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Za razliku od Industrije 4.0 koja je često bila kritikovana zato što je u potpunosti bila usmerena 

na digitalna dostignuća, javlja se potpuno novi koncept poznat kao Industrija 5.0. Industrija 5.0 se 

delimično oslanja na digitalna dostignuća, ali pre svega na održivost poslovanja i društva u celini. 

Poznato je da nova paradigma Industrije 5.0 može imati uticaj na organizacione performanse. Sa 

druge strane strateški model Balanced Scorecard (BSC) takođe se koristi za poboljšanje organi-

zacionih performansi. Kao veoma značajna perspektiva modela BSC je perspektiva učenja i rasta. 

Cilj ovog istraživanja je analiza deskriptivne statistike perspektive učenja i rasta kao deo modela 

BSC u primeni na visokoškolske ustanove u novoj eri Industrije 5.0. Istraživanje je sprovedeno nad 

zaposlenima u visokoškolskim ustanovama u Republici Srbiji i njenom regionu. Ukupno je 

prikupljeno 374 pravilno popunjenih odgovora. Usmerenost na perspektivu učenja i rasta je veoma 

značajan, imajući u vidu da globalno konkurentsko tržište zahteva stalno prilagođavanje i un-

apređenje performansi visokoškolskih ustanova. 

 

Unlike Industry 4.0, which has been frequently scrutinized for being entirely focused on digital 

advancements, a completely new concept has emerged, known as Industry 5.0. Industry 5.0 partially 

relies on digital advancements but primarily focuses on the sustainability of businesses and society 

as a whole. It is well-known that the new paradigm of Industry 5.0 can have an impact on organiza-

tional performance. On the other hand, the strategic model of the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) model 

is also used to improve organizational performance. One of the most important perspectives of the 

BSC model is the learning and growth perspective. The aim of this research is to analyze the descrip-

tive statistics of the learning and growth perspective as part of the BSC model in its application to 

higher education institutions in the new era of Industry 5.0. The research was conducted among em-

ployees in higher education institutions in the Republic of Serbia and its region. A total of 374 com-

plete and valid responses were collected. The focus on the learning and growth perspective is of great 
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importance, considering that the global competitive market demands continuous adaptation and im-

provement of the performance of higher education institutions.  

1. Introduction 

Quality is a key factor that influences the performance of both manufacturing and service or-

ganizational systems [1]. Over the previous period, the concept of quality has evolved; initially, it 

was associated with meeting and exceeding customer requirements but, over time, the concept of 

quality expanded to encompass all stakeholders of the organizational system [2]. Organizational sys-

tems, regardless of their type, form, or nature, must make significant efforts to ensure quality and 

consistently meet the requirements of all stakeholders [3]. In today’s environment, organizational 

systems, whether in manufacturing or services, must be customer-oriented [4]. Service organizations, 

such as higher education institutions (HEIs), must also be strategically focused. This is especially 

important given the fact that HEIs are drivers of societal development [5]. Higher education is a 

specific domain. In order to survive in the global market environment, HEIs must continually invest 

in quality [5]. Like all other organizations, HEIs strive for business excellence. Therefore, the quality 

of higher education service provision is of great significance [6]. However, as with all other organi-

zations, HEIs face increasing challenges in the global marketplace. For HEIs to survive in the global 

environment, measuring organizational performance is essential, as it represents a requirement for 

remaining competitive [6]. Nevertheless, performance measurement in HEIs is a complex process 

that demands a comprehensive approach [7]. Organizational performance includes criteria related to 

financial indicators, operational metrics, customer focus, as well as learning and innovation [8]. A 

focus on learning and innovation is a highly influential factor in the field of HEIs [7]. However, when 

it comes to customer orientation, this aspect must be broadened and observed in the context of all 

organizational stakeholders [7]. Increasing competition, as well as the establishment of a large num-

ber of private faculties, affects the survival of HEIs in the competitive market. Stakeholders have also 

raised their expectations from HEIs [5]. A reduction in funding for public universities further con-

tributes to the need for heightened concern about quality, as well as the measurement and analysis of 

organizational performance for potential improvement. In such an environment, many HEIs have had 

to revise their strategies and plans, adapting to contemporary needs and new challenges [9]. All of 

the above clearly indicates that HEIs must be oriented towards strategic management of organiza-

tional performance [5]. A strategic orientation to managing organizational performance entails a sys-

tematized approach to measuring achieved results in relation to the planned ones [10]. 

In addition to the increased focus on improving the level of quality and the potential for en-

hancing organizational performance, HEIs are also facing global societal changes. The global envi-

ronment has influenced the way knowledge is acquired and transferred [11]. HEIs are expected to be 

agile in responding to societal challenges. The development of new technologies across all sectors, 

including higher education, has led to a digital revolution [12]. The degree of digitalization in higher 

education has varied depending on geographical location, infrastructure development, as well as the 

social and economic status of a country [13]. The development of new technologies and emerging 

digital trends have brought about fundamental changes in the field of higher education. The global 

knowledge society imposes new challenges and requires flexibility from HEIs in the global compet-

itive market [14]. While it is still unclear whether the industrial revolution known as Industry 4.0 has 

reached all geographical areas, a new societal change called Industry 5.0 is emerging. 
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Therefore, the aim of this paper is to investigate the most influential factors affecting the organ-

izational performance of HEIs, with a focus on the learning and growth perspective, through a descrip-

tive statistical analysis of HEIs. Some authors, such as [8], argue that previous research on the rela-

tionship between quality and organizational performance has primarily focused on the private sector. 

However, given the differences between sectors, research should be expanded to other contexts, espe-

cially considering that HEIs are a cornerstone of the development of every society. Furthermore, [15] 

highlights the lack of research related to organizational performance in the field of higher education. 

Additionally, there is a need for further research on the new industrial revolution [16]. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Theoretical background with a Specific Focus  

on the Learning and Growth Perspective 

Organizational systems striving for business excellence and sustainable quality development 

must have well-developed policies and strategies that lead to the achievement of strategic goals [17]. 

In this sense, organizational systems are increasingly focusing on investments in quality to enhance 

their competitive advantage [18]. The concept of quality and quality management systems is not only 

directed towards manufacturing organizations but is present in all areas, including higher education 

[19]. If HEIs do not adopt an approach to measuring organizational performance, their survival may 

be seriously threatened, considering the increasing competition [5]. Today's market environment re-

quires continuous improvement of business performance [20]. The field of higher education is a key 

factor influencing the development of a country [21]. Establishing performance indicators is crucial 

when formulating strategies and maintaining academic integrity [21]. The management structures of 

HEIs must implement strategic plans that lead to the achievement of HEIs' strategic goals [21]. How-

ever, strategic plans of HEIs must also include elements related to measuring, analyzing, and moni-

toring HEI performance [5]. All organizations must aim to establish an appropriate performance 

measurement system [20]. One of the strategic models for measuring and improving organizational 

performance is the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) [5]. The founders of this strategic model are [20]. The 

application of the BSC strategic model allows the translation of strategy into objectives [22]. The 

goal of applying the BSC model is to improve organizational performance [23]. The BSC strategic 

model contains four perspectives: the customer perspective, the internal business process perspective, 

the learning and growth perspective, and the financial perspective [20]. The customer perspective or 

stakeholder perspective focuses on all stakeholders of the organization [20].  

Furthermore, the internal business process perspective answers the question of how the perfor-

mance of existing business processes can be improved and enhanced [5]. The learning and growth 

perspective reflects the ability to learn, innovate, and develop. In the field of higher education, it is 

seen as the most influential perspective on other related perspectives [7]. The financial perspective 

answers the question of how organizations can achieve financial success [20]. The model represents 

a set of financial and non-financial measures, allowing organizational systems to conduct a compre-

hensive analysis for measuring performance [5]. Financial indicators and reports are often insuffi-

cient, and performance measurement must also be conducted from the perspective of non-financial 

indicators [20]. Over the previous period, non-financial performance measurements have gained in-

creasing importance [24]. Organizational systems that adopt non-financial performance measurement 

ensure survival in a competitive market [24].  
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However, for survival in a highly competitive market, HEIs also face other global challenges. 

Two very significant areas that stand out are sustainability and digitalization, which provide substan-

tial opportunities but simultaneously create significant challenges for all organizational systems [17]. 

One of the major societal changes is digitalization and sustainability [16]. The development of new 

technologies marked Industry 4.0, which was often criticized for relying solely on technological 

achievements [25, 26]. However, Industry 5.0 is a new direction focused on sustainability [16]. Cur-

rent literature does not contain sufficient theoretical foundations on how Industry 5.0 can promote 

flexibility and productivity in organizational systems [26]. Industry 5.0 is a new research area, and 

many unknowns remain concerning this new societal change [16]. Essentially, Industry 5.0 represents 

a new direction focused on sustainability and resilience [26]. Technological development is signifi-

cant for the growth and development of a country, but special attention must be given to sustainability 

[27]. Management structures of large organizational systems are showing greater interest in the new 

paradigm known as Industry 5.0. These global societal changes have not bypassed the field of higher 

education. Industry 5.0 must be strongly rooted in the academic community, as with all previous 

industrial revolutions [28]. Universities and faculties have the capacity and power to meet the new 

challenges posed by these societal changes [29]. 

2.2. Learning and Growth Perspective 

One of the non-financial perspectives of the BSC model is focused on learning, development, 

and innovation. The learning and growth perspective is directed towards the professional develop-

ment of the organizational system. This perspective encompasses intangible values such as organiza-

tional knowledge, values, and organizational culture [5]. It is also focused on continuously creating 

value for the organization [20]. The learning and growth perspective supports innovation and the 

creation of an environment that fosters organizational learning, knowledge sharing, and organiza-

tional changes that contribute to innovation and development [30]. This perspective answers the ques-

tion of whether the organizational system can continue to create value [20]. Employee satisfaction is 

highly significant for this perspective [31]. Given the dynamic and changing market, for survival in 

a competitive market, in addition to focusing on customers and other stakeholders and long-term 

financial stability, it is crucial for organizational systems to be oriented towards the learning and 

growth perspective, which directly impacts the outcomes of business processes [20]. Some authors, 

such as [31], argue that through measures of outcomes, growth, development, and innovation, organ-

izational productivity can be improved. Continuous improvement of organizational performance is 

linked to organizational capability, innovation, and the overall development of the organization [20]. 

The growth and development of infrastructure, as well as the development of information and com-

munication technologies, influence organizational learning [32]. This non-financial perspective is 

important for all organizational systems, including the field of higher education. The learning and 

growth perspective in HEIs involves innovations in the teaching process, user and employee satisfac-

tion, professional development of employees, integration of technologies into the teaching process, 

and so on [30]. Activities such as improvement, learning, and innovation directly support the achieve-

ment of sustainable business success [10]. For HEIs, the learning and growth perspective is highly 

significant, especially for the teaching process as the primary process that directly influences the 

empowerment of students. 

3. Research Methodology 

The research was conducted among employees in HEIs, primarily testing the attitudes and opin-

ions of teaching and non-teaching staff. The technique used for data collection was a questionnaire. 
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The questions covered aspects of learning and growth applied to HEIs. The questionnaire was formu-

lated based on relevant literature for selecting variables related to learning and growth performance 

in HEIs within the context of Industry 5.0. The research was carried out in the Republic of Serbia and 

the countries in its vicinity. A Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 was used in the questionnaire. The 

analysis of the research results was based on a sample of 374 complete and valid responses. The first 

part of the questions relates to demographic questions, while the second part is dedicated to profes-

sional questions regarding the learning and growth perspective in the new era of Industry 5.0. In the 

overall ownership structure, HEIs owned by the state dominate in comparison to private HEIs. 

4. Research Results 

Based on the analysis of the demographic structure, 176 male and 198 female participants took 

part in the study. Furthermore, regarding age groups, there were 29 participants under 30 years of 

age, 94 between 31-40 years, 124 between 41-50 years, 88 between 51-60 years, and 39 participants 

over 60 years old. According to the work position structure at HEIs, 63 participants were from ad-

ministration, 63 were assistants, and 248 were professors. According to the analysis of the ownership 

structure, state-owned HEIs dominate with a total of 339, while private ones make up only 35. Addi-

tionally, the analysis of work experience structure shows that 7 participants have less than 1 year of 

experience, 103 have 1-10 years, 143 have 11-20 years, and 121 have more than 20 years of experi-

ence in the overall sample. 

After analyzing the demographic structure, the analysis of descriptive statistics was performed 

using the statistical software SPSS v.27.0. Descriptive statistics is a tool in exploratory statistical data 

analysis. Descriptive statistics is a technique that describes the characteristics of a given sample [33]. 

The arithmetic mean, also called the average, is calculated by summing the values and dividing by 

the number of elements [34]. The median represents the middle value, while the mode represents a 

measure of central tendency [35]. Table 1 contains the descriptive statistics calculation. 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics 

 

Additionally, the adequacy is assessed using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett's 

Test of Sphericity [36]. KMO test values range from 0 to 1. In this study, the KMO test value is 0.958, 

VARIABLES Code Mean Std. Deviation Mediana Mode Range 

Empathy and Additional Commitment of 
Teaching Staff 

LGP_1 3,40 1,132 4.00 4 4 

Training Opportunities for Employees LGP_2 3,20 1,248 3.00 4 4 

The Actions of Your Management in Situa-
tions Related to Violations of Academic 
Rules by Students 

LGP_3 3,51 1,153 4.00 4 4 

Networking in Research Projects (Grants) LGP_4 3,12 1,180 3.0 3 4 

Effects of Technology Implementation LGP_5 3,28 1,133 3.0 3 4 

Effects of Innovations  LGP_6 3,25 1,160 3.0 3 4 

Collaboration with Industry LGP_7 3,26 1,145 3.0 4 4 

Opportunities for Enhancing International 
Collaboration 

LGP_8 3,31 1,121 3.0 3 4 

Innovation in Scientific Research LGP_9 3,25 1,111 3.0 4 4 

Acquisition of Organizational Knowledge LGP_10 3,22 1,136 3.0 3 4 
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while Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is statistically significant [36, 37]. The obtained values in this study 

are in accordance with the recommended values.  

5. Conclusions 

The study covers a part of the BSC model related to the perspective of learning and growth. 

The learning and growth perspective is considered the most influential perspective that affects the 

other perspectives of the BSC model [7]. All HEIs should strive for business excellence through 

learning and growth performance, which directly impacts the teaching and research processes. It is 

particularly important for HEIs to conduct such and similar research, considering the fact that HEIs 

are drivers of economic and industrial development in a country. Measuring and analyzing indicators 

that influence the growth and development of HEIs allows decision-makers to identify the current 

state and opportunities for performance improvements [6]. The complexity of the process in HEIs is 

significantly influenced by the learning and growth perspective. In addition, HEIs are also facing new 

societal changes, such as the new paradigm of Industry 5.0. To assess the suitability of the analysis, 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were conducted. The results met the 

recommended thresholds, with values above the minimum acceptable limits [36]. One of the highest-

rated variables in this study is the management's approach in situations related to violations of aca-

demic rules by students, with a value of 3.51, while the lowest-rated variable related to networking 

in research projects (grants) has a value of 3.12. The practical application of this research lies in the 

application of the described methodology. Future research directions may focus on additional anal-

yses and studies in other geographic areas. 
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