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Celebrating 20 years of the Balanced Scorecard: relevance 
lost or relevance gained and sustained?  

 

A B S T R A C T 
 
The balanced scorecard has turned over a new page in its history. The end of February 
2012 saw its 20th anniversary. In this article I identify, consider and evaluate the 
research in the balanced scorecard for over the last two decades, highlight any 
deficiencies in the existing research literature and discuss opportunities for further 
research. I reviewed 104 articles published in 25 leading accounting journals and 67 
articles published in 46 leading business and management journals for the period 1992 - 
2011. I categorize the reviewed articles by each article’s topics, research settings, 
theories, research method, and primary data analysis technique. This exercise displays 
diverse topics of the balanced scorecard, theoretical orientations, and methods of 
investigation and analysis. I further highlight that there lacks theory-driven research on 
the balanced scorecard. This leads to a consideration of a range of theory-driven ideas to 
future balanced scorecard research. Therefore, through this article I make a significant 
contribution to the balanced scorecard research literature.  
 
Key words: Balanced scorecard; performance measurement systems; Accounting; 
Business and Management 
 
JEL classification: M41 
  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Introduction 
 
 2012 marks 20 years since the first publication of the article on the balanced 
scorecard by Robert Kaplan and David Norton in the Harvard Business Review in its 
January-February 1992 issue. Based on a year-long research project within 12 
companies, Kaplan and Norton disseminated their findings through a performance 
measurement framework, which they developed and called a Balanced Scorecard.  
Kaplan and Norton’s balanced scorecard expands on mere financial performance 
measures and incorporates operational performance measures categorized by three 
perspectives: customer satisfaction; internal business processes; and employee learning 
and growth.  
 After the 1992 article, based on their investigations into more than 300 
organizations, Kaplan and Norton wrote a series of articles (Kaplan & Norton, 1993, 
1996a, 1996b, 2000a, 2001a, 2001b, 2004a, 2006a and 2008a) and several books 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1996c, 2001c, 2004b, 2006b and 2008b) to advance the knowledge 
base of the balanced scorecard. Kaplan and Norton remarked about their balanced 
scorecard innovation: ‘just as you can’t manage what you can’t measure, you can’t 
measure what you can’t describe’ (Kaplan & Norton, 2004b, Preface). About fifteen years 
ago, in a review essay Atkinson and his associates (Atkinson, et al., 1997, p. 94) note that 
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‘the balanced scorecard is among the most significant developments in management 
accounting and thus, deserves intense research attention.’ Since then the balanced 
scorecard has been generating enormous interests in the academic and industrial 
communities.     
 The purpose of this article is to provide an overview and synthesis of the research 
on the balanced scorecard over the past 20 years. By bringing insights from the 
accounting and management research literatures on the balanced scorecard, I attempt to 
deliver to the academic community a range of “new” ideas for future balanced scorecard 
research. Further, insights from past studies will demonstrate how the balanced 
scorecard has been developed, implemented and used in organizations around the 
world over the last 20 years, which will help inspire decision makers in initiating a 
balanced scorecard system implementation in their organizations.   
 While several notable prior reviews1

  

 of the management accounting research (for 
example, Chenhall, 2003; Chenhall & Smith, 2011; Merchant & Otley, 2007; Selto & 
Widener, 2004; Shields, 1997; Wagenhofer, 2006) have provided useful insights into the 
role of management accounting and performance measurement systems in 
organizations, these reviews have not taken the balanced scorecard as their primary 
focus. Through this paper, I aim to expand upon these previous reviews and to 
contribute to the performance management research literature in the following way. 
First, I tabulate, review, and synthesize the balanced scorecard research literature in 
accounting and in business and management during the twenty-year period, 1992-2011. 
Second, I discuss what is special about the balanced scorecard, what specific issues and 
problems have to be addressed, what the nature of balanced scorecard practices is in 
organizations, and what has been found in the research literature. I then identify those 
areas where we know certain things and those where we do not – that is, I highlight any 
deficiencies in the existing balanced scorecard research literature and identify 
opportunities for further research. In the final section, I summarize the paper and offer a 
comment on whether the balanced scorecard is still relevant to practice in the 21st 
century as it evolved 20 years ago to meet the changing needs of organizations. It is my 
hope that this review article will provide the future balanced scorecard researchers with 
much food for thought, which will then lead to a “new” knowledge base for the balanced 
scorecard research field. In the next section I outline the framework employed for 
categorizing the previous research on the balanced scorecard.  

Review method 
 I carried out the current review using journals from two disciplines: accounting; and 
business and management. In this review, I used 25 leading and highly regarded2

                                                 
1 This list of prior reviews is merely illustrative, not exhaustive.    

 
accounting journals and 46 leading and highly regarded business and management 
journals.  Appendix 1 lists the selected accounting journals and Appendix 2 lists the 
selected business and management journals. As a standard way of making a start, the 
search began using the terms ‘Balanced Scorecard’, and ‘Scorecard’ and was based on 
articles published by an individual journal and available on its web homepage. The 

2 I have applied some subjective criteria in selecting the journals. I have used three journal rankings lists: 
the 2010 Australian Business Deans Council (ABDC), the 2010 Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) of 
the Australian Research Council (ARC), and the 2010 British Association of Business School (ABS). The 
ABDC and ERA lists ranked ‘Best or leading journals in its field’ as A* and ‘Highly regarded journal in the 
field or sub-field’ as A. In the ABS list, a world elite journal is denoted by 4*, a top journal is denoted by 4, a 
highly regarded journal is denoted by 3 and a well regarded journal is denoted by 2.  See also Lowe and 
Locke’s (2005) results of a web-based perception study of the ranking of peer reviewed accounting journals 
by UK academics published in Accounting, Organizations and Society. Further, restricting the sample to 
articles published in the highly ranked journals was based on Shields’ (1997) argument for ‘sample 
homogeneity.’ These selected journals provide homogeneity because of their more or less similar editorial 
scope, styles, policies, and the composition of editorial board members.   
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results revealed several papers which bore no direct connection to the precise review 
requirements, as it picked up all papers which had the words ‘balanced’ or ‘scorecard’. 
Therefore another round of searching was carried out on these papers by typing the 
terms ‘balanced scorecard’, or ‘scorecard’ in the search bar in the PDF version of the 
individual article, and then physically examining all articles as to what extent they carry 
insights and experiences on the balanced scorecard. From the outset, the focus of the 
review was on publications that explicitly concentrated on the balanced scorecard. 
Figure 1 presents the method used to conducting a systematic literature review.  
 

INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE 
 
 As shown in Figure 1, following Chenhall and Smith (2011) and Shields (1997), the 
published articles were categorized by (a) topics, (b) research settings, (c) research 
theories, (d) research method, and (e) primary data analysis technique. Before I present 
my review findings, in the next section I briefly outline the developments of the balanced 
scorecard concept since its introduction in the literature in 1992.   
  

Developments of the balanced scorecard concept 
  
 In the late 1980s, many scholars have expressed concerns with traditional 
performance measures that focus solely on financial metrics (Johnson & Kaplan, 1987; 
Kaplan & Norton, 1992; Lynch & Cross, 1991). Performance measures that are based 
solely on financial numbers such as return on investment, net earnings and ex post costs 
have been criticized for encouraging managers to focus on short-run financial results 
while sacrificing long-run prospects. In 1992, Kaplan and Norton came up with an idea 
about how to combine financial perspective with non-financial perspectives (customer, 
internal business, and innovation and learning) in a single performance scorecard, the 
‘Balanced Scorecard.’ Following their inaugural article, Kaplan and Norton have 
developed the balanced scorecard concept further. Table 1 provides a snapshot of the 
historical developments of the balanced scorecard concept.  
 

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 
 
 In their 1996 book, The Balanced Scorecard: Translating Strategy into Action, Kaplan 
and Norton (1996c) re-classified two of the four original perspectives developed in the 
1992 article: Internal Business Perspective has been re-labeled as Internal Business 
Processes with an addition of the Innovation element while the Innovation and Learning 
perspective has been re-labeled as Learning and Growth, with an additional element of 
growth and the removal of innovation element (see Figure 1-1 in Kaplan and Norton, 
1996c, p. 9).  The 1996 version of the balanced scorecard is distinct from the 1992 
version in that it contains outcome measures and the performance drivers of outcomes, 
linked together in cause-and-effect relationships making the performance measurement 
system a feed-forward control system. Kaplan and Norton (1996c, p. 31) outlined the 
following causal relationship: measures of organizational learning → growth measures of 
internal business processes → measures of the customer perspective → financial measures, 
with the nature of relationship following the direction of the arrows (cited in Norreklit, 
2000, p.68). 
 In their 2001 and 2004 books, Kaplan and Norton developed organizational strategy 
maps and leadership and management principles for successful strategy (balanced 
scorecard) execution, which arose from their study of some balanced scorecard 
adopters. These leadership and management principles are: a) mobilize change through 
executive leadership; b) translate the strategy into actions; c) align the whole 
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organization to the strategy; d) motivate employees to make strategy their everyday job; 
and e) govern to make strategy a continual process.  
 Later in their 2006 book, Kaplan and Norton developed further different types of 
balanced scorecard perspectives, namely financial synergies, customer synergies, internal 
process synergies, and learning and growth synergies, which they call The Enterprise 
Scorecard (see Figure 3, Kaplan and Norton, 2010, p. 26). Kaplan and Norton (2006a) 
believe that the focus on scorecard synergies will help organizations to create corporate 
synergies.  
 In their recent work, Kaplan and Norton (2008a, 2008b) place emphasis on the link 
between scorecard measures to an organizational strategy map. This tighter connection 
between the measurement system and the strategy map elevates the role of non-
financial measures in strategy implementation (see Figure 2 in Kaplan and Norton, 
2010, p. 22).   
 Kaplan and Norton’s 2010 article on the balanced scorecard shows ‘the architecture 
of a comprehensive six stage closed-loop management system that links strategic 
planning with operational execution’ (p. 27; see Figure 4 Kaplan and Norton, 2010, p. 
28). Kaplan and Norton’s six stage closed-loop management systems are: Develop the 
strategy, Translate the strategy, Align the strategy, Plan operations, Monitor and learn, 
and Test and adapt the strategy (Kaplan and Norton, 2010, p. 27).   
 The recent developments of the balanced scorecard as outlined above highlight the 
diversity of ideas around the balanced scorecard philosophy where we find a more 
comprehensive strategy map approach to measure, monitor, and manage performance 
of an organization in order to survive in today’s rapidly changing world. I present the 
outcomes of the review undertaken in turn.  
  
 

Balanced scorecard studies published in accounting journals  
 
 In this section I examine the 104 articles published by 25 accounting journals that 
deal with the nature and practice of the balanced scorecard. In doing so, in the first 
subsection I present the frequency distribution of publications. This is followed by the 
classification of publications by various categories as outlined in Figure 1. 
 
 
Frequency distribution of publications by accounting journals 
  
 Table 2 presents the frequency distribution of papers on the balanced scorecard 
published by 25 leading accounting journals in the period 1992-2011. Table 2 highlights 
that during the two decades under study, most of the papers (98 of 104) on the subject 
were published in the second half (2002-2011). While 16 papers were published during 
1997-2001, there were no publications between 1992 and 1996. Overall, the highest 
number of publications appeared in Management Accounting Research (MAR) (22), one 
of the premier journals in management accounting, followed by Financial Accountability 
& Management (FAM) (17). A sizeable number of papers appeared in other journals: 
experimental research and surveys in Accounting, Organizations and Society (AOS) (5), 
The Accounting Review (TAR) (6), Behavioral Research in Accounting (BRIA) (2), and 
Journal of Management Accounting Research (JMAR) (5); interview studies and 
descriptive papers in Critical Perspectives on Accounting (CPA) (9); and descriptive and 
literature reviews in Journal of Accounting Education (JAEd) (8). No papers were 
published in other leading journals, namely Accounting and Finance (A&F), Accounting 
and Business Research (ABR), Journal of Accounting and Economics (JAE), Accounting 
Horizon (AH), Journal of Accounting Auditing and Finance (JAAF), Journal of Business 



Page 6 of 48 
 

Finance and Accounting (JBFA), Review of Accounting Studies (RAS), and The International 
Journal of Accounting (TIJA). 
 

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE 
 
Distribution of research topics 
 
 Table 3 provides the frequency distribution of balanced scorecard topics/issues for 
the 104 articles. As presented in Table 3, most of the papers were published in the areas 
of adoption, implementation and use (61) and system outcomes encompassing its 
effectiveness and benefits for organizations (12).  A total of 20 papers were on the 
balanced scorecard in general, while others on effects on employees (4), incentives (3), 
innovation diffusion (3), and causal relationship effects (1).  
 Overall, the distribution of past studies represented by these 104 articles indicates a 
heavy emphasis on the design, implementation and use of balanced scorecards for 
organizational effectiveness. While future research might continue exploring these 
issues further in different contexts, there might also be increasing interest in linking 
these topics with other organizational strategies or processes such as total quality 
management (Hoque, 2003), supply-chain relationships, business-process-management, 
and value chain analysis. 
 

INSERT TABLE 3 HERE 
 
Distribution of research settings 
 
 Table 4 presents the frequency distribution of balanced scorecard publications by 
research settings. Table 4 shows that the popular choice for balanced scorecard studies 
was manufacturing (12), marketing and retailing (11), services (14), and publicly traded 
firms (11). A further noteworthy observation was that about 22 percent of the reviewed 
papers (23 out of 104) did not explicitly mention any research settings. My review 
analysis reveals that this group mainly included descriptive papers. 
 Balanced scorecard is also widely diffused in the public sector. Table 4 shows that 
19 papers focusing on the public sector were published in the period 1992-2011 
covering local governments/municipalities (10) and government departments/agencies 
(9). Only two studies focused on not-for-profit/non-government organizations.  
 My review reveals that to deal with financial constraints and increasing demand on 
accountability and performance, government administrators have begun implementing 
modern management tools such as the balanced scorecard in their organizations. Poister 
and Streib’s study (1999), for example, suggests that in addition to adopting reporting 
guidelines, municipal administrators have tried to enhance accountability through 
refinement of their organization’s own performance measurement system. Further, 
Poister and Streib reported that most of the US municipalities studied in their survey 
were working from organizational missions, goals and objectives, a result consistent 
with the prescribed use of the balanced scorecard. Here they found that the municipal 
managers' efforts also tended to rely on available data, a problem which, if persistent in 
the longer run, may lead to low validity and hence low decision relevance.  
 Results of a survey of municipal governments in the US and Canada by Chan (2004) 
revealed limited use of the balanced scorecard in organizational decision making. Most 
municipal governments have measures developed for various performance 
perspectives, with greater emphasis on financial performance and least on innovation 
and change.  
 Anecdotal reports on the balanced scorecard have been concentrated on the not-for-
profit sector and many firms have found the balanced scorecard a useful tool for 
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focusing and sustaining their continuous improvement efforts (e.g. Aidemark, 2001; 
Brewer, 2002, Kershaw and Kershaw, 2001).    
 Hoque and Adams (2011) investigated balanced scorecard practices in a sample of 
Australian government departments. They found that the implementation of balanced 
scorecard performance measurement systems within the subject departments was not 
high (Mean adoption is 3.03 out of a maximum possible mean of 7.00). Their findings 
support their prediction that greater balanced scorecard system implementation is 
associated with greater benefits for the department(s).  
 
 

INSERT TABLE 4 HERE 
 
Distribution of research theories 
 
 Table 5 provides the distribution of the theories underlying the balanced scorecard 
papers. As shown in Table 5, the 71 articles used a wide range of theories. Thirty-three 
articles were silent about their theoretical orientation and 16 articles claimed to use 
various strands of management accounting literature, models and frameworks without 
recognizing any explicit theoretical lens. This finding is consistent with two prior 
reviews of management accounting research. In his review of management accounting 
research in the North America, Shields (1997) found that 152 articles used a variety of 
theories in management accounting research by North American academics in the 
1990s. In a review of the state of Australian management accounting research, Chenhall 
and Smith (2011) found that 32 articles used theories during 1980-1990, 78 articles 
used theories in the period 1990-1999 and 121 articles used theories in the period 
2000-2009.  
 With regard to the use of theory in the balanced scorecard research, economic 
theories, mainly principal-agent3 (11), organizational behavior (7), contingency theory 
(7), institutional theory (7), multiple theories4

   

 (7) and psychological theories (5) gained 
significant attention. Interestingly, the articles published in the period 1992-1996 did 
not use any theories; most of these articles were descriptive in nature. Of particular note 
in Table 5, it shows that since 1997 there has been an increasing trend in using theories 
in the balanced scorecard research.    

 
INSERT TABLE 5 HERE 

 
Research method 
 
 The data presented in Table 6 reveal that case/interview methods with 34 papers 
was the most frequently used option. This was followed by experimental methods, 
surveys and analytical methods, which accounted for 17 papers each. 12 papers used 
mix methods - qualitative and quantitative such as interviews and surveys.   
 

INSERT TABLE 6 HERE 
 
 A large portion of the studies used quantitative research methods. The most 
common method is a mailed-out survey of questionnaires,  as seen in studies by Hoque 
and James (2000), Maiga and Jacobs (2003), Ittner and Larcker (1998) and Speckbacher 
                                                 
3 This finding is consistent with Shields’ (1997) review of management accounting research by North 
Americans in the 1990s and Chenhall and Smith’s (2011) review of management accounting research by 
Australian academics. 
4 Most frequently used multiple theories are a) technical rational choice theory with institutional theory and 
resource dependence theory with new institutional sociology theory.   
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et al. (2003). Speckbacher et al.’s (2003) survey using questionnaires examined the state 
of balanced scorecard implementation in German-speaking countries. Maiga and Jacobs 
(2003) collected survey data from 83 U.S. manufacturing business units to examine the 
complementary effects of the balanced scorecard and ABC on organizational 
performance.   
 To obtain an in-depth understanding of the adoption of the balanced scorecard in 
the organizational context, studies have also chosen qualitative approaches such as 
interviews and content analysis. For instance, Kasurinen (2002) used a longitudinal case 
study approach that focuses on the introduction of the balanced scorecard in one 
organization. Akkermans and Oorschot (2005) utilized a case study approach of 
qualitative causal loop diagramming followed by quantitative simulation to understand 
the doubts regarding the quality of balanced scorecards. Malina and Selto (2001) 
investigated the effectiveness of the balanced scorecard using semi-structured 
interviews along with archival data. Malmi (2001) also utilized semi-structured 
interviews to explore how Finnish companies apply the balanced scorecard concept. 
Martinsons et al. (1999) reported case study evidence highlighting that a balanced 
scorecard can be the foundation for a strategic management system.  
 Quite a number of studies used behavioral experiments to test their hypotheses. A 
very early study by Lipe and Salterio (2000) conducted an experiment with 58 
participants (1st-year M.B.A students) to test whether performance evaluators rely 
more on common or unique measures. Banker et al. (2004) replicated the design of Lipe 
and Salterio’s (2000) experiment to maximize results comparability. Roberts et al. 
(2004) examined whether disaggregating the balanced scorecard results in evaluations 
consistent with the intent of the balanced scorecard approach using an experimental 
study of 81 M.B.A students as participants. A recent study by Humphreys and Trotman 
(2011) extended the work of Banker et al. (2004) and Lipe and Salterio (2000) by 
conducting an experiment on the effect of strategy information on judging divisional 
performance using the balanced scorecard. Libby, Salterio and Webb (2004) looked at 
the effect of assurance and process accountability on managerial judgment using the 
balanced scorecard. Similarly, Tayler (2010) used an experiment to assess the effects of 
implementation involvement and a causal-chain focus on the balanced scorecard as a 
strategy-evaluation tool. 
 The analytical approach is aimed at increasing the level of clarity and precision in 
the meaning of the concepts used in the model (Shields, 1997). This is necessary not 
only for the purpose of evaluating the model but also in order to make the model useful 
and to develop it (Wilson, 1969). Norreklit (2000) analyzed some of the key 
assumptions and relationships of the balanced scorecard, adopting the methodology of 
an analytical approach developed by Wilson (1969). The aim of the Norreklit’s (2000) 
paper is to contribute to increasing the level of clarity and precision in the concepts used 
in the balanced scorecard and, in addition, to suggest more valid concepts. Later 
Norrelkit (2003) investigated the research questions employing methods from stylistic 
text analysis and argumentation theory to perform a rhetorical analysis of the balanced 
scorecard.  
  
 
Primary data analysis technique 
 
 Table 7 shows that in keeping with the high use of case/ interview methods, 
verbatim analysis of interview data became the most widely used data analysis method 
(34 papers). Quantitative analysis encompassing descriptive statistics (10), multiple 
regressions, ANOVA (10), and PLS/SEM and path analysis (4) was the choice of another 
group of researchers. Also a significant number of research papers (22), which were 
primarily of a review or commentary nature, made no mention of the data analysis 
method. 
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INSERT TABLE 7 HERE 

 
 The above discussion shows how a significant number of studies within accounting 
have engaged with a variety of balanced scorecard topics, theories, methods and 
analytical tools to advance our knowledge base in the field. The manner in which such 
focuses have entered the field of business and management is the focal point of the next 
section.  
  

Balanced scorecard studies published in business and management journals 
 
 Business and management research has also established a tradition in researching 
balanced scorecard practices in various settings. As in accounting studies above, in this 
section, I present a review of balanced scorecard studies published by business and 
management journals. In doing so, the first part provides the frequency distribution of 
publications and the second part presents a classification of publications by categories 
outlined in Figure 1. 
  
Frequency distribution of publications by journal 
 
 Table 8 lists the number of papers on the balanced scorecard published in various 
business and management journals in the period 1992-2011. As can be seen in Table 8, I 
have reviewed 67 papers published in 46 leading business and management journals; 
among them the highest number of papers was found in Harvard Business Review (HBR), 
the journal which pioneered the balanced scorecard during its early days. HBR 
published 11 of the 12 articles that appeared in business and management journals in 
the first five years (1992-1996). The next popular journal was Long Range Planning 
(LRP), which carried 10 balanced scorecard papers over the past 20 years. Certain other 
journals such as California Management Review (CMR), Human Resource Management 
(HRM), Human Resource Management Journal (HRMJ), and International Journal of 
Operations and Production Management (IJOPM) also featured papers on the balanced 
scorecard.  
 However other journals such as Academy of Management Journal (AMJ), Academy of 
Management Review (AMR), Administrative Science Quarterly (ASQ), Decision Sciences 
(DS), Industrial Relations (IR), Journal of Applied Psychology (JAP), Journal of Business 
Venturing (JBV), Journal of International Business Studies (JIBS), Journal of Management 
(JOM), Journal of Production Management (JOPM), Journal of Organizational Behavior 
(JOB), Journal of Product Innovation Management (JPIM), Leadership Quarterly (LQ), 
Management Science (MSC), Operations Research (OR), Organization Science (OS), 
Organization Studies (OST), Research in Organizational Behavior (ROB), Strategic 
Management Journal (SMJ), The Journal of Business (TJB), MIS Quarterly Executive 
(MISQE), Operations Research Letters (ORL), Strategic Organization (SO), and The 
Academy of Management Perspectives (TAMP) did not carry any articles on the balanced 
scorecard.  
 Some journals such as the JOPM and SMJ referred to the balanced scorecard; 
although reported no empirical evidence on it. Some papers in other journals, e.g. two 
papers in SO, merely mentioned the balanced scorecard in their literature reviews. Still 
another group of studies referred to the concept of balanced scorecard and included 
some well-known papers by Kaplan and Norton in the reference list. These papers 
viewed balanced scorecard from a positive lens and strived to raise awareness of the 
concept, and did not carry any critical analysis. Aforestated papers have not been 
included in the tables presented. 
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INSERT TABLE 8 HERE 

Research topics 
 
 As apparent from Table 9, over half of the papers published in business and 
management journals (31) were of a descriptive nature, followed by 18 papers 
published in the area of adoption/implementation and use of the balanced scorecard, 
and 7 in the area of performance effects or system outcomes. A number of descriptive 
studies (e.g., Ahn, 2001; Bianchi & Montemaggiore, 2008; Chesley & Wenger, 1999; 
Greatbanks & Tapp, 2007) mainly focus on developing balanced scorecard frameworks 
for organizations, and some studies (e.g., Bianchi & Montemaggiore, 2008; Velcu, 2010; 
Zee & Jong, 1999) looked at the benefits of implementing the balanced scorecard. 

 
Insert Table 9 here 

 
Research settings 
 
 Table 10 shows that 36 out of 67 articles did not specify their research settings. The 
service sector was widely studied (11 articles), followed by 10 studies in publicly listed 
traded companies, and 7 studies in the manufacturing sector. Interestingly, only two 
studies (Bianchi & Montemaggiore, 2008; Greatbanks & Tapp, 2007) focused on local 
governments and municipalities and a single study (Chesley & Wenger, 1999) looked at 
government departments/agencies, while in accounting a total of 21 studies 
investigated balanced scorecard practices in these three sectors.  
  
 
 

Insert Table 10 here 
 

Research theories 
 
 As shown in Table 11, a significant number of articles (58) did not have any explicit 
theory; these studies were mainly descriptive account of balanced scorecard practices in 
organizations. Those articles that used theories (8) mainly applied economic theory, 
agency theory, stakeholder theory, cultural perspective, and institutional theory.   
 

Insert Table 11 here 
 

Research method 
 
 Table 12 indicates that 49 studies did not discuss the research method adopted. 
Further analysis of these articles reveals that they are mainly descriptive in nature. Eight 
studies used mixed methods combining qualitative methods (e.g., interviews and 
documents) and quantitative methods (survey). Five studies used stand-alone 
questionnaire survey techniques, four used a case study approach, and one used 
experimental tool. 
  

Insert Table 12 here 
 

Primary data analysis technique 
 
 Table 13 shows that 48 studies did not specify the techniques used in their data 
analysis techniques. Six studies used interview quotes to substantiate their findings and 
4 used both interview quotes and survey responses. 
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Insert Table 13 here 

 

Lessons learned from past studies 
 To provide a backdrop for my review of the balanced scorecard research, I focus on 
a selected number of studies as they have been published by leading journals and cited 
widely in the research literature. The list of these studies, however, is not exhaustive. 
Appendix 3 and Appendix 4 summarize the key issues addressed in each of these 
studies. 
 Researchers from different disciplinary backgrounds have examined different 
aspects of the balanced scorecard. As presented in this review (see also Appendix 3 and 
Appendix 4), most balanced scorecard research has focused on three demands for the 
balanced scorecard approach to performance management: a) benefits/efficiency 
choice, b) strategy choice/strategy map, and c) legitimacy or institutional pressures.  
What lessons can be learned from a wide variety of balanced scorecard research over 
the last two decades. 
 Economic benefits. Following Kaplan and Norton’s early work on the balanced 
scorecard, in broad terms using contingency theory a number of studies sought to 
quantify the economic benefits of the use of the balanced scorecard in organizational 
activities. According to Luft (1997, p. 191), ‘Both contingency theories in organizational 
behavior and static equilibrium analysis in economics assume that observed practice is 
determined by a “best fit” between available practices and current conditions’. In a 
related theme, using a the interaction “fit” notion of contingency theory, Hoque and 
James (2000) showed the bivariate interaction between pairs of contextual variables 
(organizational size, product life-cycle stage, and market position) and balanced 
scorecard that affected firm performance within a sample of 66 Australian 
manufacturing companies. Their study revealed a positive and significant association 
between organizational size and balanced scorecard usage, pointing out that larger 
organizations are more likely to make greater use of the balanced scorecard in 
organizational performance evaluation. Hoque and James’ work also indicated that firms 
with a higher proportion of new products have a greater tendency to use measures 
related to new products. While Hoque and James found a positive association between 
balanced scorecard usage and organizational performance, this relationship was not 
significantly dependent on organizational size, product life-cycle or market position. In 
their review of management accounting studies by Australian academics, Chenhall and 
Smith (2011, p. 180) remarked this about the Hoque and James study: ‘Research in the 
area of balanced scorecards was advanced by Hoque and James (2000), which was one 
of the first publications to examine the performance effects of balanced scorecards….’ 
 Speckbacher et al. (2003) outline three potential benefits of the application of the 
balanced scorecard in organizations, namely: (a) improved company results in the long 
term; (b) stronger consideration of non-financial drivers of performance and (c) support 
of the shareholder value-based management system. Banker et al.’s (2000) US study 
finds that the inclusion of non-financial measures in a performance measurement 
system is associated with improved financial performance.   
 Decision-making usefulness. Lessons also can be learned from the work by Lipe and 
Salterio (2000) who examined observable characteristics of the balanced scorecard that 
may limit managers’ ability to fully exploit the information found in a diverse set of 
performance measures. Utilizing prior judgement and decision-making studies5

                                                 
5 For a recent review of judgment and decision-making research in accounting, see Trotman, Tan 
and Ang (2011). 

, they 
conducted an experiment with 58 first-year MBA students who proxied for the role of 
senior executives of a firm specializing in women’s apparel. The experimental 
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participants had to act as a superior, making the judgement for each unit manager in 
order to compare how subjects respond to common (financial) vs. unique (non-
financial) measures. Lipe and Salterio (2000) also found that unique measures in a 
business unit’s balanced scorecard may be underweighted in performance evaluation. 
Further we can learn from this study that common (financial) measures that drive the 
unit managers’ evaluations will have more effect on unit managers’ decisions than 
unique (non-financial) measures that are not used in evaluations. This study is the first 
to document a cognitive difficulty in using the balanced scorecard as the superior 
managers disregarding unique measures has implication for managers and firms. 
Subsequent studies (for example, Dilla & Steinbart, 2005; Humphreys & Trotman, 2011) 
show how decision makers can use common and unique balanced scorecard measures 
when evaluating divisional performance.   
 Kaplan and Norton (1996c) note that common measures tend to be financial 
indicators of performance and tend to lag, while unique measures are non-financial 
measures and tend more to lead. Results of the Lipe and Salterio study then imply that 
managers do not pay sufficient attention to the leading and non-financial indicators, 
which might hamper them from reaping the benefits of balanced scorecard. Kaplan and 
Norton (1996c) further assert that as the purpose of implementing the balanced 
scorecard is to expand the set of measures managers use in decision-making, the 
disregard for unique measures would defeat the purpose. However, Lipe and Salterio’s 
(2000) study has limitations. One is that the experimental participants were not 
involved in the development of the unit’s scorecards, so the study was unable to capture 
the effect of the participants’ involvement on balanced scorecard metrics; another 
limitation is that the experimental participants do not have business experience in the 
sector – case materials were developed and there is the possibility that perceived 
performance relative to the targets differed for the different groups of performance 
measures. 
 Strategic communication and control device. Malina and Selto (2001) recognized the 
relationships among communication and management-control attributes and the 
organizational effectiveness of the balanced scorecard. Malina and Selto have used 
literature on organizational communication and management-control linkage to develop 
their two hypotheses that assess the perceived attributes of the balanced scorecard as a 
strategic communication and control device. Their study investigated the research 
question using qualitative interview data from individuals directly involved with a 
company’s balanced scorecard. The research evidence is perceptual in nature, while 
ideally reflecting “reality” of impact of the balanced scorecard. One lesson that can be 
learned from Malina and Selto’s findings that the balanced scorecard presents significant 
opportunities to develop, communicate, and implement strategy which affirms Kaplan 
and Norton’s arguments for linking balanced scorecard measures to the organizational 
strategy map. Malina and Selto’s results further demonstrate the causal relations 
between effective management control, motivation, strategic alignment and beneficial 
effects of the balanced scorecard. The study further found several unexpected causal 
relations and associations between strategic alignment, ineffective management control, 
ineffective communication, and positive outcomes. Malina and Selto have identified the 
factors that impacts positively (value-added activities) on balanced scorecard success 
and factors that impede (non-value-added activities) the balanced scorecard success. 
Their study indicates that to successfully design, implement and use the balanced 
scorecard, organizations should enhance the positive factors, and eliminate or correct 
the negative ones. With negative factors predominating, there are many opportunities to 
improve both communication and the control of strategy.  
 Technical rational tool vs. strategic management tool. A study by Malmi (2001) 
aimed to find out how the balanced scorecard was applied in some Finnish companies 
and the reasons why companies adopted it. Their study investigated whether the 
balanced scorecard was adopted as a performance evaluation tool or as a strategic 
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management system. Their study comprised of semi-structured interviews with people 
in 17 organizations who adopted the balanced scorecard. Their findings revealed five 
reasons behind the balanced scorecard adoption decisions, namely a) the translation of 
strategy into action, b) managing quality programs, c) supporting change agendas, d) 
managerial fads and fashion, and e) abandonment of traditional budgeting.  
 The work carried out by Banker and his associates (Banker et al., 2004) indicates 
that performance evaluators are influenced by strategically linked measures when 
provided strategy information and they rely more on strategically linked measures than 
common measures when provided information on strategy linkages. Their results also 
confirm Lipe and Salterio’s (2000, 2002) findings that evaluators rely more on common 
measures than on unique measures. The results of this study is reassuring to balanced 
scorecard adopters as the tendency of evaluators to rely more on common measures 
does not necessarily undermine the role of the balanced scorecard in reinforcing 
business strategy. This is because evaluators also rely on strategically linked 
performance measures, especially when they understand the business unit’s strategy. A 
key lesson from Banker et al.’s study is that an important precondition for a successful 
balanced scorecard implementation is that organizational managers understand the 
linkages between the performance measures and the business unit’s strategy.   
 Process of “inscriptions” building. A recent study by Qu and Cooper (2011) provides 
evidence on a detailed process of inscription building (through the mobilization of both 
people and object) where diverse actors in a Canadian consulting from and in the client 
organization attempted to edit local specifics to make the balanced scorecard 
acceptable. A lesson from this actor-network theory driven research is that a balanced 
scorecard project can be realizable through the specification, circulation, accumulation 
and negotiation of multiple inscriptions and inscriptors (actors). Their study suggests 
that actors who participate in developing and implementing a balanced scorecard 
project play significant role in its overall effectiveness. In their research setting, the 
balanced scorecard project was ‘co-produced through client-consultant interaction 
where client input served to articulate local specifics that were fed into the consultants’ 
template’ (Qu and Cooper, 2011, p. 359). Further, they (p. 359) conclude: ‘We have 
observed not only inscriptions’ productive effects (via mobilizing, stabilizing and 
recombining) but also their potential to impact relations between people from distant 
locales with problems that are constructed as local.’ 
 Compensation plans. Ittner et al. (2003) make significant contributions to the 
performance evaluation and compensation literatures by extending cross-sectional 
studies on the use of subjectivity and discretion in bonus plans (e.g. Gibbs et al., 2002). 
They provide further evidence on the influence of informativeness of performance 
measure weighting. Being one of the first detailed studies of scorecard-based 
compensation plans, this research complements psychological-based experimental work 
in importance placed on performance measures.   
 Choices to gain legitimacy. A group of studies in the balanced scorecard probe into 
how “external” institutions such as funding agencies, government regulation, 
professional bodies, and socio-political contexts could play a significant role in the 
implementation choice of the balanced scorecard (Daniel, Myers & Dixon, 2011; 
Kasperskaya, 2008; Modell, 2001, 2009). Using institutional theory, scholars 
demonstrated how organizations implement the balanced scorecard to gain legitimacy 
from their external constituencies without consideration of the efficiency or 
effectiveness of its adoption (Hoque & Adams, 2011).   
 Aligning balanced scorecards with other tools. As shown in Appendix 4, some notable 
studies published in business and management journals (for example, see Ahn, 2001; 
Braan & Nijssen, 2004; Bianchi & Montemaggiore, 2008; Carmona & Granlund, 2003; 
Chesley & Wenger, 1999; Decoene & Bruggeman, 2006; Johnson-Cramer et al., 2003; 
Papalexandris et al., 2004) demonstrated how different organizations developed and 
used balanced scorecard measures as strategy evaluation tools. Van der Zee and der 
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Jong (1999) showed how organizations would benefit from integrating business 
information technology management with the Balanced Business Scorecard. Similarly, 
Park, Lee and Yoo’s work (2005) also argued for integrating the balanced scorecard with 
the organization’s supply chain framework, what they called it ‘The Balanced Scorecard 
Supply Chain’. Another study by Decoene and Bruggeman (2006) draws from a case 
study of a Danish company demonstrate the relationships between strategic alignment, 
motivation and organizational performance in the balanced scorecard context. In a 
related tone, using innovation theory and drawing from a longitudinal case study in a 
medium sized Columbian bank, Johnson-Cramer, Cross and Yan (2003) demonstrated 
how the bank used the balanced scorecard in its “new” reengineering program in 
managing organizational operational activities. 
 Looking at the wider diffusion of the balanced scorecard concept across the globe 
(e.g., Ax & Bjornenak, 2005; Carmona & Granlund, 2003; Ho & Chan, 2002; Kasurinen, 
2002; Kershaw & Kershaw, 2001; Malmi, 2003; Paplexandris, Ioannou, & Prastacos, 
2004; Sandhu, Baxter, & Emsley, 2008; Shiu & O’Connor, 2011), the balanced scorecard 
certainly has attracted a great deal of attention from practitioners for its several 
practical benefits. The use of the balanced scorecard leads to improved managerial 
decision making by aligning performance measures in the firm’s business units with the 
goals and strategies of the firm (Kaplan & Norton, 1996c). The paper by Ittner et al. 
(2003) reinforces Kaplan and Norton’s idea of combining financial measures with non-
financial measures in a scorecard by highlighting  that the balanced scorecard provides 
causal links connecting the multiple classes of non-financial measures (“drivers of the 
performance”) and the financial measures (“final outcome”). Hoque and James (2000), 
one of the early empirical studies into the balanced scorecard, suggest that the balanced 
scorecard indicates which specific improvements in drivers are linked to the desired 
outcomes of the firm’s strategy. Similarly, using contingency perspectives, Braam and 
Nijssen (2004) documented the effectiveness of the balanced scorecard in a sample of 
Dutch firms. In the public sector context, the study by Hoque and Adams (2011) in 
Australian government departments provides evidence that balanced scorecard practice 
has improved departmental effectiveness. 
 Benefits of causal links. With the shift of the balanced scorecard from being only a 
performance measurement system to a strategic management system the pattern of 
results on the causally linked driver and outcome measures may provide clues about the 
effectiveness of the strategy, which then provides companies with the capacity for 
strategic learning; this will then enable them to modify their strategies if need be. The 
unique features of the balanced scorecard noted above, relative to less comprehensive 
performance measurement systems, would be expected to lead to lower rater bias in 
performance appraisal (Guo et al., 2007). Davis and Albright (2004) remarked that an 
improvement in financial performance could occur after implementing a balanced 
scorecard.  
 Effects of implementation involvement and a causal-chain focus. A number of studies 
(e.g., Ittner & Larcker, 2003; Malina & Selto, 2004) demonstrate that organizations often 
do not explicitly state causal linkages among the balanced scorecard perspectives. 
Further, we can learn from the work of Tayler’s experiment that merely framing the 
balanced scorecard as a causal chain is not sufficient to diminish motivated-reasoning 
processes, even in the simple setting, however, framing the scorecard as a causal chain, 
in conjunction with involving managers in the selection of the scorecard measures, 
mitigates the effects of motivated reasoning tied to manager involvement in initiative 
selection (Tayler, 2010, p. 1097).  
 Pitfalls of the balanced scorecard. Despites its usefulness, the balanced scorecard has 
also received considerable criticisms from various quarters. For example, Butler et al. 
(1997) considered the balanced scorecard concept to be too general, pointing out that it 
might not fit in an organization’s culture and could ignore corporate missions. In a 
similar vein, Laitinen (1996) considered the selection of the four basic dimensions and 
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their interrelationships problematic, claiming that measures in practical applications 
appear to loosely connect to each other and unable to provide clues on which company 
internal factors should be developed. Atkinson et al. (1997, p. 93) expressed mixed 
reactions like this: ‘The name “scorecard” is misleading because the balanced scorecard 
is not a scorecard in the conventional accounting sense. Rather, it is a sophisticated 
information structure and management approach that links effects (also called 
organizational objectives, such as profit levels) with causes, such as customer or 
employee satisfaction.’ Laitinen (2003) further notes that balanced scorecard in its 
original form may include non-critical perspectives and exclude critical ones.  
 Other scholars (e.g., Chenhall, 2010; Ittner & Larcker, 1998; Johanson, Skoog, 
Backlund & Almqvist, 2006; Norreklit & Mitchell, 2007; Otley, 1999) find that it is 
difficult to identify the relative importance of and the trade-offs between the balanced 
scorecard perspectives, as this identification is crucial when resolving the conflicts in 
the setting of targets on different perspectives and on the measures of the perspectives. 
Epstein and Manzoni (1998) question the ability of companies to agree on a strategy in 
such clear terms that it would enable construction of balanced scorecard and the 
maintenance of systems to be laborious. Vaivio (1995) challenges the principal idea of 
the balanced scorecard that a handful of quantitative measures could portray the 
various facets of a company’s strategy. In a similar tone, Johanson et al. (2006) point out 
the ‘balancing’ dilemmas of the balanced scorecard. Further, Liedtka, Church and Ray 
(2008) highlight performance variability and ambiguity tolerance in a balanced 
scorecard based performance assessment.  
 Norreklit (2000, 2003) has been highly critical of the causal relationship between 
the four perspectives of the balanced scorecard and the validity of the system to serve as 
a strategic management tool. Norreklit argues that the balanced scorecard has problems 
with some of its key assumptions and relationships. She argues that there is not a causal 
but rather a logical relationship among the areas covered in the balanced scorecard. In 
her 2000 paper, Norreklit asserts that the balanced scorecard makes invalid 
assumptions, which may lead to the anticipation of performance indicators which are 
faulty, resulting in sub-optimal performance. Further, Norreklit noted that the balanced 
scorecard is not a valid strategic management tool as Kaplan and Norton claim it to be – 
because the balanced scorecard does not ensure any organizational rooting and also has 
difficulty ensuring environmental rooting.   
 Thus, the above criticisms challenge some key assumptions of the balanced 
scorecard, the notion of causality in the relationship, and the idea that it can be a 
strategic tool. Despite such criticisms, Kaplan and Norton have extended and broadened 
the concept into a strategic management tool for describing, communicating and 
implementing strategy’, thus reinforcing Kaplan and Norton’s original point that the 
balanced scorecard has practical relevance in organizational decisions. Kaplan and 
Norton further believe that balanced scorecard measures need to be broken down into 
financial and non-financial measures in such a way that information, communication 
and strategy at all levels of organizations could be aligned for an effective organization. 
Their stance echoed Grady’s (1991) statement that the strategic objective of a company 
ought to be broken down into critical success factors and critical actions.  
 In a recent article, Kaplan and Norton’s idea of causal linkages among balanced 
scorecard objectives and measures led to the creation of a strategy map that links a 
firm’s intangible assets and critical processes to the value proposition and customer and 
financial outcomes (See Figure 2, Kaplan & Norton, 2010, p. 22). Further, Kaplan and 
Norton (2010, p. 21) assert that a balanced scorecard project should build a strategy 
map of organizational objectives first and only afterwards select metrics for each 
objective.6

                                                 
6 For details about the theoretical roots and motivations of the original and subsequent development of the 
balanced scorecard, see Kaplan and Norton (2010). 
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 In summary, the above discussion shows how previous studies have added 
significantly to the richness of the debate regarding the balanced scorecard. The rise of 
the balanced scorecard in the 21st century is revealed in the overwhelming popularity of 
the balanced scorecard among academics, practitioners and consultants across the 
globe. As also discussed above, several researchers have pointed out some limitations of 
the balanced scorecard concept and of the research in the field. This debate opens up 
some opportunities for future research, as outlined below.  
 

Opportunities for future research 
 
 Shields and Shields (1998, p. 65) note that ‘… future research should be informed by 
what has been learned from past research.’ Although the studies reviewed above 
provide useful insights into balanced scorecard practices, there are several issues 
remained unresolved. In this section, I highlight the deficiencies in the previous work 
which lead to a number of future research opportunities.  
 
The cause-effect relationships and contingency “fit” 
 
 As the cause-effect relationship among different measurement perspectives is 
fundamental to the balanced scorecard achieving the desired outcomes it is crucial to 
clear the misunderstandings or any ambiguity regarding this issue. Yet there is little 
empirical work on the relationship and causality among balanced scorecard 
perspectives. Future studies could look at whether and how the casual relationships 
between balanced scorecard perspectives could be the effect of facilitating strategic 
organizational and employee learning, and the impact on organizational strategic 
outcomes. Using a holistic view within the contingency perspective (Drazin & Van de 
Ven, 1985), future research could explore the effects of many contextual and structural 
variables on the causal relationships between balanced scorecard perspectives. Gerdin & 
Greve (2004, Figure 1, p. 304) demonstrate how management accounting researchers 
could use a classificatory framework for mapping different forms of contingency fit in 
their theoretical framework (for details about the fit approach, see Donaldson, 2001; 
Gerdin & Greve, 2004; Hartmann & Moers, 1999) .  
 Further, the previous work on the balanced scorecard explores a simple 
contingency analysis (for example, see Hoque & James, 2000) between multiple 
contingent factors and balanced scorecard practices in determining the effectiveness of 
the balanced scorecard design and use. Fisher (1995, p. 24) states that the ultimate goal 
of contingent management control research should be to develop and test a 
comprehensive model that include multiple control systems, multiple contingent 
variables, and multiple outcome variables (for a similar view, see also Chenhall, 2003). 
This issue is relatively unexplored in the current management accounting literature. 
Future research may initiate this path to examine how interactions between multiple 
control systems such as budgeting and the balanced scorecard and multiple contingent 
factors such as strategy, structure and external environment determine the effectiveness 
of the balanced scorecard design.  
 As discussed in the management accounting literature (for example, see Fisher, 
1995; Gerdin & Greve, 2004; Hartmann & Moers, 1999; Luft & Shields, 2003; Shields & 
Shields, 1998), researchers could depict the strengths of the relationship between 
balanced scorecards and contextual variables, or its form and the follow-on effect on 
organizational performance of this contingent relationship (for further details about 
multiplicative models, see Schoonhoven, 1981). Future research could also identify 
contingent factors that have not been examined in the existing balanced scorecard 
research. Fisher (1995, p. 46) states that much of the richness and complexity of control 
system design may be lost if multiple contingent factors are not examined. Seen in such a 
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context, future balanced scorecard research could examine multiple interactions to 
provide a clearer understanding of how firms use multiple balanced scorecard measures 
to achieve organizational goals (Fisher, 1995).7

 
  

Neoinstitutionalism, actor-networks, and practice diversity  
 
 Inspired by Meyer and Rowan (1977) and DiMaggio and Powell (1983), accounting 
researchers advocate and use the structural institutional approach to explore the idea 
that organizations and actors pursue legitimacy because of the mimetic, coercive and 
normative pressures. Several studies (e.g., Carruthers, 1995; Cooper, Greenwood, 
Hinings, & Brown, 1998; Covaleski & Dirsmith, 1988; Dillard, Rigsby & Goodman, 2004; 
Dirsmith, Heian, & Covaleski, 1997; Fogarty, 1996; Fogarty & Rogers, 2005; Hopper & 
Major, 2008) have demonstrated systematic variation in accounting practices and link 
such variation to broader socio-cultural, cognitive, normative and regulative pressures.  
 Structural institutionalism has been subject to criticisms from many scholars, 
including Alvesson (1993), Donaldson (1995), Green (2004), Green and Li (2011), 
Lounsbury (2008), and Suddaby (2010). To Lounsbury (2008), while studies of 
institutionalization focus on isomorphism by showing how practices spread throughout 
socio-political field, organizational field and organization level, they do not capture 
organizational on-going struggle and change. He further points out that “given recent 
efforts by institutionalists to account for actors and practice diversity, there is an 
important opportunity for dialogue with practice theorists, such as those drawing on 
Actor-Network Theory, and the creation of a more comprehensive approach to the study 
of practice that attends to both institutional and micro-processual dynamics” 
(Lounsbury, 2008, p. 349). This idea of integrating institutional analysis with actor-
networks would provide fruitful paths for the development of new insights about 
balanced scorecard practices in their wider socio-cultural and political contexts. Such a 
gap in the current balanced scorecard research literature provides an opportunity for 
theoretical development and empirical insight into the balanced scorecard.  Such effort 
may find alternative explanations or new observations surrounding networks in 
balanced scorecard practices in organizations. 
 Further, Actor-Network Theory (Callon, 1986, 1999; Callon, Law, & Rip, 1986; 
Latour, 1987) would help entail the idea of close engagement of actors and their world 
views and captures possible multiple interpretations or different views of reality from a 
wide range of actors involved in balanced scorecard practices. Seen from the purview of 
ANT, future research can explore the extent to which organizational actors develop a 
network in translating the balanced scorecard to the day-to-day activities of the 
organization. Within this broader theme, a future study could address several questions: 
Who are the key actors in the network? How do they form and shape the development of 
the balanced scorecard? Who supported the balanced scorecard practices and who 
opposed them? What was the nature of relational networks built? What consequences 
resulted from control practices (such as improving relationships, leading to rivalries), 
given that actors gain their identities through relations with others)? 
  
Agency institutionalism and balanced scorecard practice 
 
 A group of scholars (e.g., Donaldson, 1995; Green, 2004; Suddaby, 2010) criticize 
that studies using structural institutionalism conceptualize coercive, mimetic, and 
normative processes as structural and material, they fail to incorporate 
phenomenological and symbolic insights into their explanation (Green & Li, 2011). As 
pointed out by some scholars (e.g., Fligstein, 1997; Hardy & Maguire, 2008; Lounsbury, 

                                                 
7 Fisher (1995) has provided some useful insights on the application of complex contingency models in 
management control research.   
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2008; Oliver, 1991), including DiMaggio (1988), institutional entrepreneurs act as 
agents to deploy their social skills ‘to motivate cooperation in other actors’ and thus 
change or reproduce institutional orders’ (Fligstein, 1997, p. 398; cited in Green & Li, 
2011, p. 1669). Green and Li (2011) citing DiMaggio (1988) suggest that institutional 
entrepreneurs create or change institutions when they have sufficient resources to 
imagine and realize interests that they value highly. According to Green & Li (2011, p. 
1669), researchers using agency institutionalism see language as a pragmatic tool to 
manipulate the connotative and multiple meanings inherent in many social structures, 
fields, identities, and actions. The current institutional research in management 
accounting, including balanced scorecard, is limited in this field. Therefore, building 
from agency institutionalism ideas, future research could explore how institutional 
entrepreneurs use language to manipulate the connotative and multiple meanings 
inherent in balanced scorecard actions (Green & Li, 2011).  
 
 
Rhetorical institutionalism in balanced scorecard practice 
 
 Building upon a rhetorical approach, Nørreklit (2003) claimed that the amount of 
attention the balanced scorecard has attracted was because the notion of the balanced 
scorecard is presented as “persuasive rhetoric” rather than a “convincing theory” (p. 
291). In a similar tone, drawing on a case study, Busco and Quattrone (2009) suggest 
that the functionality of the balanced scorecard is allied with rhetorical characteristics 
that appeal to many users. More research is required to provide further evidence on 
how agents or actors use technical attributes of the balanced scorecard to influence 
others and achieve their intended goals.  
 Borrowing insights from rhetoric, Green and Li (2011) attempted to explain how 
institutions both constrain and enable agency. They call this approach ‘rhetorical 
institutionalism’ that refers to ‘the deployment of linguistic approaches in general and 
rhetorical insights in particular to explain institutionally embedded agency’ (Green & Li, 
2011, p. 1670). Building on Alvesson’s (1983) idea “organizations as rhetoric”, Green 
and Li discuss the benefits of integrating rhetorical ideas in both structural and agency 
institutionalism research. They (p. 1670) claim that rhetorical institutionalism helps 
explain ‘how social structures and agency are co-embedded and entangled with 
meanings.’ Green and Li (2011, p. 1670) explain this integration as: ‘Structure shapes 
agency as meanings are taken for granted and unconsciously reproduced by actors. 
Agency shapes structure as actors use language to deconstruct these taken for granted 
understandings and consciously shape and create new meanings’ (for details, see Figure 
1 in Green & Li, 2011, p. 1675). Using Green and Li’s rhetorical model of institutionalism, 
future research could explore rhetorical motives of balanced scorecard approach in an 
organization for describing and framing ‘who (agent), gets to do what (act), why (for 
what purpose), where (scene), and in what way (agency) (Green & Li, 2011, p. 1673).       
 
 
Organizational change and the balanced scorecard 
 
 Future research may seek to explore the potential linkage between organizational 
changes and the balanced scorecard implementation. Such an attempt can explore the 
questions like, ‘What were the changes in the organizational structure and management 
processes?’ ‘What was the impact of the organizational change on the design and 
operation of the balanced scorecard?’ 
 Drawing on economics theories, several studies investigated the incidence of 
balanced scorecard practices. For example, Ittner et al. (2003) remark that psychological 
explanations are equally or more relevant than economic models when assessing 
balanced scorecard practices. The implementation of the balanced scorecard can have 
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significant behavioral implications on organizations, especially when senior 
management has not made adequate plans for it. A new system like the balanced 
scorecard affects both management and their employees. For instance, because of the 
adoption of the balanced scorecard, managers are now required to adopt a more 
conscious managerial approach, adjust to new systems and processes, new 
relationships, new remuneration policies, organizational restructuring, adopt new 
quality systems, become more customer focused, and also manage that change 
throughout all levels of the organization. The increasing demands of the balanced 
scorecard that are placed on organizational managers also have consequences for 
employees. Change to any number of factors such as the size or structure of the firm, the 
complexity of the firm, management leadership styles, authority responsibility 
relationships and even group norms can significantly influence employee behavior 
(Siegal and Ramanauskas-Marconi, 1989). A future study could investigate how the 
balanced scorecard can compel individuals to behave in a manner that will contribute to 
the overall success of the balanced scorecard.  
 People react to change in many ways.  Some view change as positive, others view 
change as negative.  Either way, individuals’ perceptions about the change or how they 
are managed determine the level of their reactions to that change.  Greenberg (1996) 
contends that individuals resist change at both an individual and an organizational level.  
At an individual level, employees tend to resist change because of economic insecurity, 
fear of the unknown, threats to social relationships, habits, lack of trust, and failure to 
recognize the need for change (Greenberg, 1996).  At an organizational level, employees 
resist change because of a change in the balance of power, previously unsuccessful 
change attempts, work group inertia and structural inertia (Greenberg, 1996). 
Resistance to change is projected by employees through absenteeism, decreased 
productivity, and regression in behavior, resignations, transfers and sabotage (Drafke 
and Kossen, 1998). A future research can explore how organizations manage such 
behavioral issues due to the introduction of the balanced scorecard. 
 
 
Appreciative inquiry 
 
 There is shortage of positive stories in the research literature about the application 
of the balanced scorecard in organizations. In the organizational development field, 
researchers use appreciative inquiry as a research framework. Reed (2007) suggests that 
an appreciative inquiry approach allowed participants to feel more connected with what 
goes on in their organizations. Using this approach, future researchers can include in 
their research interview protocol positive open-ended questions to explore 
organizational members’ views about the functioning of the balanced scorecard. Positive 
questions help people to focus on what works in their organizations. Researchers can 
also use appreciative focus group workshops with people involved in practice. An 
appreciative inquiry approach encourages participants to think of solutions to issues in 
the balanced scorecard approach. Reed explains the basic principle of appreciative 
inquiry (AI): ‘one idea behind AI …exploring what had worked could be a more helpful 
way of thinking about an issue than examining ways in which things had gone wrong. 
According to this principle, then we would achieve more by collecting data about 
strategies that had worked, or were “successful,” so that they could be analyzed and 
presented to audiences who might want to try them out’  (Reed, 2007 p. 7). However, AI 
has limitations. One is that ‘…by focusing on positive strategies one would be painting a 
picture of practice that would hide problems and difficulties’ (Reed 2007, p. 7) in the 
process. Another limitation is that ‘…by asking about what went well, we will be biasing 
the study toward success stories and away from negative ones’ (Reed, 2007, p. 7). 
Nevertheless, we do need research that notes achievements rather than only failures in 
order to advance our knowledge about the developments of the balanced scorecard. 
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Balanced scorecard research in the public sector 
 
 In the public sector, while organizations may tend to maintain certain practices like 
the balanced scorecard adopted to comply with legislation requirements in their 
constitutions, they may also adopt such practices because top management believes that 
certain accounting practices are the rational way to account for public monies and are 
the socially accepted method of effectively doing so. Prior research, however, has not 
studied the diverse motives, including organizational economic self-interest, which drive 
accounting choices in government organizations and their consequences on 
organizational and social outcomes. Since accounting in the public sector is more 
complex than that in the private sector due to its varied social and political contexts and 
given its importance in constituting practices it is important that these issues are 
addressed. There is ongoing concern that the adoption of these private sector practices 
which emphasize what is measured might degrade aspects of social life which are not 
amenable to measurement. A future study could address the following major research 
issues: What are the rationales informing the choice of balanced scorecard performance 
management practices in government organizations? How have these systems been 
implemented? How have they influenced decision making and service delivery to the 
community?  
 Further, a future study could examine, as objectively as possible, whether the 
desired alignment is being realized and under what conditions and the value of the 
information provided by the balanced scorecard performance measurement system 
adopted. In this sort of project, a detailed analysis of specific instances of the use of the 
balanced scorecard information could be carried out firsthand in the field to determine 
whether and how decisions and outcomes have been affected.   
 
 

Conclusions  
 
 The review presented in this paper indicates that balanced scorecard is a successful 
concept, receiving much attention by researchers as well as huge interest in 
organizations. Although some studies point out limitations of the balanced scorecard 
concept, some also revealed its usefulness. Reviewing the significant number of 
adoptions of the balanced scorecard in organizations world-wide, it appears that 
balanced scorecard concept has been a triumphant and winning system since its 
introduction. Although not the first time in combing financial and non-financial 
performance measurement, the balanced scorecard is a useful, effective performance 
measurement and strategic management tool in the organizational world. Scholars note 
that the success of the balanced scorecard depends on the clear identification of non-
financial and financial variables and their accurate and objective measurement, and 
linking these measures with rewards and penalties.  
 It became apparent from this review that business and management journals such 
as Harvard Business Review and Long Range Planning were instrumental in introducing 
the concept of the balanced scorecard. While 17 balanced scorecard papers were 
published in business and management journals in the first 5 years (1992-1996), no 
articles appeared in accounting journals during this period. An upsurge of interest 
occurred thereafter in the accounting arena, with 14 papers in the next 5 years (1997-
2001) and 38 papers in the following 5 years (2002-2006). More importantly, the last 
five years (2007-2011) have seen a significant number of balanced scorecard papers 
(60) published in accounting journals. Thus it can be concluded that balanced scorecard 
is an under-studied concept in the business and management discipline as compared to 
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the accounting discipline. This implies that in the business and management discipline 
there is a relatively large space for growth and development in balanced scorecard 
research, while in the accounting area, the topic has already been widely researched. 
Future researchers can make valuable contributions to the balanced scorecard research 
literature by using “new” theories and innovative research methods.   
 Has the balanced scorecard lost its relevance to practice in this 21st century or has it 
found relevance and sustained its position in the extant field? In this review, available 
evidence presented above shows that in today’s rapidly changing and hyper-competitive 
world traditional performance measures that focus on exclusively on financial measures 
is not sufficient to guide effective organizational decision making. The key survival skills 
for organizations in the modern world are the ability to innovate and their learning 
capacity, which cannot be captured by conventional financial performance measures. 
Another key issue is providing value to today’s customers, who are very different from 
those in the past, as they are now more demanding and harder to please; customers’ 
tastes and preferences should also be measured in the balanced scorecard of an 
organization. Combining the four key perspectives, the balanced scorecard has provided 
organizational decision makers and managers with a way of expressing and testing a 
sophisticated model of cause-and-effect in the organization. The model provides 
managers with a foundation on which to manage the drivers of desired outcomes 
(Atkinson et al., 1997; Hoque & James, 2000).  
 While the balanced scorecard was originally designed for multidimensional 
performance measurement, the concept has now evolved into an organizing framework 
for a strategic management system. In addition to linking measures to vision and 
strategy, as demonstrated in existing research, measures can be linked to each other, on 
the basis of a series of cause-and-effect relationships. The balanced scorecard concept 
emphasizes the linkage of measurement to strategy map and this tighter connection 
between the measurement system and strategy map elevates the role of non-financial 
measures in strategy implementation and strategy evaluation. Until we see another 
improved innovative tool, the balanced scorecard will continue to provide organizations 
with a valuable option as a strategy map and an enabler of policy implementation, and 
an organizational control and accountability tool, especially when organizations are 
faced with widespread socio-political and environmental changes, locally and globally. 
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Table 1 Developments of the balanced scorecard concept (1992-2011) 
 

 

Year/ 
paper type 

Publication title Key areas covered 

1992/Article The balanced scorecard-
Measures that drive 
performance 

 An introduction of balanced scorecard as a foundation for development 
 Balanced scorecard is superior performance measurement that uses both financial and non-financial measures 
 Identify the four perspectives: Financial, Customer, Internal Business Perspective & Innovation and Learning 
 Balanced scorecard is forward-looking (Long-term performance) 

1993/Article 
 

Putting the balanced scorecard 
to work 

 Balanced scorecard is not only a measurement exercise, also a management system to motivate breakthrough 
improvement 

 Balanced scorecard has greatest impact when used to drive a change process  
 Identify that: Transparency is critical to successful balanced scorecard  
 Measures on balanced scorecard have to be specifically designed to fit firm’s mission, strategy, technology and 

culture 
1996/Book The Balanced Scorecard: 

Translating Strategy into 
Action 

 Balanced scorecard has evolved from measurement system to strategic management system 
 Identify four major steps in successful balanced scorecard implementation 
 Reclassify Internal Business Process & Learning and Growth, shifting innovation to Internal business processes, 

and adding growth element to employee learning 
 Measures are linked to each other in a causal relationship, unlike before, linked to strategy and vision 

2001/Book The Strategy-Focused 
Organization: How Balanced 
Scorecard Companies Thrive in 
the New Competitive 
Environment 

 Translating the strategy to operational terms: Building strategy maps 
 Aligning the organization to create synergies: Creating business unit synergy 
 Making strategy everyone’s everyday job: Creating strategic awareness; defining personal and team objectives; 

the balanced paycheck 
 Making strategy a continual process: planning and budgeting; feedback and learning 
 Mobilizing change through executive leadership 

2004/Book Strategy Maps: Converting 
Intangible Assets into 
Tangible Outcomes 

 Visually map your strategy 
 A visual cause-and-effect explanation of what's working and what doesn't in a way that everyone in the 

company can understand.  
 Helps get the entire organization involved in strategy 

2006/Book Alignment: Using the Balanced 
Scorecard to Create 
Corporate Synergies 

 Alignment: A source of economic value 
 Corporate strategy and structure 
 Aligning financial and customer strategies 
 Aligning internal process and learning and growth strategies: integrated strategic themes 
 Cascading: the process 
 Aligning boards and investors 
 Aligning external partners 
 Managing the alignment process 
 Total strategic alignment 
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Table 2  

Frequency distribution of articles published on the balanced scorecard by accounting journals 
(1992-2011)   

 
Journal 1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 
AAAJ 0 0 1 1 2 
AOS 0 0 5 4 9 
A & F 0 0 0 0 0 
ABR 0 0 0 0 0 
TAR 0 1 3 1 5 
BAR 0 0 2 1 3 
BRIA 0 0 2 2 4 
CAR 0 0 0 1 1 
JAE 0 0 0 0 0 
JAR 0 0 0 2 2 
JMAR 0 2 0 3 5 
ABACUS 0 0 0 2 2 
AH 0 2 0 0 2 
ADIC 0 0 0 3 3 
CPA 0 0 6 3 9 
FAM 0 1 6 10 17 
IIAEd 0 3 0 1 4 
JAAF 0 0 0 0 0 
JAPP 0 0 0 1 1 
JAEd 0 3 2 3 8 
JBFA 0 0 0 0 0 
MAR 0 4 9 9 22 
RAS 0 0 0 0 0 
EAR 0 0 0 5 5 
TIJA 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 16 36 52 104 
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Table 3: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published in accounting 
journals by topics (1992-2011) 
 

Years/Topics 1992-1996 1997-
2001 

2002-
2006 

2007-
2011 

Total 

Balanced scorecard (general) * 0 5 9 6 20 
Adoption/implementation/use 0 9 23 29 61 
Causal  relationship effects 0 0 0 1 1 
Effects/impacts of the balanced 
scorecard on employees 

0 0 1 3 4 

Innovation diffusion 0 0 1 2 3 
System outcomes/organizational  
effectiveness 

0 2 2 8 12 

Incentives 0 0 0 3 3 
Other      
Total 0 16 36 52 104 

 
Notes 
* This includes descriptive papers on the principles and assumptions of the balanced scorecard and its 
links with other new techniques such as TQM. 
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Table 4: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published in accounting 
journals by research settings (1992-2011) 
 

Years 1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 
Manufacturing 0 2 3 7 12 
Marketing and retailing 0 1 5 5 11 
Service (private sector banking, 
insurance, airline, 
telecommunication) 

0 0 8 6 14 

Publicly traded listed companies 0 1 3 7 11 
Private hospitals/healthcare 0 1 0 5 6 
Accounting firms 0 1 0 1 2 
Local governments/municipalities 0 1 1 8 10 
Government 
departments/agencies 

0 0 4 5 9 

Not-for-profit/non-government 
organizations 

0 2 0 0 2 

Nil/not stated 0 7 11 5 23 
Other * 0 0 1 3 4 
Total 0 16 36 52 104 

 
Notes 
* This includes reviews, commentaries and papers which offer practical insights. 
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Table 5: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published in accounting 
journals by theory (1992-2011) 
 

Years  1992-
1996 

1997-
2001 

2002-
2006 

2007-
2011 

Total 

Psychology 0 1 2 2 5 
Organizational behavior/theory 0 1 3 1 5 
Contingency 0 2 2 3 7 
Sociological/institutional theory 0 0 0 7 7 
Critical (general) 0 0 1 0 1 
Agency 0 0 0 3 3 
Stakeholder theory 0 0 0 3 3 
Actor-network theory 0 0 0 2 2 
Cultural (national and organizational) 0 0 0 1 1 
Economics   0 1 5 5 11 
Fad and Fashion 0 0 0 1 1 
Multiple theories/theory-triangulation 0 0 4 3 7 
Historical 0 0 0 1 1 
Constructivist approach 0 0 1 0 1 
Grounded theory  0 0 0 0 0 
Other * 0 1 4 11 16 
Nil/not stated** 0 11 13 9 33 
Total 0 16 36 52 104 
 
Notes 
  
* This includes papers which have used various models / frameworks (e.g. Cobb et al. 1995) and 
literature sources (e.g. strategic management, value-based management, management accounting 
systems) without disclosing actual theory behind the model.  
 
**This category mainly consists of descriptive papers, commentaries and reviews. 
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Table 6: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published in accounting 
journals by research methods used 
 

Years/methods 1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 
Survey 0 1 5 11 17 
Case/interviews 0 5 8 21 34 
Experiment 0 1 6 10 17 
Action research 0 0 2 1 3 
Archival 0 0 1 3 4 
Analytical 
discussion/mathematical* 

0 4 10 3 17 

Multiple methods (data-
triangulation)   

0 5 4 3 12 

Total 0 16 36 52 104 
*This includes research based on principal agent and production economic theories and models. 
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Table 7: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published in accounting 
journals by primary data analysis technique (1992-2011) 
 

Years 1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 
Qualitative:      
  Content analysis 0 0 1 1 2 
  Archival analysis 0 0 0 2 2 
  Interview quotes 0 4 8 22 34 
  Grounded (thematic)  0 0 0 0 0 
  Participation 
  Observation   

0 0 1 0 1 

      
Quantitative:      
  Descriptive statistics 
  /correlations 

0 0 5 5 10 

   Regression/  
   ANOVA/MANOVA) 

0 2 7 10 19 

   PLS/SEM / Path analysis 0 0 2 2 4 
   Other * 0 0 2 3 5 
      
Mixed methods (qualitative 
and quantitative) 

0 1 1 3 5 

      
Nil ** 0 9 9 4 22 
Total 0 16 36 52 104 

 
Notes 
* Other includes papers which have used econometrics models, non parameter boot strap method, 
matched pair design, cross-sectional data and cluster analysis. 
 
** This mainly includes papers which carry descriptive analysis and reviews. 
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Table 8: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard classified by Business and 
Management journals (1992-2011)   
 

Journal 1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 
AMJ 0 0 0 0 0 
AMR 0 0 0 0 0 
ASQ 0 0 0 0 0 
DS 0 0                    0  0 0 
JAP 0 0 0 0 0 
I & M 0 0 0 0 0 
EJIS 0 0 0 0 0 
JBV 0 0 0 0 0 
JIBS 0 0 0 0 0 
JOM 0 0 0 0 0 
JMIS 0 1 0 0 1 
JMS 0 0 1 0 1 
JOPM 0 0 0 0 0 
JOB 0 0 0 0 0 
JPIM 0 0 0 0 0 
LQ 0 0 0 0 0 
MSc 0 0 0 0 0 
OPR 0 0 0 0 0 
OSc 0 0 0 0 0 
OS 0 0 0 0 0 
ROB 0 0 0 0 0 
SMJ 0 0 0 0 0 
TJB 0 0 0 0 0 
AJM 0 0 1 0 1 
BJM 0 0 0 0 0 
CMR 1 1 1 0 3 
HBR 11 5 7 4 27 
HRELs 0 0 0 0 0 
HRM 0 3 1 0 4 
HRMJ 0 0 2 2 4 
HRMR 0 0 1 0 1 
IJHRM 0 0 0 1 1 
IJOPM 0 0 2 1 3 
JBR 0 0 0 1 1 
JWB 0 0 0 0 0 
MIR 0 0 1 0 1 
LRP 0 2 5 3 10 
MISQE 0 0 0 0 0 
MITSMR 0 0 0 1 1 
OMEGA 0 0 0 3 3 
ORL 0 0 0 0 0 
OBHDP 0 0 0 0 0 
SO 0 0 0 0 0 
SCM 0 0 0 1 1 
SDR 0 0 0 2 2 
TAMP 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 12 12 23 20 67 
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Table 9: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published by 
topics/issues (1992-2011) 
 

Years/topics 1992-
1996 

1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 

Balanced scorecard (general) 
* 

0 1 1 0 2 

Adoption/ 
implementation/use 

0 3 7 11 21 

Causal relationship effects 0 0 0 0 0 
Effects/impacts of the 
balanced scorecard on 
employees   

0 0 1 0 1 

Innovation/diffusion 0 0 0 0 0 
System 
outcomes/organizational 
effectiveness 

1 2 4 3 10 

Incentives  0 0 0 0 0 
Other* 11 6 10 6 33 
Total 12 12 23 20 67 

 
Notes 
* This includes descriptive papers published in Harvard Business Review. 
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Table 10: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published by research 
settings (1992-2011) 
 

Years/settings 1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 
Manufacturing 0 2 4 1 7 
Marketing and retailing 0 0 0 0 0 
Service (private sector 
banking, insurance, airline, 
telecommunications) 

0 3 4 4 11 

Publicly traded listed 
companies 

0 1 3 6 10 

Private hospitals / 
healthcare 

0 0 0 0 0 

Accounting firms  0 0 1 0 1 
Local 
governments/municipalities 

0 0 1 1 2 

Government 
departments/agencies 

0 0 0 0 0 

Not-for-profit / Non-
government organizations 

0 0 0 0 0 

Nil/not stated* 12 6 10 8 36 
Total 12 12 23 20 67 
 
 
Notes 
* This mainly includes descriptive papers published in Harvard Business Review. 
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Table 11: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published by theories 
(1992-2011) 
 

Years/theory 1992-1996 1997-
2001 

2002-
2006 

2007-2011 Total 

Psychology 0 0 0 0 0 
Contingency 0 0 1 0 1 
Organizational behavior/theory 0 0 0 0 0 
Institutional theory 0 0 0 1 1 
Critical (general) 0 0 0 0 0 
Agency 0 0 0 1 1 
Stakeholder theory 0 0 1 0 1 
Actor-network theory 0 0 0 0 0 
Cultural (national and 
organizational) 

0 0 0 1 1 

Economics  0 0 2 1 3 
Fad and Fashion 0 0 0 0 0 
Multiple theories/theory-
triangulation 

0 0 0 0 0 

Historical 0 0 0 0 0 
Constructivist approach 0 0 0 0 0 
Grounded theory 0 0 0 1 1 
Nil/not stated* 12 12 19 15 58 
Total 12 12 23 20 67 

 
 
Notes 
* This includes descriptive papers, which explains the features of the balanced scorecard, offer 
practical insights. 
 
  



Page 39 of 48 
 

 
Table 12: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published by research 
methods (1992-2011) 
 

Years/method 1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 
Survey 0 0 3 2 5 
Case/ interviews 0 1 1 2 4 
Experiment 0 0 0 1 1 
Action research 0 0 0 0 0 
Archival 0 0 0 0 0 
Analytical 
discussion/mathematical 

0 0 0 0 0 

Multiple methods 
(quantitative and 
qualitative)  

0 0 6 2 8 

Nil/not stated* 12 11 13 13 49 
Total 12 12 23 20 67 
 
Notes 
* This includes descriptive papers on the features of the balanced scorecard and reviews. 
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Table 13: Frequency distribution of articles on the balanced scorecard published by primary 
data analysis techniques (1992-2011) 
 

Years/data analysis 
technique 

1992-1996 1997-2001 2002-2006 2007-2011 Total 

Qualitative:      
  Content analysis 0 0 0 0 0 
  Archival analysis 0 0 0 0 0 
  Interview quotes 0 1 2 3 6 
  Grounded (thematic)  0 0 0 0 0 
  Participation 
  observation   

0 0 0 0 0 

      
Quantitative:      
  Descriptive statistics 
  /correlations 

0 0 3 0 3 

   Regression /  
   ANOVA/MANOVA 

0 0 0 3 3 

   PLS/SEM/Path 
analysis 

0 0 0 1 1 

   Other * 0 0 2 0 2 
      
Mixed method 
(qualitative and 
quantitative) 

0 0 3 1 4 

      
Nil/not stated** 12 11 13 12 48 
Total 12 12 23 20 67 
 
Notes 
* This includes factor analysis and pair-wise comparisons. 
 
** This includes descriptive papers and reviews. 
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Appendix 1: Accounting journals searched for balanced scorecard research 

   Journal ranking by 
Journal 
acronyms 

Start 
year 

Journal name 
ABDC ARC 

(ERA) 
ABS (UK) 

AAAJ 1988 Accounting Auditing & Accountability Journal A A* 3 
A & F 1960 Accounting and Finance A B 2 
ABR 1970 Accounting and Business Research A A 3 
BAR 1988 British Accounting Review   A A 3 
BRIA 1989 Behavioral Research in Accounting A A 3 
JMAR 1989 Journal of Management Accounting Research A A* 2 
ABACUS 1965 ABACUS: a Journal of Accounting and Business Studies A A 3 
AH 1987 Accounting Horizons A A 3 
CPA 1990 Critical Perspectives on Accounting A A 3 
FAM 1985 Financial Accountability & Management A A 3 
IIAEd 1983 Issues in Accounting Education A A 2 
JAAF 1986 Journal of Accounting Auditing and Finance A A 3 
JAPP 1982 Journal of Accounting and Public Policy A A 3 
JBFA N/A Journal of Business Finance and Accounting A A 3 
MAR 1990 Management Accounting Research A A 3 
EAR 1992 European Accounting Review A A 3 
TIJA N/A The International Journal of Accounting A A 3 
AOS 1976 Accounting, Organizations and Society A* A* 4 
TAR 1926 The Accounting Review A* A* 4 
CAR 1984 Contemporary Accounting Research A* A* 3 
JAE 1979 Journal of Accounting and Economics A* A* 4 
JAR 1963 Journal of Accounting Research A* A* 4 
RAS 1996 Review of Accounting Studies A* A 4 
JAEd 1982 Journal of Accounting Education B A 2 
ADIC 1984 Advances in Accounting  C A 2 

Interpretation of ranking:  ABDC/ERA: A* = Best or leading journal; A = a highly regarded journal; ABS: 4*= a world elite journal; 4 = a top journal; 3 = a highly regarded 
journal; 2 = a well regarded journal 
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Appendix 2  

Business and management journals searched for balanced scorecard research 

   Journal ranking by 
Journal 
acronyms 

Start year Journal name ABDC ARC (ERA) ABS 

AMJ 1958 Academy of Management Journal A* A* 4 
AMR 1976 Academy of Management Review A* A* 4 
AMLE 2002 Academy of Management Learning and Education A* A* 3 
ASQ 1956 Administrative Science Quarterly A* A* 4 
DS 2003 Decision Sciences A* A* 3 
JAP 1917  Journal of Applied Psychology A A* 4 
I&M 1968 Information and Management A A* 3 
EJIN 1991 European Journal of Information Systems A* A* 3 
JAP 1917 Journal of Applied Psychology A* A* 4 
JBV 1985 Journal of Business Venturing A* A* 4 
JIBS 1970 Journal of International Business Studies A* A* 4 
JOM 1975 Journal of Management A* A* 4 
JMIS 1984 Journal of Management Information Systems A* A* 3 
JMS 1963 Journal of Management Studies A* A* 4 
JOPM 1980 Journal of Operations Management A* A* 4 
JOB 1980 Journal of Organizational Behavior A* A* 2 
JPIM 1984 Journal of Product Innovation Management A* A* 4 
LQ 1990 Leadership Quarterly A* A* 4 
MSC 1954 Management Science A* A* 4 
OR 1952 Operations Research A* A* 4 
OS 1990 Organization Science A* A* 4 
OST 1980 Organization Studies A* A* 4 
ROB 1986 Research in Organizational Behavior A* A* 3 
SMJ 1980 Strategic Management Journal A* A* 4 
TJB 1928 Journal of Business A* A* 4 
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AJM 1976 Australian Journal of Management A A 2 
BJM 1990 British Journal of Management A A 4 
CMR 1958 California Management Review A A 3 
HBR 1922 Harvard Business Review A A 3 
HRs 1947 Human Relations A A 4 
HRM 1961 Human Resource Management A* A* 4 
HRMJ 1988 Human Resource Management Journal A A 3 
HRMR 1991 Human Resource Management Review B A 2 
IJHRM 1990 International Journal of Human Resource Management A A 3 
IJOPM 1980 International Journal of Operations and Production Management A A 3 
JBR 1973 Journal of Business Research A A 3 
LRP 1968 Long Range Planning A A 3 
JWB 1965 Journal of World Business A A 3 
MIR 1970 Management International Review A A 3 
MISQ 1977 MIS Quarterly A* A* 4 
MISQE 2002 MIS Quarterly Executive: A Research Journal Dedicated to Improving 

Practice 
A A 4 

MITSMR 1960 MIT Sloan Management Review A A 3 
OMEGA 1973 OMEGA International Journal of Management Science A A 3 
ORL 1981 Operations Research Letters A A 2 
OBHDP 1966 Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes A* A* 4 
R&DM 1970 R & D Management B A 3 
SO 2003 Strategic Organization A A 2 
SCM 1966 Supply Chain Management: An International Journal A A 3 
SDR 1975 System Dynamics Review A A 2 
TAMP 1987 Academy of Management Perspectives A A 3 
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Appendix 3 

Summary of some notable research studies on the balanced scorecards published in accounting journals (1992-2011) 
 
Author/s 
(Year)/Journal 

 
Key issues addressed 

 
Theory 

 
Research methods 

 
Key findings 

Hoque & James 
(2000)/JMAR 

Examine relationship between 
organization size, product life-cycle 
stage, market position and balanced 
scorecard usage & contingent 
relationship of match on 
organizational performance 

Contingency-
theoretical perspective 
with organizational 
strategy literature 

Quantitative survey based 
on mailed questionnaires to 
CFO of 66 Australian 
manufacturing companies 

Larger firms make more use of balanced 
scorecard, firms of new products use more 
new products measures & market position 
not associated with balanced scorecard 
usage & performance not dependent  

Lipe & Salterio 
(2000)/TAR 

Examines observable characteristics 
of the balanced scorecard that may 
limit managers’ ability to fully 
exploit the information found in a 
diverse set of performance 
measures 

Psychology theory Experiment was carried out 
with 58 first-year M.B.A 
students & applying 
statistical analysis 

Unique measures in a business unit’s 
balanced scorecard may be underweighted 
in performance evaluation. common 
measures have more effect on unit 
managers’ decisions  

Norreklit 
(2000)/MAR 

Examines the cause-and-effect 
relationship among the four areas of 
BSC; whether the BSC can link 
strategy to operational metrics; 
discusses and suggests some 
improvements to the BSC 

Strategy-BSC 
linkage/critical 
analysis 

Analytical approach An evaluation system which does not 
integrate all relevant variables cannot be 
expected to show valid results; A causal 
relationship is clearly not valid; Evaluation 
will always be partly subjective, and to some 
extent depend on the intuition of the top 
management.  

Malina & Selto 
(2001)/JMAR 

Investigates the communication and 
management-control attributes & 
effectiveness of balanced scorecard 
model (process and impacts of non-
financial performance measures 
management) 

Organizational 
communication and 
Management-control 
literature to identify 
various attributes 

Qualitative semi-structured 
telephone interviews with 
individuals directly involved 
with balanced scorecard 
along with archival data 

Balanced scorecard as effective to control 
corporate strategy & Causal relations 
between effective management control, 
motivation, strategic alignment and 
beneficial effects of balanced scorecard 

Malmi 
(2001)/MAR 

Exploratory study of how Finnish-
based companies apply balanced 
scorecard concept as performance 
measurement tool or strategic 
management system & why 
companies adopt balanced 
scorecard 

Strategy choice Qualitative semi-structured 
interviews of 17 
organizations that known to 
have adopted balanced 
scorecard  

Balanced scorecard used in two ways: 
management objectives and information 
system, serving both purposes & five 
reasons for adopting balanced scorecard, 
relating to strategy & management 
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Lipe & Salterio 
(2002)/AOS 

Examines whether the scorecard’s 
organization results in managerial 
performance evaluation judgments 
consistent with a recognition of the 
potential relations of measures 
within a category 

Judgmental decision 
making theory 

Experimental design using 
WCS Inc. (retail firm) case 
with 78 MBA students 

Performance evaluations are affected by 
organizing the measures into the balanced 
scorecard categories when multiple below-
target (or above-target) measures are 
contained within a category but that 
evaluations are not affected when the 
above/below-target measures are 
distributed across the scorecard’s four 
categories. 

Norreklit 
(2003)/AOS 

Addresses questions like:  Is the BSC 
the result of a new and convincing 
theory, or is it merely the result of 
persuasive rhetoric, where 
convincing theory differs from 
solely persuasive rhetoric in that 
concepts and claims are based on 
sound argumentation? 

 Critical commentary  Analytical approach Concludes that the BSC text is not so 
convincing as persuasive—a feature 
characteristic of the genre of management 
guru.   

Libby, Salterio & 
Webb (2004)/TAR 

Examines whether increasing effort 
via invoking process accountability 
and /or improving the perceived 
quality of the BSC measures 
increases managers’ usage of unique 
performance measures in their 
evaluations. 

Judgmental decision 
making theory 

Experimental design using 
WCS Inc. (retail firm) case 
with 78 MBA students 

Either the requirement to justify an 
evaluation to a superior or the provision of 
an assurance report on the BSC increases 
the use of unique measures in managerial 
performance evaluation judgements. 

Banker, Chang & 
Pizzini 
(2004)/TAR 

Assess how individual’s evaluation 
of performance of business unit 
managers depend on strategically-
linked performance measures of 
balanced scorecard 

Psychology/Strategy 
choice 

Case study of clothing 
retailer, applying statistical 
analysis of means test and 
regression analysis 

Performance evaluators more influenced by 
strategically linked measures when 
provided strategy information with more 
reliance on common measures than unique 
ones 

Ittner, Larcker & 
Meyer 
(2003)/TAR 

Examines how different types of 
performance measures weighted in 
subjective balanced scorecard plan 
  

Economic models of 
incentive contracting 
and psychological 
perspective 

Quantitative(internal 
documents & employee 
survey) and qualitative 
(interview & observation) 
data of financial service firm 

Subjectivity allowed supervisors to reduce 
balance in bonus by placing more financial 
weights, change evaluation criteria & ignore 
measures not predictive results 

Qu & Cooper 
(2011)/AOS 

Investigated “a detailed process of 
inscription building (through the 
mobilization of both people and 
objects) where diverse actors in a 
consulting firm and in the client 
organization attempt to edit local 

Actor net-work theory A case study within a 
Canadian consulting firm 

Sheds light on the exercise of power in the 
development of BSC indicators and how 
management consultants and clients seek to 
influence the project in pursuit of their own 
aims. The paper also demonstrates how the 
characteristics of inscriptions are 
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specifics to make a management 
accounting technology acceptable” 

materialized through different media and 
how different medias produce, capture, 
secure and refute knowledge claims. 

Humphreys and 
Trotman 
(2011)/JMAR 

Test the generalizability of the 
findings on the common measures 
bias by examining under what 
circumstances the provision of 
strategy information and 
strategically linked performance 
measures eliminates the common 
measures bias on performance 
evaluation tasks. 
 

Psychology/judgmental 
decision 
making/strategic 
management 
information/theory 

An experiment using 92 
Executive MBA students 
from an Australian 
university  

Demonstrate that when strategy 
information is provided to managers and 
only some measures are strategically linked, 
the common measures bias exists. Further, 
when all the performance measures are 
strategically linked, but no strategy 
information is provided and all measures 
are strategically linked, the common 
measures bias is eliminated. 

Tayler (2010)TAR Examines whether involvement in 
scorecard implementation can 
mitigate the effects of motivated 
reasoning that occur when the 
scorecard is framed as a causal 
chain rather than merely as a 
balanced set of measures 

Psychology (“motivated 
reasoning”)  

An experiment with four 
groups of participants   

Finds that managers who are involved in 
selecting strategic initiatives perceive those 
initiatives as having been more successful 
than managers who are not involved in the 
initiative-selection process (holding 
constant actual scorecard performance). 
Further results indicate that simply framing 
the scorecard as a causal chain is not 
sufficient to mitigate these effects. 
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Appendix 4 
Summary of some notable research studies on the balanced scorecards published in business and management journals (1992-2011) 

 
Author/s 
(Year)/Journal 

 
Key issues addressed 

 
Theory 

 
Research methods 

 
Key findings 

 Park, Lee, and Yoo 
(2005)/EJIS 

Proposed a framework for the balanced 
scorecard supply chain 

 Normative literature on 
the balanced scorecard 
and supply chain 
perspective 

 Comparative  case study; 
Analysis of structured interviews, 
questionnaire, and simple 
statistics 

The importance of balanced scorecard 
measures significantly depends on the 
product characteristics. 

Chesley and 
Wenger 
(1999)/CMR 

BSC implementation – to offer insights into 
the recursive adaptation required to 
successfully develop and implement a 
strategy management process. 

Descriptive case study -
no explicit theory 

Longitudinal case study in the 
National reconnaissance office 
(part of the US defense office) 

Support the idea that “there is no one 
best way to design a satellite (no matter 
how many times people search for one – 
there are only an infinite number of 
wrong answers you are trying to avoid.” 
(p. 18). 

Greatbanks & 
Tapp 
(2007)/IJPOM 

The impact of balanced scorecard in 
A public sector environment 

Descriptive case study -
no explicit theory 

A case study within public 
service city council in New 
Zealand 

The use of scorecards enables employees 
to clearly appreciate their role, and focus 
on delivery of performance-related 
measures that support organisational 
strategy; clarity of role appears to have a 
positive influence on the achievement of 
the organisation’s business plan and 
excellence goals regarding the delivery of 
customer service. 

Decoene & 
Bruggeman 
(2006)/IJOPM 

Relationship between strategic alignment, 
motivation and organizational 
performance in the balanced scorecard 
context 

Theory of motivational 
mechanism 
(agency and expectancy) 

Case study, interviews, archival 
data in a Danish company 
(producer of polyolefin plastic) 

A combination of effective strategic 
alignment and a BSC-based compensation 
plan has a positive effect on the extrinsic 
motivation of manufacturing executives. 

Carmona & 
Granlund 
(2003)/IJOPM 

Implementation of the balanced  
scorecard in Swedish 
Law enforcement 

Stakeholder approach Case study, Observation, informal 
conversation, interviews, and 
documents 

Public sector organizations tend to 
assume a stakeholder perspective on 
performance measurement. Swedish Law 
Enforcement developed a set of measures 
of external success and internal 
performance that addressed present, 
past, and future time dimensions. 
Implementation of the balanced 
scorecard in police work, though, raised 
some problems. 
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Daniel, Myers, & 
Dixon (2011)/JBR 

Rationale for adopting balanced scorecard 
management practices 

Institutional theory Four case studies in retail bank, 
county council, hospital, and 
police force 

Earlier adoption of management 
practices is associated with political and 
psychodynamic rationales, consistent 
with notions of being seen to adopt new 
ways of working. The political and 
dramaturgical rationales are associated 
with more rapid adoption due to 
influential individuals or groups acting as 
champions.  
 

Braam & Nijssen 
(2004)/LRP 

How to use the balanced scorecard 
effectively 

Prescriptive/contingency 
perspectives 

Mail survey to Dutch firms BSC use will not automatically improve 
company performance, but that the 
manner of its use matters: BSC use that 
complements corporate strategy 
positively influences company 
performance, while BSC use that is not 
related to the strategy may decrease it.  

Papalexandris et 
al. (2004)/LRP 

To illustrate an implementation of the  
Balanced scorecard in Greece 

Descriptive case study Case study within a Greece 
software company 

The BSC is a necessary “good” for 
companies, especially when used as a 
framework and a guideline for successful 
strategy communication and 
implementation and a system for 
understanding what really creates value 
in the company, rather than when it is 
used as a pure performance 
measurement system. 

Ahn (2001)/LRP Introduction of the balanced scorecard and 
its limitations 

Descriptive Worldwide supplier of 
automation products 
(Switzerland) 

Given the multitude of measures, 
managers who try to use the Balanced 
Scorecard as an interactive system will be 
overburdened, and strategic supervision 
of original premises cannot be adequately 
taken into account. 
 

Bianchi and 
Montemaggiore 
(2008)/SDR 

Use of balanced scorecards and 
improvements in the planning process 

Descriptive case study 
approach 

Case study in Municipal water 
company in Italy 

The use of “dynamic” balanced 
scorecards can significantly improve the 
planning process in a strategic learning 
perspective.  
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