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This paper uses Buchanan et al.’s (2005) framework of change to systematically syn-
thesize the empirical literature on the implementation processes of the Balanced
Scorecard (BSC). We specifically examine which critical success factors (CSFs) have
been neglected so far, but may play a substantial role in improving BSC implementa-
tions. While some CSFs are intuitive (such as top management support), others seem
to be overrated by the conceptual literature (e.g., the speed of the implementation).
Most importantly, the BSC literature has some blind spots that relate to cost-benefit
analyses of the BSC, the impacts of management skills and leadership, power and poli-
tics, organizational culture, and public discourse.
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1. Introduction

Over the past 20 years, Kaplan and Norton’s (1992) Balanced Scorecard (BSC) has at-
tracted considerable interest from academia and practice (for a general review of the
BSC-literature, cf. Hoque, 2014). With the increase in popularity, the BSC has evolved
from a simple performance measurement system to a strategic management system
(Kaplan & Norton, 2001a). Kaplan and Norton (1996) make the normative claims that
the BSC enables organizations to clarify and translate vision and strategy into
measureable outputs; communicate and link strategic objectives and measures; plan,
set targets, and align strategic initiatives; and enhance strategic feedback and learning,.
Lawson, Desroches and Hatch (2008) argue that 62% of large organizations world-
wide use BSC-style practices. In the U.S., BSC adoption rates are reported to be be-
tween 40-50% (Marr, 2001; Williams, 2001), and 57% in the U.K. (Anonymous, 2001).
Among the largest listed organizations in the German-speaking area, 24% claim to
have adopted the BSC (Speckbacher, Bischof, & Pfeiffer, 2003). Yet, the researchers
Speckbacher, Bischof and Pfeiffer (2003) are more critical and only agree with 7% of
the respondents that they have really implemented a full BSC. According to a recent
international survey from Bain & Company among 1,208 executives across countries
and organizational types, the BSC is the fifth most frequently used management prac-
tice among contemporary organization: approximately 20% of the respondents use the
BSC, and their average satisfaction level ranges around ‘4’ on a 5-point Likert scale
(Rigby, 2013). The BSC shares this top-5 position with inevitable practices such as
customer relationship management and benchmarking, and its popularity even sur-
passes crucial practices of a business such as supply chain management or outsourc-
ing.

However, it is intriguing to notice that many organizations still have not adopted
the BSC despite the ostensible benefits consulting firms like to promote. One conjec-
ture from the contingency literature could be that these organizations see the BSC as
not performance-optimal in their specific contexts and therefore do not want to use it
in the first place (Chenhall, 2003). An alternative conjecture from the organizational
change literature could be that many non-adopters would actually like to use the BSC,
but they expect or have experienced that they do not have the necessary capabilities to
implement it (Buchanan, Fitzgerald, Ketley, Gollop, Jones, Lamont, & Whitby, 2005).
In this paper, we would like to understand this second conjecture better. This requires
a closer look at the existing literature on the initial processes of implementations
(Buchanan et al., 2005) rather than the quite different literature that assesses the fit be-
tween an already implemented BSC and the organization (Chenhall, 2003). According
to Chan (2004), managers only concur that the benefits of the BSC outweigh its costs
if it is implemented thoroughly. However, this implementation process is expensive,
time-consuming, and subject to uncertainty. Some of the key reasons why organiza-
tions choose not to implement the BSC are inadequate information systems, organiza-
tional resistance to change, and insufficient sponsorship of the BSC by senior manag-
ers (Northcott & Taulapapa, 2012). A prerequisite for a BSC implementation is to
know the critical success factors (CSEs), such as the resources needed, or the key ac-
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tors to involve. Thus, we pose the question: Which are the critical success factors for a success-
Sul implementation of the BSC?

In order to reach this level of understanding, we conduct a systematic literature re-
view (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009). We specifically analyze which success factors from
the general literature on organizational change have been ignored by researchers, or
are seen as irrelevant in practice.

We organize our findings along the established framework on organizational
change by Buchanan et al. (2005) to see how BSC implementations measure up against
general organizational change. Hardly surprising, BSC implementations crucially de-
pend on the substance of the BSC (e.g., cause-and-effect chains), individual inclina-
tions (e.g., lower level employee resistance), and organizational factors (e.g., te-
sources). It is more noteworthy that success factors listed by Kaplan seem to be of
lower importance, i.e., the time frame for the implementation and processual factors.
Most importantly, we identify blind spots in the literature: these relate to hard facts,
such as the absence of ex-ante cost-benefit analyses on the BSC, and they relate to ab-
stract facts, such as questioning the skills and motivations of the concerned middle
and top managers, and the roles of organizational culture, power structures, and pub-
lic discourse/social norms that have shown to affect the implementation of manage-
ment practices similar to the BSC.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: section 2 presents the theory
underlying the BSC, its implementation process, and our framework of analysis. Sec-
tion 3 explains our methodology. Section 4 elaborates on the most relevant factors
that play a role in organizations’ implementation processes. Section 5 discusses the
theoretical and practical implications and recommends areas for future research.

2. Theoretical background
2.1 The Balanced Scorecard, its critics, and other management practices

The BSC enables an organization to link its short-term performance targets with its
long-term strategic goals through a combination of financial and nonfinancial
measures (Kaplan & Norton, 2001a). This implementation of a BSC facilitates com-
prehensive strategic alignment throughout an organization (Kaplan & Norton, 20006,
2008a). This alignment is ensured through a chain of cause-and-effect relationships
that link lagging and leading indicators (Kaplan & Norton, 2001b, 2001c). The stand-
ard BSC is divided into four perspectives: financial, customer, internal processes, and
learning and growth. These must be adjusted as required by the organizational context
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996, p. 34). The idea is for an organization to reach its desired
long-term economic performance goal through sequential actions, starting with the
employees and systems, then the internal processes, and finally the customers that lead
to financial success. By identifying objectives, and selecting measures and targets in
the respective perspectives, the BSC mirrors the strategy of the organization through
cause-and-effect relationships (Kaplan & Norton, 2004a, 2004b, 2008b).

Besides the praise, the BSC has also received much criticism over the years. This
includes its a-theoretical approach, its detachment from accounting numbers and an
unambiguous bottom line, its unintended breaches of the controllability principle at
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the level of middle managers, its deterministic view of management with generic ac-
tions, the ostensible statistical validity of its cause-and-effect relationships, and the
nonacademic mystical speech-genre of Kaplan and Norton’s books in which the top
manager functions as the hero that enforces strategy on disoriented subordinates
(Jakobsen & Lueg, 2012, 2014; Lueg & Norreklit, 2012; Norreklit, 2000, 2003;
Norreklit, Jakobsen, & Mitchell, 2008; Norreklit, Norreklit, Mitchell, & Bjornenak,
2012; Zimmerman, 2001). These criticisms indicate that the application of the BSC
might not be as easy as Kaplan and Norton postulate, thereby giving us another good
reason to survey the literature for evidence from the field.

The BSC differs from other management practices in several aspects. First, the
BSC belongs to the strategic management practices, which distinguishes it from many
operative ones. Second, it is a comprebensive practice that should be implemented across
an entire organization and does not tolerate other control systems besides it. Third,
the BSC uses both financial and non-financial information and thereby has a much
broader focus than costing practices. Fourth, the BSC uses both lagging and /ading in-
dicators that allow feed-forward-controls. Therefore, the success factors in the much
broader implementation processes of a BSC differ from narrower management prac-
tices. These differences justify a specific review on the implementation process of the
BSC.

2.2 Implementation process

Implementation processes of management practices like the BSC appear in the litera-
ture under different terms, such as adoption (Ansari, Fiss, & Zajac, 2010), integration
(Barki & Pinsonneault, 2005; Ittner & Larcker, 2001), or organizational/accounting
change (Andon, Baxter, & Chua, 2007; Van de Ven & Poole, 2005). They depict the
initiation of a new practice in an organization. The model of Barki and Pinsonneault
(2005) highlights that the success of the implementation process depends on success
factors and barriers. Furthermore, the model makes a clear distinction between the
impact of the new practice on organizational performance. Its performance depends
on organizational configurations and environmental turbulence, and it only fully re-
veals itself as the management practice matures, e.g., when it is adapted (Ansari et al.,
2010; Chenbhall, 2003) or used for different purposes (Simons, 2005). Our literature
review focuses on the former part of the model, i.e., the CSFs of implementing a BSC.

The literature on the BSC does not suggest one best way of implementation. It
does, however, offer guidance. Kaplan and Norton (20082) formulate six steps: 1) de-
velop the strategy, 2) plan the strategy, 3) align the organization, 4) plan operations, 5)
monitor and learn, 6) test and adapt. Papalexandris, loannou and Prastacos (2004) also
suggest that an organization goes through six phases in its implementation of the BSC.
Quite similar, Niven (2011) recommends a two-phase procedure consisting of 16
steps altogether. What differentiates the suggestions is the extent to which the authors
have chosen to claborate on the phases by subdividing them into additional steps.
However, we find that the content of these alternative steps is essentially consistent
with Kaplan and Norton (2008a).

Kaplan lists only four pitfalls (implicitly by naming success factors) of implement-
ing a BSC: lack of top management support, lack of employee involvement, too long
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lead times until the BSC is initially used, and misunderstanding the main goal of the
BSC, i.e., that the BSC has to become the ultimate yardstick for managing an organiza-
tion (Atkinson, Kaplan, Matsumura, & Young, 2011, p. 71-72). This rather short list
contrasts with the comprehensive literature review of Buchanan et al. (2005): the au-
thors survey the literature on organizational change to identify 11 partly overlapping
CSFs that may lead to the sustainable implementation of a management practice. Bu-
chanan et al. (2005, p. 189) highlight that the importance of each of these CSFs is not
universal but depends on the investigated management practice (cf. Figure 1).

Figure 1: Framework of success factors for BSC implementation based on Buchanan et
al. (2005)

Micro factors
= Individual
= Managerial
= Leadership

INTERNAL CONTEXT

EXTERNAL CONTEXT

We use their framework to structure our literature review, because it allows us to in-
vestigate success factors of BSC implementations at the macro level (e.g., external
context), the meso level (e.g., organizational factors), as well as at the micro level (e.g.,
individual factors). It will also enable us to substantiate a discussion if some factors
have little importance for the BSC, or if they have simply not been researched yet.
Based on Buchanan et al. (2005), we claborate on the 11 factors in the following and
suggest specific examples for BSC implementations:

Substance describes if the BSC becomes the basis of managerial actions, e.g.,
through alignment with the strategy or as an uncontested planning and control system
for organizational performance.
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Individual factors address the involvement of actors in the implementation pro-
cess. They include openness of actors toward change and innovation with the BSC as
well as their capabilities to enact this change. They also address fear, uncertainty and
resistance at the individual level, and the degree to which actors are able to deal with
these emotions.

Managerial factors list promising competencies of implementing managers. They
include if managers are willing to accept and address problems of the BSC implemen-
tation, looking for their root causes, and finding log-term solutions. They also com-
prise the abilities of management to find solutions outside the box, delegate, create le-
gitimacy, trust and credibility, e.g., by being an example in adjusting their own behav-
ior according to the BSC.

Leadership factors mainly summarize how much top management supports the
BSC morally or with resources and how credible this support is perceived to be by the
involved actors. These include clear visions for the BSC implementation, challenging
but realistic goals, and durable priorities.

Organizational factors comprise all types of structures and policies, which makes
this category quite open to interpretation (Buchanan et al., 2005). They entail the em-
powerment and the facilitation of team work in flexible and responsive structures, suf-
ficient training and budgetary resources, effective communication channels, transpar-
ent recognition and incentives that point toward a sustained implementation, and pol-
icies that ensure that problems are addressed and the key aspects of the business mod-
el are upheld during implementation (e.g., customer satisfaction and quality).

Cultural factors address if new behaviors are commonly rooted in beliefs, norms,
and values of the actors across the organization. For instance, actors should feel the
need to go beyond the BSC’s static measures, gauge if the BSC makes the organization
aim for the right goals, and assess the needs for a range of stakeholders.

Political factors aim at understanding the interests and power of diverse coalitions
to enforce or stop the implementation, e.g., management, the supervisory board, or
unions that oppose the BSC’s transparency.

Financial aspects mainly question if — from an ex-ante perspective — the benefits
of the implementation will most likely outweigh its total cost. As to the BSC, this
could be a cost-benefit analysis before resources are spend on the implementation.

Processual factors check if steering committees are set up that uphold the man-

agement practice after its initial implementation, such as regular strategy meetings to
update the BSC.

Contextual factors depict if the implementation is in line with wider social norms.
For example, the BSC could be so popular in some contexts that its implementation

becomes somehow mandatory, while in other contexts, shareholder activists would
tight the BSC.

Temporal factors describe if the implementation had the correct flow of events and
an appropriate time frame. Contrary to many other management practices, Kaplan and
Norton (1996, p. 309) recommend implementing the BSC within a maximum of 16
weeks to preserve momentum.
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3. Methodology
3.1 Literature search procedure

We choose the established methodology of a systemaric literature review (Denyer &
Tranfield, 2009; Lueg & Schiffer, 2010; Rousseau, Manning, & Denyer, 2008;
Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 2003), which is “a review of the evidence on a clearly formulated
question that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select and critically appraise relevant
primary research, and to extract and analyse data from the studies that are included in the review”
(Khan, ter Riet, Glanville, Sowden, & Kleijnen, 2001, p. 4). Our literature search com-
prised four steps.

First, we selected the databases EBSCO, ScienceDirect, and ABI Inform to en-
sure a broad coverage of the literature beyond a limited selection of journals. We

searched for the exact expression ‘Balanced Scorecard covering the time frame from the
BSC’s inauguration in 1992 to 2012. This yielded 1,031 articles.

In a second step, we kept only the empirical articles in order to get a realistic pic-
ture of relevant success factors beyond purely theoretical considerations. This reduced
our dataset from 1,031 articles to 315 articles.

In a third step, we ensured a minimum academic quality of these articles and only
further considered journals that were ranked at least with 2 out of 4 stars on the rank-
ing of the Association of Business Schools (Harvey, Kelly, Morris, & Rowlinson,
2010). We also checked the references of these remaining articles in order to identify
other possibly relevant studies on BSC implementations that had been published in
other sources like books or conference proceedings (ancestor approach). We did this be-
cause such sources appear to be of value to the authors of the high-quality articles.
This reduced the set of 315 articles to 117 articles.

Fourth, we read the titles, abstracts, and keywords of these papers. Specifically,
we looked for the Boolean terms ‘implement®’; ‘integrat*’; ‘adopt™®’; ‘introduc*’;
‘switch*’; and ‘change*. We only took into account articles that explicitly consider the
process of implementation and organizational change as their main topic, not the use of
already implemented BSCs. This led to a final sample of 26 articles on BSC implemen-
tations.

3.2 Limitations of our approach

Our approach has some limitations that might have led us to overlook or misin-
terpret some relevant information (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009). First, it is possible that
some relevant articles have been left out of the databases we searched. Second, we fo-
cus specifically on the BSC, thereby possibly omitting relevant or similar, balanced
management practices. Third, our selection of peer-reviewed research from journals
does not include books, conference presentations, or working papers. Also, it might
ignore groundbreaking investigations that are too unconventional for traditional re-
search outlets. Fourth, the reviewed studies are grounded in different ontologies and
etymologies, which limit the comparability of their findings. We accommodate these
limitations by forming cautious interpretations and conclusions that avoid strong
claims.
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4. Analysis of the empirical literature

In the following, we categorize the findings of the identified articles according to our
framework and discuss their commonalities.

4.1 Substance

An apparent recipe for successful BSC implementation is the design of the BSC. Or-
ganizations specifically struggle with the measures and the cause-and-effect relation-
ships. Kasurinen (2002) describes an implementation that was not completed because
actors at different units of the company could not clearly derive from the strategy
which products needed to be prioritized. Some organizations start selecting the
measures by reviewing existing performance metrics with respect to their linkage to
strategy (similar: Andon et al., 2007; Butler, Letza, & Neale, 1997; Fernandes, Raja, &
Whalley, 2006; Garengo & Biazzo, 2012; Grando & Belvedere, 2008; Papalexandris et
al., 2004). This bottom-up approach indicates that the organizations use performance
information as the starting point. Incorporating existing measures in the BSC capital-
izes on the effort already allotted in measuring performance (Papalexandris et al.,
2004). It allows employees to benefit from already collected data (Grando &
Belvedere, 2008) and work with familiar and commonly understood metrics
(Papalexandris et al., 2004). However, it also indicates that organizations use existing
measures instead of new ones.

Decoene and Bruggeman (2000) illustrate the opposite case where top manage-
ment cascades measures as suggested by Kaplan and Norton (2006). The authors find
that employees and middle managers perceive these measures as uncontrollable, which
lowers their motivation. Kasurinen (2002) and McAdam and Walker (2003) present
the continuous existence of the old performance measurement system prevents a full
implementation of the BSC. Modell (2009) identifies the same problem and provides
evidence that the newly implemented BSC was overly theoretical and alienated em-
ployees from their daily operations. As a consequence, the BSC was never accepted as
a new management practice. Problems with the new measures include non-
quantifiable measures (Kaplan & Norton, 1993) and limiting the number of measures
(Butler et al., 1997). In non-profit organizations such as health care, measurement
with reliability and precision proves to be particularly difficult and needs to be specifi-
cally adjusted to the needs of that industry (Aidemark, 2002; McAdam & Walker,
2003; Modell, 2009).

However, the bigger obstacle is establishing causal linkages besween the strategic
objectives in the BSC. Since a main factor that contributes to the effectiveness of the
BSC as a performance management system is the suitability of the performance indi-
cators, a significant effort is devoted to selecting the performance indicators with
strong correlations (Papalexandris et al., 2004). Ahn (2001) specifically alerts that only
the most important links should be on the BSC’s Strategy Map to prevent a confusing
network of causal relations. Most empirical literature agrees that linking the strategic
objectives is a process based on ‘speculative’ correlation between each BSC perspec-
tive and the strategic objectives (Ahn, 2001; Papalexandsris et al., 2004). The subjectivi-
ty associated with the linkages of the strategy map leads to time-consuming arguments
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about the actual correlation of the chosen objectives. Papalexandris et al. (2004) and
Kasurinen (2002) report that logic or statistical relations do not always prevail across
organizational units. The authors show that subjectivity and personal values made it
necessary for organizational actors to cast a vote in order to resolve their conflicts.
The conceptual recommendation that cause-and-effect relations should be expressed
in “if-then” statements (Kaplan & Norton, 1996) is insufficient, as it is always possible
to find arguments in favor of links (Ahn, 2001). Similar, the findings of Jazayeri and
Scapens (2008) contradict the prescriptions of Kaplan and Norton (2001a). They sug-
gest that consistency in performance measurement is more important for employees
than causal relationships.

Specifically in non-profit organizations, the idea of cause-and-effect chains either
receives limited attention or is deliberately omitted. There are doubts about the feasi-
bility of finding valid and stable causal relationships (Kasperskaya, 2008; Modell,
2009). This could be due to the fact that the foundations of the BSC are different in
each organization. The perspectives are viewed as circular relationships or as a net-
work in balance instead of a hierarchy with unidirectional relationships (Aidemark,
2002; Andon et al., 2007; Garengo & Biazzo, 2012).

4.2 Individual factors

Employees can resist change due to a limited willingness to change (Jazayeri & Scapens,
2008). This lack of motivation can be the result of not involving middle managers in
the development of the BSC (Kasurinen, 2002; McAdam & Walker, 2003; Modell,
2009). Low motivation also occurs when employees are reluctant to accept new
measures alongside the numerous measures already present in the reporting system
(Ahn, 2001; Andon et al., 2007). Also, employees can be skeptical about the benefits
associated with the BSC when they believe that the benefits accrue slowly, but costs
accrue quickly (Butler et al., 1997; Papalexandris et al., 2004). Others are less than en-
thusiastic about the additional freedom and empowerment they are given. They are
not fond of the heightened visibility and transparency the BSC brings. A main reason
is that the BSC annuls the experience that employees have gained making internal
trade-offs or gaming the existing accounting system (Kaplan & Norton, 1993).

Resistance can also be due to limited abilities to change, despite high motivation.
Butler et al. (1997) find that — even if personal attitudes towards the idea of the BSC
are positive — they are not always translated into actions. It is necessary for the actors
to understand how the chosen strategy cascades through an organization. Evans
(2005) adds that employees need to be made aware of the strategic intent and the im-
pact of operational activities upon BSC implementation to avert dysfunctional behav-
ior. In the case of Kasperskaya (2008), the BSC is only understood by the few senior
managers who administer the project. Even though middle managers agree on the vir-
tues of the BSC, they only provide superficial, formal support. At the same time, they
passively resist by sticking to familiar routines. This resistance stems from a combina-
tion of technical problems and a missing link from the BSC to concrete job responsi-
bilities. This eventually leads the organization to the decision of detaching its opera-
tional activities from the BSC (Kasperskaya, 2008).
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Contrary to resistance to change, znolvement increases the support of individuals.
Several authors highlight the importance of involving the employees in developing the
BSC (Ahn, 2001; Butler et al., 1997; H. H. Chang, 2009; Elefalk, 2001; Fernandes et
al., 2006; Kaplan & Norton, 1993; Papalexandris et al., 2004). Actors can develop the
specific objectives of their units and choose the measures to be placed on the BSC
(Ahn, 2001; Butler et al., 1997; Grando & Belvedere, 2008; Papalexandris et al., 2004).
This ensures that their opinions will be taken into account and that consensus can be
reached (Ahn, 2001; Chang, 2009; Kaplan & Norton, 1993; Papalexandris et al., 2004).
Jazayeri and Scapens (2008) document a specifically interesting case with which they
suggest that a BSC-like system is successfully implemented if its design emerges bot-
tom-up from employees. At the same time, the strict top-down cascading and align-
ment of top management plans as suggested by Kaplan and Norton (2006, 20082) ap-
pears to be a hindrance (Jazayeri & Scapens, 2008). In particular, the early involvement
of employees in the BSC development reduces resistance to change and contributes to
achieving ownership of the BSC project, which in turn has a positive effect on em-
ployee motivation (Papalexandris et al., 2004). Fernandes et al. (2006) document that
even a simple questionnaire is effective in capturing the employee’s reaction and
commitment to the project. Kaplan and Norton (1993) state that the process of full
involvement can take very long. They report how a division manager at a manufactur-
ing organization described his own three-stage implementation process after receiving
a directive to implement a BSC: denial (“hope it goes away”); medicinal (“it will not go
away, so let us do it quickly and get it over with”); ownership (“let us do it for ourselves”).
Kaplan and Norton — as the inventors of the BSC — could be seen as biased and over-
enthusiastic empirical authors.

Yet, Andon et al. (2007) also provide a negative example of involvement where
employees co-developed and manipulated their performance measures in a way that it
served their own interest, had dysfunctional effects on the business model, and led to
the rejection of the BSC.

Furthermore, employees’ perceived performance will be significantly better if goals
are set unilaterally by the management. Organizations should actively encourage the
employees to suggest means by which the vision and strategy can be achieved (Elefalk,
2001). This engages the employees in the future of the organization and encourages
them to be part of the implementation. Commitment is created when the employees
can see how their particular actions contribute to the achievement of the objectives of
the organization.

4.3 Managerial factors

The literature suggests that the sustainability of the BSC is higher if implementing
managers are competent enough to be critical toward the BSC and challenge its validi-
ty during implementation. Papalexandris et al. (2004) suggest how an organization as-
sesses its managers’ skills through a structured questionnaire. McAdam and Walker
(2003) extract from their four comparative case studies that managers need to be open
to admitting and addressing problems during the implementation. They document
how some managers oversimplified the process and ignored the inaccurate and inade-
quate information on which the BSC was built. This led to a loss of credibility of these
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managers and prevented a full implementation. Kasurinen (2002, p. 332) suggests that
the shortcomings of less capable and less critical middle managers can be compen-
sated for. He shows that top managers’ support can be sufficient to enforce the im-
plementation of the BSC. This suggests a complementary effect of middle and top
managers on BSC implementations.

4.4 Leadership factors

The empirical literature indicates that effective implementation requires top manage-
ment participation and support (Kasperskaya, 2008; Kasurinen, 2002; Lohman,
Fortuin, & Wouters, 2004; Papalexandris et al., 2004; Perera, Schoch, & Sabaratnam,
2007; Phadtare, 2010). Fernandes et al. (2000) argue that this is due to the fact that on-
ly top management has the authority to grant resources. Moreover, experienced man-
agers possess more skills to keep the implementation process going smoothly and effi-
ciently (Fernandes et al., 2000). Also Kaplan and Norton (2008a) underline that no or-
ganization reporting success with the BSC as a management system had an unengaged
or passive leader. McAdam and Walker (2003) suggest from their four case studies
that BSC implementations are substantially facilitated if leadership establishes clear
goals for the implementation. In sum, the literature suggests that top management
support is an antecedent of resources. Thereby, it is a necessary condition for the BSC
to succeed, but not a sufficient one.

4.5 Organizational factors

Buchanan et al. (2005) leave room for interpretation on what a comprehensive list of
organizational factors is. We will discuss what we can extract from their article, namely
resources, training, rewards, and resolution of conflicts.

Resources: Organizations are aware that BSC implementations are complex and
lengthy processes which require substantial commitment of tangible (e.g., budgets)
and intangible (e.g., time) resources (Andon et al., 2007; Evans, 2005). Many non-
adopters give the anticipated need for resources as a reason not to adopt the BSC
(Perera et al., 2007). This indicates that organizations refrain from adopting the BSC,
not only because it might be a misfit (Chenhall, 2003), but because they seem them-
selves incapable of completing the implementation process. Often, even more re-
sources than expected are required in regard to the introduction and understanding of
the BSC concept itself. Ahn (2001) suggests that organizations deem the very generally
expressed conceptual recommendations for developing the BSC insufficient. This can
cause significant problems, since a detailed elaboration of the BSC consumes large
amount of resources (McAdam & Walker, 2003). Fernandes et al. (2000) describe that
some organizations attempt to circumvent the bottleneck of scarce human resources
by employing external labor. Yet, the authors show that organizations face problems
in identifying which consultants have the skill to effectively assist in the hands-on im-
plementation of the BSC (similar: Andon et al., 2007). To be able to deliver the most
reliable data, data specialists, IT staff, and other employees should be allowed to
spend much time on such a process. If they are rushed, the required data might not be
ready. This can result in an implementation stall (Fernandes et al., 2006; Lohman et al.,
2004; Papalexandris et al., 2004). Both non-profit and for-profit organizations face
problems with collecting and processing such information (Ahn, 2001; Kasperskaya,
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2008). Means such as Microsoft Excel, Visual Basic, ERP systems, or one of the plen-
tiful BSC-specific software solutions allow the BSC to be initiated more swiftly. Papal-
exandris et al. (2004) quote some hard numbers on the unexpected resource needs.
They document that even an almost problem-free, by-the-book BSC implementation
casily overruns the budget by 30%.

Rewards: Reward systems play a pivotal role in reducing resistance and ensuring
commitment from staff (Chang, 2009; Decoene & Bruggeman, 2006; Farneti, 2009).
They motivate strategy execution through the link of accountability and rewards
(Chang, 2009). However, reward systems that focus on a limited set of measures
might lead to dysfunctional behavior. This includes sub-optimization of some areas of
business while other areas of importance may be neglected. Modell (2009) suggests
that such dysfunctional behavior is not even rooted in bad intentions: omitting the
link between the BSC and performance assessment simply leaves employees in the
dark about which measures matter the most.

Training: Some authors mention that training is an essential factor for successful
implementation of a BSC (Ahn, 2001; Akkermans & Van Oorschot, 2004; Chan,
2004). Chang, Tung, Huang, & Yang (2008) report on training in the form of work-
shops and open presentations. Workshops helped explain the purpose of the BSC and
determine the approach to implementation. The presentations allowed the respective
units to present their results, get feedback, and learn from one another. Training
seems to have a visible effect: McAdam and Walker (2003) compare the BSC imple-
mentations in several companies. Compared to their control group without training,
the effect of BSC-specific training of employees is a major facilitator of successful im-
plementations.

Cross-unit teams and conflicts: Coordination between units is another CSI to the im-
plementation of the BSC. Conflicts are more likely to arise when objectives are set by
each individual unit rather than top management. However, empirical literature does
not report much on the nature of such issues. It merely states that lack of co-
ordination between departments poses a challenge during implementation (Fernandes
et al., 2000; Kasurinen, 2002). Vice versa, the literature emphasizes the importance of
collaboration and alignment across units (Chang et al., 2008). Overall, cross-unit co-
operation can be increased if the units’ managers are part of the BSC implementation
team and thereby take responsibility for both their units and the overall goals of the
organization (Chang et al., 2008; Kasperskaya, 2008).

4.6 Cultural factors

Studies rarely address culture as it is difficult to measure and difficult to relate to the
BSC. Kasurinen (2002) conjectures that the incomplete BSC implementation in his
case study is partly due to a strong engineering culture that sees the BSC as a meas-
urement system for data, but rejects it as a management system that links operations
to strategy. Modell (2009) explains how the number-driven BSC clashes with a prag-
matist culture of simply getting things done in an informal way. In a similar vein, But-
ler et al. (1997) report how managers from the UK had problems accepting non-
financial performance measures at eye-level with overall financial performance. This
strong finance-driven culture truncated the BSC to three perspectives that are visual-
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ized as a triangle with the financial perspective on top. Perera et al. (2007) find two
cultural barriers against the BSC in Australian councils: culture that is unwelcoming to
change in general, and culture where employees can intransparently follow processes
but are reluctant to see their end-result performance quantitatively measured. The
study of Jazayeri and Scapens (2008) differentiates between a change in performance
measurement and in culture. They document in detail how a ‘value scorecard’ is used
to shift culture from strong managerial authority towards reliance on policies and em-
powerment through unit specialization.

4.7 Political factors

There is little in the literature on political factors and the BSC. Kasurinen (2002) doc-
uments a BSC implementation in an SBU that was initiated by the division manage-
ment. It was not fully implemented as the responsible division manager resigned. The
author then only hypothesizes that power struggles between the SBUs and the divi-
sion would have broken lose if the division had pursued the implementation. Andon
et al. (2007) report that political tension can prevent the seemingly simple exercise of
picking the ‘right’ performance measures that are a reflection of strategy. The authors
document a power struggle between the major sharcholders of a telecommunications
organization, i.e., the government and institutional investors. While the former sees as
evident that the organization should invest into (sometime unprofitable) infrastructure
and extensive service, the latter find it beyond dispute that the organization should
optimize shareholder value and outperform competitors in several non-financial as-
pects. Interestingly, both shareholders (as well as several management groups) claimed
to speak in the interest of the customers. Yet, they all reached different conclusions
on which measures mattered. Among others, this dilemma prevented a sustainable
BSC in the organization.

4.8 Financial factors

Implementing organizations appear simply to assume that the benefits of the BSC
outweigh its costs. To our surprise, we cannot identify any article that reports on an
organization that made a deliberate, calculated decision to implement the BSC. This
could be very different in trade publications, non-peer-reviewed practitioner journals,
or advertising brochures of consulting firms. Especially consultants could be eager to
demonstrate that the benefits reaped from past BSC engagements exceeded their fees
by far (Lueg, 2008, 2009). Thus, we encourage future research to stretch the bounda-
ries of academic reviews and survey the practitioner literature in a separate effort. We
expect that several results would surface that are neglected or contradictory to our re-
view of peer-reviewed articles.

4.9 Processual factors

Another factor which is critical for a successful implementation is to follow up on the
objectives, measures, and overall strategy. According to the suggestions by Kaplan and
Norton (1996), organizations should try to validate the hypothesized cause-and-affect
relationships by measuring the correlation between the measures. Lohman et al. (2004)
show that the BSC must be updated to remain relevant to the organization. Contrary,
the non-existence of a process owner will halt the implementation (Kasurinen, 2002).
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Further empirical literature actually indicates that successful organizations put much
effort in reviewing the BSC once it has been deployed (Ahn, 2001; Kaplan & Norton,
1993; Lohman et al., 2004; Papalexandris et al., 2004; Phadtare, 2010). To do so, man-
agers track performance and take corrective actions wherever unfavorable deviations
are found (Kaplan & Norton, 1993; Phadtare, 2010). Meetings are held to assess the
effectiveness of performance measures, the attainment of targets set, and the progress
of strategic initiatives (Papalexandris et al., 2004). The correctness of the presumed
chains of cause-and-effects are checked and the BSC is adapted if the causal relations
cannot be confirmed. If the supposed causal relationships prove to be non-existent, it
is regarded as a sign that the previously planned path towards the strategy implemen-
tation should be reconsidered (Ahn, 2001).

4.10 Contextual factors

Buchanan et al. (2005) see contextual factors as external pressure to adopt a practice,
such as diffusion (Ansari et al., 2010) or isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).
Modell (2009) uncovers external pressure on a central government agency to imple-
ment the BSC. It is popularized in the agency by top managers who possess a business
education. In addition to this, external consultants push an off-the-shelf version of the
BSC as the latest management fashion upon the agency. Even though the BSC is not
fully implemented in this case, some of its remains continue existing in the agency’s
control system. Perera et al. (2007) document that non-adopters among Australian
councils exhibit the opposite characteristics, namely more old-fashioned top managers
as well as a lack of competition and market pressure that would make a more complex
management practice like the BSC necessary. Andon et al. (2007) present a similar
case to Modell (2009) where the inconsistent, non-performance related motives be-
come even clearer: a government demanded from its partly owned telecommunica-
tions organization that it adopt the BSC in order to achieve public legitimacy by fol-
lowing the trend on New Public Management. At the same time, this government
blocked efficiency initiatives that resulted from the BSC implementation, such as cut-
ting investments in unprofitable infrastructure. The study of Chang et al. (2008) in
healthcare and Kasperskaya (2008) in public management report similar cases where
the public discourse on efficiency forced public organizations into implementing the
BSC.

4.11 Temporal factors

Contrary to many other management practices (Buchanan et al., 2005), temporal fac-
tors do not appear to play a major role in the BSC implementation literature and carry
few surprises: Ahn (2001) emphasizes that gathering the needed data requires a great
amount of time and resources. He thus suggests that it might be an advantage to in-
troduce the measures into the organization step by step. Ong, Teh, Lau, & Wong
(2010) operationalize the perspectives of the BSC in a questionnaire. Their factor
analysis suggests that each perspective is an independent construct, which suggest that
the BSC is not a monolithic practice to be implemented all at once. But since the au-
thors use a cross-sectional method, they can only make conjectures about possible se-
quential dependency of these constructs. Papalexandris et al. (2004) document how
the BSC is implemented at a Greek software company in 7 steps. Their case is a
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Kaplan and Norton by-the-book implementation that appears to be streamlined. It
starts with clarifying the strategy, drafting a strategy map of cause-and-effect relation-
ships, defining objectives, measures, targets and initiatives, and implementing the BSC
within 3 months.

Only Andon et al. (2007) delve deeper into the issue of sequence in BSC imple-
mentations. Following their case organization over 11 months, they refute the notion
that an old management practice can be replaced all at once by the BSC. The authors
build on the theory of relational drifting and show that there were several versions of
the BSC that were altered in iterative processes, thereby negating the waterfall imple-
mentation model of Kaplan and Norton (1996). They also document that it is unreal-
istic to implement a BSC within a few months and that the achievement during this
time frame was only sufficient to suggest a rough migration plan from the old to the
new management practice.

5. Discussion

This study aims at improving the understanding of which factors play a role in a success-
ful implementation of the BSC. In the first subsection, we discuss what we know about
the CSE's of BSC implementations. In the second, we suggest what remains to be inves-
tigated. In the third, we distil the implications for BSC implementations in practice.

5.1 The known critical success factors

26 studies report on problems and success factors of BSC implementations. Despite
the fact that our framework, based on Buchanan et al. (2005), already has 11 catego-
ries, we felt the need to detail them even further. This high number of CSFs suggests
that a BSC implementation is more complex than suggested by Kaplan (Atkinson et
al., 2011). Table 1 relates the reviewed sources to our framework.

Across the different settings of the studies, we find that some success factors are
seen as especially relevant, i.e., substance, individual, and organizational factors. Most
of the CSFs carry little surprise as they are the classic factors mentioned in every un-
dergraduate textbook (Atkinson et al.,, 2011). As to the design, the BSC is often an
add-on to other management practices which limits its authority as a basis for plan-
ning and control. Frequently, managers and employees struggle to include the appro-
priate type and number of indicators as their relationship to strategy or their mutual
cause-and-effect relationships are not as obvious as suggested by the BSC’s developers
Kaplan and Norton. A further problem is that the BSC is often created by top manag-
ers and then cascaded into units, which can lead to a breach of controllability, i.e.,
middle managers are responsible for more than they can influence (Decoene & Brug-
geman, 2000). When organizations face these problems, they should consider alterna-
tive management practices, because most of these problems are inherent to the BSC
and cannot be altered. As to individual factors, the BSC often faces resistance from
employees that do not appreciate the increased transparency of their work, the con-
stant monitoring, or at the other extreme, an amount of empowerment that some em-
ployees feel uncomfortable with. It is important to differentiate between this men-
tioned lack of willingness to adapt to the BSC and the lack of abilities to do so. Con-
cerning the latter, managers need to communicate better to employees what the goals
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and the benefits of the BSC are. The literature suggests early involvement as a solu-
tion, but also mentions cases where employees abuse their involvement to game the
BSC. As to resources, the literature concludes that the need for tangible resources is
consistently underestimated, especially in terms of time, IT integration, and the budg-
et. Success factors for the implementation are the use of rewards, cross-unit collabora-
tion, and training on the BSC, although the literature holds no elaborate descriptions
on how these should be designed and carried out.

Table 1: Overview of reviewed studies and their characteristics

N
\ N
Source SRS %‘Q W 0‘% (@)

Ahn (2001) o o 0 0 0

Aidemark (2002) o

Akkermans and Van Oorschot (2004)

o

Andon, Baxter and Chua (2007) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Butler, Letza and Neale (1997) o 0

Chan (2004)

Chang (2009) o

Chang, Tung, Huang and Yang (2008)

o |o [o |o
=}

Decoene and Bruggeman (2006) o

Elefalk (2001) 0

Evans (2005) 0

=]

Farneti (2009)

o

Fernandes, Raja and Whalley (2006)

Garengo and Biazzo (2012)

Grando and Belvedere (2008)

Jazayeri and Scapens (2008)

Kaplan and Norton (1993)

Kasperskaya (2008)

oo oo |0 |o |o
o |o|o|o|o
o

Kasurinen (2002)

Lohman, Fortuin and Wouters (2004)

o
o |0 |o|o

McAdam and Walker (2003)

o
o

© |o o |o |o
(=}

Modell, S. (2009) o 0

Ong, Teh, Lau and Wong (2010) 0

Papalexandris, loannou and Prastacos (2004) 0 0 0

o
o
=]

Perera, Schoch and Sabaratnam (2007)

Phadtare (2010)

@ |o |o |o
o

[SUM 15 15 3

17 4 2 - 6 4 4 |

It is intriguing to note which factors are seen as crucial in the conceptual literature
(Atkinson et al., 2011) but appear to be of less relevance in practice. One factor is the
processual setup of a committee that revises the BSC on an ongoing basis. The litera-
ture does not say much about this, probably because it is crucial to sustain the practice,
but not to implement it. Moreover, Kaplan and Norton (1996) urge organizations to
implement the BSC within 16 weeks to preserve momentum. There is little documen-
tation on the time frame even though it would be easily observable. Hence, it does not
seem crucial. Yet given that the BSC should be constantly adjusted (Kaplan & Norton,
2008a), it is hard to say when the implementation ends and the adjustment starts. An-
don et al. (2007) show that their organization drafted several different BSCs during an
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implementation period of almost a year. They suggest that there is no end of an im-
plementation but a ‘drift’ that diffuses the BSC very slowly over existing management
practices.

5.2 Open issues for future research

When trying to determine which topics need more research, literature reviews always
face the difficulty of understanding why some issues have not yet been addressed. One
general possibility is that the researchers of the reviewed studies have already investi-
gated the issue, gauged the non-findings irrelevant, and do not report them in their fi-
nal articles. This is often a dead end for future research. The other possibility is that
researchers have not asked questions on certain issues and hence did not identify the
(well hidden) problems the organizations might actually have been facing. The latter
possibility is highly interesting for future research and can be identified by two indica-
tors: First, research on related topics has shown the relevance of the topic, and sec-
ond, there is a pattern of research designs that favors some factors over the other.

Starting with the research pattern, we argue that there are three main categories of
factors in the change literature: quantitative, such as an ex-ante cost-benefit analysis of
the BSC implementation; somehow qualitative but still manifest factors, such as time
and employee behavior; and finally latent factors, such as meta-communication of
managers on the BSC to resolve conflicts. Table 1 suggests that the studies in our re-
view have very well covered the qualitative aspects of the BSC implementations, such
as the importance of organizational factors (i.e., resources) or individual factors (em-
ployee behavior). Yet, the other two fields are still underexplored. On the quantitative
side, we still have little knowledge on how organizations gauge the costs and benefits
before entering the costly BSC venture. And only one study attempts to juxtapose the
budgeted and actual costs of a BSC implementation (Papalexandris et al., 2004). It
would be necessary for empirical research to work with control groups, of which we
have no reports so far: these organizations might have wished to implement the BSC
but then refrained from doing so (cf. Perera et al., 2007) because they might have ac-
tually done a cost benefits analysis that turned out to be negative. On the latent side,
many factors are hard to identify and measure. Table 1 indicates that few studies look
at the meta-roles of power structures, isomorphism, or existing organizational culture.
Furthermore, the researchers are often collaborating with managers and are thus over-
ly exposed to their position. For instance, it is noteworthy that much attention is
drawn to the resistance of employees (manifest problems of gaming measures and
tweaking reports), but there is little evidence on the people skills the top/middle man-
agers utilize to lead their employees in the right direction.

As to the relevance of some of these neglected factors, we refer to examples from
management practices that can be seen as related to the BSC. For instance, studies
show that public organizations are subject to contextual and political pressure to im-
plement the BSC, such as public discourse and government initiatives, the influence of
business school education, or consultants (Andon et al., 2007; Modell, 2009; Perera et
al., 2007). It is likely that some implementations in the private sector are also driven by
such non-economic motives. In fact, this is a well-known problem among the
adopters of Value-based Management (Burkert & Lueg, 2013; Fiss & Zajac, 2004;
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Sanders & Tuschke, 2007). Given that Strang and Macy (2001) propose that manage-
ment practices keep diffusing long after they have been appraised ineffective, the im-
plementation of an externally coerced BSC might prove an impossible task for an or-
ganization. Research that ignores context and politics might spuriously link the out-
come of implementations to other factors such as employee resistance. As another ex-
ample of a neglected factor, almost every study we reviewed employs the buzzword
‘culture’. Yet, only few studies attempt to define what they mean by culture (e.g.,
Jazayeri & Scapens, 2008) and how culture interacts with the BSC implementation.
The importance of culture for future research is also highlighted by Kaplan and Noz-
ton, who frequently refer to this concept in their books.

5.3 Implications for practice

Our findings have several implications for practitioners implementing a BSC. We
summarize them in Figure 2.

Figure 2 shows an assessment of which CSFs have received attention as being
crucial in the conceptual literature (cf. section 2.2) and compates them to the most
relevant factors according to empirical studies. It is intriguing to notice that Kaplan
emphasizes timely management and processual factors, but these CSFs have not
proven to be crucial in the empirical studies we reviewed. Thus, these CSFs might
be seen as OVERRATED. We hence advise managers to deprioritize these CSFs to
focus attention toward the more relevant categories. Of course, managers need to
manage the INTUITIVE CSES (cf. Figure 2). But CSFs BLIND SPOTS are the
most interesting: the conceptual guidelines on these CSFs are scarce, but their rele-
vance in practice is high. Hence, managers will not even expect to get under pres-
sure in these fields. They should devote much attention to understand these CSFs
better and anticipate problems. An important blind spot is the financial litmus test
for any project: managers should make a well-documented argument why the com-
pany will be better off with the BSC than any other alternative (CSF 4.8). Yet, we
have not found in any empirical evidence that this has been done. All other blind
spot CSFs are quite abstract. Hence, they easily slip managerial attention, and it
takes effort to manage them: managers must keep a critical attitude toward the BSC,
think the implementation through at least to the level of middle management, and
be open to admit their own mistakes (CSF 4.3). They must account for the fact that
the BSC can conflict with organizational culture in case employees are not ready to
be measured, or not ready to accept non-financial measurements (CSF 4.6). Last,
managers must admit that not only economic rationale drives the decision for the
optimal management systems: power, politics, and pressure to adopt the latest ‘fash-
ion” will impinge the way the BSC will finally be implemented (CSFs 4.7 and 4.10).
We provide an example where an organization was forced to adopt the BSC for
window dressing, but any consequent improvements in efficiency were then blocked
as politically unwanted (Andon et al., 2007).

In conclusion, this paper provides insight into the implementation process of the
BSC to organizations that are contemplating an implementation. Our review helps
managers to focus on the ‘blind spots’ of BSC implementations instead of focusing
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Figure 2: The blind spots in Critical Success Factors for BSC implementations:
attention vs. relevance

Attention attributed to CSFs [conceptual literature]

hgh

s OVERRATED

INTUITIVE CSFs

» Re-focus attention
» De-prioritize
4.9Processual factors

* Determ ne process owners
* Follovs up on objectives
4,11 Temporal factors

» Leep mplementation timely
*Implement n steps

icf. Buchanan et al., 2005)

» Just monitor

Legend:
All CSFs in the four matrix categories are numbered according to their section number in the findings section. The y-axis (low-
high) categorizes them according to the attention the conceptual literature has attributed to these CSFs. The x-axis (low-high)
categorizes CSFs based on the relevance these CSFs had in actual BSC implementations. We named each quadrant, de-
scribe the CSFs related to it (numbered by their section) and suggest managerial action for each quadrant:

OVERRATED: these CSFs are attracting attention in the conceptual literature, but are not seen equally relevant in actual im-
plementations. Managers should refocus their attention toward the more important blind spots.

INTUITIVE CSFs: these CSFs should receive attention by managers because they are seen as equally important in the con-
ceptual and empirical literature.

» Low priority / attention

4.1 Substance

= Focus on cause-and-effectchains to strategy
(Strategy Maps), not specific indicators

= Consider a bottom-up design for the BSC

= Allow for subjectivity, judgment, different logics

4.2 Individual factors

= Invalve employees to increase motivation
= Strengthen capabilities needed

= Anticipate manipulations and games

4.4 Ensure top management support

4.5 Organizational factors

= Have a plan how to quickly increase suitable
resources beyond 30% of initial expectation

= Set rewards for overall success to avoid conflict
and sub-optimization

= Do not just ‘inform’ employees about the BSC,
but let them practice in groups

4.3 Managerial skills

= Be critical toward the standard BSC

= Admit problems and mistakes

= Understand issues at the middle manager level

= Mediate if culture is critical toward non-financial

frat ing; finance) or
in general (public services; startups)

4.7 Politics and power

= Powerful intemal/external actors might have an
interestto prevent a sensible BSC or to
implement an unsuitable one for legitimacy
reasons

r q " 4.6 Culture
actor’shnot Scusse! = Admit misfits 4.8 Financial factors
n the review = Do the numbers test first: are all costs of the

BSC worth the benefits?
= Compare alternatives

4.10 Context
= Tell fashions from good ideas
= Understand the motivation of consultants

» Increase attention and prioritize
» Explore and understand better

CSFs BLIND SPOTS: these CSFs often slip the attention of managers. They only become apparent when the BSC implemen-
tation is challenged. Managers need to actively put these on the top of their agenda and devote the due attention to these
mostly quite abstract CSFs.

WHITE NOISE: these are factors that do not relate directly to BSC implementations and were hence not discussed.

on the ‘overrated’” CSFs that needlessly absorb managers’ attention. Such a better un-
derstanding of CSFs is a necessary capability that may lead to more successful imple-
mentations in future. Last, our review suggests potential future research topics to fur-
ther facilitate this understanding of BSC implementations.
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