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Abstract 

The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) approach has been widely accepted as a very comprehensive 
framework for performance measurement. Despite extensive applications in private sector 
organizations, its adaptation to public sector entities, particularly tax administrations, remains limited. 
The aim of this paper is to contribute to the literature with the application of Balance Scorecard 
tailored for Tax Administrations. This paper proposes an augmented Balanced Scorecard model 
specifically tailored for tax administrations, reinterpreting the traditional four perspectives-Financial, 
Customer, Internal Process, and Learning and Growth-into dimensions that address the unique 
strategic and operational challenges faced by tax authorities. The proposed framework comprises Tax 
Revenue Efficiency and Collection, Operational Capacity and Compliance Management, Taxpayer 
Service Experience, and Learning and Growth. This model aims to facilitate improved strategic 
alignment, performance management, and organizational learning in tax administrations. While 
empirical validation remains outstanding, the paper offers a theoretically grounded foundation to 
support future research and practical implementation within the public fiscal governance domain. 

JEL Classification: M10, M1, M19 
Keywords: Balanced Scorecard, performance measurement, Tax Administration, Public Sector  
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
Performance management constitutes a critical mechanism for realizing the strategic 
objectives of organizations, regardless of sectoral context. In public sector organizations, 
including tax administrations, the development of robust performance measurement systems 
is particularly vital for enhancing operational effectiveness, ensuring accountability, and 
improving stakeholder satisfaction. Although the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) methodology 
has been extensively explored in private, profit-driven enterprises, its systematic adaptation 
to public sector entities, and tax administrations in particular, remains underdeveloped. This 
paper seeks to bridge this gap by proposing a bespoke, augmented Balanced Scorecard 
framework for tax administrations that integrates sector-specific strategic priorities and 
performance imperatives. Building on Kaplan and Norton’s work (1992, 1996, 2001), the 
framework reconceptualizes the classic BSC perspectives into dimensions reflecting the 
complex demands of contemporary tax administration: Tax Revenue Efficiency and 
Collection; Operational Capacity and Compliance Management; Taxpayer Service 
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Experience; and Learning and Growth. This approach acknowledges the essential role of tax 
administration performance in supporting fiscal sustainability, compliance enforcement, and 
taxpayer trust within macroeconomic frameworks. Thus, this paper addresses the research 
gap concerning balance scorecard applied to tax administration and highlight the need a 
tailored, "augmented" BSC model. This comprehensive approach ensures that modern tax 
administration within the framework of increasing complexity and importance of effective 
performance management should consider various factors contributing to long-term success 
and strategic management. The paper addresses a well-established gap in the performance 
management literature regarding the application of the BSC in public institutions, especially 
in the domain of tax administration. It highlights the institutional specificity and strategic 
challenges faced by tax agencies, while offering a conceptual framework that can serve as a 
foundation for future empirical work. This is a timely topic given the increasing demand for 
efficiency, transparency, and stakeholder engagement in public revenue systems.1 As far as 
the structure of the paper is concerned, this paper is developed as follows. In Section 2 we 
present the literature review concerning Balance Scorecard, then in Section 3 we present the 
augmented model and Section 4 concludes and provides further remarks. 

 
2. Literature Review 
Kaplan and Norton’s Balanced Scorecard introduced a multidimensional approach to 
performance measurement by complementing financial metrics with customer, internal 
process, and learning and growth perspectives. This framework links performance metrics to 
organizational strategy through a cause-and-effect logic, thereby facilitating strategic 
alignment and operational clarity (Kaplan & Norton, 1992; 1996; 2001). The BSC’s adoption 
in public sector organizations has been comparatively tentative, largely due to the multiplicity 
of goals, complex stakeholder environments, and challenges in defining meaningful non-
financial performance measures (Pidd, 2005; Radnor & Lovell, 2003). Nevertheless, 
proponents argue that the BSC’s adaptability renders it suitable for enhancing transparency, 
accountability, and strategic focus in government agencies (Kaplan & Norton, 2001; Niven, 
2002). Empirical studies specifically addressing tax administrations remain scarce, though 
broader public sector research underscores the importance of balancing financial stewardship 
with service quality and institutional learning (Greatbanks & Tapp, 2007; Moullin, 2017). 

The present study contributes to this emerging field by articulating an augmented BSC model 
tailored to the distinctive operational and strategic landscape of tax authorities, thus 
advancing both theoretical understanding and practical application. Therefore, the application 
of Balanced Scorecard (BSC) which is based on a cause-and-effect relationship, linking 
interdependent processes to vision and strategy, such as non-financial aspects (customer, 
internal process, employee and system performance) revolutionize how organizations 
measure performance and implement successful and differentiated strategies by considering 
historical accuracy of financial measures with critical elements of future performance 
((Brignall (2002) , Inamdar and Kaplan,  (2002), Ittner and Larcker (2003), Nørreklit (2003), 
Davis and Albright  (2004)). By understanding the organization's strategy, employees are 
likely to unfold many of their hidden organizational abilities by knowing its course and the 
way in which they can help achieve the vision, prepare for the future challenges and ensure 
their strategies remain relevant, robust and practical. Since its introduction the balanced 
scorecard (BSC) has been widely accepted as a useful performance management and 
measurement tool (Kald and Nilsson (2000), Malmi (2001), Brignall, (2002)). It is rather 

1 For a new benchmark for evidence-based, legislative mapping,growth-oriented tax reform in Greece see Asimakopoulos 
(2025a,2025b,2025c). 
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conceivable though that BSC’s performance management approach appears consistent with 
the aims of most profit seeking organizations in order to fulfill financial and strategic 
objectives. However, Kaplan and Norton (2001) and Niven (2002) suggest BSC can be 
readily adapted and adjusted for use in public sector organizations as a measurement 
performance tool enhancing transparency, accountability and responsibility to main 
stakeholders (Kaplan and Norton, 1992). Thus, relevant literature supports the BSC utility in 
the public sector organization (Forgione, (1997); Aidemark, (2001), Bilkhu-Thompson, 
(2003), Speckbacher et al., (2003)) despite the complex operations, strategic orientation 
identification of a limited number of KPIs implementation (Chow et al., 1998). However, 
there is skepticism and reservations regarding efficacy of implementation and causal 
relationship of BSC into complex public sector contexts (Pidd (2005)).  As much of the 
literature of BSC concerns profit seeking companies (Hoque and James (2000), Ahn (2001), 
Williams, (2001) Lipe and Salterio, (2002),Davis and Albright (2004)) few studies have 
examined how the recalibration of the standard BSC model applied to public sector 
performance management (Radnor and Lovell, (2003),Chan, (2004),Yeung and Connell, 
(2006), Greatbanks and Tapp, (2007), Moullin (2017)) which takes into accounts wider 
stakeholders’ interest and non-financial performance measures. Fewer authors then have 
examined this issue within public sector organization especially within tax administration and 
provide with augmented specific theoretical model which is the contribution issue of this 
paper. This model provides with a robust linkage between formal strategy setup and causal 
relationship between strategic objectives and complex internal processes. 

 

3. Comparative Analysis of Balanced Scorecard Contributions and our Proposed 
Augmented Framework of BSC 
The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) framework has evolved significantly since its inception by 
Kaplan and Norton (1992, 1996, 2001), who originally designed it for corporate strategy 
focusing on four core perspectives: Financial, Customer, Internal Processes, and Learning & 
Growth. While their model revolutionized performance measurement in profit-driven 
organizations, it lacks direct applicability to public governance and fiscal accountability. In 
contrast, our research preserves this foundational structure but skillfully adapts it to address 
tax administration-specific outcomes, integrating macroeconomic policy concerns and the 
demands of public finance accountability. Thus, our framework provides with conceptual 
bridge between the public management literature and strategic performance theory. Niven 
(2002) extended the BSC concept to nonprofit organizations, introducing a stakeholder-
centric approach. However, this adaptation remains too generic to meet the unique 
operational complexities of government agencies. In contrast our model, focusing exclusively 
on tax administrations, delivers a specialized and pragmatic framework tailored for modern 
ministries that seek to enhance digital governance in taxation. Within the public healthcare 
sector, Aidemark (2001) applied the BSC to hospital settings, illuminating implementation 
challenges. Though sector-specific, this work does not scale easily to the fiscal domain. On 
the other hand, our research addresses the increased complexity of tax compliance, 
enforcement, and the provision of e-services, thus aligning closely with the digital 
transformation currently reshaping tax authorities worldwide. Speckbacher et al. (2003) 
offered a descriptive analysis of BSC alignment in private German firms, emphasizing 
strategy maps and KPI integration. Their model, however, is less adaptable to public systems 
that are not revenue-driven. Our paper foregrounds the alignment of KPIs with social and 
fiscal objectives, positioning his framework for future integration with emerging priorities 
such as environmental, social, and governance (ESG) criteria and the adoption of artificial 
intelligence in tax reforms. Greatbanks and Tapp (2007) demonstrated improvements in 
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municipal performance via the BSC in New Zealand local government, but their model lacks 
a focus on national fiscal performance and strategic tax policy. In contrast the proposed 
model advances this by introducing tax-specific design and national-level fiscal KPIs, making 
his model better suited for Ministries of Finance committed to comprehensive tax 
modernization programs. Radnor and Lovell (2003) investigated the complexities of BSC 
implementation in UK National Health Service and multi-agency public organizations. Their 
focus on healthcare and multi-agency networks differs from the hierarchical and centralized 
structure of revenue authorities while our model aligns well with the clear accountability and 
hierarchical governance typical of tax administrations, facilitating smoother implementation. 
Yeung and Connell (2006) studied BSC success factors in small nonprofit organizations in 
Hong Kong, yet their framework does not incorporate enforcement, compliance, or service 
delivery challenges characteristic of tax authorities. By addressing legal enforcement, 
taxpayer trust, and fiscal risk management, we offer a framework well-prepared for future 
demands, including enhanced performance audits, transparency mandates, and digital service 
KPIs. In the public projects, Chan (2004) proposed KPIs for construction project success but 
limited his analysis to finite, project-based performance rather than ongoing institutional 
governance. However, our framework, by contrast, scales to continuous strategy reviews and 
real-time analytics dashboards suitable for enduring institutional performance management. 
Healthcare-focused studies by Chow et al. (1998) and Forgione (1997) integrated quality and 
service KPIs into BSC designs but lacked connection to financial or fiscal governance. Our 
model, explicitly links revenue collection performance with taxpayer service quality and staff 
development, providing actionable tools for long-term e-governance and smart tax 
administration reforms. 

 Moullin (2017) developed a Public Sector Scorecard diverging somewhat from traditional 
BSC principles and not universally adopted. Our framework maintains the familiarity and 
robustness of the original BSC while extending its applicability to fiscal systems, facilitating 
easier adoption in countries with prior exposure to BSC methodologies. Studies by Hoque 
and James (2000) and Davis and Albright (2004) demonstrated BSC’s impact on firm 
performance and financial outcomes but did not address public sector complexities or citizen-
centric impacts. In contrast our research emphasizes the critical importance of public trust 
and compliance over profit, providing a performance measurement framework that aligns 
with evolving notions of tax legitimacy and citizen engagement. Pidd (2005) offered a critical 
view of public sector performance measurement, highlighting risks of perverse incentives but 
stopping short of proposing remedies. On the other hand, our model incorporates balanced 
KPIs and internal controls designed to mitigate such risks, embedding training and 
organizational culture development into the performance management system. Finally, the 
OECD (2024) provides extensive cross-country tax administration benchmarks but remains 
largely descriptive and lacks a unifying strategic framework. Our research builds an 
augmented Balanced Scorecard around OECD indicators, linking these to strategic objectives 
and organizational learning, thereby presenting a future-proof model compatible with 
international tax transparency frameworks and modern governance demands. In summary, 
our framework offers a uniquely specialized, strategically aligned, and operationally feasible 
Balanced Scorecard model for tax administrations. By integrating lessons from prior BSC 
adaptations and addressing public sector-specific challenges—particularly digital 
transformation, compliance risk, taxpayer service, and organizational learning—our model is 
well-positioned to meet the evolving needs of tax authorities worldwide and to support long-
term fiscal sustainability and public trust. 
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4. The Model for Tax Administrations 
The Balanced Scorecard framework proposed in this study is designed to align operational 
measurement with the strategic priorities of tax administrations. Each dimension corresponds 
to core objectives widely recognized in the public administration and fiscal governance 
literature. Specifically, the dimension of Tax Revenue Efficiency and Collection reflects the 
goal of ensuring stable and sustainable funding for public expenditure while maintaining 
equity and efficiency in tax collection (OECD, 2024). Operational Capacity and Compliance 
Management addresses the necessity of building institutional capabilities and strengthening 
enforcement mechanisms to uphold compliance and reduce the tax gap (Bird & Zolt, 2008). 
The Taxpayer Services Experience dimension supports the broader objective of enhancing 
trust in tax authorities by improving the quality, accessibility, and responsiveness of services 
provided to citizens (Braithwaite, 2005; Moore, 1995). Finally, Learning and Growth is 
linked to the imperative of continuous improvement, organizational learning, and capacity 
development, which are essential for adapting to policy changes and technological 
advancements (Senge, 1990; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). Together, these components create 
an integrated model that not only monitors performance but also reinforces strategic 
alignment between day-to-day operations and long-term public value creation. 

To strengthen the theoretical underpinnings of the framework, it is important to clarify the 
causal pathways through which Balanced Scorecard implementation can influence 
organizational outcomes in public sector tax administrations. Specifically, performance 
measurement systems can function as instruments of strategic clarity by making objectives 
explicit, communicating expectations across hierarchical levels, and aligning individual and 
collective behaviors with institutional priorities (Kaplan & Norton, 2001; Pollitt, 2013). This 
strategic alignment is theorized to reduce ambiguity and foster a shared understanding of 
goals, which in turn supports more consistent and effective operational practices (Moynihan, 
2008). In the context of tax administration, clear articulation of performance expectations is 
particularly relevant for enhancing compliance outcomes, as it reinforces accountability 
mechanisms and incentivizes adherence to standardized processes (Braithwaite, 2005). 
Moreover, by integrating dimensions such as taxpayer services and learning capacity, the 
framework bridges classical public management concerns—such as legitimacy, 
responsiveness, and institutional trust (Moore, 1995)-with contemporary strategic 
performance theory that emphasizes continuous improvement and adaptive capacity (Senge, 
1990). This conceptual integration highlights how the Balanced Scorecard does not merely 
track performance ex post, but also operates as an active governance tool that can shape 
organizational culture, influence frontline behaviors, and ultimately contribute to more 
effective and credible tax administration. 

Tax Revenue Efficiency and Collection: Stakeholder Perspectives 
The primary objective of tax administration performance is the timely and effective collection 
of taxes to finance public services, support broader macroeconomic goals, and ensure fiscal 
sustainability (Bird & Zolt, 2008; Keen & Mintz, 2004). Achieving this objective requires 
streamlined revenue collection systems, robust withholding mechanisms, and the facilitation 
of digital payment channels (OECD, 2024). Moreover, establishing efficient, taxpayer-
oriented debt collection functions is essential to optimize revenue outcomes. Advanced 
analytics, proactive debt intervention strategies, enforcement measures, and specialized debt 
management initiatives collectively contribute to these goals (Slemrod & Weber, 2012). The 
creation of dedicated debt collection units equipped with appropriate performance measures 
enables tax administrations to safeguard societal welfare by minimizing outstanding tax 
liabilities (Alm, 2019). 
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Operational Capacity and Compliance Management: Core Competencies 
The expanding scope and complexity of tax administrative processes significantly influence 
how tax functions operate (Bird, 2015). Key operational capabilities include effective 
taxpayer registration and identification systems, integration of governmental databases, user-
friendly electronic channels for e-filing and payments, and efforts to reduce compliance 
burdens—especially for business taxpayers (OECD, 2024; Kleven et al., 2011). Effective 
compliance risk management, including minimizing tax gaps and resolving disputes, remains 
a cornerstone of operational excellence (Slemrod, 2007). This is supported by systematic tax 
gap measurements, targeted audits, the implementation of e-invoicing, and leveraging third-
party data sources within a robust legal framework (Alm, 2019; OECD, 2024). Furthermore, 
the application of big data analytics and artificial intelligence offers new frontiers for 
identifying compliance risks and enhancing enforcement efficiency (Jenkins, 2020). Given 
the increasing complexity of business and tax environments, tailored organizational 
initiatives and risk management techniques are vital to uphold the integrity and reliability of 
tax systems (Bird & Zolt, 2008). Forward-looking risk analysis and forecasting facilitate 
proactive strategy development to mitigate future compliance challenges (Slemrod & Weber, 
2012). Additionally, tax administrations increasingly deploy indicators to measure voluntary 
compliance and employ data analytics alongside administrative sanctions to strengthen tax 
certainty (OECD, 2024). 

Learning and Growth: Continuous Improvement and Value Creation 
Modern tax administrations operate within institutional governance frameworks characterized 
by strategic and operational planning, budget and expenditure management, and autonomous 
control mechanisms subject to parliamentary oversight and national audit functions (Bird, 
2015). Effective personnel management—encompassing recruitment, professional 
development, and remuneration—combined with advanced information technology 
infrastructure, fosters efficient operations and establishes conditions for sustained value 
creation (Jenkins, 2020). These governance and management processes underpin 
organizational adaptability and the capacity for continuous improvement in service delivery 
and operational performance (OECD, 2024). 

Taxpayer Service Experience: Perceptions and Trust 
The quality of interactions between tax administrations and taxpayers significantly influences 
voluntary compliance and overall service satisfaction (Alm, 2019). Technology-enabled 
service delivery enhances efficiency and accessibility, thereby improving the taxpayer 
experience (Kleven et al., 2011). Providing tailored service packages that address taxpayer 
needs fosters greater stakeholder satisfaction, which, in turn, cultivates increased 
participation, taxpayer trust, and confidence in the tax system (Bird & Zolt, 2008). 
Strengthening these relationships is critical to sustaining compliance and achieving long-term 
fiscal objectives (Slemrod & Weber, 2012). 
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Figure 1: Visual Representation of the of the new BSC Model 
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5. Empirical Contextualization: Illustrative OECD Data and Comparative Case 
Summaries 
To further illustrate the practical relevance of the proposed Balanced Scorecard framework, it 
is useful to draw on empirical examples and comparative insights from OECD member 
countries. For instance, several tax administrations, such as the Swedish Tax Agency and the 
Australian Taxation Office, have adopted integrated performance frameworks that combine 
revenue metrics with taxpayer service indicators and internal learning dimensions (OECD, 
2019). In Sweden, operational capacity and compliance management are systematically 
tracked through measures such as audit coverage ratios and the timeliness of case resolution, 
while taxpayer experience is monitored via regular satisfaction surveys and digital service 
adoption rates. Similarly, Australia’s strategy emphasizes public trust and voluntary 
compliance, supported by transparent reporting of enforcement outcomes and investment in 
staff development. These examples demonstrate how aligning strategic objectives with 
performance indicators can strengthen organizational credibility and effectiveness. 
Incorporating such stylized illustrations reinforces the argument that a multidimensional 
Balanced Scorecard approach can help tax administrations navigate the complex trade-offs 
between revenue collection, service quality, and institutional capacity. While a 
comprehensive empirical evaluation of the proposed model remains an avenue for future 
research, these comparative cases highlight the feasibility and value of implementing similar 
frameworks in diverse administrative settings. 

While this paper offers a conceptual framework intended to advance strategic performance 
management in tax administrations, it is important to acknowledge several limitations 
inherent in its design. First, the absence of empirical validation means that the model’s 
effectiveness and relevance in practice remain untested; future studies will need to assess its 
predictive validity and operational impact using longitudinal performance data. Second, 
cross-country comparability poses a notable challenge, as tax administrations differ 
considerably in institutional maturity, legal mandates, data infrastructure, and cultural 
expectations regarding compliance and service delivery. These differences complicate the 
standardization and benchmarking of key performance indicators (KPIs), potentially limiting 
the generalizability of the framework. Third, the operationalization of some proposed 
measures—particularly those related to taxpayer trust, digital adoption, and learning 
capacity—may face constraints in data availability or definitional clarity, especially in 
jurisdictions with limited reporting systems. Finally, while the framework is structured to 
support strategic alignment and performance transparency, its practical feasibility will depend 
on organizational commitment, resources, and the capability to embed performance 
management processes into existing governance structures. These considerations underscore 
the need for cautious interpretation and iterative refinement through empirical pilot studies 
and comparative evaluations across diverse administrative contexts. Empirical applications of 
multidimensional performance frameworks in tax administrations remain limited but 
illustrative examples demonstrate the feasibility of Balanced Scorecard–inspired approaches. 
The Australian Taxation Office has adopted a structured set of performance indicators that 
align strategic objectives such as voluntary compliance, service excellence, and internal 
capability development, documented in successive Annual Performance Statements 
(Australian Taxation Office, 2023). Similarly, the Swedish Tax Agency integrates 
compliance metrics, taxpayer satisfaction surveys, and operational efficiency measures into 
its reporting system (OECD, 2019). Complementary frameworks in the US Internal Revenue 
Service and World Bank–supported reforms in Georgia and Rwanda also illustrate the value 
of performance dashboards combining fiscal outcomes, service quality, and organizational 
learning. These examples suggest that while empirical validation of Balanced Scorecard 
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models in tax administrations is still emerging, comparable structures have been applied 
successfully in diverse jurisdictions. 

 

6. Limitations of Applying the Balanced Scorecard in Tax Administration 
Implementing the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) framework within tax administration agencies 
presents notable challenges stemming from institutional, legal, and cultural constraints 
inherent in public sector environments. Tax administrations typically operate within complex 
bureaucratic structures characterized by multiple hierarchical layers and fragmented 
authority, which often complicate the clear alignment of strategic objectives and 
accountability measures that the BSC demands (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Bourne et al., 
2000). Divergent priorities between political leadership, administrative management, and 
frontline tax officials can result in inconsistent adoption or superficial compliance with 
performance frameworks, undermining the intended integrative effect of the BSC (Meyer, 
(2004); Speckbacher, (2003)). 

Moreover, stringent legal and regulatory frameworks governing tax administration impose 
further limitations. Budgetary constraints, strict procurement rules, and compliance 
requirements restrict flexibility in resource allocation and innovation, hindering the capacity 
to implement strategic initiatives linked to the BSC (Van Dooren et al., (2010); Bourne et al., 
(2013)). Transparency obligations and public accountability, while essential, often add layers 
of reporting complexity that constrain the selection and communication of performance 
indicators. This can lead to a preference for easily measurable process metrics rather than 
outcome-focused measures that better capture the effectiveness of tax policy enforcement and 
revenue mobilization (Poister, 2003; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). 

Culturally, tax administrations may exhibit risk-averse attitudes and resistance to change, 
with entrenched practices favoring procedural compliance over performance-driven 
management (Moore, 1995; Behn, 2003). The absence of competitive market pressures 
reduces incentives for innovation and continuous improvement, making it challenging to 
foster the cultural shift required for successful BSC adoption (Kloot & Martin, (2000)). 
Additionally, diverse stakeholder expectations—ranging from political actors to taxpayers 
and international partners—complicate consensus on strategic priorities and success criteria 
(Bouckaert & Halligan, 2008). Communication barriers and varying degrees of familiarity 
with performance management concepts within tax agencies further impede the effective 
institutionalization of the BSC framework (Melkers & Willoughby, 2005). 

These institutional, legal, and cultural constraints underscore the necessity for carefully 
adapted BSC implementations within tax administration, emphasizing stakeholder 
engagement, incremental change management, and contextualized performance measures that 
reflect the unique operating environment of public tax authorities. 

 

7. Conclusions and Further Remarks 
 From our analysis it is obvious that modern tax administrations are undergoing major 
reforms regarding their business models, which is to adhere to governance arrangements, 
check and balances so as to ensure operational efficiency, transparency and robust overall 
management of tax system and tax revenue collection sustainability. The establishment of 
reliable strategic framework enhance enhancing stakeholder’s confidence and trust in tax 
administration. Also, the identification of key variable for taxpayer’s satisfaction so as to 
meet taxpayer service preferences is critical not only for tax operations but also in 
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minimization of non-compliance effects. Moreover, the effective management of compliance 
risk and the reported information are vital for the integrity of the tax system. Effective people 
management is top priority issue for positive organizational culture and well-functioning tax 
operations. While a full empirical evaluation may be outside the paper’s scope, to validate the 
proposed Balanced Scorecard framework within a tax administration context, a mixed-
methods approach is proposed. Empirical data will be collected through structured surveys 
targeting key stakeholders within tax authorities, including managers, compliance officers, 
and service delivery personnel. Quantitative responses will be analyzed using factor analysis 
to confirm the dimensional structure of the model and ensure construct validity. Regression 
techniques will be employed to examine the relationship between strategic scorecard 
dimensions and operational performance indicators such as collection efficiency, taxpayer 
satisfaction, and compliance rates. Where feasible, longitudinal administrative data will be 
used to assess trends before and after implementation, supplemented by benchmarking 
against international standards (e.g., OECD indicators). To enhance interpretive depth, 
selected findings will be triangulated with administrative records and qualitative insights 
drawn from structured interviews and focus groups. Another important issue is to incorporate 
emerging business trend in strategic management process such as data-driven decision-
making (AI, machine learning, predictive analytics and digital transformation), apply agile 
and flexible business strategies as well risk management processes and integrate of 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) metrics into the Balanced Scorecard. Under this 
context the proposed model is contributed further as a decision-making tool applied for tax 
administration purposes. A significant limitation is the scarcity of robust empirical studies 
that validate the statistical reliability and interpretability of key performance indicators within 
the context of tax administration. Future research should focus on developing and testing 
standardized methodologies for KPI selection, measurement, and reporting. Moreover, it is 
critical to say leadership and top management commitment as well organizational culture 
support and employee engagement enhances and provide the appropriate business wise 
performance management framework. In the same context critical success factors such as 
management engagement on performance excellence, effective organizational strategy 
setting, a simple but holistic SBC approach, adequate training and motivation facilitates 
proper identification of KPIs, valid stakeholder analysis and quality benchmarking process 
and reporting provide the new environment of application of new public management of 
accountability and effectiveness. 
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