceptable and good reliability (Hollander et al., 2013). 
These findings have added confident to the author that the information gathered from the survey was of sound 
quality that would enable this work to make a valid and generalised conclusion. The following Table summarised of 
the reliability analysis of the evaluation scale for the Delphi study. 
 
3.4.  Panel selection and recruitment 
 

Panels are characterized as specialists who have well experiences in performance assessment and administration, 
supervision and governance at SMEs. Individuals who are currently involved in the SME industry were contacted 
and asked for their willingness to participate. The potential individuals were from three heterogeneous groups of the 
experts in Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), namely the SME owner and manager, professional business 
consultants, and SME government officers. The lists of the potential experts were abstracted from the official 
organization website, includes SME Corporation, SME private consultant, SME government advisors from 
Perbadanan Usahawan Nasional Berhad (PUNB), Majlis Amanah Rakyat (MARA), and Tekun Nasional (TEKUN). 
Forty-eight experts in Malaysia were accessed and welcomed to contribute but only forty-two agreed to took part in 
the study, and only thirty-seven returned the questionnaires. Their profiles are shown in Table 2. 
 

Table 2: Panel Characteristics (%) 
 

Age % Current 
occupation 

% Work Experiences Years  
(in total) 

% 

31-40 24.32 SME managers 
and owners 

35.14 Manager and owner 250 years 35.97 

41-50 29.73 Professional 
business 
consultants 

27.02 Professional 
Consultant 

180 years 25.9 

51-60 40.54 SME 
government 
advisors 

37.84 Government Officer 265 years 38.13 
Over 60 5.4 

Total industrial 
experience  

695 - 

Total average 
industrial experience  

18.78 - 

 
In synthesising the above findings, the collective qualifications of the experts for the current study to be found at the 
following: 

i. A large various discipline of the SME industry is represented. 

ii. Four individuals possess a Ph.D., five possess a Master, and twenty-eight possess a Bachelor as their 
terminal degree in a related field of study within the SMEs industry. 

iii. The panel has almost seven hundred years of field experience in the SME industrial experience. 

These characteristics confirmed that all the selected individuals have been matched the pre-qualification of experts. 
Therefore, they were qualified and certified as the experts for the current study according to the literature. 
 
3.5.       Data collection and analysis 
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Before Delphi round started, forty eight potential experts were identified and contacted via telephone call asking 
their willingness to participate in the current study. During this stage, the details of the study, including the purpose 
of the study and a brief description of the commitment needed from the experts were briefly explained. Forty two 
experts officially agreed to take part in the current study. Following their verbal agreement, the official invitation 
letter and the ‘Participation Consent Declaration’ were sent out via email. In compliance with research ethics policy, 
only participants that returned the surveys are considered included in the research study.  

In Round 1 of Delphi study, questionnaires were sent electronically to the forty-two respondents who have 
formally agreed to take part in this survey. However only thirty seven experts returned the Round 1 questionnaire, 
represents 88% response rate. The respondents were asked to evaluate and rate each indicator under three 
perspectives of an SME strategic activities on the five-point Likert scales (0= no judgment, 1 = very unimportant, 2 
= unimportant, 3 = important, and 4 = very important) respectively. They rated them based on their experience and 
expertise that they have with respect to the important of the listed performance indicators to the SME business. A 
summary explanation of every indicator was also stated in the format of the table at the end of the questionnaires. 
The respondents were also requested to list and specify further indicators that they assume are relevant and should 
be taken in assessing the SME performance’s business.   

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyse the data. When measures attracted 
final scores of median 4 to 5, and more than 80% of respondents rating the indicators between 4 to 5 on the 
importance scale was used to assess the level of agreement among evaluations. Within each round, measures of 
central of the tendency were calculated in term of the mean and median response of the respondents. The proposed 
consensus criteria were similar to those indicated by Hasson, Keeney, and McKenna (2000), Hollander et al. (2013) 
and Zahidy et al. (2018). 

In Round 2 of Delphi procedure surveys were forwarded electronically to thirty-seven respondents who 
responded the Round 2 survey. Of thirty seven respondents, thirty four experts answered the questionnaire, 
describing 92.3% response rate. The three experts who did not answer provided no explanations for doing so. In this 
Round 3, experts were granted an opportunity to reassessment their rating based on the group mean and median 
achieved in Round 1.  Four new indicators that have been proposed by the expert in Round 1 were carefully 
reviewed base on the reasons provided by the experts and the literature review. From Table 3, it is shown that the 
indicators categorised in three leading activities perspective of SME deemed to achieve the needed consensus in 
both round of Delhi. 
 

Table 3: Importance Indicators Emerged from the Delphi Round 1 and Round 2 
Indicator % Response  

(Score 4 & 5) 
Importance Mean Importance Median 

Round Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 Round 1 Round 2 

Strategic Management Perspective 

Leadership Proficiency 86% 85% 4.03 3.82 4 4.00 

Strategy Formulation 97% 100% 4.14 4.68 4 5.00 

Vision Development 76% 82% 3.89 4.41 4 5.00 

Future Excellence 68% 100% 3.73 4.76 4 5.00 

Intellectual Capital* 73% 53% 4.00 3.53 4 4.00 

Policy Determination* 62% 59% 3.62 3.56 4 4.00 

Value and Culture* 65% 68% 4.22 3.62 5 4.00 

Organisational Structure†  100%  4.74  5.00 

Core Function Perspective 

Customer Orientation 97% 82% 4.05 3.82 4 4.00 

Mass Production 86% 94% 3.89 4.71 4 5.00 

Strategic Partner Relationship 95% 100% 4.59 4.79 5 5.00 

Resources Utilization 92% 100% 4.00 4.71 4 5.00 

Process Orientation 97% 100% 4.70 4.88 5 5.00 

Quality Assess 89% 85% 3.97 3.85 4 4.00 
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Competitive Aggressiveness 81% 97% 3.84 3.97 4 4.00 

Shareholders Value* 73% 59% 4.35 3.59 5 4.00 

Delivery Assess 73% 97% 3.78 4.74 4 5.00 

Efficiency Level 65% 82% 4.08 3.85 4 4.00 

Marketing Competencies †  82%  3.88  4.00 

Support Elemental Perspective 

Financial Management 97% 97% 4.32 4.79 4 5.00 

Research and Development* 51% 62% 3.51 3.68 4 4.00 

Time Utilization 86% 97% 4.65 4.82 5 5.00 

Human Resource Competencies 95% 97% 3.97 4.00 4 4.00 

Social Responsibility* 81% 68% 4.43 3.68 5 4.00 

Flexible Tolerance* 76% 68% 3.81 3.68 4 4.00 

Innovation and Change* 81% 62% 3.84 3.62 4 4.00 

Educational and Training 97% 100% 4.78 4.06 5 4.00 

Significant Improvement 95% 100% 4.03 4.00 4 4.00 

Operation Excellence 100% 97% 4.76 4.03 5 4.00 

Government Program Support†  97%  4.76  5.00 

Physical Infrustructure*†  53%  3.53  4.00 

†New indicator. *Did not reach consensus. Consensus was defined as median 4 to 5, and 80% 
or more of respondents rating the indicators within 4 to 5 on the importance scale. 

4. Data Analysis 
 
4.1.      Indicator set and constructs 
 

In Round 2, four new indicators that have been proposed by the expert in Round 1 were carefully reviewed base 
on the reasons provided by the experts and the literature review. Those indicators were attached to the set based on 
perspective; organizational structure under strategic management, marketing capability under core function, while 
government program support and physical infrastructure are under support elemental. Total thirty-one indicators 
transmitted into a questionnaire for Round 2 in the final set. 
 
4.2.      Importance levels 
 

Table 4 summarized the most important indicators to be used in SME business in Malaysia emerging from the 
Delphi Round 2 questionnaires. The ranking based on the mean, and if any of the indicators have a similar mean, at 
that point the percentage of specialists' concession to that specific indicator was utilized. 
 

Table 4: Ranking of Performance Indicators 

Rank Indicators % agreement Mean Perspectives 

1 Process Orientation 100% 4.88 Core Function 

2 Time Utilization 97% 4.82 Support Elemental 

3 Strategic Partner Relationship 100% 4.79 Core Function 

4 Financial Management 97% 4.79 Support Elemental 

5 Future Excellence 100% 4.76 Strategic Management 

6 Government Program Support 97% 4.76 Support Elemental 
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7 Organisational Structure 100% 4.74 Strategic Management 

8 Delivery Assess 97% 4.74 Core Function 

9 Resources Utilization 100% 4.71 Core Function 

10 Mass Production 94% 4.71 Core Function 

11 Strategy Formulation 100% 4.68 Strategic Management 

12 Vision Development 82% 4.41 Strategic Management 

13 Educational and Training 100% 4.06 Support Elemental 

14 Operation Excellence 97% 4.03 Support Elemental 

15 Significant Improvement 100% 4.00 Support Elemental 

16 Human Resource Competencies 97% 4.00 Support Elemental 

17 Competitive Aggressiveness 97% 3.97 Core Function 

18 Sales and Marketing Orientation  82% 3.88 Core Function 

19 Quality Assess 85% 3.85 Core Function 

20 Efficiency Level 82% 3.85 Core Function 

21 Leadership Proficiency 85% 3.82 Strategic Management 

22 Customer Orientation 82% 3.82 Core Function 

 
The ten most significant indicators of the SME business performance were ‘Process Orientation’, ‘Time 

Utilization’, ‘Strategic Partner Relationship’, ‘Financial Management’, ‘Future Excellence’, ‘Government Program 
Support’, ‘Organisational Structure’, ‘Delivery Assess’, ‘Resources Utilization’, ‘Mass Production’, respectively. 
One of the most interesting insights that emerged from these findings was the relative importance of not just the 
individual ranked indicators, but that of the indicators from which SME strategic activities themselves. Of the three 
strategic activities, core function is the most domain activities, followed by support elemental, and strategic 
management perspective. 
 
4.3.        Consensus levels 
 

As indicated by Von Der Gracht (2012), the determination of agreement by level of agreement is notably 
significant if ordinal data, for example, the utilized of Likert scales for the level of understanding, as embraced in 
the present study. The consensus was considered achieved when the level of concession on a practice turns out to be 
majority, that is, more noteworthy than half (Olawale & Sun, 2015). Table 5 demonstrated the change of consensus 
between Delphi Round 1 and Delphi Round 2. 
 

Table 5: Improvement of Consensus between the Delphi Rounds 
Level of Agreement Amongst 
Experts 

Number of Indicators 
 
Delphi Round 1 Delphi Round 2 

<50% - - 
50%- 60% 4 4(included 1†) 
60%- 70% 4 5 
70%- 80% 4 0 
80%- 90% 5 6 
>90% 10 16 (including 3†) 
Total number of indicators N=27 N=31(including  4†) 
Kendall’s Coefficient of 
Concordance 
 

W=0.428 W=0.602 

†New indicator(s). The Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance was calculated based on N = 27 
for both rounds. 
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After just two rounds of Delphi process, consensus is achieved as prescribed by panels. It is a decent sign that all 
the selected indicators were pertinent in tending to the issue that disclosed in this study.  Moreover, a literature 
review was conducted for developing a structured questionnaire to replace the typical Round 1 survey. Thus, a two-
round modified Delphi survey technique was acceptable. It was consistent with study of Sheng-Hshiung Tsaur et. Al 
(2016). Therefore, after the second round, the cycle was discontinued as there would be no further advantage 
obtained from more Delphi rounds because of consensus have achieved. Moreover, the Kendall’s coefficient of 
concordance, W was positively significant (p < 0.05) and increased from .428 in the first round to .602 in the second 
round. The interpretation of the Kendall’s coefficient of concordance, W is based on the guidelines of Schmidt 
(1997) as indicated in Table 6. This outcome indicates that the significance of the selected indicators was not 
particularly disputable. 
 

Table 6: Interpretation of the Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance, W (Schmidt, 1997) 
W Interpretation Confidence in ranks 
0.1 Very weak agreement None 
0.3 Weak agreement Low 
0.5 Moderate agreement Fair 
0.7 Strong agreement High 
0.9 Unusually strong agreement Very high 

 
Despite the fact that the outcome demonstrates the moderate-to-strong level of consensus (W = 0.602, p < 0.05) 

reached by the Delphi panel lists, in any case, it was not the consequences of sharp disagreements over the 
positioning of the indicators. Indeed, to achieved the Kendall’s coefficient of concordance, W more than 0.9 is rarely 
in consensus study (Schmidt, 1997). To iterate, the current study was planned to limit to two circles of the Delphi 
process exclusively. Thus, the achievement by moderate-to-strong level of consensus has provided a rational degree 
of confidence in the outcomes of the present study. It was consistent with the works of Pierre, Cassivi, and Chalabi 
(2012) who also found the moderate-to-strong level of consensus (W = 0.615, p < 0.05) in their Delphi study to 
identify the most prominent IT project management resources and capacities. 

5. Results 
 

In fact, there have many methods, approaches, and systems to enable organization to access their performance in 
order to improve. But, are all these tools available for SMEs? Will the result be normal and accurate when using one 
or multiple tools? Does the enterprise have someone who specializes in using such tools or strategies? Therefore, 
this paper describes the establishment of a relevant performance indicator list using the practical method of Delphi 
Method as shown in Table 7. To get the right indicators, the first recognition process is to get the right people to 
engage with the study. Who is the right person? The right person is the person who not only has deep knowledge in 
an activity, but also has clear knowledge about the organization (Muehlen & Recker, 2013).  
 

Table 7: The List of Relevant Performance Indicator for SMEs. 
Perspectives Performance Indicators 

SMEs Strategic Management Leadership Proficiency 

Strategy Formation 

Vision Development 

Future Excellence 

Organizational Structure 

SMEs Core Function Customer Orientation 

Mass production  

Strategic Partner Relationship 

Resources Utilization 

Process-Orientation 
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Quality Assess 

Competitive Aggressiveness 

Delivery Assess 

Efficiency Level 

Marketing Competencies 

SMEs Support Elemental Financial Management 

Time Utilization 

Human Resource Competencies 

Educational and Training 

Significant Improvement 

Government Program Support 

Operation Excellence 

 
This is a specially designed framework by combining and arranging the best knowledge of performance 

measurement based on past literature and those twenty-two indicators has been confirmed by panel of experts in 
Malaysia. The SME's strategic activities performance indicators framework has been set up to allow SME to assess 
their company's performance through a proper process and thus facilitate them to develop for the future. 
Furthermore, this model can also be used as a reference to build a set of plans that include useful activity activities 
that can improve the company's performance, according to the predetermined rules. Which is important comes first. 
The relevant list of performance indicator was built using the Delphi method using expertise and knowledge from 
thirty-seven Malaysian experts representing SME's organization. This Delphi method has been made two rounds to 
identify the importance of performance indicators, and to prioritize the critical indicators according to perspectives 
of strategic activities. 

6. Conclusion 
 

This study has provided to the existing state of the art linked to converging the function and application of 
performance measurement based on strategic activities making them well balanced operate through the betterment 
process.  To get extends on this, this task utilized the Delphi method, which is more useful in interactional data 
assortment approach and concentrating on Malaysian SME business. The list contributes a performance indicator 
involving the flow of strategic activities and practical point of view through the three important stages of activities. 
The current study employ of Malaysian experts is because of the curiosity to know the viewpoint from businesses 
activating in a growing nation.   

Through our experience, working with Malaysian experts in the field of SMEs, they provide a clear view of the 
industry practically, which may be viewpoints in developing countries may differ from developed countries due to 
social behavior, industry or basic economic aspects. However, whether the study explorations in Malaysia take place 
in different countries or in cross-border businesses need to subsist further examined as this framework does not take 
into account global policy.   

Further verification in real firms is highly suggested, as the verification process takes a considerable amount of 
time to assess and attainability of firms willing to allow researchers to study and evaluate their business 
performance. Based on our experience, two weeks are required to conduct an analysis and firms need to have 
sufficient records for their business dealings to prove the activity is genuineness in line with the requirements of 
model implementation.   

Like other studies, this study also has some limitation. First, this model was built in Malaysia with Malaysian 
experts. The valid result if business organizations outside Malaysia apply this local model is unknown. Second, only 
twenty-seven indicators are taken into account in this study because of the limitation of time to implement it if more 
indicators and models are included. More performance indicators may be required to provide more suggestions to 
panel of experts and to support enhance confidence in the model. The last limitation is about interesting area for 
future investigations; to review the performance indicators based on the strategic activities of SMEs from developed 
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countries. This model was developed due to prior work in performance measurement models were made for any 
type of organization. An important contribution in this study is the combination of previous performance indicators 
with an appropriate approach to build business performance indicators framework by following the flow of strategic 
activities or business processes such the executives can determine the action plan for development. Therefore, this 
framework can be used as a reference tool to determine improvements to achieve higher business performance. 
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