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Abstract

KPI and OKR, as common performance management methods nowadays, play an important role in
enterprise human resource management. Based on the argumentation of the concepts, advantages,
disadvantages and similarities of the two performance management methods of KPI and OKR, this
paper, through the comparative analysis of the systematic differences of the two methods, finds
out that there are big differences between KPI and OKR in four aspects: incentive mode, goal orien-
tation, management style and degree of openness. In addition, the different application scenarios
of the two methods in enterprises are further analyzed. Based on this, it is beneficial for enterprises
to more clearly choose the performance appraisal system suitable for their enterprises.
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1. 5]

GCE FR IR ) SRS I A Sy, SR I GRCE BT VE SRR AT, HER
AT EAN N SAHLARRI, LEU3UE &S ROEEH M EZ 730, KPI (Key Performance Indicator) &
RHE MRS T, ZE OB R E AN, sl T E WA . EREEALRE,
HL WA B ITTIH FAWER, KP1 G852 R H R YE. OKR (Objectives and Key Results) & #E 4= T
LI Ak b R R v, AR LIRS SO AT i T HLVE BN B RN R T B S B ALE],
MIERATNZE B G TR H bR g, B EEEOR R TR TERGSE 0. AL, A3
FEGGE KPLAT OKR 4 Sy feih sy LA SRS E, HAAER T = FH M RGHEX 5. &% KPI AT OKR
SURE IR, AR T A AR B

2. KPI 5§ OKR M & X R BR =

KPI 5t 20 2L B AR i vl LLEAG . mT DARE SR T8 AN N G FR bR, @i X S Fa br
SE R FE I PPAN SR A 2 2 2 H AR IR B . KPL REAEFTT E A WATR I TR ST th R, K30 TR ST 0 R4
FOTT PN IR AR 51 T, R S A NG AR AR, AR5 PR A 3 R ok (B B, 2007)
[1]. HidZeMFmHIEEARLL, KPI ik REL0E 78 4 ik AT & KA R R 5 1HRI, DARAE SRR A %
BRI TAE BRI X R o KPI DL\ SE HEA BRI LAt IAAREANER T T AIEEAN 2 T 80%I1) T4 /& B 20%
(R BAT NS (T AT, 2022) [2]. HH% TAESEIR 20% G4 6hR, A REICIRIF 1% 11k

OKR MY B4 B AR H A 1% T RMThRE, M HL2ZRe 08 W H e RIS B AR R B br s IRIEEFE I — B4
T HAMTEG@R S, 2019) [3]. ©fF G Tk HIBAEET 2481 Hbx, L Objectives A%, LA Key Results
RNREERR . OKR AU RT3 — 53 Tak H AridbE VP, AR, OKR HEINVEE H R 5E B FE i
€, VLHRRIERA NG E AR . OKR B OME FEARIE = 55—, REHERL, HAR
HRT e bs, RIEETHRR—20M; = &% E, BN, EREAZHA S RS 3
H =BG, OKR EHEBF/RIKS), St “ZIRM” 3 “REM” . KPI 5 OKR sk mn t i
* 1.

ik

Table 1. Comparison of advantages and disadvantages of KPI vs. OKR

%= 1. KPI 5 OKR ks xttL

KPI OKR
e 1) BEARWIE. SR A 1) EHEEARENE
T 2) ABTHSYMER A, 5 E R 2) FeoriEh i T eE
1) EZRELER. 2L 1) BIIA KBS
Bl 2) mILHEhERA. SS A, SOSEAEASEE 2) JHARIE G A Ak
3) bR EN 3) ZOREA BN A HGEE
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3. KPI 5 OKR p&RE &
3.1. s2iFsY BE¥s1ER]

KPI F OKR #%7E T %8 H AA BRIRIER B bR, [FN 2 SeBliZ e A RUE BT R . —H7EH
PRBOE EAFAEE — e w5, RO I B0 A 7] g vk S B BARAT 3 . BiRE OKR, &2 KPI, #fE
PAHZH AR 3L A H Ar A, X8 B EREOR T Al 57 TR FRAE NS ), AU T 0 L AR,
[R5 B 4 i B3 TR AR RIR

3.2. BEB\ BT ABRREERE—E

B B A A B A BAE KPI AT OKR PPl th 33 B REE M O, ENMEEEART B, /£
b fedr, BB R RS KPL BT IZE bR, Rt 7 A NREIBLE bR
I R A OKR XHEAS NI HAREAT X 5%, i DR BN NHRRE S e H AR stk (8 £ <, 2022)
[4]-

33 EMBiFRSEERBFBEESEE

SEREREESRN, e REIRER. BT RN RN, KPL B E T e tkiats, Hlunt dg3r
B E et JERA TS a0k, DA KSR . W+ OKR &, O Fm— HEEE i
R B AR, T KR 2 ANV SRS, I, OKR AR T4 & A e BANGE A, LUAH|
B 1 S R 23 b A AR
4. KP1 5 OKR A E &

4.1. BEMERARE

KPI (FEFR 1, A 0 B st & Hadn, 77 1a5ie 5 ECE 38 bs, 1RAE N LMetebs i1,
XA T R IERE S B SRR VT, B T L% HA DRI A H e, S
O KPI 53 @R, RMESEL. REESEE RO, Rk R TRREE ), HREED
M&EANH, RTINS HARFERBES, FITETA B AR IE . SEM, BTAFN R TH
BH H b SER TR KPR, 1280 T TR SE BT, XA AT NIRRT T AT KPR
PRIGIE AR, 1200 7 B & TAE R AL REH R IR La , 2R T XK SE 4 F1 85 7= (R &, 2022) [5].
UeAh, BRI A RIEE BiEREF 2 A GBS, FIHEARAIE. ARE%.

OKR A& Al G TR, SEf F OKR &2&—Florf ik 47 B AR # I 7 , 2 —Flouf dllidtk
T EAIER T, R AUt A TRNTES) 1. 5 KPIAHEL, OKR BENSG7E H bR L BL(ER
FH/AKAR AN G gk, 2018) [6], MG EHaEe, 0 TASHEKKIES, FRRAE SR ah e i Tk
Wk EPE LA ERES L, TR i1 78 0 B s e 2, BORAATRIAIE J . Mt Z T,
OKR VFAf U5 AR U BRMY R AR LT, BT OKR VA IR 25 A 2 R (0 BRMD R 7 A B2 I R
B B R A2, OKR W] LR A TN FESN /7, it O (HAR)RIVAIEIE, Bk H 5 T TAR R E fl
PRARAR, T A DUSLAT 5 42 98 3R 75 OKR A, —ANEL & B 1 H AR RERS 7 B 0 THT A AN N BE i 5t
iR TR R P E 2 s m, MRS E i R RS K .

25 ENA, KPI 5 OKR MR R A E 1. KPI 53 EmEER), 8560 R TAMESN 11, Sals
THRHEPHEEBN T, AMAZ SR TASEES) ) M OKR Bk i THTESINL, A5 5 E i
HE B B bR AR S5 B 7 T3R1S AP R JE 5 K
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4.2. BFEEAE

KPl EA IR HRRTabr, HArRik R Tai TIE. EIREUFRFRT, 59 A80s 52 i L5
R E bR, @X e H bR, $8 5 0 T SV ATA B ERRATE), AR A B AR s, AN T
PRI . KPP HARIET AT USSR, e MRERMAR . DUH B0 RIM TR, 80382 R TS0
Ko £E KPI RS Y, R TRESEHZ M, LUABIHFRAKYE, Z6E IR &R
#Eo DA, KPIUEE T 56 BB H bR, T AN H A5

i OKR ] H AR A ARSI, B T S AR L A PRI . A IB B LRI AR, T3 £
77 2 TAE, @I sl i TR, SRAFH B 45 R Gk 2%, 2022) [7]. OKR R4y H—AN KB
HAsfJm, ik TREB IR E Cp) TAERE 71, ElilE B O EbR, MIMEUR 5T, 650 TAE B 7
] b DUHE S I FAE £ 55 70, B2 0 URAT 1T R AR 5 Bevk ki) B bR . S UEFIS, OKR B8 | “iEfe”
Hbr, X HPREARRRG AR, HREAEEGHENME, U E T B E A 253 H O
BT . BAARUL, OKR BEICVE ORI RS, AR R, & r e SeBl: E i m T 2 AN, 58
RRMELE 40%~70%/4 A5 (TL G, 2020) [8]. AHXIT KPI s, XA E. 5HEFEESERSHN KPI
FALE, OKR & —Fft H b BEAN A2 BAA ML &5 G R v, BEAEE HARMSE R, 1 ik 8%
i RS R (R E 4, 2023) [9]. (H 40 Foks OKR 1 53 T AR N £:44, T84 OKR B8k KPI,
Hen N4t

27 TR, KPl 5 OKR [ HARSHEARRFM . KPR 8RS FH AR, Bk KPI W E T 58 %
W HAR: 17 OKR I HARAEAE A BRI, DR 5 It ol #E i JE 25 2R

4.3. EBAAARE

WEBLT, KPR BE 2 B N, Rk KPLFRFR 1 5 20 LA 42 1 (38 b R JE il
— IR EB R R, A F i E AT A R IR BRI IR 2 S, P R TR AR o B
ZR TG b, NIRRT —4 R TR AR bR LA FFEFRR A RS ZAE, BRI A
HE LR 2 HASGKIREIEFRAR. SR, KPI 3EFRE BT, W7 EES 5. AEH
G AE I, 2T A TA NYRRAE A R, BRIRT 0 T TAEZ R B R Ak, Fe R T
RTHIRRE, LR TIRZA W2 A B &, SE00 0 TREEAZ, 1R R TrAfRE
PERVE M, BRI A R AR TS .

FHEE KPI, OKR BEhnocydsk B T4l Z B/ &, i T X miadE, £3 B FS5 8 i b
SEASURE BT VE(H R M EH X, 2017) [10]. 7F OKR HIHEE& NN, 48k 2 5 B bR (O) B iZ% 2 K
BFAWVRERT, iR THEEZE RIS, WIEms e H KK, LA B Tk oK | =R
B, k0 TR A SRS E 2 AT s, IXaeisa Bahde Tt i T TAEsh /1. ik, OKR 7ESLER)
AR R4 LS S5 R N ERIE B AR(O)I, 75 B AT A IR 28, [ iz MUl 4R 5% TAT T B S o
Jeik B ToE AR IEN Bbr, HE5ORHFRATERMIME, F25AFMESMHE 8. —R¥I&E
I KRs #B) 52 T4 7 LG SCBL B bR, G158 HARMEL Z M B, 7EScBod A2 vy DUl I 3 4R 2 R
T.25 OKR K4y, —J7 T af Lhik 5 T 50 hnd 28 1 Aol T A8 00K i 19 S B A2 t-4, 53— 7T
REE USRI 2 51 11 3 L DA R A AT B SR

2 EPnA, KPI 5 OKR I H T R AR . KPIEFRIOBELAE R H LT TR, ATReS 208 7 5
TANNBIVRRATO Z R, FEAR T 51 T TAE A B2 1 OKR St T XU mvai@, &3 i N S5HF
M AR B SRS BT
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4.4. PIFEEARR

KPI KB A5 B 01 T IS AT N, @ EAATFFAEN, BA—ER% . —Boki, KPI
AT & B R S ERE N, B KPI ARG A RFT T, JTRAFIER, ArMAX I
o SR, GRUEEM AT EERW LR T IFE R EMAREE N T/, THE TSR
JilAl, BRRSE AP AR A TARRIRLEE, HES BB I H bR, AT DA E B S E SR, @&
AT AR AE 2 7 1) B2 IR NS HEAT B FE L. K, KPI I AEA T N — 2 FEE _EFRAK T KPS .

OKR 14 % Il J& A b SEAT 1) — M B W B A2, %00 WA SRS ATFRI R, By 53 LT
A B S A R 1AM AR 3 T BT 0LE 1 H bR, TS B —Fp S, 1k —PIEBLE PRGN ig 4T (A 3], 2023) [11].
KX RTINS, &Mk, FERE—FEE. £ OKR ATFEWMBENT, A TATE D [ S 4
SHEINAARE, SR T U A E O AR SR EEAE 255 5 5 im0 77 VR 08 s sk X AR
T AR PAT )k R PP B 03 TR N AR D7 ) 5 Ak B AR SRR AAHAF N B 2, Bk B B~ E
PR —o XFERIEH R, —J7 il AR AT, AR THE s BB BC G A2 AL, SGamAIRAEER T1: 5
—7J71Hl, LA RAXE OKR %7 AU RIS S st Dy ReEAT S 3, 1k Ak b B 47 7 AR RE 1 Al 3 150 5
BERE, FFMRAMRFFPAR—8 NIMEBIEME B Q8B TAER B B, X% 51 10 B B AR A RS
B, BAZSPlal. FNS R THRWSG—. RN, EAFFERK TAERES, S0 ek
T TR IAN S TAE AR B B s I aRes 7 %, 78 B R TAE TR ESCE B, R
HE AL F TR SCHE N 51, (R [T A o B A b kAT B F) A

2: FFTR, KPl 5 OKR AR AR . KPI SRR, WEAATTAEH; 1M OKR NjE
—Fh e E WA, T R TR S A A % A ot i THE ) B AR, —UIEERH L FigqT. KPI
5 OKR X EE L # 2,

Table 2. Comparison of KPI vs. OKR
F 2. KPI 5 OKR H9xfLL

KPI OKR
ey ﬁﬁﬁ%%%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ?%ﬁ%,ﬁﬁwﬁ *EiX\E%Eﬁ&%&%%%%@Iﬁﬂ
AR HARRFSESE I T A Jiik TAREGG TR
B Hr R A 5 AL T BB 2
H AR TEELSR S H L= I v
T B L1 A AR U B B LT~ 5 A R A S A o U R
NITRERE ARIF AN

5. KPI 5§ OKR #Ef M S BB P RIE e S

KPI #1 OKR TEAR 2 J7 I #AFAE B AL, (A AATER R K ZE 7], T B & IX LA [R5 2 R g 7 A
[ A 70 (18 £ b3 X P R 5 R AR AR AT AN [ R PH /K AR 6 32 7 (2016) [6]38 3 L% OKR 5 KPI,
N OKR BIEA MG B, (H 2 A 52 HRgE & LB, ABeE HE X, KPI IS HATEE
OKR H17%Z, 5lKk TXI KPI fESUHE L IRFFIVER B . 5 OKR ML, KPI Fixfahs 5 T $2HUf
B, R TE B AT E RS AR RIEE ST, SOOI — U, TEHET KPI FIBTTHR, B
ZE MRS ARLE A . B, X R E A —AMEA . R BRI A GIEE . BRTf KPI &
FT ARSI, A B BT LU e | A ], DUER AL S BK, $m A | A 3R
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K.

1M OKR A 8 7 S5 S Le 8 i S 1 A WA H AR Al o i3 H TR A — A& B 2 H8g H b5,
Bk, EPRRARRET, WTLURIEE ORI, ERR AR, EIRI-ANEEN. &4
HOM bR RN, 0T mR Bl dl, R —MREF LS. EXsilkd, R THARA B
MRS HR, BABHNAREEMERIERT ). WH, EESVAARRRE, 5T R A
A, BATIHEE A ORI AR, Behh, EIEE M TR SR R QU EOR B A I T], X AL AR
SPGB B R LU, TR 5540 R S GBIk 55 I, OKR th BEE L BIELAF IRl 1 -
6. &5

AL 1 SUCE BT KPL RS OKR fEbx, BB R T HZ AR, Hh =% E
BRI Bir T, EFEI M AR AR K ZES . B2, OKR ATEMEN KPIHIH 2L
#h7e, ATEASRAN KPIHISk s, A BT KPLIERI A HIROR(F3C, 2023) [12]. FiRl2AE %1% 32 L KPI
NEMHAL, 1 KPI % 1A En] PUEE OKR B2 ATIHE . [FIIY, OKR 1 RERLLTF bt il /) B 2L
TARAE SR SIIIAN I B E ST H br, 2 KPR GE, 1 OKR G &y AJF WA 20k s
A REA ], REMB et HAR— B0 K2, 7870 K 3% OKRABHPEIIIE A, ITTIERESS HARIIA 2L
K. WEM LT, KPI ARAEIMAMATIRI, IHBAPANRBAR, TG iAok, A —E
TERE . HAG OKR BE M TR AR R T, MR THfrEHE. R HRES, BN R TIHE
RREBHPEFE 0 MR K, Jydalb Bid B, AT sEEA AR

EEUH
FEI 54 22 R T I A 2 5 1 0 N R 2 A SR (R RE LR 92 7(20BGL14T)
S5

[11 B FrzE. KPI )RR 5450, AA B &, 2007, 194(5): 55-56.

[21 TH#E. ET KPIH X B TSRS e A 8 7T [D]: [l 07 18 30]. 3 R EE K2, 2022,
[8] &%i. OKR K& OKR H [E LBk A 7T L7 iR []. BLALR Mk, 2019, 533(16): 165-166.

[4] ME4:. OKR Bk 51 5R[I]. PE4L R, 2022(11): 30-31.

[6] #R&I. FT KPI A AN SECEZALEITFL[]]. iR, 2022(22): 124-127.

[6] BRBH/KIR, . OKR #EUL KPI? [J]. IARAFFE L, 2018(17): 31-32.

[7] Gk=, PVFERIL, BEARVE. RO ST EA SIS HZAE RO T ——5 T KP1 5 OKR HUEME % 5 5 /R[]
% 525, 2022, 245(6): 101-106.

[8] YLAH. M4 s sm R F4Anlk OKR & HI[J]. 478 55, 2020(12): 64-67.
[9] XBE4. OKR M 5 S A, PE4H K HE, 2023(1): 30-31.

[10] HEE, FER. KREGRFAHA IS A A —3 T KP1 5 OKR LK B R S5 4E[0]. S5k
#1504, 2017(3): 17-23.

[11] JA8L KPI &2 OKR, FRUERA REE[]. AJ15HE, 2023(9): 12-13.
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