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Abstract 

Diffusion studies are commonly associated with the dissemination of innovations 
across legally and economically independent organizational units. Suggesting a new 
perspective on the existing diffusion literature, this thesis argues that diffusion of 
innovations is a relevant issue to study also on a (formally) micro–level of 
investigation. Based on this reasoning, this thesis examines how and why a 
contemporary management accounting tool diffuses within a group of 
organizations belonging to a common corporate group. 

The concept in focus is the Balanced Scorecard. A high number of adopters 
worldwide combined with a shortage of empirically grounded scientific studies 
dealing with the practical Scorecard application make it a relevant tool to study. 
Against this background, this thesis also aims to enhance our knowledge on what it 
means to adopt and to maintain a Balanced Scorecard in practice.  

To address these aims, this study presents the results of an in-depth case study of a 
large-sized multinational firm. The empirical data describes a five-year BSC 
adoption and implementation process in five business divisions; all of them active 
in the communications business. Diffusion of innovations studies, supplemented by 
management accounting implementation studies form a first part of the theoretical 
framework developed. In an effort to create an even richer understanding of the 
data, a network perspective is additionally applied in a second analytical step.  

The findings of this thesis indicate that applying theory of diffusion on a micro–
level requires using a process-approach of study. Under this pre-condition, the 
study portrays the intra-firm Balanced Scorecard diffusion as a complex process—
unpredictable in its nature and highly dependent on groups of individuals and their 
interests. The Balanced Scorecard is identified as a management fashion. 
Confirming experiences made with established management accounting tools, 
organizational resistance prolongs its implementation process. Parts of this 
resistance are identified as being related to the Scorecard concept itself, while others 
appear to be non-specific to the tool examined.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

Background to the study 

The phenomenon of organizational change in accounting  

For more than 50 years now, organizational change has been of central interest to 
management scholars (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995), witnessed by a plethora of 
publications on this issue (e.g. Blake and Mouton, 1976; Cummings and Huse, 
1989; Huber and Glick, 1993; Bartunek, 1993; Ford and Ford, 1994; Burnes and 
James, 1995; Kotter, 1995). With some managerial literature referring to change 
processes as organizational learning (Huzzard, 2000), this body of literature 
becomes even more extensive. When it comes to accounting though, the literature 
on change is far from being mature with changes in accounting systems for 
management control having been only recently brought to discussion (Hopwood, 
1987). Following repeated calls for more research on accounting change (Atkinson 
et al, 1997), the issue now has enjoyed increased attention particularly among 
management accounting scholars (Quattrone and Hopper, 2001). 

Accounting change has been investigated from various theoretical perspectives (for 
an overview see Luft and Shields, 2003). A common denominator of recent studies 
is the importance assigned to studying accounting change in its context. Atkinson 
et al (1997), for example, advocate that management accounting and change are 
closely connected in that changes in the organizational environment as well as 
organizational internal changes affect the information needed for effective decision 
making. Proposing numerous research methods on how to study accounting change 
in its context, the authors also encourage researchers to apply process models of 
change as used in organization theory.  

Accounting change studies from an institutional theory perspective have recently 
become popular as a possible way to satisfy the demands of context related studies. 
Burns and Scapens (2000) undertook an influential study in this area when using 
an (old) institutional framework to describe management accounting change. In 
their model, change occurs through the interplay between organizational routines, 
rules, actions and institutions. From a slightly different theoretical angle, 
Greenwood and Hinings (1996) explain processes of organizational change from a 
neo-institutional perspective. Investigating in an individual organization, they try to 
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explain its responses to pressures in the institutional field concentrating on the 
interaction between the organization’s internal dynamics and its context. Hence, 
they study the micro–level effects of institutionalization processes that happen on a 
macro–level. Doing this, Greenwood and Hinings (1996) show how macro–level 
oriented theories such as institutional theory can gain relevance for the analysis of 
micro–level processes. In more general terms, these studies are not only examples of 
how to include the context in the study of change; they also demonstrate how 
organizational studies can inform accounting.  

Supporting further the relevance of studying accounting change, Burns and Vaivio 
(2001) lately published another overview of the issue. They identify three major 
areas that are considered particularly relevant to research on accounting change 
today. First, they put the epistemological nature of change on the research agenda. 
In this area, questions such as “is change synonymous with progress?” and “is 
change a continuous progress or distinctive in start and ending?” are of interest. A 
second major issue in contemporary research is the logic of change. Here, the 
discussion pivots around whether change is planned, rationally executed and 
predictable or unsystematic and irrational where the consequences are not 
controllable. Third, Burns and Vaivio point at the importance to study the 
management of change. This concerns the roles of top and local management in 
change processes and questions of organizational culture and their impact on 
change. Likewise, the authors identify the need to focus on the diffusion of 
management accounting. They indicate that management accounting is not 
concentrated in a small group of people anymore. With management accounting 
becoming dispersed knowledge, it diffuses on occasion of minor instances such as a 
field visit of a staff-expert. Consequently, a relevant question to study in this 
context is: 

“How is this management accounting diffusion—at closer look a rather unpredictable and complex 
phenomenon—to be managed in a sensible way within organizations? These questions, alongside those 
pointed out earlier, call for further empirical enquiry under the topic of management accounting 
change.” (Burns and Vaivio, 2001, 396) 

Looking for empirical evidence on diffusion in management accounting, 
accounting scholars such as Bjørnenak (1997) and Malmi (1999) attract attention. 
In their respective studies, they apply a diffusion perspective, which is traditionally 
used in natural sciences, history, sociology and other disciplines, but has not yet 
been extensively employed in a management accounting context. Arguing that 
many organizational changes are triggered by the diffusion of innovations, the 
authors investigate accounting changes looking at the diffusion of a contemporary 
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accounting innovation, namely Activity Based Costing (ABC). In both studies, 
accounting change is regarded as the outcome of a “linear” process in which an 
accounting innovation is diffused across organizations. According to this 
perspective, once introduced, an innovation will move across organizational units 
more or less unchanged. In light of the foregoing discussion, these studies depict 
accounting change as a rational, controllable process.  

Studies such as Ansari and Euske’s (1987) or Borum and Christiansen’s (1993) 
suggest that the rational dimension diffusion theory represents is only one side of 
the coin. In their studies, they illustrate how different aspects of the same data 
material are accentuated when applying more than one theoretical perspective to 
analyze the data. Similarly, Allison and Zelikow (1999) argue that more than one 
analytical perspective is needed to create understanding for complex organizational 
processes. Following this train of thought, a network perspective as presented for 
example in Borum and Christiansen (1993) promises a counterbalance to rational 
diffusion theory. With its focus on actors and networks, organizational processes are 
explained with the help of individuals interacting and creating cross-structural 
networks. If additionally assuming that individuals pursue specific interests with 
their activities, a network perspective promises to be receptive to resistances and 
counter activities often observed in organizational change processes (Preston et al, 
1992). Applied in a diffusion context, it could be expected that the diffusing 
innovation experiences modifications due to the variety of interests involved and 
the negotiations accompanying individuals’ interaction. Hence, according to this 
stream of thought, the tool that is originally adopted in an organization might not 
be the same that is later implemented and used. The underlying logic of accounting 
change is therefore one of non-linearity and unpredictability.  

Despite single efforts to understand diffusion in accounting, there is still a lack of 
knowledge on how new management accounting tools diffuse (Chua and Petty, 
1999; Callahan and Haka, 2002). Luft (1997) points out that the determinants of 
current management accounting techniques’ diffusion are still not examined well. 
This raises the question: how do new management accounting tools diffuse across 
different organizations? And, how do they diffuse within single organizations? The 
latter is an aspect that is even less explored in an accounting context since most 
diffusion studies in accounting focus on macro diffusion processes, i.e. the 
dissemination of tools across different organizations of a national economy or an 
industry. Finally, it is still unclear if there is a difference in the accounting tool that 
is diffusing or if the specific characteristics of the tool do not matter. 
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The rise of multi–dimensional performance management tools  

Parallel to the growing interest in accounting change, remarkable changes in the 
field of management accounting took place during the last 20 years. While 
accounting literature in the 1980s still focused on financial reporting only, the 
trend today is to combine management accounting with strategy. The development 
has gone so far that even in accounting textbooks, it is taken for granted that 
management accounting is an integral part of organizational strategy (see e.g. 
McWatters et al, 2001). Similarly, the role of management accountants in 
organizations has shifted from that of a “controller” or “score keeper” to an internal 
business consultant (Coad, 1999). Today, management accountants are even: 

“…proactively involved in such areas as strategy, information systems implementation and change 
management.” (Burns and Vaivio, 2001, 390) 

Why this transformation? In the literature, factors such as the globalization and 
deregulation of markets (Dixon and Smith, 1993), rapid technological development 
and an increasing significance of knowledge are named as influential drivers of 
changes in the organizational environment and design (Otley, 1994; Kald and 
Nilsson, 2000). These developments led to a change in the type of information 
needed in order to successfully manage organizations. Traditional management 
accounting systems were criticized for having lost relevance for modern 
organizations acting in circumstances that were considerably different to the ones 
for which traditional management accounting tools were originally designed 
(Johnson and Kaplan, 1987). A strong financial and short-term orientation were 
regarded as the most serious problem. In an effort to overcome this bias, it was 
suggested to include strategy systematically in management accounting processes 
(e.g. Dixon and Smith, 1993; MacIntosh, 1998). Similarly, scholars advocated the 
value of not only measuring financials but also non-financials (James and Hoque, 
1997) and thus to introduce a long-term perspective to organizational performance 
management (Ittner and Larcker, 1997).  

In response to these demands innovative concepts of costing such as ABC and 
Target Costing were developed. In line with a rising importance of shareholder 
value orientation, performance measurement with the concept of Economic Value 
Added became popular. As far as performance measurement systems are concerned, 
concepts like the Tableau de Bord (Epstein and Manzoni, 1997), the performance 
measurement pyramid (Lynch and Cross, 1991), the Skandia Navigator (Edvinsson 
and Malone, 1997) and the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) (Kaplan and Norton, 1996) 
were devised to better serve the needs of today’s business environment. Although all 
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of the aforementioned performance measurement systems are similar in their 
conceptual design and aim, the BSC is the one that is currently most popular in 
practice, as is shown in more detail in Chapter 2. It has also gained considerable 
interest of accounting researchers (e.g. Olsson et al, 2000; Hoque and James, 2000; 
Malmi, 2001; Kasurinen, 2002).  

Despite its high recognition, the BSC’s validity remains debatable among scholars. 
While its proponents, very often consulting companies and the creators of the 
concept themselves, argue that the Scorecard is an innovative performance 
measurement and strategic management tool, its critics question its effectiveness as 
a communication, control and evaluation mechanism (Malina and Selto, 2001). 
Similarly, particular design features of the Scorecard have been questioned 
(Nørreklit, 2000). Even in practitioners’ journals, authors point at possible traps 
about the BSC (Paul, 2002). This contrast between enthusiastic success stories by 
Kaplan and Norton and more doubtful studies by some researchers makes the BSC 
an interesting research subject. 

Moreover, the number of empirical Scorecard studies is still rather limited (Otley, 
1999; Ittner et al, 2001a). As will be taken up in more detail in Chapter 2 of this 
thesis, research topics related to the BSC often deal with the strategic aspects 
involved as well as its effects on organizational performance. Chenhall and 
Langfield-Smith (1998), for example, were interested in how combinations of 
management techniques and management accounting practices impacted 
organizational performance under given strategic orientations. It should be noted 
though that this study did not explicitly deal with a BSC but balanced performance 
measures in general. A different study investigated the question whether the use of a 
BSC compensation plan leads to a better strategic understanding of managers 
(Ittner et al, 2001b). Similarly, Hoque and James (2000) studied the relationship 
between various organizational conditions, BSC usage and organizational 
performance. A different stream of studies focused particularly on the aspect of 
strategy implementation (Epstein and Manzoni, 1997; Nørreklit, 2000; Malina and 
Selto, 2001; Naranjo and Hartmann, 2003). However, again, not all of these 
studies relate to the BSC concept explicitly. 

Interested in the topic of implementation of performance measurement systems, a 
further group of empirical studies can be identified. Olsson et al (2000), Kasurinen 
(2002) and Wagensveld and Van de Voort (2003) chose a BSC system to study its 
implementation while Cavalluzzo and Ittner (2003) included different kinds of 
performance measurement tools in their survey. In studying the implementation 
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phase, these studies also deal with the issue of accounting change. Finally, Malmi’s 
(2001) study should be mentioned in this context, since it studied the application 
of the BSC in Finnish companies. To my present knowledge, the diffusion aspect as 
discussed in the beginning of this chapter has not yet been examined in regard to 
the BSC.  

This brief overview indicates that especially the strategic aspects related to balanced 
performance measurement systems, partly also of the BSC, have been of central 
interest. Relatively little attention has yet been paid to questions such as: what is the 
motivation for firms to adopt the BSC? How does the BSC work in a practical 
context? Does its application really lead to the favorable results that Kaplan and 
Norton contend in their writings? Does it really lead to change? And, what are 
possible stumbling blocks when implementing the tool? Although Malmi’s (2001) 
study gives some insight into these issues, it should be noted that his study was 
concentrating on a Finnish business environment only—application behavior 
might be different in other business contexts.  

The above-raised questions indicate that there are still many open issues 
surrounding the BSC and thus deliver an attractive motive to study the tool. To the 
present day, the BSC appears to be a concept that is surrounded by numerous 
normative claims (of change), whereas the empirically grounded statements are still 
few. 

Purpose of the study  

The foregoing sections hint at the conclusion that we still have knowledge gaps 
when it comes to the BSC as a new management accounting tool. Likewise, our 
knowledge of how new management accounting tools diffuse is still very limited. 
From this alone, studying the diffusion of the BSC would be an interesting research 
subject—this even more as diffusion processes are described to be connected to 
change (Sangster, 1996). Bjørnenak (1997) claims that social and economic change 
is often the direct consequence of the diffusion of new concepts. Thus, 
understanding diffusion is a key to understanding change and one possible way to 
assess change. In addition, diffusion is closely connected to innovation and thereby 
with organizational competitiveness and effectiveness (Wolfe, 1994). Staw and 
Epstein (2000) demonstrate in their study that firms’ internal and external 
legitimacy increases when applying new management techniques. As a consequence, 
organizations have an interest in innovative tools and thus are affected by the issue 
of the diffusion of new tools and management ideas.  
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The above discussion illustrates that the diffusion of innovations in general and the 
BSC in particular is an area of substantive interest to researchers and practitioners. 
From a researcher’s perspective, studying the diffusion of a BSC contributes to our 
knowledge of management accounting change. Narrowing the issue of interest 
further to an organization internal level, i.e. studying the diffusion of the BSC 
within one single organization (intra-firm), would even deepen our knowledge of 
how organizations interact with their environment. Environment in this situation 
does not only relate to the external but also to the organizational internal 
environment. As Burns and Vaivio (2001) note: 

“The multiple interlinkages between management accounting change and its collective context, the 
wider social and institutional forces that surround it, remain an intriguing area of study.” (Burns and 
Vaivio, 2001, 393, citing Hopwood and Miller, 1994)  

In this sense, a study of BSC diffusion within a single organization promises to help 
understand better the issue of context–oriented accounting change. In addition, 
such a study would further our knowledge about why the BSC is adopted, 
implemented and used in some organizations and not in others. 

Studying an intra-organizational level promises a particular benefit for large–sized, 
multi-national organizations in which innovative concepts are introduced across 
multiple organizational units. In this type of organization, the different business 
groups and business divisions are often considered and treated as different 
organizations within the larger organization. Likewise, the number of 
organizational units affected by the adoption of a new accounting tool could 
amount to the number of organizations involved in studies of inter-firm diffusion 
processes. Hence, in this particular context applying theory of diffusion, originally a 
macro–level theory, in a (formally) micro–level context promises to be fruitful 
(similar Perera et al, 2003). 

The distinct structure multinational organizations often exhibit, leads to a further 
particularity in terms of the distinction between intra-firm and inter-firm diffusion 
processes. In such organizations, there is an inter-firm diffusion aspect involved in 
addition to an intra-firm one as explained above. This is due to economically and 
sometimes even legally separate sub-organizations (divisions) being united under 
one common roof—the corporate group.  

Based on this discussion, the purpose of the study is 

to understand how and why a BSC does or does not diffuse within a group of 
organizations belonging to a common corporate group.  
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Given the close connection between the diffusion of accounting innovations and 
accounting change, this is done with the overall aim  

to extend our knowledge of accounting change in general and of diffusion 
processes in accounting in particular.  

The purpose of the study is operationalized by studying how a BSC entered one 
single, multinational corporate group and diffused internally over time across 
different divisions. Against the background of the BSC as an accounting tool about 
which we still have limited knowledge, a sub-purpose of this study is    

to describe and to understand BSC application in a practical context.  

As a materialization of this sub–purpose, the following research questions are taken 
up:  

1. What is the motivation to adopt the BSC? 

2. How is the BSC implemented in a practical context? 

3. What are possible stumbling blocks when implementing the tool? 

4. Does its application really lead to the favorable results that the creators of the 
BSC contend in their writings? 

These research questions are built on the assumption that a clear understanding of 
new management accounting tools such as the BSC is needed in order to enhance 
the effectiveness and efficiency of its use in modern organizations. The currently 
high numbers of BSC adopters (see Chapter 2) justify this motive as one of 
significant relevance.  

With the aim of better understanding the diffusion process in an accounting 
context, this study builds on existing theoretical frameworks in order to refine 
and/or possibly refute them. Diffusion of innovation studies will provide the 
theoretical background of this study. To a smaller degree management accounting 
implementation studies as well as studies from a network perspective will 
complement this theoretical basis.  

The overall research approach employed is a qualitative one, based on a case study. 
As will be explained in more detail in the methodological part of this thesis, the case 
study approach was chosen due to its capacity to cover the dynamic aspects of 
change. Apart from the possibility to include historical as well as present time 
information in the study, case studies are described to be particularly suitable to 
capture the context surrounding the study (Miles and Huberman, 1994). As 
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discussed in the beginning of this chapter, the study of context is regarded of 
particular importance in accounting change studies today. 

Studying an intra-firm diffusion process with inter-firm diffusion aspects, the units 
of potential interest to my study are large–sized single organizations. To keep the 
research effort manageable, I studied one multinational corporate group and 
focused on one of its business groups, consisting of five business divisions. In the 
given organizational structure, the five business divisions represent separate 
organizations within the multinational organization. This choice appears to offer a 
good balance between the amount of meaningful results and the degree of research 
effort involved in a study of diffusion. 

As will be described in more detail later in this thesis, the business group studied is 
part of a large–sized, global organization in the electronics industry with a business 
tradition of more than 100 years. This allowed studying the diffusion of a new tool 
in an organization that already has an established infrastructure and organizational 
culture. At first sight, this seems to exclude organizations in a start-up situation that 
might reveal a different picture of accounting change. Parts of this situation 
however could be captured in this study as well due to its focus on business division 
level. As will be explained in more detail below, the business divisions involved were 
in different stages of development so that also the “start-up-situation” could be 
covered. In this sense, the size of the organization studied proved to be a remarkable 
advantage. 

The case unit operates in the electrical engineering and electronics industry and 
more specifically in the communication business. The latter is known as a vastly 
expanding and particularly fast changing business with short product life cycles and 
rapid technological development. This proposed to be a particularly interesting area 
in which to study organizational change since such a business environment 
demands high organizational flexibility. Thus, change and the diffusion of new 
concepts frequently occur in the organization. Likewise, studying an instrument 
such as the BSC in this context appears promising since the original purpose of the 
BSC was to translate strategy into operational terms. Given that strategy implies a 
middle to long-term direction, an interesting tension is created in fast changing 
businesses. However, choosing a large–sized organization, in which divisions are in 
different stages of transition or stability, the case organization also comprised 
divisions that acted in rather stable environments. Again, this definitely contributed 
to the value of this study.  
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Disposition  

The purpose of this study will be addressed in various steps. First, in Chapter 2, I 
discuss the BSC concept in the context of recent developments in management 
accounting. With the help of a brief comparison with other contemporary 
performance management systems, I explore the reasons for its current popularity. 
Drawing on existing studies on the BSC, I also identify potential problematic 
aspects of the tool and uncover gaps in our knowledge on the tool that this study 
aims to reduce. A final aspect covered in this chapter is a prognosis of a possible 
BSC diffusion process based on the foregoing discussions.  

In Chapter 3, I outline the theoretical background of this study. Starting with the 
literature on diffusion of innovations, I introduce various theoretical concepts 
suggested and applied in diffusion studies. Identifying their strengths and 
weaknesses, I add selected implementation studies in management accounting as a 
potential supplement to diffusion theory. Based on this ground, I then develop a 
tentative analytical framework for this study. A discussion of the limits of theory of 
diffusion in explaining dissemination processes leads to a network perspective as a 
valuable supplement that promises a richer understanding of the data. The final 
section presents the resulting analytical framework used in this study, which 
combines different theoretical perspectives.   

Chapter 4 accounts for the methodological approach employed in this thesis. 
Starting with some statements on meta-theoretical issues, I describe why a case 
study approach was chosen and how I conducted the study. The main sources in 
the data collection phase are outlined and discussed, followed by the data analysis. 
This chapter closes with a section on the credibility of this study.  

The empirical parts of this thesis are presented in Chapters 5 through 7. Beginning 
with a brief description of the case company and unit of study in Chapter 5, I then 
describe how the BSC entered the company in Chapter 6. Later in this chapter, the 
focus shifts to the business division level, describing activities, reactions and 
people’s attitude in connection with the BSC. Chapter 7 continues this description, 
partly including the business group level in the story.  

Chapters 8 and 9 contain the analytical parts of this thesis and aim to respond to 
research questions 1, 2 and 3, in particular. While Chapter 8 analyzes the data from 
a diffusion perspective, Chapter 9 presents an analysis of the same data from a 
network perspective. A central topic in the diffusion analysis will be the motives for 
BSC adoption as exposed initially and over time. In addition, several organizational 
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and individual-related factors will be identified that proved to be important to the 
diffusion process. This mirrors the analytical framework developed in Chapter 3. 
An empirically supported discussion of the limits of diffusion theory to explain the 
dissemination process leads to Chapter 9, an analysis of the diffusion process 
identifying different actors, alliances and interest conflicts that drive the BSC 
change in the organization. An important aspect of this analysis is the modifications 
that the BSC encounters on its dispersion throughout the organization.  

Chapter 10 contains a summarizing and concluding discussion on the issue of 
diffusion and change in management accounting. Doing this, I aim to find answers 
to research questions 3 and 4. I also take up the issue of using a (macro–level 
oriented) theory of diffusion on a micro–level. Thereafter, I present this study’s 
conclusions on accounting change. Finally, the BSC as an accounting innovation is 
in the center of interest, when I describe managerial implications of this study. An 
outline of the contributions of this study as well as issues for future research bring 
this thesis to a close.  
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Chapter 2: The Balanced Scorecard  

This chapter aims to place this study in the context of management accounting 
research and practice of which the BSC is an integral part today. As I demonstrate 
in the following, the concept is a consequence of the developments in accounting 
during the last three decades. It will be argued that the astonishing popularity and 
persistence in using the tool in a practical context is not least attributable to forceful 
promotion efforts by the creators of the tool, consulting companies and the media. 
In contrast to many practitioners, a considerable number of academics dealing with 
the BSC seem to be skeptical about the tool and its ostensible merits as described by 
its designers. This becomes clear when reviewing academic studies on the BSC. As 
outlined in the previous chapter, these are however still rather few in number. 
Hence, it seems that the BSC is a tool of interest to researchers in management 
accounting and deserves further attention.  

Management Control Systems  

Management control is: 

“…the process by which managers ensure that resources are obtained and used effectively and efficiently 
in the accomplishment of organizational objectives.” (Anthony, 1965) 

While Anthony’s definition of management control is often cited as a classic, 
researchers today widely agree that it is too narrow in the sense that it leaves aside 
the aspects of strategic and operational control (Langfield-Smith, 1997). With 
many authors now referring explicitly to the strategic control aspects of 
management control systems (MCS), recent approaches describe MCS more 
broadly as systems providing: 

“…information that is intended to be useful to managers in performing their jobs and to assist 
organizations in developing and maintaining viable patterns of behaviour.” (Otley, 1999, 364)  

Budgeting, Economic value added (EVA), ABC and the BSC are examples of MCS. 
These can be further subdivided into tools that concern the technical procedures, 
of, for example, product costing as in the case of ABC (Modell, 1996), and 
planning in the case of budgeting, or the administrative procedures related to 
performance measurement as in the case of the BSC (Otley, 1999). 

Budgeting, EVA and the BSC are commonly referred to as either performance 
measurement or performance management systems (Otley, 1999; Ittner and 
Larcker, 1998). The distinction between these two terms is subtle. As Kloot and 
Martin (2000) define, performance management focuses more on the individual 
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person, individual management of performance and appraisal schemes. On the 
other hand, performance measurement aims at the individual and the organization. 
Following this line of thought, Atkinson et al (1997) see the role of performance 
measurement systems being a coordinating one that directs and focuses attention of 
decision makers on results and determinants.  

Issues about the Balanced Scorecard  

A solution to the management control problems of the 1980s? 

In their early publications in the beginning of the 1990s, the creators of the BSC, 
Robert Kaplan and David Norton, describe the BSC as a performance 
measurement system:  

“The balanced scorecard ... provides executives with a comprehensive framework that translates a 
company‘s strategic objectives into a coherent set of performance measures… It complements traditional 
financial indicators with measures of performance for customers, internal processes, and innovation and 
improvement activities….” (Kaplan and Norton, 1993, 134) 

They promoted the concept as a tool to help overcome the problems related to 
measuring financial results only, which was vividly discussed as the sore spot of 
contemporary management accounting practice. As Johnson and Kaplan (1987) 
illustrate in their, in the meantime classic book, “Relevance lost — the Rise and 
Fall of Management Accounting”, management accounting practices in the 1980s 
had not kept pace with the recent developments in business environments: 

“In this time of rapid technological change, vigorous global and domestic competition
1
, and enormously 

expanding information processing capabilities, management accounting systems are not providing 
useful, timely information for the process control, product costing, and performance evaluation 
activities of managers.” (Johnson and Kaplan, 1987, Preface) 

At the heart of this line of criticism are financial measures of accounting systems. 
Researchers were concerned with their historic nature, mirroring only what 
happened in the past without giving any indication about future success or failure 
(Merchant, 1985). Furthermore, management accounting systems of that time 
could not reflect the value of intangible assets, such as goodwill or human resources 
(Kaplan and Norton, 2001b); a problem that has been intensively discussed under 
the heading of intellectual capital measurement (e.g. Edvinsson, 1997). As 

                                           
1
 As McNamara et al (2003) argue, there is a wide-shared belief among business scholars and 

practitioners that markets evolved towards “hypercompetitive” ones during the 1980s and 1990s, 
having destabilizing effects on a wide range of markets and demanding for increased strategic 
decision making. Following the results of their study, there is however no empirical proof of 
markets today being more “hypercompetitive” than in the 1970s.  
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Nørreklit (2000) develops in her paper, the effects of merely financial-based 
management accounting systems proved to show a particularly detrimental effect 
when companies ended up in situations where they had to focus on short-term 
financial results instead of long-term organizational goals. In these cases new 
investments in growth and innovation potential were avoided, as they had a 
negative effect on financial results. Obviously, this strategy only worked in the 
short-term. In the long run, efficiency, competitiveness and customer loyalty 
suffered and in the worst case even threatened survival of the company. Such issues 
made researchers conclude that management accounting systems of the 1980s, 
which were still based on developments in the 1920s, were old fashioned and 
simply did not meet the needs of contemporary business environments (Eiler et al, 
1982). 

As a solution to these problems, researchers called for the use of both financial and 
non-financial elements in management accounting systems (Elliott, 1992; James 
and Hoque, 1997), as well as strategic measures (MacIntosh, 1998) that could 
indicate a company’s future earnings potential. To underline the importance of the 
strategic aspect, the difficulty of many firms in successfully implementing strategies 
was highlighted. As Kaplan and Norton ascertain in a recent book (2001a, 1), firms 
have more problems implementing strategies than developing them with strategic 
initiatives failing between 70% and 90% of the time. Although not explicitly 
supporting these percentage figures, Mintzberg’s (1987a) concept of intended 
strategies versus realized strategies supports this assumption from a theoretical 
perspective. According to Mintzberg, the strategy finally put into action in 
organizational contexts is composed of an intended part and an emergent part while 
a part of the intended strategy simply gets lost as an unrealized strategy. 

In this context, new, strategy-oriented MCS were expected to help reduce this gap 
between what was planned and what is actually done in firms. Hence, the inclusion 
of strategic measures in MCS was anticipated not only to solve the problem of 
short-term orientation but also that of implementing strategies successfully 
(Nørreklit, 2000).  

Kaplan and Norton’s BSC also seems to offer an improvement in the strategic 
aspect just mentioned. Following Kaplan and Norton’s ideas, corporate strategy 
and vision should be at the center of any BSC, meaning that all performance 
measures should be deduced from corporate strategy and thus support and measure 
its implementation. In this vein, Kaplan and Norton, for example, recommend 
particular financial performance indicators that companies should use at different 
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stages of the organizational life cycle (i.e. growth, sustain or harvest) (Kaplan and 
Norton, 1996, 51). Over time, the strategic aspect became more and more 
accentuated in their writings, leading to a description of the BSC as a strategic 
management system (Kaplan and Norton, 1996) and its contribution to the 
development of “strategy maps” (2000; 2001b) as well as a completely “strategy 
focused organization” (2001a). In these latest BSC publications, the performance 
measurement aspect of the BSC takes a back seat. Instead, the authors elaborate on 
how the BSC can be used for strategic management: the BSC is described to help 
translate strategy into operational goals, to communicate these goals to all 
employees and to link them with incentive schemes. Finally, the BSC goals should 
be used for business planning. Continuous feedback and learning is supposed to 
help improve this process (Kaplan and Norton, 1996), which is regarded as a 
continuous cycle. The latter is particularly emphasized as a contrast between 
strategic management with the BSC and traditional budgeting, which is described 
as a “once a year” event. Furthermore, the necessity for management to formally 
discuss strategy in regular meetings is particularly underscored in the description of 
how the BSC can support a strategy focused organization (Kaplan and Norton, 
2001a). The latter term is used to describe organizations that have successfully 
implemented the following principles (Kaplan and Norton, 2001a): 

 Translating strategy into operational terms 

 Aligning organization to strategy 

 Making strategy everyone’s everyday job 

 Making strategy a continual process 

 Mobilizing leadership for change 

In this context, it seems important to highlight the normative tone found in most 
of Kaplan and Norton’s writings. As with the construction of a BSC, the reader gets 
a detailed step-by-step description of what to do in order to transform an 
organization into a strategy focused one. Accordingly, instructions are given in the 
style of:  

“Principle #1: Translate the strategy to operational terms … Principle # 2: Align the organization to 
the strategy…” (Kaplan and Norton, 2001c, 147) 

Under these headings, further recommendations are given on how to put these 
principles in practice. In this vein, potential adopters of the concept are 
recommended to draw “strategy maps”, i.e. a kind of roadmap of the different 
elements of strategy and how they are connected. Following Kaplan and Norton’s 

15 



idea, a good strategy map should describe how intangible assets are transformed 
into tangible outcomes.  

This brief overview shows that Kaplan and Norton have not only changed their 
focus from performance measurement to strategic management; they also extended 
their original performance measurement system to a complete (strategic) 
management model. Going further than just the mechanical design of the BSC 
tool, its founders seem to claim that it involves a particular type of thinking and 
behavioral consequences for its adopters in implementing companies.  

In more theoretical terms, the BSC in its function as a strategic management model 
has been discussed in terms of Simons’ concept of control (Simons, 1990; 1995), 
which could simultaneously be regarded as a criticism of tools such as the BSC. 
According to Simons’ thinking, four different types of control systems can be 
distinguished: belief-, boundary-, diagnostic- and interactive control systems 
(Simons, 1995). While belief and boundary systems define core values and 
communicate boundaries of permissible activity to employees in an organization, 
diagnostic systems are used to measure actual performance against plans. Going one 
step further, interactive systems are future orientated in that they focus on the 
discussion of future strategies, requiring regular management attention and 
discussion (Simons, 1990). Most interesting for control purposes, Simons claims 
that it is for management to decide which of these systems will catch most attention 
at a given time. In other words, depending on the particular uncertainties faced, 
control systems could be used, for example, diagnostically on one occasion and 
interactively in a different situation. This implies that these different “levers” of 
control do not depend on the control tool used but rather on the way it is used in 
an organization. Following this reasoning, Simons argues against the promotion of 
new strategic control models as strategic control could be achieved by using familiar 
systems. The critical element, however, is to use them in ways that recognize the 
strategy formulation and implementation processes applied by the given 
organization (Simons, 1990; 1995).  

Accordingly, the question has been raised whether the BSC is necessary after all. In 
search of an answer, Mooraj et al (1999) analyzed the BSC in Simons’ terms and 
identified elements of the tool that would qualify as boundary-, diagnostic-, and 
interactive control systems. Similarly, Vaivio (1999) found that non-financial 
performance measures could serve more than just diagnostic purposes. According to 
his findings, use in an interactive manner is also possible. Finally, Martínez and 
Gutiérrez (2003) show in a recent case study that a performance measurement 
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system
2
 formerly applied diagnostically “evolved” into an interactive tool. On the 

one hand, this confirms Simons’ assumption on the importance of how a tool is 
used instead of its particular design. On the other hand, this appears contradictory 
to Simons’ thinking in that Martínez and Gutiérrez’s (2003) results seem to imply a 
hierarchy in the systems of control (“interactive control is better than diagnostic 
control”), which is not consistent with Simons’ arguments.  

The previous paragraphs already hint that the BSC is controversially discussed in 
the literature. The following sections aim to illuminate the skepticism surfacing in 
the research community. 

A tool superior to other recent performance measurement 
systems? 

Examining the current spread of the BSC, it seems that the concept is on the move 
and has entered companies around Europe and the United States. A survey 
conducted in the 200 strongest German companies in terms of turnover (Basis 
1998), revealed that 46% of the respondents used the BSC at the time of the study, 
with an average two-year duration of usage (PwC deutsche Revision, 2001). 
According to the findings of a survey undertaken in the Nordic countries by Kald 
and Nilsson (2000), the rate of BSC adoption at the point of the study was 27% 
and the expected adoption two years later was 61%. In a similar study conducted in 
the United States in 1998, 43% of 276 companies reported that they use the BSC 
(Rigby, 1999, 16). According to Silk (1998), another survey in the United States 
showed that 60 % of the Fortune 1000 firms have experimented with the BSC. On 

an international basis
3
, a BSC usage rate of 36% in 2000 was assessed and a 

projected usage rate in 2001 was estimated at 51% (Rigby, 2001). 

Entering the search words “Balanced Scorecard” in a research database that contains 
international publications in scholarly journals and magazines delivers a total of 415 

publications
4
. Thereof, 184 were published in scholarly journals and 223 in 

magazines. Running a search in the same database, searching for other 

                                           
2 The system is not explicitly called BSC in their study but it seems to be strongly grounded on 
Kaplan and Norton’s work. 
3
 Results were taken from a survey on the usage of diverse management tools. They are based on 

451 responses. Companies involved were located in North and South America, Europe, Asia and 
Africa.  
4 

Search in “Business Source Premier” Research database, search term “Balanced Scorecard”, type 
of search: basic search, exact phrase; May 7, 2003. 
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contemporary MCS, namely “Skandia Navigator”, the “performance pyramid” 
(McNair et al, 1990) and the “tableau de bord”, the output is much lower. For the 

“Skandia Navigator” (Edvinsson, 1997), the number of results delivered is 3
5
. The 

same number of publications is delivered when searching for “performance 

pyramid”
6
 and for “tableau de bord”

7
 (Epstein and Manzoni, 1997), respectively. 

Taking the number of publications as an indicator of attention paid to the different 
tools and their popularity, these results give further indication that the BSC is that 
which has enjoyed most attention by researchers and practitioners during the last 
years. Why is this so? 

Given the popularity of the Scorecard, one might think that this is due to the BSC 
being a revolutionary new tool, combining financials with non-financials. Nørreklit 
(2000) counter argues this supposition: non-financial indicators were used in 

General Electric as early as the 1950s
8
. In addition, the combination of financials 

and non-financials is a common feature of all the contemporary MCS mentioned 
before. Likewise, the connection of performance indicators with strategy and thus 
the creation of an integrated, company-encompassing system can be regarded a 
superiority of the recently developed over the traditional performance measurement 
systems.  

A key distinguishing element of the BSC that is not explicitly found in the other 
MCS discussed here is the assumption of cause-and-effect relationships between the 
different measurement areas. Following BSC logic, the four measurement 
perspectives are causally connected with each other in a way that non-financial areas 
can be used to predict future financial performance. On the level of indicators used, 
this demands a balanced use of outcome measures (lag indicators) and performance 
drivers (lead indicators) as well as internal and external measures (e.g. measures 
related to interest groups inside and outside the company) (Kaplan and Norton, 
1996). Apart from the fact that the causal connection between the three non-
financial areas of the BSC and the financial areas cannot be proven on a generic 

                                           
5
 Search in “Business Source Premier” Research database, search term “Skandia Navigator”, type 

of search: basic search, exact phrase; May 7, 2003. 
6
 Search in “Business Source Premier” Research database, search term “performance pyramid”, 

type of search: basic search, exact phrase; May 7, 2003. 
7
 Search in “Business Source Premier” Research database, search term “tableau de bord”, type of 

search: basic search, exact phrase; May 7, 2003. 
8
 Further postulations of non-financial measures in addition to financial ones are found in Eccles 

(1991). 
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level (Nørreklit, 2000), similar thinking seems to underlie the Skandia model. 
Using the metaphor of a house, the “Navigator” regards the renewal and 
development focus as the foundation of all activities with a process, customer and 
human focus. Similar to the BSC, financials then form the roof of the house, as the 
result of the activities undertaken at the lower levels. Thus, as it seems, the 
theoretical concept of the BSC does not differ fundamentally from other 
contemporary MCS. A recent doctoral dissertation (Roy, 2003) that is based on 
empirical data on the Skandia Navigator even used the term “BSC” when referring 
to Skandia’s model. This further supports the assumption of close similarity 
between the two systems and the suggestion that the current popularity of the BSC 
must be based on something other than its superiority as a theoretical concept.  

 A product of a smart marketing campaign?  

If the theoretical basis of the BSC is similar to other contemporary MCS, the 
question remains why the BSC of all MCS has become very popular during the last 
few years. A first reason might lie in the fact that the founders of the BSC 
promoted the new tool heavily in a way that was not done with other contemporary 
performance measurement techniques. Not only had Kaplan and Norton published 
widely (mainly in the Harvard Business Review, a magazine that is read by many 
practitioners), they also created the “Balanced Scorecard collaborative” (BSCol). 
Following its mission statement as published on its homepage:  

“Balanced Scorecard Collaborative, Inc. is a new kind of professional services firm that facilitates the 
worldwide awareness, use, enhancement, and integrity of the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) as a value-
added management process.” 

9

In this spirit, BSCol organizes conferences on the tool of different kinds, offers 
training, publishes BSC reports, offers BSCol certified software that supports the 
BSC and has even released standards for BSC applications. Moreover, companies 
that have implemented the BSC according to Kaplan and Norton’s method can 
enter the BSCol “Hall of Fame” and win an award, provided they achieved 
outstanding results using the BSC to become a strategy focused organization. 
Hence, Kaplan and Norton created a whole landscape of services around the new 
tool instead of concentrating on mere publications in scholarly and research 
journals as was done with other MCS. It seems relevant that the combination of 
David Norton being a consultant and Robert Kaplan being a Harvard Business 

                                           
9
http://www.bscol.com/invoke.cfm/3D53821B-A914-11D4-A8C000508BDC96C1, about 

BSCol, mission, May 7, 2003 
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School professor provided not only the necessary academic credibility but also the 
appropriate proximity to “the real world” to convince potential adopters. 
Furthermore, their professional skills and social status probably helped 
communicate and commercialize the tool to a broad public.  

A second cause for the rapid dispersion of the tool is discussed in Nørreklit’s (2003) 
paper where she analyzes the first chapter of Kaplan and Norton’s BSC book, 
published in 1996. The findings of her paper indicate that the BSC is not 
particularly innovative from a theoretical viewpoint and lacks a reliable theoretical 
base. Its popularity could be rather explained by the successful use of 
communicative devices as often found with concepts propagated by management 
gurus. In her paper, Nørreklit demonstrates how stylistic devices are used to create 
the impression of innovativeness and scientific grounding of the claimed BSC 
benefits. She also shows how a writing style similar to the Greek drama 
methodology helps to create and to keep the audience’s interest, which knowingly 
not only consists of researchers but to a great extent also practitioners. Concluding 
her analysis, Nørreklit states that: 

“…the results found in the present paper match those of other investigations of a number of texts 
produced by so-called management gurus…,” (Nørreklit, 2003, 611)  

and:  

“…it is not unreasonable to claim that The Balanced Scorecard belongs to the genre of the 
management guru text: a genre in which sound argumentation is not a prevalent feature, which by 
using certain stylistic devices and a composition that appeals to the emotions of the audience, persuades 
its audience to buy a new management theory, for instance.” (Nørreklit, 2003, 611) 

On a more general level, the herein described influence of rhetoric on the diffusion 
of new management tools relates to the work of Bjørnenak and Olson (1999), who 
refer to management accounting innovations as products consisting of a set of 
design characteristics and rhetorical elements. Relating back to Nørreklit’s (2003) 
results, in the case of the BSC, the rhetorical elements play a decisive role in its 
diffusion process. In light of the importance of suppliers (Bjørnenak, 1997) or 
carriers (Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall, 2002) in the dispersion process, who sell 
their concepts as “products” (Bjørnenak and Olson, 1999) the influence of Kaplan 
and Norton in promoting and thus helping diffuse the tool does not seem so 
astonishing. This has to be kept in mind though when discussing the empirical data 
of the current study, aiming to understand how the BSC diffuses.  
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A homogenous concept? 

Staying with the idea of language analysis as started in the preceding paragraph, the 
normative tone that was assessed earlier surfaces again. Going through the 
descriptions of the BSC (e.g. in Kaplan and Norton’s books 1996; 2001a), the 
reader receives a precise prescription of the elements a good Scorecard should 
contain. Accordingly, Table 1 provides a general summary of the required BSC 
characteristics, as communicated to the readers.  

Table 1: Characteristics of the Balanced Scorecard according to Kaplan and Norton  

Performance measurement from 
four perspectives 

 Learning and Growth, Customer, Internal Processes, 
Financial 

Balanced set of indicators  Financial and non-financial indicators  

 Outcome measures and performance drivers (lag and 
lead indicators) 

 Short-term and long-term orientation 

Focus on strategy  Indicators should be deduced from strategy and thus 
help to implement and measure strategy  

Avoidance of proliferation of 
indicators  

 Use of a reasonable number of indicators by focusing 
on the strategically most critical ones 

Cause-and effect relationship   Non-financials and financials should be linked in a 
logical way so that non-financials can predict future 
financial performance 

Strategic management   Through communication and translation of the 
strategy into operational goals, related feedback and 
business planning 

 

Bjørnenak and Olson (1999) refer to these elements as design characteristics; 
according to Kaplan and Norton, it is these elements that make a BSC out of a 
simple collection of financial and non-financial metrics. Reflecting on the diffusion 
process of the BSC in light of this normative description, we could assume that all 
the Scorecards implemented in practice should look more or less alike. However, 
despite these common design features, Kaplan and Norton particularly emphasize 
that:  

“The balanced scorecard is not a template that can be applied to businesses in general or even industry-
wide. Different market situations, product strategies, and competitive environments require different 
scorecards. Business units devise customized scorecards to fit their mission, strategy, technology, and 
culture.” (Kaplan and Norton, 1993, 135)  
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Hence, following Kaplan and Norton’s explanations, the diffusion of the BSC 
could be expected to lead to homogenization in the sense that many companies 
apply the BSC as a concept. This assumption is actually confirmed by the present 
BSC dispersion figures as mentioned above (which however do not reveal anything 

about the actual “shape” of the BSC developed)
10

. By applying the concept, 
businesses are becoming more and more alike in the sense that they are belonging 
to the group that has adopted the BSC idea. Simultaneously, we would expect 
heterogeneity in the sense that the individual characteristics of the BSCs should 
differ across industries and even within single organizations of the same industry.   

In this context, a recent paper by Cooper and Ezzamel (2003) deserves particular 
attention, as it allows us to draw some conclusions on the diffusion process of the 
BSC, based on its design characteristics and underlying assumptions. In this paper, 
the authors analyze the publications of Kaplan and Norton as well as studies 
assessing the impact of the BSC in order to find out on which assumptions the BSC 
concept is based and what consequences this might have in organizations. They 
begin their analysis by supposing that the BSC is a model itself and creates 
organizational models. Admittedly, they state, this has the benefit of abstraction 
and simplification. However, they argue, the BSC model with its core assumptions 
puts serious restrictions on adapting organizations, creating partly adverse effects. 

One of these assumptions identified is the connection of the tool to organizational 
vision and strategy. As was also demonstrated in the previous BSC descriptions in 
this thesis, the Scorecard concept implies that strategy awareness and alignment are 
crucial for organizational success. As Cooper and Ezzamel (2003) explain, this 
connection is far from evident as well as implying ethical problems where the 
analysts are lifted in a:  

“…morally superior position telling people what they ‘really’ meant or were doing.” (Cooper and 
Ezzamel, 2003, 8) 

In addition, the authors reveal a predominance of military metaphors in Scorecard 
discussions of strategy: 

“In the BSC, strategy is conceptualized as something that is both doable and deliverable, and the 
manager, as a general and a warrior, is assumed to have the necessary autonomy and opportunity to 
command and lead his troops in the desired direction.” (Cooper and Ezzamel, 2003, 8)  

                                           
10

 Similarly, Granlund and Lukka (1998) recently argued that management accounting practices 
in general are currently converging globally, driven by factors such as intensified global 
competition, the application of advanced information systems, the global consulting industry and 
globally applied teaching text books. 
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Obviously, as the authors continue, this assumes an alignment of interest between 
the manager and the organization. Reflecting for a moment on the consequences of 
this on the diffusion of a new tool within an organization, the BSC underlying way 
of thinking would predict a dissemination of the tool in a “military” way. This 
would imply managers agreeing with the necessity to implement the BSC and 
making their staff work in line with the organizational goal to implement it. As will 
be further elaborated in the next chapter, this type of thinking fits classical diffusion 
theory with its rational, linear way of thought. However, as Cooper and Ezzamel 
(2003) point out in their paper, both the benefits of strategy alignment and the 
sharing of interest between managers and organization should be assessed rather 
than assumed. Furthermore, they pinpoint the danger resulting from the military 
metaphors that push employees into the role of obedient inferiors who are denied 
resistance – a role that seems to be doubtful and not particularly realistic to the 
authors. In regard to the research purpose treated in this thesis, this should make us 
doubtful already now that the diffusion process of the BSC within the company 
investigated will be as linear and unproblematic as the BSC underlying suppositions 
would suggest. Should this prove right, the rational thinking of diffusion theory 
might not be enough to understand the BSC diffusion process. 

A second BSC underlying assumption that actually strengthens the arguments just 
brought forward is that of mechanical analogies (Cooper and Ezzamel, 2003). As 
the writers reveal, Kaplan and Norton picture organizations as mechanical bodies 
(cf. Morgan, 1986), consisting of a set of independent elements that are assumed to 
be linked together in a way that produces a more or less clear organizational goal. 
Management in such an organization seems to be regarded as an engineering 
exercise “pulling levers, pushing buttons, lubricating points of friction” (Cooper 
and Ezzamel, 2003, 12) with the consequence of human behavior playing a 
marginal role. With the help of the BSC underlying cause-and-effect logic, the 
authors further elaborate that Kaplan and Norton seem to assume an organization 
where everything is predictable and where uncertainty and ignorance are not 
relevant. As Morgan (1986) warns us: 

“Understanding organization as a rational, technical process, mechanical imagery tends to underplay 
the human aspects of organization, and to overlook the fact that the tasks facing organizations are often 
much more complex, uncertain, and difficult than those that can be performed by most machines.” 
(Morgan, 1986, 34) 

Reflecting on the consequences of organizations created as “machines”, Morgan 
(1986) identifies the difficulty of such organizations in adapting to changing 
circumstances. This is due to their design aiming to achieve predetermined 
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objectives. Thus, when unexpected problems arise, the organizational response 
often is ignorance since there are no ready-made responses. In this context, Morgan 
sees a connection between the dominance of efficiency and a lack of creativity and 
flexibility, both needed for innovation in organizations. Moreover, he recognizes a 
mindless and unquestioning bureaucracy often visible in this type of organizations 
as a further limit. Not least due to a mechanical definition of job roles, individuals 
often exposed an unquestioning attitude towards new problems, such as “it’s not 
my job to worry about that” (Morgan, 1986, 36). Stated differently: 

“Mechanistic organization discourages initiative, encouraging people to obey orders and keep their place 
rather than to taken an interest in, challenge, and question what they are doing.” (Morgan, 1986, 36)  

The latter aspect is in strong contradiction with Kaplan and Norton’s emphasis on 
learning with the help of the BSC. In their first BSC book, the authors claim that 
the Scorecard is able to trigger strategic learning, defined as organizational learning 
at the executive level (Kaplan and Norton, 1996). A central assumption here is that 
the BSC provides top management with feedback to help them determine the 
appropriateness of a certain strategic direction. Drawing on Argyris (1977) concept 
of single and double-loop learning, Kaplan and Norton claim that the BSC can lead 
to both learning types. Single-loop learning describes a learning situation in which 
the underlying assumptions of an action remain unchanged, i.e. reaching better 
performance within existing norms. Double-loop learning in contrast is 
characterized by a critical check and modification of the ideas behind a certain 
action. In this case better performance is targeted at through the application of new 
norms. Hence, following Kaplan and Norton’s assertion, in its function of 
measuring performance against a determined strategy, the BSC helps to attain 
single-loop learning. In situations where the Scorecard triggers changes or 
replacement of existing strategies, it serves double-loop learning (Kaplan and 
Norton, 1996). Given that the BSC seems to be built on a mechanical organization 
model, which, as discussed above, severely limits creativity, engagement and 
questioning of existing norms and routines, the learning aspect of the BSC appears 
questionable.   

This organizational model underlying the BSC further supports the assumption of a 
linear diffusion process of the BSC itself. However, as before, Cooper and Ezzamel 
(2003) as well as Morgan (1986) indicate that this assumption might be unrealistic 
or too simplistic—the expected BSC diffusion process might not be as linear and 
rational. Thus, as argued above, classical theory of diffusion might inadequately 
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explain the dispersion process. This issue, however, will be treated in more depth in 
the next chapter when discussing the theoretical framework used in this study.   

A tool of interest to researchers? 

Despite the rather high number of publications on the BSC, it seems that the 
entirety of empirical academic studies is still limited. Having a closer look at the 
BSC publications, they often emerge as either descriptive “how-we-did-it”-studies, 
reporting a particular company’s experience of the implementation process (e.g. 
Kaplan and Norton, 1993), or theoretical explanations of why the BSC is a suitable 
tool to overcome the problems of contemporary management accounting (e.g. 
Horváth and Kaufmann, 1998; Fratschner, 1999). Both types of publications are 
often found in practitioners’ magazines and read more like advertising for the tool 
than academically grounded BSC studies. However, this kind of text seems to be 
particularly characteristic of the early publications. Of late, more and more papers 
critical of the BSC have been published, especially academic studies. The following 
sections give a brief overview of the areas studied to date.  

Although not explicitly naming the BSC, Chenhall and Langfield-Smith (1998), 
for example, studied the benefits of using balanced performance measures. More 
precisely, they investigated how combinations of management techniques and 
management accounting practices impacted organizational performance under 
given strategic approaches. According to their results, the benefits of balanced 
performance measures were rated 3.81 on a scale from 1 (no benefit) to 7 (high 
benefit). Furthermore, no consistent difference in the perceived benefits were 
reported between higher and lower performing plants.  

In a further effort to test the benefits of using a BSC concept, Ittner et al (2001b) 
were interested in the influence of a Balanced Scorecard compensation plan in retail 
banking. According to their findings, the BSC compensation plan did not lead to a 
significant change in branch managers’ understanding of strategic goals and their 
connection to the managerial actions. As to the impact on organizational 
performance in more general terms, Hoque and James (2000) published a study, in 
which they investigated the relationship between organizational size, product-life 
cycle stage, market position, BSC usage and organizational performance. The data 
for the study was collected using a survey of Australian manufacturing companies. 
As the study indicates, greater usage of the BSC was associated with improved 
performance; market-position was however not affected. 
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Another research subject discussed in the literature is the relationship between MCS 
and strategy implementation. Naranjo and Hartmann (2003), for example, newly 
investigated the role of management accounting systems on strategy 
implementation. Explicitly focusing on the BSC, a different group of studies 
investigated the effect of the BSC on the implementation of strategy (Epstein and 
Manzoni, 1997; Nørreklit, 2000; Malina and Selto, 2001) and on managers’ 
judgments and decisions (Lipe and Salterio, 2000; 2002).  

A further stream of studies is interested in the implementation of performance 
measurement tools in a wider sense. Cavalluzzo and Ittner (2003), for instance, 
conducted a survey in the U.S. government on the factors that influence 
development, use and perceived benefits of results-oriented performance measures. 
Out of similar interest, Olsson et al (2000) investigated BSC implementation at 
Ericsson Data AB. Based on the results of their case study, the authors construct a 
theory of BSC implementation, grounded on theories of organizational change. 
Quite similar, Wagensveld and Van de Voort (2003) try to explain BSC 
implementation using old institutional economics. As their case study shows, 
successful Scorecard implementation requires existing organizational routines to be 
broken down. Finally, Kasurinen (2002) studied a BSC implementation trying to 
identify factors that influence management accounting change. Due to its particular 
relevance, his study will be examined further in the next chapter. 

A further research topic, investigated by Malmi (2001), is the application of 
Scorecards in a practical setting. Conducting semi-structured interviews in 17 
companies in Finland, he aimed to find out how Finnish companies apply the BSC 
concept. Areas of particular interest were the use of the BSC, the practicalities 
surrounding its application, the effects of using the tool and the motivation for 
adopting it. Rather surprisingly in light of the volume of normative BSC 
descriptions, Malmi concluded that: 

“…it is actually far from clear what makes a measurement system a BSC.” (Malmi, 2001, 215) 

According to his opinion, this is due to the vague definition of strategy in Kaplan 
and Norton’s concept. Following their line of reasoning, strategy consists of 
hypotheses that can be expressed with cause-and-effect relationships. However, 
taking the existence of the latter as a criterion for a BSC, Malmi found that only a 
small percentage of the companies investigated could justifiably claim to employ a 
BSC. This could be interpreted as a first indication that companies do not simply 
copy Kaplan and Norton’s concept but transfer it to a reporting or management 
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system that fits the applying organization. Thus, Malmi’s observation could be of 
considerable importance when trying to understand the BSC diffusion process.  

A second result of Malmi’s study that seems noteworthy in light of this thesis is the 
assessed influence of supply-side organizations on the decision to adopt BSC. In 
particular, consultants were found to have influenced the adoption decision, using 
books, seminars and the like to turn the BSC into a “management fashion” (Malmi, 
2001, 218). Although Malmi believes that the popularity of the BSC in Finland 

might be caused by imitative behavior, he calls for more research on this issue
11

.  

Thus far, we have seen that there seems to be a certain tension between a rather 
positive acceptance of the BSC concept by practitioners and more doubtful 
reactions by the research community. Despite its lack of theoretical innovativeness 
as described by Nørreklit (2003) and the, to a major extent, as yet unproven 
ostensible benefits of a BSC, the current high rates of BSC implementation indicate 
that companies do apply it. However, as Malmi’s (2001) study suggests, firms seem 
to modify the tool to suit their needs and practical possibilities. 

One possible interpretation of this development is that adopting firms actually 
experience a benefit from applying the BSC and so more and more firms are 
introducing the tool in their organizations. Another possible explanation for the 
assessed acceptance figures could be found in institutional pressures firms 
experience. As Malmi (2001) concludes, consultants played a major role in the 
decision of Finnish companies to adopt BSC. Equally, one could think of 
legitimization pressures that companies already using the BSC exercise on 
competitors that have not yet adopted it. As there are still few empirical studies on 
this issue and as we still have little knowledge about the BSC in general, we cannot 
tell what the driving force really is. Existing studies dealing with the diffusion of the 
BSC most often simply assess figures of, for example, the percentage of adopting 
firms out of a specific sample. Often, these are survey studies like those cited above, 
which are quite commonly restricted to a particular industry or type of organization 
that is located in a particular country (e.g. Nielsen and Sørensen, 2003).  

                                           
11

 In order to expand our knowledge in this area, it would be interesting to analyze the Scorecards 
encountered in my case company in regard to their structure and content. Unfortunately, the 
insight into the content of different divisional BSCs was rather limited, so that this study can only 
make tentative and incomplete statements about them. As a consequence, for the purpose of this 
study, I “trusted” people’s judgment and speak about Scorecards when people in the organization 
employed the term.  
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The preceding discussion shows that the BSC is still an area with many open 
questions. It seems to be an interesting tool to be researched, particularly the issue 
of its diffusion. While Malmi (2001) studied diffusion on a local level (across the 
Helsinki area), studies looking at the diffusion of a BSC within a single 
organization or corporate group have not yet been undertaken at all. Again, given 
that the tool is also applied by many large–sized companies that implement the tool 
across different divisions and departments (Lipe and Salterio, 2000), this appears to 
be a relevant issue.  

While diffusion research on the BSC is still rare, diffusion of techniques 
(innovations) in general has already been on the research agenda for quite some 
time. Thus, the following chapter will give an insight into theoretical perspectives 
and studies that have been used to explain diffusion processes of different concepts. 
A question that will have to be dealt with at a later stage is whether diffusion 
processes differ depending on the tool/concept to be diffused. Recalling the above 
discussion of Cooper and Ezzamel’s (2003) paper, the BSC seems to be based on a 
specific combination of assumptions that can hardly be found in other MCS. As 
mentioned before, these would predict a rational, linear and unproblematic 
diffusion process. Whether this prediction, however, really holds true and whether 
these assumptions really lead to a BSC–specific diffusion process remains to be 
proven.  
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Chapter 3: Literature review  

In Chapter 1, I gave an outline on the current interest on the issue of change, both 
in accounting and organizational theory. It was also indicated that the issue of how 
new tools diffuse is a relevant topic under current discussion. Based on this 
assumption, this chapter provides an overview of the literature on organizational 
change in accounting, particularly emphasizing the literature relating change to the 
diffusion of innovations. Given that change literature in accounting is largely based 
on organizational theory, this chapter begins with a general overview of 
organizational change in management. Thereafter the extensive literature on the 
diffusion of innovations is structured in a way that helps understand diffusion 
processes in management accounting. Based on this review, knowledge gaps in the 
existing literature are identified. I argue that management accounting 
implementation studies as well as a network perspective on diffusion have the 
potential to increase our understanding on the issue at stake. Finally, I suggest how 
the present study can help close this knowledge gap. In more practical terms, this 
chapter develops an analytical framework upon which the empirical data of this 
study will be applied in a later step. 

Structuring the field of organizational change 

Numerous attempts have been made to structure the wide field of organizational 
change. While some authors focus on the nature of change processes as 
classification criterion (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995), others concentrate more on 
the tempo and duration (Porras and Silvers, 1991) or on its 
predictability/unpredictability (Burnes, 1996). Since it is beyond the possibilities of 
this text to give a complete overview and since the categorizations are partly 
overlapping, the following section highlights some of the basic classifications of 
organizational change.    

Early research on organizational change was dominated by what Burnes (1996) calls 
“planned approaches to organizational change”. This perspective, which is also 
referred to as “process research on change” (Armenakis and Bedeian, 1999), 
“episodic change” (Weick and Quinn, 1999) or “teleological change” (Van de Ven 
and Poole, 1995), regard change as a planned endeavor that involves not only a 
particular goal to be reached but also a sequence of determined steps to be followed 
in the change process. In this context, Lewin’s three-step model of change is often 
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cited as pioneering work (Burnes, 1996; Weick and Quinn, 1999). According to 
Lewin (1958), successful change should involve three steps: 

a) Unfreezing the present level 

b) Moving to the new level, and  

c) Refreezing the new level. 

This basic model was refined by authors such as Lippitt et al (1958), Cummings 
and Huse (1989) and Kotter (1995) who extended the number of steps, while at 
the same time paying attention to the different stages that organizations have to go 
through in order to move from the present state to a more desirable future state. 

Common to all these models is their broad applicability to a high number of 
change situations, which led to their appreciation over a long period of time 
(French and Bell, 1984). Since the 1980’s, however, they became more and more 
criticized, first of all, due to their assumption of organizations operating in stable 
environments allowing them to move from one state to another in a pre-
determined manner. As ascertained by many authors (e.g. Garvin, 1993), 
organizational reality looks different with organizations competing in: 

“…corporate Olympics – a series of games played all over the world with international as well as 
domestic competitors.” (Kanter, 1989, 18) 

Thus, for many organizations, the organizational environment might have been 
perceived as unstable with new competitors entering their sphere and a rapid pace 
of technological development. In addition, planned change models were criticized 
for focusing too narrowly on situations of small-scale, incremental change and not 
being applicable to rapid and radical transformational change (Burnes, 1996).  

As a reaction to the criticism of the planned approach, a body of literature emerged 
that describes change as a continuous, unpredictable process. Depending on the 
particular focus of the studies, this perspective is labeled “emergent approach to 
organizational change” (Burnes, 1996), “continuous change” (Weick and Quinn, 
1999), “evolutionary change” (Van de Ven and Poole, 1995) or “incremental 
change” (Tushman and Romanelli, 1985). From this perspective, change is 
described as being driven by organizational instability that management tries to 
overcome through numerous, endless modifications and adaptations. Thus, it is 
often seen as a process of learning and, unlike the planned perspective, regarded as a 
bottom-up rather than a top-down approach. Moreover, this model enlarges the 
rather narrow view of organizations predominant in the planned change models by 
including contextual variables and their influence on organizations in the change 
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process (Burnes, 1996). Given that organizations face complex and sometimes 
unstable environments, this view has its proponents.  

A review of the recent change literature in accounting reveals that it is built on the 
existing managerially–oriented change literature described above; although partly 
under different labels, the basic concepts are similar. As in organizational studies, 
the current tendency is to extend the view on change also to the organizational 
context and its influence on organizational processes (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; 
Pettigrew, 1987). This trend is reflected by organizational change studies such as 
Greenwood and Hinings (1996), Laughlin (1991), and Lapsley and Pallot (2000). 
Furthermore, more and more accounting researchers recognize “non-positivist” 
research in accounting as a valuable source of new insights (Baxter and Chua, 
2003). As pointed out by Chua (1986), traditional positivist accounting research:  

“…has produced benefits for the conduct of accounting research with its insistence on public, 
intersubjective tests and reliable empirical evidence. However, it has limited the type of problems 
studied, the use of research methods, and the possible research insights that could be obtained.” (Chua, 
1986, 602)  

In particular, Chua believes that traditional accounting research is simplistic in the 
sense that it assumes a: 

“…goal-driven, rational basis of individual and organizational action.” (Chua, 1986, 612)  

The diffusion of a management accounting tool being the topic of this study, it 
appears questionable whether traditional positivist research suffices for an 
epistemological perspective. For planned change processes as explained in the first 
section of the present study, a positivist perspective with its focus on rationality 
might be valuable. When considering, however, that change can also take the form 
of an unplanned, sometimes irrational endeavor as acknowledged by more recent 
publications on change, “non-traditional” perspectives might serve as a beneficial 
complement. This is supported by the idea that some innovations may be rather 
adopted due to the perceived need to remain competitive by doing “the right 
things” irrespective of whether they are right or not (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; 
Abrahamson, 1991). 

With these thoughts in mind, the following sections present the theoretical 
underpinning of the current study. As mentioned before, for the purpose of this 
study, the issue of management accounting change is operationalized by an 
investigation of a BSC diffusion process in a multinational corporate group. In this 
sense, it is the diffusion process itself that is in the focus; changes eventually 
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resulting from the diffusion process are considered of secondary importance for this 
study.  

Diffusion of innovations 

Diffusion has been defined as a social process by which an innovation spreads 
through a social system over time (Webster, 1971). As in this particular definition, 
in diffusion literature in general, there often is a strong link between the idea of 
diffusion processes and innovations (see for example Rogers, 1995). With studies 
on diffusion encompassing technical innovations (e.g. Damanpour and Evan, 
1984), administrative innovations (Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981) and product and 
process innovations (Utterback and Abernathy, 1975), the notion of innovations 
extending beyond technical phenomena and encompassing, for example, abstract 
ideas, concepts and actual practices is widely acknowledged (Stoneman, 1986; 
Wejnert, 2002). While the characteristic of newness is commonly accepted in 
contemporary innovation literature (Slappendel, 1996), some authors argue that it 
is sufficient for an innovation to be perceived as new by the group of relevant 
actors. In this vein, Bradford and Kent (1977) describe innovations as a successful 
introduction of ideas, perceived as new, into a given social system. For Zaltman et 
al (1973), ideas perceived as new do not even have to be introduced into a social 
system to qualify as innovations. For the purpose of this study, innovations are 
defined as ideas that are introduced into a given social system and which are 
perceived as new by the social group affected.  

A further issue that needs definition before continuing the discussion is the process 
of diffusion. Many early diffusion studies focus on the initial adoption of an 
innovation only (e.g. Daft, 1978; Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981). As Wolfe (1994) 
points out, this type of study has been criticized for its static orientation: static in 
the sense that they focus on the adoption decision, ignoring post adoption behavior 
as well as that they ignore changes innovations might go through during the 
implementation process. Supporting this argument, a contemporary definition of 
the term “process” by Pettigrew (1997) describes a process as a sequence of 
individual and collective events, actions, and activities unfolding over time in a 
context. Thus, when referring to diffusion as a process it seems that there is more to 
it than just the adoption (decision). Likewise, with the purpose of this study in 
mind, it can be argued that a focus on the initial adoption of the BSC only gives a 
partial picture of the diffusion process, especially when considering that the phases 
after the initial adoption are the ones that create most problems (Gallivan, 2001) 
and are thus interesting to study. This extended view of the diffusion process is 
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brought forward by more recent diffusion studies, such as Gallivan’s (2001). In his 
study he contends that the innovation diffusion process consists of two different 
stages. First, the primary adoption decision, i.e. the firm level decision to adopt an 
innovation. Second, the secondary adoption decision, which is the actual 
implementation of the innovation by users. According to his findings, it is the 
secondary adoption that is most difficult. In light of the research questions dealt 
with in this thesis and the fact that the empirical context occurs on the micro–level, 
this conception of diffusion seems to be a promising avenue. The following 
discussions in this thesis therefore adopt the definition of the diffusion process, 
which consists of the initial adoption and the subsequent implementation of the 
innovation.  

Innovation adoption — an effect of institutional pressures 

Focusing on the initial adoption stage, various scholars discuss the diffusion of 
innovations in connection with institutional theory (e.g. Haunschild and Miner, 
1997). In an overview of current issues in institutional studies, Scott (1995) points 
out that it is particularly the effect of institutional processes on a macro–level that 
impacts organizations on a micro–level. Following his outline, institutional effects 
have been the topic of empirical studies in relation to its impact not only on 
societal systems, organizational fields, and organizational populations but also on 
single organizations. Exemplifying this reasoning, Oliver (1991) assumes that 
individual organizations are exposed to institutional pressures. However, according 
to her findings, organizations’ conformity to these pressures cannot be taken for 
given. Organizations rather develop various strategies to react towards these 
pressures. These could be acquiescence, compromise, avoidance, defiance or 
manipulation. 

Similarly, Tolbert and Zucker (1983) assume a close proximity between 
institutional imitation processes and diffusion. In their study of the diffusion of 
civil service reform by municipal governments in the United States, they investigate 
the effects of institutionalization on the diffusion process and thus combine the two 
issues. Institutionalization in their study is defined as:   

“…the process through which components of formal structure become widely accepted, as both 
appropriate and necessary, and serve to legitimate organizations. Most fundamentally, the process is one 
of social change.” (Tolbert and Zucker, 1983, 25)  

The results of their study indicate that the diffusion was dependent on the state-
level legitimacy of civil service procedures: the procedures were much more rapidly 
adopted by cities when they were legitimized by the state. In the absence of federal 
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legitimacy, the adoption process occurred gradually through social influence among 
cities. As a further outcome of this research, organizational factors were found 
influential on the adoption process only in the beginning of the diffusion process. It 
seems that the further the diffusion process has advanced, the more the civil service 
procedures were regarded institutionalized, leading to increased legitimacy. The 
legitimacy then was sufficient to make later adopters introduce the new procedures.  

In light of the purpose of the present study, this stream of studies suggests the 
importance of considering the institutional environment with its impact on 
innovation adoption. Authors such as Scott (1995) and Bjørnenak (1997) refer to 
this perspective as “infrastructure” or the “supply-side” of an innovation.  

Classical theory of diffusion  

The theory of diffusion has been used in almost all kinds of sciences, such as 
biology, physics, sociology, economics and anthropology (Morrill et al, 1988). 
Consequently, the research subjects investigated span from the dissemination of 
agricultural practices (Griliches, 1957) to fertility-control methods (Rosero-Bixby 
and Casterline, 1994).  

As Baptista (1999) explains, many diffusion studies have an economics background, 
addressing the following three classical issues: 

1) What determines the rate of inter-firm diffusion, i.e. the initial adoption of 
an innovation by a firm? 

2) What determines the pace of intra-firm diffusion, i.e. the diffusion of the 
innovation within the adopting firm? 

3) Why do some firms adopt earlier than others? 

As a characteristic common to many of these studies, mathematical models were 
tested on empirical data to predict the potential of future diffusion. Early diffusion 
studies focus particularly on the first question, resulting in the development of what 
is known today as the typical diffusion curve. It depicts changes in diffusion rates 
over time, following an S–shaped pattern (Figure 1) according to equations for 
logistic curves (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). The shape of this so-called adopter 
distribution evolves due to few firms adopting the innovation in the early stages. 
Thereafter, an acceleration of adoptions follows, resulting in a sudden take off until 
the maximum is reached when half of the potential adopters have adopted. Finally, 
the rate of adoption slows down when the few remaining potential adopters accept 
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the innovation (Mahajan and Peterson, 1985). As illustrated in Figure 1, the shape 
of the diffusion curve varies depending on the speed of diffusion. 

Proportion of 
adopters

Rapid diffusion

Slower diffusion

Time  
Figure 1: Logistic diffusion curves  

Source: Baptista, 1999, 109 

Over time, the other two questions listed above gained more research attention. 
Furthermore, other branches of diffusion research evolved. To name just a few, 
studies dealt with the question of the determinants of organizational innovativeness 
(Deutschmann and Fals Borda, 1962; Mohr, 1969; Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981), 
the processes organizations go through in implementing innovations (Zaltman et al, 
1973; Ettlie, 1980; Cooper and Zmud, 1990) and the consequences of innovation 
(Sharp, 1952).  

Due to the magnitude of the body of general literature on diffusion and innovation, 
numerous attempts have been made to categorize this type of research (see for 
example, Wolfe, 1994). Noteworthy, Slappendel (1996) offers a classification that 
goes beyond the conventional ones. Her approach does not only create mental 
maps of the different models but also considers the underlying theoretical 

assumptions about the role of individual action and organizational structures
12

. 
According to this segmentation, organizational innovation studies can be classified 
in three different perspectives: 

 An individualist perspective 

                                           
12

 Her framework is built on a segmentation used in organization theory and strategic 
management literature, among others by Pierce and Delbecq (1977). 
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 A structuralist perspective and  

 An interactive process perspective.  

The main difference between these three perspectives lies in the basic assumption 
about the cause of innovation (compare Table 2). 

Table 2: Main features of the three perspectives on innovation 

 Individualist Structuralist Interactive process 

Basic assumptions Individuals cause 
innovation 

Innovation 
determined by 

structural 
characteristics 

Innovation produced by 
the interaction of 

structural influences and 
the actions of individuals 

Conceptualization 
of an innovation 

Static and objectively 
defined objects or 

practices 

Static and objectively 
defined objects and 

practices 

Innovations are subject 
to reinvention and 
reconfiguration. 
Innovations are 

perceived. 

Conceptualization 
of the innovation 
process 

Simple linear, with 
focus on the 

adoption stage 

Simple linear, with 
focus on the 

adoption stage 

Complex process 

Core concepts Champion 
Leaders 

Entrepreneur 

Environment 
Size 

Complexity 
Differentiation 
Formalization 
Centralization 
Strategic type 

Shocks 
Proliferation 

Innovative capability 
Context 

Research 
methodology 

Cross-sectional 
survey 

Cross-sectional 
survey 

Case studies 
Case histories 

Source: Slappendel, 1996, 109 

This categorization will be used henceforth to structure the further discussion on 
theory of diffusion.   

An individualist perspective 

Diffusion as a communication process 

Most of the early models of diffusion can be subsumed under the individualist 
perspective. From this viewpoint, individuals’ actions and characteristics are 
regarded as the major source of innovation in organizations. 

As an example of this type of research, Rogers’ (1983) influential conception of 
diffusion processes deserves particular attention. For him, diffusion of innovations 
is based on communication between individuals, the centrality of which is 
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particularly emphasized in the book “Communication of Innovations” (Rogers and 
Shoemaker, 1971). Therein, the authors describe the crucial elements in the 
diffusion of new ideas being a) the innovation, b) which is communicated through 
certain channels, c) over time, d) among the members of a social system (Rogers 
and Shoemaker, 1971, 18). In his concept, Rogers further distinguishes between 
the innovation-decision process and the diffusion process itself. While the first is 
the mental process that an individual goes through from first knowledge of the 
innovation to the decision to adopt or reject and the confirmation of the decision, 
the second describes the subsequent communication of the innovation to the 
members of a social system through communication channels (Rogers and 
Shoemaker, 1971, 99). 

According to the individualist perspective, individuals with certain characteristics 
play an essential role in the diffusion process. In Rogers’ model of the 
communication process so-called opinion leaders are of central importance. Due to 
a higher socioeconomic status of the opinion leader (Rogers, 1995), he/she has the 
capability to influence other peoples’ opinion or behavior in informal ways with 
relative frequency. Depending on their favorable or unfavorable opinion towards an 
innovation, opinion leaders can either positively or negatively influence the speed of 
diffusion. The latter is also dependent on, what Rogers and Shoemaker call “homo- 
or heterophily”, i.e. “the degree to which pairs of individuals who interact are 
similar in certain attributes” (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971, 210). While 
homophily is the basis for interpersonal diffusion, it can act as a barrier to diffusion 
within social systems due to a lack of exposure of innovations to non-elite members 
of the social group.  

Following Rogers’ model, a third important party in the diffusion process of 
innovations is a change agent. Change agents are individuals that bridge two or 
more social systems and influence the innovation adoption decision in a direction 
desirable to a change agency. In this function, a change agent is important for 
efforts of planned change. If he/she is successful in his/her different roles (see Figure 
2), the innovation adoption decision is made by an individual and the innovation 
becomes adopted.  

The central role of individuals in diffusion processes also comes to the surface in 
explanations about the rate of adoption. According to Rogers (1995), the subjective 
perception of specific innovation characteristics by individuals is a decisive 
predictor of diffusion rates. These characteristics are:  
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Figure 2: The seven roles of a change agent 

Based on: Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971 

 

1. Degree of relative advantage: the degree to which an innovation is perceived 
as better than the idea it supersedes 

2. Compatibility: the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being 
consistent with values, experiences and needs of potential adopters 

3. Complexity: the perceived difficulty to understand and use the innovation 

4. Trialability: the possibility of potential adopters to try the new technique 

5. Observability: the degree to which the results of an innovation are visible to 
others.  

Hence: 

“…innovations that are perceived by individuals as having greater relative advantage, compatibility, 
trialability, observability, and less complexity will be adopted more rapidly than other innovations.” 
(Rogers, 1995, 16) 

The strong focus on individuals in Rogers’ explanations of the diffusion process is 
an effect of much of his early research having focused on diffusion among 
individuals in contrast to organizations. Perera et al (2003) regard this as a major 
advantage of Rogers’ framework, making it applicable at the individual and/or 
group level within organizations.  

Focusing specifically on an accounting context, Sangster (1996) also applied an 
individualist perspective of diffusion in his study on the spread of expert systems 
among management accountants in the United Kingdom. He conducted a mail 
survey among more than 4000 U.K.–based professionally designated management 
accountants in order to find out how far the diffusion of IT systems, supporting 
management accountants’ work, has progressed. He thus investigated the adoption 
rate. 
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His view on diffusion is based on the assumption that the adoption of an 
innovation requires awareness by individuals as a major precondition. If awareness 
is created, individuals must proceed into the second stage, acceptance of the 
innovation. Only thereafter can an adoption occur. Consequently, according to his 
opinion, the personality of individuals plays an important role in diffusion 
processes. In particular, Sangster emphasizes the function of leaders, who must be 
convinced of the innovation themselves and who must guide others in the change 
process. As part of this guidance, leaders are supposed to overcome human 
resistance by creating awareness and, in a later stage, confidence in the new 
technology. In this process, management accounting expert system “champions” are 
regarded as an essential part in the diffusion process. In order to be effective, they 
are supposed to be situated not only within single organizations but also in large 
public accounting practices.  

As a result of his study, Sangster ascertains a low diffusion rate of expert systems in 
the U.K.. The main reason identified for this result is a lack of awareness of the 
technology among management accountants. In addition, resistance to change was 
recognized as a second diffusion-decelerating factor. On a more general level, based 
on his findings, Sangster develops a framework of factors impacting diffusion 
processes. In a cumulative manner the number of factors with positive/negative 
impact increases with the diffusion process progressing. Hence, in the awareness 
creating stage, positive factors lifting the diffusion to the next stage are the presence 
of a champion and the existence of a role model. In the final step, between 
acceptance and adoption, in addition to the champion and the role model, a risk-
taking personality, the desire and power to change, and no resistance from others is 
regarded as essential for fast diffusion. 

Sangster’s study displays a strong reliance on individuals in the organizational 
decision-making and diffusion process; an assumption for which individualist 
research on innovation in general has been criticized (Slappendel, 1996). Real 
organizational contexts might rather involve a group of individuals in the process of 
innovation adoption and thus, probably lead to more complex decision situations 
than described above. 

Another criticism that can be brought forward against these individual models of 
diffusion is their assumption of rational adopters, making independent and 
technically efficient choices (Rogers, 1983). This way, change is restricted to the 
sphere inside the organization and environmental forces are left out of focus. Or, 
stated differently, it is the neglect of the institutional environment, which exposes 
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firms to legitimization pressures, that appears to be problematic. In real 
organizational contexts, it might be exactly due to these pressures that innovations 
may be adopted by single organizations, even if these new concepts might not be 
the most efficient ones (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Abrahamson, 1991). This 
assumption is contrary to the dominant diffusion literature, which has been accused 
of a “pro-innovation” bias. The latter describes the diffusion research underlying 
assumption that all members of a social system should adopt the innovation, that it 
should be diffused more rapidly and that the innovation should not be re-invented 

or rejected
13

 (Rogers, 1995). Abrahamson (1991) argues that the adoption of 
beneficial innovations is only one aspect of diffusion processes. He suggests that 
organizations even adopt non-beneficial innovations and reject beneficial ones due 
to imitation and influence of organizations inside and outside the group in 
question.  

To illustrate his idea, Abrahamson refers to four different motives of innovation 
adoption/rejection. The first and most prevalent motive in the early diffusion 
literature is described as an “efficient choice” perspective. This perspective is based 
on the assumption that organizations can freely and independently choose to adopt 
an administrative technology and are relatively certain about their goals and how 
efficient certain technologies will be in attaining these goals. Hence, if 
environmental changes lead to performance gaps, i.e. a gap between an 
organization’s goals and what it can attain, organizations with similar goals will 
react the same way and try to close such gaps by adopting the same efficient 
technology (Abrahamson, 1991, 592). Hence, innovations are diffused if they help 
to reduce performance gaps created by environmental changes. Innovations will 
stop diffusing if the performance gap is closed due to changes, e.g. in the 
environment. 

In Abrahamson’s concept, a second explanation of diffusion processes is the so-
called “forced selection”. According to this way of thinking, innovation-adopting 
organizations experience pressure from organizations outside their own social group 
and have no free choice in deciding to adopt or not. The decision to introduce 
certain technologies is made by a number of organizations with sufficient power to 
dictate which technologies will diffuse across organizations and which not.  

                                           
13

 According to Rogers (1995), the pro-innovation bias has impaired diffusion research in that we 
have less knowledge about the diffusion of slowly diffusing innovations, the rejection of 
innovations and discontinued use of innovations.  
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A third way by which the diffusion of innovations can occur is through imitation of 
organizations outside the own social group. Abrahamson calls this type of diffusion 
“fashion” perspective, which presupposes a situation of uncertainty. In diffusion 
processes following this pattern, non-adopting organizations, such as consulting 
firms, business schools and mass media have a great impact on diffusion processes 
in that they act as fashion setters, promoting certain technologies. Hence, 
technologies that are sufficiently promoted by these fashion setters will diffuse. 

Similarly, the “fad” perspective builds on imitation processes but this time it is not 
the fashion-setters that are imitated but other adopting organizations. So, in an 
effort to appear legitimate and to conform to the norms, organizations imitate other 
organizations that have already adopted certain technologies. 

Table 3 summarizes the four different perspectives explained above. 

Table 3: Theoretical perspectives explaining the diffusion and rejection of administrative 
technologies 

  Imitation–Focus Dimension 

  Imitation processes 
do not impel the 

diffusion or rejection 

Imitation processes 
impel the diffusion and 

rejection 

Organizations within a 
group determine the 

diffusion and rejection 
within this group 

 

Efficient choice  

 

Fad  

O
ut

si
de

–I
nf

lu
en

ce
 

D
im

en
si

on
 

Organizations outside a 
group determine the 

diffusion and rejection 
within this group 

 

Forced selection  

 

Fashion  

Source: Abrahamson, 1991, 591 

Abrahamson’s framework appears particularly interesting and relevant to my study 
since it introduces a wider perspective on why innovations may be adopted by 
single firms, or, as in the present study, a corporate group and single business 
divisions. It is similar to the stream of research that highlights the importance of 
institutional pressures affecting single organizations introduced above. In this sense, 
Abrahamson’s framework overcomes the pro-innovation bias mentioned earlier. In 
addition, by extending the sphere of interest to the institutional environment, he 
considers supply-side organizations and their role in the innovation adoption 
process. Although originally developed to explain diffusion on a macro–level, the 
basic argument brought forward in Chapter 1 of this thesis is even applicable here: 
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given the size of the organization studied and the different business divisions 
involved functioning as separate “organizations”, Abrahamson’s framework 
promises helpful insights even in this study.     

In an accounting context Malmi (1999) previously used Abrahamson’s framework 
to study the diffusion of ABC across Finnish industries employing a survey method. 
Interestingly, his study reveals that it is not necessarily only one perspective that 
dominates the diffusion process. On the contrary, the driving force behind 
management accounting diffusion can vary over the course of the entire diffusion 
adoption process (the S–shaped curve). While in the initial phases the dominant 
motive to adopt ABC was “efficient choice” (and to a certain degree “forced 
selection”), the “fashion” perspective and “efficient choice” perspective dominate 
during the take off phase. Thereafter, the most common are “efficient choice” and 
“fad” perspectives. As far as the study presented in this thesis is concerned, it would 
be interesting to know whether Malmi’s propositions also hold true in a context of 
intra-firm diffusion as investigated here.  

A structuralist perspective 

An organization theory perspective 

The structuralist perspective tries to explain the adoption of innovations with the 
help of organizational characteristics. It assumes that certain traits of potential 
innovation adopters either facilitate or hamper diffusion processes. Unlike the 
individualist perspective, the structuralist viewpoint concentrates on the overall 
organizational level and explicitly recognizes the embeddedness of organizations in 
their surrounding environment: 

“According to the systems-structural view, the manager’s basic role is a reactive one. It is a technician’s 
role of fine-tuning the organization according to the exigencies that confront it. Change takes the form 
of ‘adaptation’; it occurs as the product of exogenous shifts in the environment. The manager must 
perceive, process, and respond to a changing environment and adapt by rearranging internal 
organizational structure to ensure survival or effectiveness.” (Astley and Van de Ven, 1983, 248) 

Based on this way of seeing organizations and their relation to the environment, 
several organizational factors have been studied in their role as contingent factors 
for innovation and diffusion. Commonly discussed factors are for example: 

 Company size (Mansfield, 1968; Nabseth and Ray, 1974; Damanpour, 
1992) 

 Centralization (Thompson, 1965; Hage and Aiken, 1970; Kimberly and 
Evanisko, 1981) 
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 Specialization (Aiken and Hage, 1971; Damanpour, 1991) 

 Internal and external communication (Aiken and Hage, 1971; Miller and 
Friesen, 1982; Saren, 1987) 

As to the first factor, the majority of empirical studies indicate a positive 
relationship between company size and innovation adoption (Kimberly and 
Evanisko, 1981; Damanpour and Evan, 1984; Damanpour, 1992). The underlying 
causes for this relationship are seen either in larger firms reaching “critical masses” 
that make it easier for them to afford innovations or in the organizational size 
demanding (administrative) innovations in order to make size manageable 
(Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981). Also, it is argued that larger companies have more 
resources that allow them to tolerate potential losses resulting from unsuccessful 
innovation introductions (Damanpour, 1992). However, other studies have argued 
that large size alone does not necessarily have a positive effect on the adoption of 
innovations (Hage, 1980). This stream of studies argues that small firms are often 
more innovative because they are more flexible, have less problems adapting due to 
less complexity and find it easier to accept and implement change.   

Centralization was found to negatively affect innovation (Thompson, 1965). One 
possible explanation for this connection is that people in high hierarchical positions 
have the power to hinder the introduction of innovations in the organizations, 
especially if they feel that their own position is threatened. Another plausible reason 
might be that highly centralized organizations create fewer stimuli for the exchange 
of ideas and offer less room for change-stimulating conflicts (Hage and Aiken, 
1970).  

Specialization, understood as the availability of specialists, was described being 
positively correlated to innovativeness (Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981). The 
argument supporting this claim is that the greater the variety of specialists, the 
broader the knowledge base available necessary for innovation due to external 
contacts. Additionally, the resulting plurality of opinions and viewpoints might 
foster the adoption of innovations.  

The connections with the organizational environment have been investigated 
looking explicitly at firms’ external communication. Unsurprisingly, empirical 
studies indicate a positive connection between external communication and 
adoption of innovations. Attentive observations of the environment are seen as a 
source of innovative ideas that can potentially be implemented in the organization 
(Miller and Friesen, 1982). Similarly, lively internal organizational communication 
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is positively correlated with innovativeness due to the facilitated dispersion of 
already existing ideas and the creation of a creative environment (Ross, 1974).  

As to the stability of the organizational environment, various studies showed that 
rapid environmental changes and thus uncertainty often have a stimulating effect 
on innovation (Zaltman et al, 1973; Ettlie and Bridges, 1987). In contrast, strong 
heterogeneity, and subsequent complexity of the environment, can hinder 
innovation (Robertson and Gatignon, 1987).  

An accounting perspective 

This preceding overview of empirical studies shows that there is a strong dominance 
of organizational theorists in the area. In the field of accounting, the empirical 
evidence on the influence of structural factors on the diffusion process is less 
abundant. Gosselin (1997) conducted one of the few studies in the field. He 
studied the influence of organizational structure and strategy on the 
implementation of activity management approaches, including ABC, using a mail 
survey among Canadian manufacturing firms. From his point of view, diffusion 
processes involve four stages: adoption, preparation, implementation and 
routinization. If organizations do not go through all four phases, the diffusion 
process either stops or only parts of activity management are implemented. 
Following Gosselin’s results, firms that follow a prospector strategy, i.e. seeking 
market opportunities, developing new products and showing an innovative attitude 
in general, adopt activity management approaches more than firms following other 
strategic directions. Similarly, a high degree of vertical differentiation was positively 
associated with ABC adoption. Likewise, a high degree of centralization and 
formalization was positively correlated to innovation implementation. The latter is 
in contrast to the managerial literature as presented in the previous section. 

Another stream of diffusion studies in accounting extends the sphere of 
investigation beyond structural factors, also encompassing factors related to the 
institutional environment. An example for the latter category of studies is presented 
by Firth (1996). Again a survey approach was used to investigate the diffusion 
process of managerial accounting procedures in China with particular attention to 
the influence of foreign-partnered joint ventures. Doing this, Firth realizes the 
increasing interconnectedness of economies across national borders, which among 
other things leads to the travel of new ideas around the globe. Following his 
reasoning, current organizational fields are increasingly infused with international 
influences. Supporting this assumption, his results indicate a higher degree of 
changes in management accounting systems in Chinese joint ventures that had a 
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foreign partner than similar Chinese companies without any collaborative 
connections with foreign companies. Furthermore, Firth found a relationship 
between the rate of adoption and factors like the domicile of the foreign partner, 
the degree of competitive pressures facing the potentially adopting company, and 
the size of the joint venture.  

With a similar background, but on the national level, Chua and Petty (1999) 
examined the influence of director interlocks, organizational size, and industry type 
on the diffusion of the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 
accreditation. Given the background of an ISO adoption rate of less than 100%, 
the authors aimed to find out which factors could explain this phenomenon and, in 
particular, which mechanisms facilitate the diffusion of ISO. Just like Firth, the 
authors base their study on the assumption that contemporary institutional 
environments are characterized by an interrelatedness of companies. When it comes 
to diffusion of new techniques and ideas, these connections can act as diffusion 
mechanisms. According to Chua and Petty, interlocking directorates, i.e. 
individuals sitting on the board of directors of more than one company, can 
function as a diffusion mechanism. This is because of their role as creators of a 
social relation and information exchange channel. On a more abstract level, this 
study also provides evidence that strategically oriented management accounting 
practices can diffuse through mimetic forces (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991). Thus, 
mimetic isomorphism, by way of particular agents, appears to influence the 
diffusion of organizational practices.  

Common to all three of the aforementioned studies is their focus on the demand-
side of the innovation, meaning potential adopters and their characteristics. A 
clearer distinction between the supply-side and the demand-side is offered in 
Bjørnenak’s (1997) study of the diffusion of ABC in Norway. Apart from the 
demand-side, he explicitly refers to influences of the innovation supplying side on 
the diffusion process, e.g. consultants and media. To start with, he assumed an 
expansion type of diffusion, i.e. diffusion processes in which the number of 
adopters grows over time. This is in contrast to “relocation” diffusion, which 
describes how ideas enter an area without necessarily increasing the number of 
adopters.  

Following Bjørnenak’s reasoning, “information fields”, i.e. communication links 
between adopters play an essential role in diffusion processes. To him, impediments 
to interaction and communication such as physical distance, language or tradition 
are barriers in the information fields and thus hindrances in the diffusion process. 
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Since these impeding factors are numerous and, what is more, change over time, 
the study of diffusion processes is regarded complex and explorative (Bjørnenak, 
1997, 7). 

For the purpose of my study, it seems of particular interest how Bjørnenak 
perceived the supply-side and the demand-side of an innovation, respectively. 
While the first relates to the institutional environment with its influences, e.g. 
consultants and mass media, the demand-side aimed to link specific properties of 
the innovation with characteristics of potential adopters. According to his study, 
the most influential factors on the demand-side were the nature of the 
phenomenon being diffused. In the special case of ABC diffusion he identified cost 
structure, existing costing systems, product diversity and competition as the 
essential factors. Accordingly, the diffusion process of a BSC could well look 
different than the one of ABC. 

On the supply-side, most adopters of ABC received assistance from consultants 
indicating that they played an essential role in these diffusion processes. Similarly, 
company size was identified as relevant since larger companies proved to have a 
larger network of communication channels and infrastructure to adopt the 
accounting innovation. Courses and availability of internal change agents seemed to 
provide for the most effective communication channels.    

What makes Firth’s (1996), Chua and Petty’s (1999) and Bjørnenak’s (1997) 
studies interesting in the context of this study is their extension of perspective 
beyond structural organizational variables, also looking at the institutional 
environment with its influence on diffusion processes. As mentioned before, 
Bjørnenak (1997) also clearly distinguishes between influences of the supply-side 
and the demand-side of the innovation. The influence of individual actors and their 

role in diffusion was however not directly considered
14

.  

An interactive process perspective 

Diffusion research from an interactive process perspective aims to overcome the 
incomplete picture developed by the individual and structuralist perspective by 
investigating the interaction between individual activities and organizational factors 
in the diffusion process over time. Slappendel (1996) observes that the recent 
studies attempting to combine action and structural factors illustrate three further 

                                           
14

 A counterargument that might be brought forward however is that the role of individuals is 
defined in the context of information fields, which are based on inter-individual communication. 
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characteristics of the interactive process perspective. First, just like institutional 
theory, they reject the rational economic model of decision-making and highlight 
the importance of non-rational organizational behavior. Second, the innovation 
process is understood as a dynamic process, which implies that innovations are not 
regarded to remain static during the innovation process. Instead, it is assumed that 
they become transformed on their way. And third, due to these changes in 
understanding, longitudinal case studies are often used to describe the innovation 
process.  

Gallivan’s (2001) model as referenced above seems to be one of the few models that 
comes close to an interactive process perspective in diffusion. His model belongs to 
stage-based concepts of diffusion (Zaltman et al, 1973), assuming that diffusion 
processes within organizations occur in two stages: the firm-level decision to adopt 
a concept (primary adoption), which is undertaken by corporate management, and 
the actual implementation in the firm by individuals whose work is affected by the 
innovation (secondary adoption) (Gallivan, 2001, 53). According to Gallivan, it is 
the second stage that is more crucial in processes of innovation adoption. As he 
argues, new concepts are often brought into the organization by organizational 
management, however, this does not ensure that the innovations will be 
implemented and used by potential adopters in the organization. For secondary 
adoption to occur, he argues, managerial intervention, suitable subjective norms 
and facilitating conditions are needed. Following his concept, managerial 
interventions are “the actions taken and resources made available by managers to 
expedite secondary adoption” (Gallivan, 2001, 61). With subjective norms, he 
means individuals’ or groups’ beliefs about the concept to be diffused. Finally, 
facilitating conditions refer to the particular attributes of the innovation, as well as 
organizational context, culture and the work task. According to his case study 
findings, in the early stages of assimilation facilitating conditions can be a strong, 
top-down, bureaucratic organizational culture and highly centralized planning and 
oversight of an organizational initiative. Factors facilitating assimilation in all stages 
are a strong and clearly communicated message of top management support and 
high levels of resources committed to the adoption process. Negative effects on the 
assimilation were caused by cultural norms that reinforce that ongoing learning and 
career development resides with the firm as well as a narrow definition of 
employee’s job roles.  

Focusing particularly on an accounting context, Perera et al’s study (2003) also 
comes close to interactive process diffusion research (see Table 4 and Table 5). 
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Their study is a longitudinal case study investigating an intra-organizational 
diffusion process. It aims to develop an understanding of transfer pricing choice 
and change in a government trading enterprise. Drawing on theories explaining the 
technical contingency of transfer pricing and the diffusion of innovations, they 
explain how transfer pricing was introduced, abandoned and re-introduced over 
time. As to the diffusion literature, they build their analysis largely on Rogers’ 
(1995) theories as presented above and the stage model of innovation adoption by 
Gallivan (2001). Thus, the perceived characteristics of transfer pricing, for example, 
its relative advantage to tools used earlier, its complexity, triability and so forth are 
at the heart of their analysis. When it comes to the initial introduction of the 
concept in the case company, the authors additionally refer to Abrahamson’s 
(1991) framework and identify “efficient choice” as well as “fashion” aspects 
involved in the adoption. 

Although Perera et al (2003) found a consistency of the transfer pricing 
methodology used in the case company with several contingency frameworks 
discussed in the literature, the case company abandoned the concept after a while 
since it had not reached the secondary adoption stage. This means that acceptance 
of the innovative tool by the individual users was not gained (Gallivan, 2001). In 
order for a new tool to gain acceptance, it has to comply with existing values, 
norms and culture. Following the study’s findings, this had not occurred in the 
company under investigation. Thus, transfer pricing met resistance and was finally 
abandoned. However, as Perera et al (2003) claim, organizational culture in the 
case company had changed over time so that a successful re-introduction of the 
concept took place a couple of years later. 

Another significant factor that Perera et al identified as having contributed to the 
change process is the role of individuals as change agents, namely the CEO and a 
senior accountant. The authors found that these individuals played several of the 
roles that Rogers (1995) identified for change agents but that they failed in 
stabilizing the first adoption, which contributed to its initial failure (Perera et al, 
2003).  

Thus, as a conclusion to their study, Perera et al underline the importance of 
change agents for the change process, the necessity to consider organizational 
culture and climate as well as subjective values, norms and past experiences of 
individuals that have to use the new tool in their daily work. They also claim that it 
is not enough to rely just on one theoretical framework to explain complex change 
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processes such as the one presented in their study – an aspect that seems particularly 
noteworthy to my study.  

On a more abstract level, Perera et al’s study supports the argument made above 
that an interactive process perspective is necessary and useful when investigating the 
diffusion of innovations. Although Perera et al do not directly refer to structural 
factors such as company size, communication fields and others, their (as well as 
Gallivan’s (2001)) findings illustrate the importance of studying the interplay 
between organizational factors and individuals in the change process. As to the 
applicability of their findings to other studies, such as the one presented here, their 
strong reliance on Rogers’ (1995) concept of innovation diffusion deserves some 
attention. As Perera et al state: 

“Rogers’ characteristics are not absolute or objective attributes of an innovation, but perceptions of the 
innovation by affected individuals and groups, and, hence, are time and situation specific.” (Perera et 
al, 2003, 143)  

According to this, the diffusion process of an innovation other than transfer 
pricing, e.g. the BSC, could look different, especially when the change process is 
studied in a different type of company, e.g. a “for-profit” organization, where 
people might have different perceptions of the tool. On the other hand, it might be 
of interest to investigate whether there really is a difference between the diffusion 
of, for example, a BSC and transfer pricing. This is a question to which my study 
could help find an answer. 

The studies presented thus far can be considered the major studies on diffusion 
processes in a management accounting context. The previous overview indicates 
that not only from an interactive process perspective, but also from the other 
perspectives, the empirical evidence on diffusion in management accounting is still 
weak. Chua and Petty (1999) support this assumption saying that the diffusion of 
new management accounting techniques in general is an issue that has not been 
dealt with extensively before. Similarly, Luft (1997) claims that:  

“Academic research, thus far, has done little to examine these determinants of the diffusion of current 
management accounting practices.” (Luft, 1997, 189) 

Given the limited knowledge in the area and the relevance of the topic for 
researchers and practitioners as explained in Chapter 1, it seems promising to resort 
to a stream of research closely related to diffusion studies in accounting: studies on 
the implementation of management accounting tools. Since my study is based on 
the assumption that the implementation of an accounting innovation is part of the 
diffusion process within an organization, these studies might also give some 
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valuable insights in the context of diffusion. Implementation studies frequently deal 
with accounting stability or barriers to accounting change, respectively. 
Consequently, the next section presents some studies on management accounting 
concepts’ implementation, focusing particularly on the factors that facilitate or 
hinder implementation. 

Implementation studies in management accounting   

Barriers to accounting change 

“It is probably reasonable to say that accounting practices are generally slow to change. An interesting 
question is: why.” (Scapens, 1994b, 317)   

The “why” question has been on the research agenda of many accounting 
researchers during the last years with an extensive body of literature focusing on 
barriers to management accounting change alone (e.g. Markus and Pfeffer, 1983; 
Argyris and Kaplan, 1994; Shields, 1995). Shields and Young (1989), for example, 
studied the implementation of cost management systems and found seven 
behavioral and organizational variables important for implementation. Apart from 
variables specifically related to cost management systems, top management support, 
sufficient internal resources, training about the new system, non-accounting 
ownership and consensus about and clarity of the objectives of the new system were 
identified as essential for implementation.  

While Shields and Young (1989) and Shields (1995) relied on statistical, large 
sample studies, authors such as Markus and Pfeffer (1983) studied the issue of 
accounting stability from a more hermeneutic perspective. They argue that the 
design and operation of organizations’ information systems affect the distribution 
of intra-organizational power, to which accounting and control systems are related 
in that they are used to change the performance of individuals and the outcomes of 
organizational processes. From this perspective: 

“…accounting and control systems are symbols, suggesting images of the organizations in which they 
exist.” (Markus and Pfeffer, 1983, 207)  

As to the issue of change, organizational resistance results from people’s interest in 
keeping the current power distribution. Consequently, it is assumed that the 
implementation of new accounting systems is easier if they match certain aspects of 
the organization. In particular, these aspects are:  

a) Power distribution, 

b) Organizational culture, and 

50 



c) Agreement on the organization’s goals and the technology required for 
achieving them. 

Argyris and Kaplan (1994) go even further in not only identifying potential barriers 
to implementation, but also giving detailed guidelines on how to successfully 
implement an accounting innovation (in their study ABC). According to them, it is 
often an inadequate education and sponsorship process that blocks implementation 
of new systems. Furthermore, many companies failed to create internal 
commitment for the new system. In order to overcome these barriers to change, 
they suggest an education and sponsorship process that clearly identifies and 
thereafter communicates the gaps of the current systems in use. Examples of how 
the new system benefits the organization should complete the education process. In 
the subsequent sponsorship process, key individuals in the organizations are 
supposed to become persuaded of the innovation, so that they can function as 
internal change agents. Moreover, incentives should be aligned with the new system 
to gain credibility and to create commitment.  

What then is the contribution of these more hermeneutic studies? Partly due to the 
difference in research method, this type of study is able to catch more “emotional” 
aspects of barriers to change. This could be, for example, the resistance to change 
by individuals due to fear of the unknown or of losing one’s job. As Lawrence 
realized, these aspects can play an enormous role in change processes:   

“The real problem is not technical change but the human changes that often accompany technical 
innovation. […] People do not resist technical change, rather they resist social change — the change in 
their human relationships that generally accompanies technical change. Resistance is usually created 
because of certain blind spots and attitudes which […] specialists have as a result of their preoccupation 
with the technical aspects of new ideas.” (Lawrence, 1954, 49) 

Hence, without denying the benefits of statistically generalizeable models such as 
Shields’ (1995), extending the view beyond the technical sphere and recognizing 
the human factors seems necessary and useful. A prime example of how to do this is 
Granlund’s (2001) study on ABC implementation, in which he explains the 
stability in and around management accounting systems drawing on Giddens’ 
(1979; 1984) structuration theory and institutional theory (Powell and DiMaggio, 
1991). As a result of the study, he identifies several forces that promote either 
change or stability and clusters these factors into economic (functional), 
institutional and individual forces. Thus, he extends the analysis of previous studies 
from technical to institutional and human factors. 

As to the change driving forces on the technical side, in Granlund’s (2001) study 
the demand for more precision in cost information and overhead allocations 

51 



dominated. Not surprisingly, imitation of other companies and the influence of 
consultancy were identified as change driving forces on the institutional level. On 
the individual, human factors level, the willpower and expertise of single individuals 
in the organizations were found to be decisive change drivers.  

When it comes to aspects promoting stability, the factors on the institutional and 
individual level appear particularly interesting. As Markus and Pfeffer (1983), 
Granlund found organizational culture to provide stability and hinder accounting 
change. Other factors in the institutional domain promoting stability were 
organizational routinization/inertia and the failure to secure legitimacy for the 
changes. The latter confirms the findings of Scapens and Roberts (1993) and as was 
introduced above, by Tolbert and Zucker (1983). On the individual level, simple 
human factors such as the fear of a person to lose the self-developed system, the fear 
to increase accountants’ workload and limited management support seemed to 
hinder change. 

What is particularly interesting in Granlund’s work is that he does not see the 
different change or stability drivers as independent, unrelated factors. On the 
contrary, he claims that there is a constant struggle between the two types of 
factors, so that in the end, either the change or the stability drivers “win”, resulting 
in accounting change or stability. In order for either change or stability to be 
dominant in the end, the different change or stability factors on the three levels 
identified above have to interact and accumulate. After they have reached a certain 
point, their cumulative influence dominates and the outcome is determined as 
either change or stability.  

As far as the change enabling factors are concerned, a different body of literature 
has analyzed them in more detail. The following section presents some of them 
with the aim of getting a deeper insight into structural variables determining 
change processes in general and the diffusion of innovations in particular. 

Motivators, catalysts and facilitators of accounting change 

Innes and Mitchell’s (1990) study on the process of change in management 
accounting can be regarded as a milestone in its field. Based on a number of field 
studies in the electronics sector, they describe change processes as determined by a 
number of different factors. These are grouped into three clusters: motivators, 
catalysts and facilitators. 

Following their reasoning, motivators for change are those variables that influence 
changes in a general manner such as competitiveness on the market and production 
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technology. Catalysts for change are the factors that are directly associated with the 
changes, often from a time perspective, i.e. they occurred shortly before the change 
took place. Examples for this type of factors are the loss of market share or the 
arrival of a new accountant. Finally, facilitators are those elements considered 
necessary but not sufficient in themselves for the change to occur. The availability 
of adequate accounting staff and authority of accountants are named as examples 
for this category. According to Innes and Mitchell’s model, the interaction of these 
three types of factors brings about management accounting change. While 
motivators and catalysts are regarded as the generators of change, change will not 
occur without the presence of facilitators.  

Cobb et al (1995) criticized Innes and Mitchell’s framework for not including 
barriers to change and for focusing too much on change elements outside the 
organizational sphere. The change process happening within the organization as 
well as the influence of individuals on this process would be neglected. Thus, in an 
effort to overcome these drawbacks, Cobb et al developed a model of organizational 
change that considers barriers as well as facilitating factors as developed by Innes 
and Mitchell. Importantly, they stress the particular significance of individuals in 
the change process: 

“Motivators, catalysts and facilitators may be necessary to create a potential for change but action by 
individuals is needed to overcome the barriers to change.” (Cobb et al, 1995, 173) 

According to their study, individuals are needed who act as catalysts, i.e. initiating 
the change process. Likewise, leaders in the role as pushing people and activities are 
regarded as an important constituent. Combining all these elements with a 
momentum for change, i.e. the expectation of continuing change finally results in 
management accounting change (see Figure 3).  
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Figure 3: Accounting change model  

Source: Cobb et al, 1995, 173 

Paying attention to both, structural factors and individuals’ activities, as well as to 
how these spheres interact, Cobb et al’s model seems superior to models that regard 
change as being caused by either individual actions or organizational structures. 
Going back to the level of diffusion studies again, in this sense, Cobb et al’s model 
thus meets the criteria of the interactive process perspective. It should be noted 
though that their study did not aim to explain diffusion.  

Motivators, catalysts, facilitators and barriers to accounting change 

Aside from the combination of barriers with facilitating factors Cobb et al’s model 
is convincing due to its emphasis on the role of individuals in the change process, 
which goes beyond the function of a facilitator, catalyst or motivator. This model 
has been criticized nevertheless for not specifying more clearly the sub-categories of 
accounting change barriers (Kasurinen, 2002).  
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Based on this criticism, Kasurinen (2002) extended Cobb et al’s model, 
investigating the introduction of a BSC in a single organization. While the change 
facilitating elements of Cobb et al’s model are kept as part of the extended change 
model, the category of barriers to change is subdivided into “confusers”, 
“frustrators” and “delayers”. The first category contains factors that “disrupted” the 
case project. Examples for this type of barrier found in the case study were a 
divergence between the project goals of the division and business unit management, 
coupled with uncertainty about the project’s future role in the organization. 
Frustrators, as a second barrier category, are referred to as factors that “suppress” 
the change attempt in the case organization. These can be, for instance, a prevailing 
engineering culture that strengthened the perception of the BSC as a diagnostic 
measurement instead of a strategic planning tool or already existing reporting 
systems in the organization. Finally, delayers are those barriers that are more 
technical in nature, temporary and often related to the new managing technology in 
question. In his study, Kasurinen found the lack of clear-cut strategies and 
inadequate information systems as barriers falling under this category.  

Apart from the further subdivision of change barriers, Cobb et al’s and Kasurinen’s 
model differ in the role leaders play in the change process. While Cobb et al’s 
model explicitly emphasizes the capacity of leaders to overcome barriers, 
Kasurinen’s model (see Figure 4) indicates instead that leaders together with a 
momentum are necessary to create the potential for change. This potential can be 
blocked however by the three subcategories of barriers, which ultimately decide 
whether change occurs or not. Another interesting point in Kasurinen’s findings is 
that, particularly in the BSC context, even advancing forces can act as barriers in 
that they push the project in the wrong direction. A possible explanation for this 
paradoxical effect might lie in the BSC touching several hierarchical levels and 
strategic as well as operational areas. 
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Figure 4: Revised accounting change model  

Source: Kasurinen, 2002, 338 

Having examined the same accounting tool that I do, Kasurinen’s work appears 
highly informative for my study. Since he investigated a BSC implementation that 
originated at the divisional level, an intriguing question is, however, whether the 
factors he identified are equally relevant in my study. In my case, the change 
originated at top management level of the corporate group and was driven down 
the organization in a top-down manner. Given this difference, my study could help 
find an answer to whether the origin of the change and the type of implementation 
(top-down or bottom-up) impacts the change process. Another area where my 
study could extend Kasurinen’s findings is the later phases of BSC implementation: 
Kasurinen explicitly states that his model: 

“…provides a potentially useful way to analyze the context of change at the early stages of a project.” 
(Kasurinen, 2002, 338)  

Since the BSC project was terminated (unsuccessfully) in his case after less than two 
years, it cannot be taken for given that it also covers the later stages of BSC projects. 
Due to the extended time frame of my study, covering a period of five years, my 
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work promises to extend Kasurinen’s findings in this way as well. Finally, my thesis 

can even make a statement about the factors relevant for “successful”
15

 BSC 
implementations, which I observed in at least one business division. This is in 
response to Kasurinen’s demand for future studies on successful implementations.    

Before moving on, tables 4 and 5 present an overview of the studies on diffusion 
and implementation of management accounting tools discussed thus far. Based on 
these, the next section briefly summarizes the literature review and develops the 
point of departure for the subsequent discussions. This will be done in light of the 
purpose of this study: to understand how and why a BSC does or does not diffuse 
within a group of organizations belonging to a common corporate group.   

                                           
15

 Kasurinen (2002, 341) suggests defining “success”, for example, as a thorough implementation 
or projects where the explicitly or implicitly stated goals of the project are met. 
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Table 4: Summary: Diffusion studies in organizational theory and accounting 

Individualist perspective Structuralist perspective Interactive process perspective 

Author Inno-
vation  

Factors investigated Author Innovation  Factors investigated Author Inno-
vation  

Factors investigated 

Rogers & 
Shoemaker, 

1971 

Inno-
vations 

Opinion leaders Mansfield, 1968; Nabseth 
& Ray, 1974; 

Damanpour, 1992 

E.g. industrial 
processes 

Company size Gallivan, 
2001 

Techno-
logical 
inno-

vations 

Organizational culture and 
highly centralized planning 
Communication of top 
management support  

   Change agents E.g. Thompson, 1965; 
Kimberly & Evanisko, 
1981; Hage & Aiken, 

1970 

Technological 
and 

administrative  

Centralization   Level of resources 
committed to adoption 
Definition of employee’s 
job roles 

Sangster, 
1996 

Expert 
systems 

Leaders  Damanpour, 1991; Aiken 
& Hage, 1971 

Technological 
and 

administrative  

Specialization Perera et 
al, 2003 

Transfer 
pricing 

Change agent 
Organizational culture 
Organizational climate 

   Champions Miller & Friesen, 1982; 
Aiken & Hage, 1971; 

Saren, 1987 

Technological  Internal and external 
communication 

  Subjective values, norms 
and past experiences of 
target adopters 

   Role model Zaltman et. al, 1973; 
Ettlie & Bridges, 1987 

Technological  Stability of the organizational 
environment 

   

Groups of individuals have certain motives to 
adopt/reject: 

Robertson & Gatignon, 
1987 

High 
technology  

Complexity of the 
environment 

   

Abrahamson 
1991 

Inno-
vations 

Performance gaps 
Power of other organizations 

Gosselin, 1997 ABC Organizational structure  
Strategy 

   

  Imitation of other adopters 
Influence of non-adopters 

Firth, 1996 Managerial 
accounting 
procedures 

Interconnectedness with 
foreign-partnered joint 
ventures 

   

Malmi, 1999 ABC       Performance gaps Chua & Petty, 1999 ISO Director interlocks
  Power of other organizations   Organizational size    
  Imitation of other adopters    Industry type    
  Influence of non-adopters  Bjørnenak, 1997 ABC     Information fields
     Consultants and mass media    
          Cost structure
     Existing costing systems    
          Product diversity

         Competition
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Table 5: Summary: Implementation studies in accounting 

Barriers Motivators, catalysts, facilitators Barriers, motivators, catalysts, facilitators 

Author      Tool Factors investigated Author Tool  Factors investigated/found 
important 

Author Tool Factors investigated

Shields & Young, 
1989 

Cost 
mgmt. 
systems 

Top mgmt. support Innes & 
Mitchell, 

1990 

Mgmt. 
Acc. 

System 

Motivators: competitiveness 
and production technology 

Cobb et 
al, 1995 

Mgmt. Acc. 
System 

(unspecified) 

Motivators: globalization, 
product innovation  

  Sufficient internal resources     Catalysts: loss of market share 
or arrival of new accountant 

Catalysts: pressure on margins, 
individuals 

  Training about new system 
Non-accounting ownership 

    Facilitators: availability of 
adequate accounting staff and 
authority of accountants 

Facilitators: IT, Accounting 
staff 

  Consensus and clarity of 
objectives of the new system  

     Leaders 

Markus & 
Pfeffer, 1983 

Info. 
systems 

Power distribution 
Organizational culture 

     Barriers: changing priorities, 
accounting staff turnover, staff 
attitudes to change 

        Agreement on organization’s
goals and the technology 
required for achieving them 

Momentum for change 

Argyris & 
Kaplan, 1994 

ABC        Education Kasurinen,
2002 

BSC Confusers: uncertainty,
different views on change 

        Sponsorship Frustrators: existing reporting 
systems, organizational culture 

        Internal commitment Delayers: lack of clear-cut 
strategy, inadequate 
information system  

Granlund, 2001 ABC Functional: precision in cost 
information and overhead 
allocations 

     Leaders 

  Institutional: imitation and 
influence of consultants, 
organizational routinization 

     Motivators, Facilitators and 
Catalysts (as in Cobb et al, 
1995) 

  Human: willpower and 
expertise of single individuals, 
org culture, fears and doubts of 
individuals  

      

 



 

Analytical framework of this study — a diffusion 
perspective 

The chapter thus far has shown that the literature examining the diffusion of 
innovations has the potential to help us understand the diffusion of the BSC both 
in an inter-firm and an intra-firm context. As discussed above, defining the 
diffusion process as encompassing the initial adoption and secondary 
implementation phase promises understanding of the process dynamics involved.  

In a wider sense, institutional theory was identified as relevant also in a diffusion 
context. The diffusion of innovations on a micro–level can be the effect of 
institutional pressures on a macro–level. From this perspective, the trigger of 
innovation adoption is located in the institutional environment that legitimizes 
certain innovations. This legitimacy puts pressure on potential innovation adopters 
to adopt a new concept, tool or technique. In this sense, the effects of institutional 
pressures are at issue in this study. 

As demonstrated in this text, diffusion theory does not give a clear-cut answer 
about the roots of innovations. While researchers from an individualist perspective 
see the essence of innovations and their diffusion as lying on the individual level, 
others argue that structural organizational factors have the strongest impact. Finally, 
a combination of both components is suggested. An interesting alternative 
perception that comes close to the institutional viewpoint is offered by Abrahamson 
(1991), who pinpoints the organizational environment as a possible source of 
innovation. 

The institutional and diffusion perspective presented here vary widely in their 
underlying epistemological foundation. Diffusion theory, particularly the early 
work, seems to be dominated by a positivistic way of thinking. As Rogers (1995) 
put it, classical diffusion theory is suffering from a pro-innovation bias, assuming 
that the innovation should diffuse among all members of a social system and that it 
should neither be rejected nor reinvented. Hence, Rogers continues, it assumes 
rational decision-making according to objectively assessable criteria and guided by 
goals of technical efficiency. Institutional theory, in contrast, is more interpretive in 
its background, skeptical about rational decision-making models and advocating a 
socially constructed environment.  

Despite this divergence, both approaches seem to have the potential to contribute 
to our knowledge about diffusion processes. While institutional theory has 
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traditionally been used to explain stability and homogeneity in organizational fields, 
thus on a macro–level, more recent studies have shown that it can also be used to 
explain change and diversity on a micro–level. Diffusion theory provides 
explanations among other things on inter and intra-firm dispersion processes. 
Looking at the existing literature, it seems however, that most studies have dealt 
with inter-firm diffusion, particularly in an accounting context. A second gap that 
can be identified in the existing diffusion literature is a lack of studies on the 
diffusion of new management accounting practices. Furthermore, as this literature 
review showed, in the few cases where the diffusion of new practices in 
management accounting was studied, the subject studied most often was ABC. 
Currently, there is no study about the diffusion of a BSC. Similarly, existing 
diffusion studies in accounting predominantly focus on the demand-side of the 
innovation. As illustrated by institutional theory and diffusion theoretical studies 
such as Abrahamson’s (1991), the supply-side of an innovation has a major impact 
on the diffusion process as well. Pointing in the same direction, Levenstein (1991) 
argued that looking solely at the demand-side of an innovation is only sufficient if 
the supply of accounting techniques is stable and perfectly elastic at all times. Since 
this appears unrealistic in a real context, this argument reinforces the importance of 
looking at both, supply-side and demand-side of an innovation. In terms of a 
potentially fitting theoretical framework to be used in the current study, this 
argument suggests using a concept that considers the organization in its 
institutional context. This is furthermore in line with Sahlin-Andersson and 
Engwall’s (2002) call to study the flow of management knowledge not only from 
the perspective of adopting organizations but also to take: 

“…a closer look at those professing, circulating, and shaping this knowledge and the institutional 
settings under which the users and carriers of management knowledge operate.” (Sahlin-Andersson and 
Engwall, 2002, 7)   

In an accounting context, only Bjørnenak’s (1997), partly Malmi’s (1999) and 
Perera et al’s (2003) study explicitly investigate the supply-side and the demand-
side. 

Due to the above-identified knowledge gaps, this study promises a contribution to 
the theory of diffusion in management accounting by investigating the diffusion of 
a new management accounting practice that is not ABC and that is disseminating 
within a single multinational organization. Given the definition of a diffusion 
process underlying this study, it can even make a contribution to management 
accounting change implementation literature. This is because the process of 
diffusion is not only restricted to the adoption phase but also investigates the 
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implementation of the BSC. In this sense, this study could extend particularly 
Kasurinen’s (2002) findings cited above since they are also derived from a study of 
a BSC.  

Based on the three different diffusion perspectives introduced in the previous 
sections, a relevant question to comment upon is how the demand-side is 
conceived. The previous discussions indicated that it is not enough to examine 
diffusion from an individual perspective only. Doing so would ignore the 
organizational context and its impact on the diffusion process.  Equally, reducing 
diffusion to structural factors only would imply that the presence of certain 
organizational factors alone would be sufficient to introduce innovations and 
diffuse them. This perspective ignores that individuals influence certain structural 
factors with their actions. Therefore, focusing on structural factors alone would: 

“…place undue emphasis on particular causal factors and so may lead to errors of attribution.” 
(Slappendel, 1996, 122)  

Moreover, it would be neglecting the whole body of literature that emphasizes the 
importance of leaders in change processes (e.g. Wilson, 1992). Also, it appears not 
to reflect organizational reality with its inherent complexity. Hence, the interactive 
process perspective that seeks to combine both aspects, studying their interplay 
appears most appropriate.  

Following this reasoning, the theoretical framework to be used in this study 
considers the supply-side as well as the demand-side of the BSC. As illustrated in 
Figure 5, for the demand-side it is assumed that individuals play a decisive role in 
the diffusion process. Studies that describe the role of leaders, change agents and 
the like in diffusion processes (e.g. Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971, Sangster, 1996, 
Perera et al, 2003) might therefore prove valuable when analyzing the empirical 
data of this study. Likewise, certain structural or more general organizational factors 
are assumed to influence the intra-organizational diffusion process. In this respect, 
the different models on barriers and facilitators in management accounting change 
presented in this literature review could be a beneficial resource. Finally, for the 
supply-side, the institutional environment in which the organizational units and the 
company as a whole are embedded is assumed to impact Scorecard diffusion. In this 
regard, the literature on institutional imitation and Abrahamson’s (1991) and 
Malmi’s (1999) diffusion studies might give some direction.  
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Figure 5: Analytical framework from a diffusion perspective 

With this structure, the analytical framework is a composition of diffusion 
theoretical studies and management accounting change models. As demonstrated in 
the preceding literature review, most diffusion theory studies are applied on a 
macro–level of analysis, while studies on management accounting change are 
commonly used to explain micro–level change. While macro–level oriented 
diffusion theory was found to be generally applicable to the particular case context 
studied here, an intriguing question is what (if any) implications the application of 
a dominantly macro–level oriented theory in a (formally) micro–level context has. 
Due to the particular analytical framework used here, this study even promises to 
further our knowledge in this respect.  

A network perspective as a supplement to diffusion 
theory  

One aspect that has not been discussed sufficiently yet but which seems particularly 
relevant to this study is the assumed relative stability of the tool to be diffused. 
Until the 1970’s classical diffusion research held that innovations are diffused by 
adopters more or less exactly copying the original innovation. In contrast, more 
recent diffusion studies assume that innovations change in the course of their 
diffusion process on a macro–level (Rogers, 1995). These changes are referred to as 

 63



 

“re-invention”, which more specifically describes the degree to which an innovation 
is modified by a user when adopting it (Rogers, 1995, 174). Put differently, the 
concept of re-invention recognizes that not all adopters copy exactly the same 
original concept but make modifications to it to suit their own purposes. In this 
vein, only parts of an innovation may be introduced (Emrick et al, 1977). 

Adopting and implementing re-invented versions of the innovation, organizations 
might follow different purposes. For example, a complex and difficult to 
understand innovation might be simplified by re-inventing it (Larsen and 
Agarwala-Rogers, 1977). Similarly, abstract concepts or tools with numerous 
possible applications are more prone to be modified when implementing them 
(Rogers, 1978). Despite the recognition of this phenomenon, it remains unclear 
how re-invention influences the succeeding diffusion process of the (re-invented) 
innovation. Instead, it is assumed that the re-invented innovation disseminates just 
like the original one. Moreover, from a micro–level perspective, modifications are 
reduced to the adoption phase. The concept of re-invention has no interest in 
explaining changes that happen over time. As Sevón (1996) put it, there is still a 
tendency to regard diffusion as “copying of original work”. Hence, it seems that the 
static, linear conception of diffusion processes still prevails, leaving little space for 
the unexpected.  

Relying solely on the overall rational and generally static perspective of diffusion 
studies runs the danger of developing a one-sided picture of the diffusion process. 
Since the purpose of this study is to understand the diffusion of the BSC, a more 
balanced picture than the above presented rational, linear and efficiency-biased one 
appears desirable. This is in line with authors such as Allison and Zelikow (1999) 
who point out that real life phenomena are such multifaceted, complex processes 
that they require more than just one conceptual model or lens in order to 
sufficiently understand them. As they state in the introduction to their classic book 
on decision making in the Cuban missile crisis: 

“Explanations by particular analysts show regular and predictable characteristics that reflect 
unrecognized assumptions about the character of puzzles, the categories in which problems should be 
considered, the types of evidence that are relevant and the determinants of occurrences.” (Allison and 
Zelikow, 1999, 4) 

Following this logic, depending on the conceptual framework for analysis used, 
differing answers will be given to the questions: What happened? Why did it 
happen? What will happen? Illustrating this supposition, Allison and Zelikow 
(1999) describe the Cuban missile crisis from three diverging perspectives: First, the 
rational actor model that explains the events in terms of reasonable, purposive 
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actions of individuals, led by rational goals and objectives. Second, the 
organizational behavior model in which actions taken are described as outputs of 
large organizations governed by regular patterns of behavior and influenced by 
organizational culture, pressures and procedures. Third, the governmental politics 
model that accounts for what happens as a result of bargaining games among 
players involved, thus recognizing that (political) decisions are not made by 
individual decision makers but a conglomerate of actors. Using different conceptual 
lenses or filters through which the data is seen, the authors visualize how the 
perspective taken influences the aspects that appear relevant to the story, the way 
they are taken together to make sense of the event and ultimately the resulting 
outcome.   

A similar line of argument is brought forward by scholars such as Ansari and Euske 
(1987) who studied accounting information use in a military organization. 
Applying a technical-rational perspective, a socio-political perspective and an 
institutional perspective to their empirical data they found that none of the models 
was able to fully make sense of the data. The rational perspective, for example, was 
not always suitable to create understanding of accounting processes. In their study, 
this was especially the case for design and implementation problems of the 
production cost information system studied which were better explained using the 
socio-political perspective.  

These studies strengthen the argument of the limitations of the rational diffusion 
thinking discussed above. Without denying its overall usefulness to help understand 
the case analyzed in my study, it seems that an even richer understanding is created 
when complementing theory of diffusion with a further conceptual model. The 
literature referenced above repeatedly returned to the importance of humans in 
change and diffusion processes. While diffusion theory partly covers this aspect, it 
focuses predominantly on single individuals such as leaders. How other individuals 
and groups of individuals influence the diffusion process does not really become 
clear. This ambiguity is in contrast to studies such as Argyris and Kaplan (1994) or 
Granlund (2001) that reveal human resistance to change as a major determinant of 
change processes. Following this line of reasoning, it is desirable to complement 
theory of diffusion with a conceptual model that focuses more explicitly on 
individuals in organizations and their impact on change/diffusion processes. 

A promising model in this respect is Borum and Christiansen’s (1993) network 
perspective on diffusion, which they applied to explain the implementation of an 
information system. According to these authors, a network perspective is 
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characterized by a focus on actors and their existing as well as emerging relations. 
Importantly, the latter are not tied to formal organizational structures; they go 
beyond them. As a consequence, implementation processes can be explained by a 
successful coupling and mobilization of actors that control sufficient information 
and resources:   

“…the involved actors must establish couplings —in their cognition as well as in their behaviour— 
between dispersed elements and between actors.” (Borum and Christiansen, 1993, 10) 

Hence, the aspect of cross-structural networks is clearly pronounced in this 
perspective as well as the idea that the factual behavior of individuals is as 
important as cognitive aspects. Implementation success is therefore the consequence 
of grouping “sufficiently motivated or resourceful actors” (Borum and Christiansen, 
1993, 10) and strong actor relations in the network. In essence it is about 
convincing actors of the idea that the innovation is beneficial for them, creating (or 
stabilizing) alliances with these actors and strengthening the emerging or existing 
relations so that actors stay in the (alliance) network (cf. Agndal and Axelsson, 
2002) centered around the innovation.  

Applying a network perspective to the case data predicts a rather different picture of 
the diffusion process compared to classical diffusion literature. As it seems, major 
differences could be caused by the attention paid to actors and networks as key 
concepts. Attributable to the centrality of individuals, a network perspective more 
explicitly opens up for the possibility of resistance and counter activities than 
diffusion literature. Resistance is often the result of a conflict of interests between 
different actors or groups of actors (Hopper and Armstrong, 1991; Preston et al, 
1992). Depending on the organizational context, it can take various forms from 
overt criticism to simple non-compliance to formal rules. In any case, resistance can 
be regarded as an expression of power (Latour, 1986), counteracting possibly formal 
power structures in organizations. Consequently, from this perspective, bottom-up 
impulses could be anticipated as determinants of diffusion, where theory of 
diffusion would predict a top-down oriented process. Hence, assuming resistance as 

an expected part of the diffusion process
16

 and emphasizing emerging relationships 
between actors, instead of rationality, irrationality and limited predictability, could 
be expected as characteristics of the diffusion process. Placing power in the hands of 
individuals, the diffusion process possibly emerging would give the actors a far 

                                           
16

 This assumption introduces elements of what Borum and Christiansen (1993) call a “political 
process perspective” and thus extends their network perspective.  
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more active role than in classical diffusion literature. Without actors actively 
working with the innovation, it would not diffuse (Sevón, 1996). In short, it seems 
that the dynamics of the process could be particularly well pronounced in a network 
perspective. 

The second key concept, the network, illustrates the importance of interaction 
between actors for organizational change to happen. Since the networks can cross 
organizational-structural boundaries, a network perspective clearly recognizes the 
complexity of the process and might even consider actors that are not even part of 
the organization under study e.g. the media, consulting companies or, in the 
context of my study, other “organizations” within the same business group. 
Following Granovetter (1973; 1983), such loose connections to remote actors, 

weak ties
17

, might have an impact on diffusion if they function as bridges between 
different social systems. Weak ties working as bridges can make innovations traverse 
great social distances and overcome separate social networks. From a network 
perspective, we could then expect that the boundaries between the macro and the 
micro–level are blurring (Granovetter, 1973). Finally, some authors argue that: 

“The typical network is constantly in a state of change.” (Agndal and Axelsson, 2002, 15)  

Due to the emerging nature of relations in the networks and individuals entering 
and leaving them over time, a network perspective opens up for the possibility of 
modifications of the diffused tool in the secondary diffusion adoption stage. This is 
especially true if the interests of particular actors or groups of actors are taken into 
consideration as suggested for the purpose of this study. 

The above discussion portrays a network perspective inspired by Borum and 
Christiansen’s (1993) work that is contrary to classical diffusion studies in major 
aspects. While diffusion theory could be paraphrased with “rationality, linearity and 
copying of the original”, the networks perspective could be circumscribed with 
“irrationality, limited predictability and modifications over time”. These differences 
would make it interesting to apply both perspectives on the empirical data and to 
analyze how they play out when the diffusion of a BSC is under investigation. 
From the explanations about the BSC characteristics in Chapter 2, we would expect 
that the diffusion process follows the pattern predicted by classical diffusion theory. 

                                           
17

 On an interpersonal level, a weak tie is a relationship that could be paraphrased with 
“acquaintance” while a strong tie is characterized by close contact in terms of the amount of time 
spent, emotional intensity, mutual confiding and reciprocal services characterizing the tie 
(Granovettter, 1973, 1361). In Granovetter (1983) it is even elaborated how this concept can be 
used to explain integration processes in organizations.  
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The same prediction would be made when considering the particular case 
organization. As will be elaborated further later in this study, the case organization 
was characterized by a strong top-down orientation in which formal hierarchies 
play an essential role. On the other hand, considering critical voices such as Cooper 
and Ezzamel (2003), assumptions about organizational mechanisms related to the 
BSC are not enough—empirical proof is needed. 

As a conclusion to the foregoing discussion, Figure 6 presents the analytical 
framework from a network perspective. It is assumed that actors are human 
individuals or a group of human individuals that is represented by (one or more) 
individuals, pursuing certain interests. Interests reflect choices between various 
courses of action, whose relative value is determined in relation to the imputed 
interests of other actors. In addition, interests are not simply desires but recognize 
constraints as limiting available options (Callon and Law, 1982). A network is 
understood as:  

“…a pattern of relationships describing the ties of a composite of numerous actors.” (Cheung and 
Turnbull, 1998, 45) 
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Figure 6: Analytical framework from a network 
perspective 



 

These relationships can be of a (private), social kind (Grandori and Soda, 1995) or 
related to business activities (Håkansson and Snehota, 1992). The latter are the 
focus of this study, whereby it is assumed that private relations between actors 
might influence the business relations. Earlier in this study, I argued that the 
boundaries between the micro and macro–levels become blurred in a network 
perspective since the boundaries between the organization and its environment are 
not distinct. This leads to the question of how to delineate the broad concept of 
network. De Búrca and McLoughlin suggest drawing boundaries:  

“…for analytical purposes on the basis of technology, product, process, country or focal organization.” 
(De Búrca and McLoughlin, 1998, 104) 

Thus, from this viewpoint, networks could not only be delineated by organizational 
structural boundaries but also by innovations such as the BSC. The latter 
introduces the cross-structural character of networks mentioned before. Based on 
these assumptions, a network perspective describes the diffusion of a BSC as a 
process in which a BSC network is built up (or not) within and across 
organizations. Thus, inter as well as intra-firm relationships between actors are of 
concern.  

Taking the above outlined elements of network theory as a source of inspiration to 
create a network perspective or lens, it should be emphasized again that this study 
uses this additional perspective to gain a better understanding of the diffusion 
process studied. Lind (2002) suggests the use of network as a perspective to bring 
forward aspects of the research that would not become visible otherwise. He further 
elaborates that the intention of using network as a perspective is to look at the 
entirety, to place research objects in their wider context and to include external 
factors in the picture. In this sense, a contribution to network theory is not 
intended in my study.  

With network perspective now defined, Figure 7 depicts the analytical process 
pursued in this study. For a clear and informative presentation of the similarities 
and differences created by applying the two conceptual lenses described above, the 
two analyses will be done sequentially. 
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Chapter 4: Research methodology 
“Research is an activity which we all undertake to learn more about our environment and the impact 
we have upon it. Research is labeled in many different ways: ‘academic’, ‘scientific’, ‘fundamental’ and 
‘applied’ to give just four examples. However, all of these labels do not change the most important 
aspect of research itself – namely that research is about discovery. Research entails disagreement, 
criticism, chance and error.” (Ryan et al, 1992, VII) 

In this vein, this chapter introduces the research method that I applied on my way 
to scientific discovery. Being aware that no scientific enquiry is without flaws, I 
nevertheless tried to minimize chance and error along this path of exploration. The 
upcoming sections aim to reflect this process.   

Research philosophy 

Undertaking a scientific study is not a value-free endeavor. On the contrary, it is 
commonly recognized today that social scientists approach their disciplines via their 
either explicit or implicit assumptions about the nature of reality (ontology), the 
nature of knowledge (epistemology) and the relationship between human beings 
and their environment (Hassard, 1995). In an accounting context, Hopper and 
Powell’s (1985) framework is frequently used to illustrate different classifications of 
management accounting research in terms of its underlying assumptions. Building 
on Burrell and Morgan’s (1979) framework, Hopper and Powell (1985) distinguish 
between the nature of social science (subjective or objective) and the nature of 
society (radical change or regulation). Based on the assumption that the nature of 
the social science dimension is a continuum rather than a dichotomy, they identify 
three main categories of management accounting research: radical, interpretive and 
functionalist.   

Before my first observation period in the field, given the task to position myself in 
Hopper and Powell’s model, I would have argued in favor of my position being in 
the functionalist tradition. Back then I expected that as a researcher I could assess 
the organizational processes from a rather objective position. Using my data 
collection techniques as tools to get access to the knowledge about the process 
under study, I thought I could explore what was really going on in the company 
and discover how the company works as a system. My underlying view of reality 
thus fits what Lincoln and Guba (1985, 36ff.) describe being characteristic for a 
positivist paradigm. Although I never believed in an objective reality that we as 
researchers could know fully at any point in time, perceptual reality appeared 
convincing to me (cf. Lincoln and Guba, 1985, 83). As to the role of theory in 
research, I did not intend to make hypotheses about the change process before 
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entering the field, but I believed (and still do today) in using theory as a 
background to help me understand the process. Despite these assumptions, I did 
not consider using quantitative methods as I believe in companies being complex 
and multi-faceted in their context. So, I thought that a case study offered more 
techniques to investigate the case and would thus allow me to better understand the 
process under investigation.  

As Arbnor and Bjerke (1997) point out, underlying assumptions of social scientists 
are rather persistent and not many researchers change them over time. However, 
Johansson Lindfors (1989) explains that researchers sometimes discover under an 
ongoing study that the methods as well as the research tradition initially chosen 
prove not to be satisfactory; they can sometimes change in the course of a study. 
This is what happened to me, although I would rather call it an expansion than a 
complete change of my assumptions. Already during my first field investigation, I 
started to question whether there is something like a “single true story” about the 
BSC process that I was about to uncover. Speaking to different people in the 
organization, I heard different versions of, for example, what the BSC is or how 
people assess the current state of BSC introduction in the company. Depending on 
the specific circumstances, people seemed to perceive their reality differently than, 
for example, I did; and I had already gained an impression of the process with the 
help of prior interviews, observations and reference to corporate BSC 
documentation. Similarly, I learned that the BSC process is accompanied by 
interest conflicts between the divisions and corporate management, hindering it in 
terms of delays or overt resistance. Experiences like these made me think more 
about the individuals in the company and their motivations as well as interactions. 
Understanding people and their reality appeared to be crucial to understanding the 
entire process. 

Similarly, I started to wonder how real “reality” really was. My initial assumption of 
one single reality did not seem to help explain what I saw. Although the 
organizational situation was definitely structured through “objective” tangible 
entities like BSC documentation and intangible entities such as BSC–related 
workshops, people interpreted these differently. Individuals seemed to construct 
their realities like a puzzle by putting together different elements they experienced. 
And, although using apparently the same elements, the puzzles eventually evolving 
did not seem to be the same for everybody. In conclusion, it finally appeared to me 
that understanding reality as a constructed phenomenon was closer to what 
happened in the field than assuming a single, objective reality.    
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These shifts in perception made me think over not only my philosophical 
assumptions, but also the exclusive use of diffusion theory to help me understand 
my empirical data. As it seemed, a theoretical framework offering more actor-
orientation than diffusion theory could probably help me understand better the role 
individuals played, their realities perceived and thus the resistances and struggles in 
the diffusion process. In the course of my field investigations, I therefore decided to 
use the network perspective in a supplementary manner to the theory of diffusion. 
In terms of my position in Hopper and Powell’s framework presented above, the 
process just described, also led to me moving towards the more interpretive side of 
the continuum.  

A case study in management accounting  

Studying organizational change 

As briefly mentioned above, from the very beginning of my study, I considered the 
case study approach to best suit my enquiry. Being compatible with all research 
traditions, it also seemed suitable in regard to the research problem that interested 
me. The aim of this study being to investigate diffusion as a process, as defined 
before, further supported the suitability of the case study approach. Following 
Eisenhardt (1989), this characteristic makes the case study approach a viable option 
in that:  

“A case study is a research strategy, which focuses on understanding the dynamics present within single 
settings.” (Eisenhardt, 1989, 534)  

Another consequence of this study looking at a process is that there is a time aspect 
involved. Although organizational processes might still go on, researchers are bound 
by limited resources and can only look at the process over a certain time span, 
which is defined by a starting and ending point. These points are arbitrary choices 
made by the researcher. Depending on the actual point in time the researcher 
conducts his/her study, part of the study might consist of reconstructing historical 
events, which was also the case in my study. Very early in the study, it became clear 
that the organization of interest had started with the BSC concept four years before 
my initial contact with the organization. Being interested in the diffusion of the 
BSC in the organization, the very beginnings of introducing the tool, including 
how the idea to adopt it came up seemed important. In other words, parts of the 
study would have to deal with events in the past that needed to be reconstructed. In 
this sense, my study was partly retrospective. In this type of context, involving 
historical periods, Yin (1994, 6) argues in favor of using either case histories or case 
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studies because of their ability to deal with operational links that can be traced over 
time. While case histories are recommended for studies in which there is no access 
or control over actual behavioral events, case studies are advised when examining 
contemporary events to which the researcher has access (Yin, 1994, 8). Case studies 
allow catching real-time information in that they permit collecting data in close 
proximity, both in a geographical and a timely sense (Miles and Huberman, 1994, 
10). Since the organizational change process with the BSC was still going on during 
the periods of my investigation, this study did not only have a retrospective 
character as discussed above, but also shows characteristics of a contemporaneous 
study. In addition, I had good access to the case company, so that a case history 
approach was not further considered; a case study appeared more appropriate. 

As described in the theory chapter of this thesis, one aspect of interest is the 
demand-side in the diffusion process. While my intent in this respect is not to look 
at statistically testable, causal relationships between certain organizational factors 
and the BSC diffusion, I aim to discover patterns that might indicate a facilitating 
or hampering effect on the move of the tool through the organization. Thus, the 
particular context of the organizational units under study appears to be of great 
importance for the problem investigated. Also, from the viewpoint of this study 
investigating a process, the necessity to look at the organizational context appears 
rather straightforward: process research in management and organizational studies 
seem to take for granted that the organizational context needs to be carefully 
studied (e.g. Dawson, 1997). This is not least due to the embeddedness of actions 
in contexts that might limit actors’ information, insight and influence (Pettigrew, 
1997, 338). Case studies are recognized for delivering such a context-sensitive 
picture of a research object across scientific disciplines (Yin, 1994, 13; Slagmulder, 
1997). In addition, case studies are regarded superior to other research approaches 
when it comes to the possibility of studying interaction between different actors 
involved, actors and context and different events (Gummesson, 1988, 76; Remenyi 
et al, 1998, 165 f.). This is not least due to the fact that case studies can, and 
should, rely on qualitative and quantitative sources of data (Kaplan, 1986). The 
latter is an important aspect in this study since my intention was on the one hand 
to get an insight into the sequence of events but, on the other hand, to get an 
impression of the attitudes towards and experiences of the BSC. Both are 
considered relevant for studying the diffusion process. 

A final reflection that made the case study approach a promising one in the context 
of my study is related to the tool involved. As described in Chapter 2 of this thesis, 
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the BSC can still be regarded as a rather new management accounting tool that is 
still not sufficiently explored empirically. Pointing at the limited abilities of 
traditional research methods for innovative management accounting topics, Kaplan 
(1993) recommends to:  

“…identify opportunistically innovating companies and then conduct in-depth observation and 
documentation to describe management accounting innovation.” (Kaplan, 1993, 10)  

According to him, good research should even go a step further and try to draft 
theories that could help explain successful innovations.  

Theory and data   

The contribution of case studies to research in general and management accounting 
literature in particular is acknowledged by a large part of the research community 
today (Shields, 1997; Young, 1999). Possible contributions are seen in the field of 
theory testing (e.g. Young and Selto, 1993) and theoretical development (Otley and 
Berry, 1994), raising new research questions and informing other research methods 
(Young, 1999). Nevertheless, the case study approach is still disputed, particularly 
among researchers with a more positivistic research tradition. Looking at the 
ongoing methodological discussions in management accounting (e.g. Laughlin, 
1995; Lukka and Kasanen, 1995; Ahrens and Dent, 1998), the stumbling block is 
the connection of empirical case study results to theory and the issue of 
generalization. This being controversial, I would like to briefly indicate how I see 
the connection between empirical case study data and theory in my study.  

In management accounting research, the connection of data to existing theory, or 
rather the lack of it, is regarded as problematic, first of all, in purely descriptive case 
studies (such as Patell, 1987). Ferreira and Merchant (1992) argue for good field 
research to go beyond mere description of practice. Authors should attempt to 
connect the results to an already existing body of knowledge. 

In essence, Ahrens and Dent (1998) agree to this but for them the key to this 
problem is the type of descriptions given. According to them, “rich” descriptions 
are required in case research, whereby “rich” is not equaled with detailed. “Rich” is 
rather understood as relating to real life situations, embedded in organizational 
contexts that create understanding for the actions and motivations of people dealing 
with accounting in their daily work. In addition: 

“Rich descriptions of accounting should draw out the tensions which develop around its use in 
organizations and the interpretive differences that give rise to them.” (Ahrens and Dent, 1998, 12)  
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In other words, case descriptions should be contextual, historical and process-
related. Only then can “rich” stories emerge in a process where the researcher 
iterates between empirical data and theoretical foundations, which are necessary to 
produce good theoretical insight. Notably, theory in this context is not understood 
as representing an objective truth; theories are speculative, connected to guess work 
and supposition. Thus, based on these conditions, the authors argue that even 
theory building is well possible in case research. (Ahrens and Dent, 1998) 

On a more abstract level, the problem with purely descriptive case studies is 
connected to the issue of transferability of results. While such studies might deliver 
a detailed picture of a specific case, it is questionable whether the findings are also 
applicable to other cases. Weick (1979, 35 ff.) discusses the problem involved in 
this type of situation and argues that research always has to make tradeoffs between 
being general, accurate and simple. According to him, research can never 
completely fulfill all three criteria at the same time, so that the researcher has to 
decide which two goals he/she prioritizes over the remaining one. In this sense, 
purely descriptive case studies might be accurate and simple, but might require a 
trade-off when it comes to being general. In an effort to deliver research that is 
accurate and general, in my study I tried to link the empirical findings with 
elements of the already existing theory on diffusion, management accounting 
implementation studies and a network perspective. In this sense, I also agree with 
Lukka and Kasanen (1995) who argue that properly conducted case studies can 
deliver generalizable results.  

At the outset of this chapter, I explained that the theoretical background as 
described in Chapter 3 was not given from the start but rather evolved over time as 
a result of first analyses of the empirical data. Likewise, the research topic was 
narrowed over time from organizational change and learning to the diffusion 
aspect. This is not untypical for case studies (Creswell, 1998). Eisenhardt (1989) 
reminds us that case study research cannot be regarded as a static endeavor; research 
questions can change in the course of the study, and research foci can be modified. 
Exemplifying her claim, the diffusion aspect did not enter my study before the first 
field visit and the network perspective came in after that, between the first and the 
second study in the field. 

Once a theoretical point of departure is defined, iterations between theoretical 
studies and empirical data can have a positive effect, creating a better understanding 
of the phenomenon investigated (Alvesson and Sköldberg, 1994). Orton (1997) 
indicates that such iterations between theory and data are not only beneficial but 
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also necessary to understand complex organizational processes. From his 
understanding, even new theoretical perspectives can enter the study in its later 
stages when another theoretical perspective “did not adequately explain the case 
study” (Orton, 1997, 429). Using the metaphor of a zipper, the researcher’s task 
consequently is to continuously improve the fit of theory to the case:  

“The motto of an enactment-oriented, bricolage–friendly, iterative process researcher is going to be 
‘what can I do now to better understand the link between process theories as I know them and process 
data as I know them?’” (Orton, 1997, 432)  

Based on this reasoning, Orton argues that the classical terms of deduction and 
induction cannot capture what process-oriented researchers are doing. He therefore 
suggests employing the term “iterative grounded theory”. Comparing his 
description with my approach, this concept seems to fit well the procedure that I 
followed.  

As far as the outcome of the above-described procedure is concerned, Keating 
(1995) offers a potentially helpful framework. He analyzes the contribution of case 
studies in management accounting distinguishing between theory discovery, theory 
refinement and theory refutation. While theory discovery aims at mapping novel, 
dynamic, or complex phenomena ignored or inadequately explained by existing 
theories, theory refinement is about refining an underspecified theory by either 
illustrating a theory’s capacity to illuminate a phenomenon in new or better ways or 
by specifying a theory by adding greater precision to theoretical constructs and 
propositions. Theory refutation deals with counterpoint cases, which falsify well-
specified theories. (Keating, 1995)  

Theory discovery studies in Keating’s framework seem to come very close to mainly 
inductive reasoning, while theory refinement appears to lie close to the iterative 
grounded approach followed in my study. Keating further specifies refinement cases 
in distinguishing between a) theory illustration and b) theory specification cases. In 
regard to the limits of diffusion theory to create understanding for diffusion 
processes and the potential of a network perspective to fill these gaps as described in 
Chapter 3, at first sight, my study has an illustrative character. According to 
Keating, the latter are studies that: 

“1) employ a comparative perspectives approach that demonstrates the relative explanatory or 
interpretive power of the illustrated theory over other theories, or, 2) identify aspects of the illustrated 
theory that require reformulation or more rigorous specification.” (Keating, 1995, 71) 

Specification cases on the other hand, expose theories to the empirical world in 
order to test whether the theoretical concept captures the complexity of the real 
phenomenon it is supposed to explain before subjecting the theory to further 
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rigorous testing. Testable propositions are described as the desirable output of such 
cases (Keating, 1995). Based on this description, one could equally argue that my 
study tests the limits of diffusion theory to explain a diffusion process within a 
single organization and thus would contribute to management accounting literature 
by specifying theory of diffusion. To the extent that existing diffusion theory does 
not fit my case, even theory refutation could be considered. Both explanations 
appear reasonable. Thus, part of the theoretical contribution of my study lies in 
illustrating/specifying the capacity and limits of diffusion theories to create 
understanding for a diffusion process. At the same time, it is an illustration of how 
more interpretive aspects, as embodied in the network perspective, can help 
understanding the process observed.  

Research design 

Conducting a case study, the researcher has to decide which case(s) to study. This 
decision demands first of all a choice concerning breadth versus depth (Ahrens and 
Dent, 1998), i.e. whether to apply a single or a multiple case study approach. In a 
second step, clear boundaries have to be outlined in terms of what is considered the 
case of interest (Merriam, 1994, 58ff.) For the purpose of my study, I decided to 
look at one single organization only since, at the outset, I was interested in a process 
of organizational change within one single organization. Due to resource 
restrictions, first of all in terms of time, the possibility to look at more than one 
organization was not given. However, the particular type of organization chosen 
offered wider research possibilities than one could expect from a single 
organization. When the research question had evolved into the diffusion aspect, it 
proved advantageous that the case company chosen is a large–sized corporate group, 
consisting of several organizational layers, divisions and business units that form 
sub–organizations within the organization. This allowed studying several cases and 
finally the diffusion of a concept across different “organizations” within the legal 
and economic boundaries of a common head organization. 

Narrowing the case further, an organizational unit was chosen that had already 
implemented the BSC concept and had some experience with it. Selecting a unit 
that was just about to implement the concept would have prolonged the study. 
Hence, a retrospective view of process characterizes the case unit choice. As a 
consequence, time since official BSC adoption in the unit as defined by the 
organization was used as a further case boundary (cf. Miles and Huberman, 1994, 
25ff.), which led to a focus on one business group that consists of five business 
divisions (Figure 8).  
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Figure 8: Organizational structure of the case business group 

Defining the case territory further, choices also needed to be made concerning 

which organizational levels to address and which people to interview
18

. Both 
decisions were made when I already had some initial information about the BSC 
process in the particular business group. Right at the start of the first empirical 
investigation phase, it became clear that the focus of the BSC work in the company 
was at the business division level. Only one business division (Division “Networks”) 
dealt with the topic at the business unit level because of its large size (in terms of 
number of employees). Thus, I decided to study the BSC process on business 
division level with exception to Division “Networks”, where I investigated on 
business unit level. In the course of this study, all five business divisions were 
studied.  It should be noted though that the possibility to get access differed 
between the divisions. While access was very good in “Cordless”, it was rather 
restricted in “Networks” and “Wireless.” 

As to the choice of people to address in each division the goal was to speak to 
people of different hierarchical levels and different functions. As people remember 
different things and things differently at times, speaking to people from various 
organizational levels was seen as one possibility to deal with contradictory 
statements (cf. Silverman, 2001, 88). On the other hand, I aimed to catch different 
attitudes about the BSC concept, in order to assess whether attitudes of certain 
functional groups had an impact on the diffusion process of the tool. I therefore 
conducted interviews with staff dealing with the BSC on an operational level (BSC 
administrators), functional managers, the CEO’s of the divisions, people in the 
divisions who deliver Scorecard metrics to the BSC administrator, and finally the 
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The latter was more a matter of functions people hold than individuals to address.    
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BSC expert working for a central function that has an advisory role on strategically 
relevant tools and their implementation. Since the latter department plays an 
essential role for the entire study and will be repeatedly mentioned, henceforth it 
will be referred to as Department X. The choice of interviewees initially followed a 
“snowball strategy” (Miles and Huberman, 1994, 28) with the BSC expert in 
Department X suggesting people in the organization who were accountable for the 
BSC topic. In addition, I asked my interviewees about further interview partners in 
their divisions.  

The time frame defining my case was given by the official start of work with the 
BSC in the business group, i.e. 1997, and the end of my empirical investigations in 
the organization, which was September 2002. 

Working in the field 

Getting access  

Getting access to an interesting research site often seems to be a major obstacle to 
overcome in case research. Interestingly, Hammersley and Atkinson (1983, 78) 
observe that the possibility of getting access is less dependant on the research itself 
but on the researcher as a person, where amongst other things the question of 
trustworthiness plays a decisive role. In this sense, my access was probably 
facilitated by the fact that I met the person who functioned as the “gatekeeper” 
(Silverman, 2001, 57) to my case company already during my undergraduate 
studies. On the occasion of a guest lecture, I got in contact with, what I learned 
later on, the head of Department X, who presented the BSC activities of the case 
company. Topic-wise the possibilities to do research on the BSC in this particular 
company seemed to be wide as it was very large in size. In addition, the BSC 
concept had already been introduced some time ago in the entire business group to 
which my gatekeeper belonged. As soon as it was clear that I was accepted for the 
PhD program, I reflected more about a particular BSC topic that I would be 
interested in and contacted my gatekeeper again. Negotiating access and finding an 
organizational unit that would suit my research interest was an important question. 
However, it proved quickly that neither of these issues was a problem. The 
company obviously co-operates with PhD students quite regularly, so the procedure 
involved seemed quite clear. As to the research unit, it showed that the business 
group the gatekeeper was working with was suitable for my study, so I was 
recommended to contact the BSC expert of Department X for an initial contact 
where we spoke about my research interests and the BSC process of the business 
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group so far. In the course of the conversation, I was assured that my research 
project would be of interest to the company as a whole but for Department X in 
particular. This is due to this department being a central function, i.e. it is not 
bound in the line-of-business organization as depicted in Figure 8. Not belonging 
to one of the business divisions, Department X has an advisory function for 
business group management and the divisions. It actually is comparable to an in-
house consulting unit, offering consulting to group executive management, 
business divisions’ management and the business divisions directly on topics such as 
Benchmarking, Customer Relationship Management, E-Business, Six Sigma, 
Balanced Scorecard and more. For each topic there is at least one expert within the 
department, who provides theoretical and practical support to business group units 
interested in the respective topic. The practical support of this department reaches 
from moderating workshops, organizing and coordinating practice-sharing events 
on selected topics to the development of new concepts in co-operation with 
business divisions. Thus, given that the BSC topic was one of their essential ones, 
my research promised to fit in well. The initial contact with the BSC expert then 
ended up determining a time frame and a suitable starting date for my fieldwork. In 
order to get an insight into the entire business group, I was proposed to work 
closely together with Department X, and in particular with its BSC expert who had 
regular contacts with all five business divisions and group executive management.  

The first investigation period in the field (June to September 
2001) 

My first investigations in the field started in June 2001 and ended in September 
that same year. I was located at the company’s headquarters in Department X, 
where I was provided access to a computer and a desk. I also received an official 
company badge that was necessary to enter the firm’s premises and which indicated 
that I was a PhD student. Another part of the formal entry procedures was to sign a 
confidentiality contract.  

In types of research that involve the researcher’s presence in the real life 
environment under investigation, the presence of the researcher and the degree to 
which the observed people know about the researcher’s status, goals and activities 
can affect the behavior of the observed. For this reason, the role the researcher takes 
on during studies in the field is crucial (Atkinson and Shaffir, 1998). My aim in 
this respect was, on the one hand, to achieve a strong involvement in the company 
to get an understanding of “every-day-situations”, to see the routines and the taken 
for granted assumptions of the actors within the company (Puxty, 1993, 66). On 
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the other hand, doing this, I feared losing the necessary analytical distance between 
researcher and research subject. As Baxter and Chua circumscribe this dilemma:  

“The researcher must be there – yet not there.” (Baxter and Chua, 1998, 77) 

Accordingly, I was aiming for a way of acting, where I would be able to observe 
directly what is happening in the organization while at the same time not 
intervening more than absolutely necessary. In the initial interview with the BSC 
expert at Department X it became clear that such a role was also in the company’s 
interest. There were basically no restrictions as far as the insight into BSC 
documentation or the people to contact for interviews are concerned. I was also 
allowed to participate in BSC–related meetings the BSC expert was attending and 
to be present at BSC workshops. I was, however, advised to tell interviewees and 
people with whom I would have contact during my study that I was doing research 
on the BSC, to shortly explain what the area of interest was and why I thought 
their contribution was important to my study. Therefore, when participating in 
meetings, people knew about my function as a researcher.  

To create trust in me in my role, the BSC expert further advised me to tell people 
that I was working together with him and Department X. Similarly, it proved 
helpful to obtain a company-specific e-mail address for corresponding with 
potential interviewees and other contacts; a lesson that I learned already in the first 
week of my stay at the company. For reasons of convenience and costs, I was first 
provided access to a non-personalized e-mail address, which is normally used for 
undergraduate students who work in the company during internships. It proved 
quickly that sending e-mails from this account led to unsatisfactory response rates 
just as if the word “Intern” in the sender field of the e-message implied low priority 
to some contacts. Hence, after a couple of days, I was given my personal e-mail 
address, indicating my name and the word “external” in brackets.  

A further point that seems noteworthy to mention in the context of my co-
operation with Department X is a department internal meeting called “Coffee 
Talk”. This meeting was held once a week, lasting approximately two hours and 
was designed as a forum for Department X staff to discuss ongoing projects. In 
principle, each staff member, or topic expert, was reporting the past week’s events 
in their respective projects, often followed by a discussion of a particular question 
related to the project. During the first phase in the field, I was allowed to 
participate in this forum, which gave me quite a comprehensive picture of strategic 
priorities in the company that were reflected in the ongoing projects. In addition, it 
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gave me insight into the company’s organizational culture and way of working as 
reflected in rituals, stories and artifacts. 

I was at the research site basically every day, conducting interviews, studying 
documents and attending meetings together with the BSC expert of Department X. 
Understandably, this created familiarity with the company, the department and the 
people working for it. And, I would argue that this close involvement was essential 
to understand the company’s context and its actors. Aware of the problems of 
becoming a part of the actors’ world and possibly influencing them, I tried to stay 
in the background during meetings and not to influence the direction the BSC 
process took in the company. This, in turn, does not imply that I did not respond 
to questions related to BSC underlying theory or the concept itself. However, I 
tried not to actively consult the company but rather to react to upcoming 
questions. A typical example for this type of behavior occurred at the end of the 
first study in the field, when the head of Department X asked me to give a 20-
minute presentation of my research findings to the staff of Department X.  

A further strategy that I applied to keep the necessary distance to the research site 
was to write down some notes on my activities during the day (cf. Baxter and Chua, 
1998), including some comments on, for example, my perceptions of a particular 
event or the impression that I got from “reading between the lines”. 

To conclude this discussion, given my ambition and practice not to take over 
working tasks in the organization, my role more resembled one of a direct observer 
than of a participant-observer (cf. Remenyi et al, 1998).   

The second investigation period in the field (June to September 
2002) 

My second fieldwork period was undertaken one year after the first one, lasting 
from June to September 2002. As mentioned before, the theoretical focus of my 
study had narrowed to the diffusion aspect in the meantime, so the investigation 
was probably more focused than the first one. Besides, I sought to extend my 
findings of the first study in conducting further interviews. Consequently, I spoke 
to different people than the year before in order to get some insight into other 
organizational members’ perspective. In addition, I returned to some of the people 
that I interviewed the year for some follow-up interviews to assess what had 
changed during the past year.  

The conditions surrounding my field study had not changed decisively since the 
first field enquiry. Just like the year before, I was located at Department X with all 
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the consequences described above. Formally, the organization of the department 
had changed in that there was a new department head. Although it felt that the 
management style was different now, this did not fundamentally affect my research 
in terms of getting access to sources of evidence. The only noticeable difference was 
that I was not allowed to participate in the departmental “Coffee Talk” meetings 
anymore. The new head of department did not want people external to the 
company to participate in these meetings. A possible reason for this probably is the 
strategic relevance of issues discussed. There is a possibility that this has negatively 
affected my study in terms of missing information. However, there were no signs 
that the strategic priorities reflected in the ongoing projects had changed 
significantly since the last field study.  

Despite denied access to the “Coffee Talks”, my general impression in conducting 
the first and the second field work phase is that gaining people’s trust, both in 
Department X and in the divisions, appeared to be easier in the second field phase 
than in the first.  

Data management 

Data collection 

The data management strategy followed during my study was basically the same in 
both phases in the field. As briefly stated in the preceding paragraphs, observation, 
interviews, documents and archival records were the main sources of evidence used. 
In addition to this, “naturally occurring talk” (Silverman, 2001, 159) with staff of 
Department X provided useful information.  

Interviews are a source of evidence that allows the researcher to get access to 
information that cannot be observed (Patton, 1980/1990). In this function, they 
seemed a helpful device to find out about peoples’ attitudes about the ongoing BSC 
process and the motivations to start/continue or stop the BSC use in the company. 
Additionally, they were useful in creating a picture of the surrounding 
organizational context.  

The degree to which interviews are able to inform the researcher with factual 
information is debatable. As Miller and Glassner (1997) point out, the interviewer 
herself as well as the social distance between interviewer and interviewee influence 
the story being told in an interview situation: 

“Particularly as a result of social distances, interviewees may not trust us, they may not understand our 
questions, or they may purposely mislead us in their responses. Likewise, given a lack of membership in 
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their primary groups, we may not know enough about the phenomenon under study to ask the right 
questions.” (Miller and Glassner, 1997, 101)  

Similarly, Dingwall (1997) observes that interviews are often a stressful, nearly 
artificial situation for respondents, as they are required to demonstrate their 
competence in the role in which the interview casts them. As a consequence, it is 
not uncommon for interviewees to tell the interviewer what they think he/she 
wants to hear instead of giving their personal account.  

The above-described problems in interview situations were also experienced in 
some of the interviews I conducted for this study. Especially during the first period 
in the field, many respondents were quite reluctant to speak and often cited the 
“official” versions that were published in media intended for publication to a broad, 
company-external public. Many seemed to be unfamiliar with what it means to be a 
researcher and were eager to know what I would do with the data, whether their 
names would be mentioned and so on. This type of reaction is not uncommon in 
interview situations (Dingwall, 1997) and may often be successfully overcome by 
creating trust in the researcher and her project (Miller and Glassner, 1997). One 
possible strategy that I applied in my study to develop a relationship between 
interviewer and interviewee is the use of intermediaries that belong to the same 
social group as the interviewees (Bowler, 1997). In my case, this role was clearly 
taken over by the BSC expert at Department X who introduced me partly by 
presenting me face-to-face during meetings, lunch breaks or informal encounter; or 
by mentioning that I would be interested in speaking to people while talking to 
them about a different issue on the phone or in an e-mail. In addition, I briefly 
introduced myself to the interviewees at the beginning of each interview, stating 
what I wanted to do, why I was doing it, what happens with the results of the 
interviews and by assuring people that their anonymity would be safeguarded. As 
explained earlier, conducting interviews during the second phase of my fieldwork 
seemed to be easier, and people, especially those that I had talked to the year before, 
seemed to narrate more openly what they really thought. Hence, this familiarity 
with me as a researcher appears to have been a facilitating factor. 

In total, 29 interviews were undertaken during the 2001 study and 25 interviews 
during the 2002 study that focused specifically on the BSC and its use on business 
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division level.
19

 The interviews were all conducted in the native language of the 
interviewee and took place at their work place, most often their own offices. The 
conversations were based on question guides containing core questions that were at 
times tailored to the positions people held in the company. During the interviews, I 
tried not to direct respondents too much in their answers. I let them basically 
answer the questions the way they understood them; sometimes asking some 
follow-up questions if I felt that I needed further information on a particular issue. 
Applying this style of investigation the interviews lasted about 60 minutes on 
average, with some interviewees being more eager to talk than others. In one case, I 
was even told the experience of working over 30 years in the company, including an 
overview of management accounting tools that had been introduced in the course 
of this working life; such narratives definitely helped to understand the background 
development of tools currently used in the organization.  

The interviews about the BSC on the business division level were tape-recorded, as 
long as the interviewed person agreed to be recorded, and transcribed the following 
day at the latest. Tape-recording has the advantage of delivering a relatively 
complete picture of conversations that allows the researcher to come back to 
particular sequences of talk without being limited by the extracts that were chosen 
in the first analysis (Silverman, 2001, 162). Moreover, I felt that tape-recording 
allowed me to focus more on the interviewee than on note taking, finally enabling 
me to conduct the style of interviewing described above. When people did not 
agree (which was rather the exception), notes were taken during the interview and 
interview minutes written immediately afterwards. In both cases, the transcribed 
interviews were sent to the interviewees by e-mail with the request to read the 
transcription and eventually make further comments or correct their statements. 
Recalling what I said at the outset of this chapter about my perception of reality, 
the aim with this activity was initially to get information as accurate as possible. 
Later on, sending the transcripts back served to enable the creation of negotiated 
outcomes (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). In his sense, this was also a means to ensure 
the study’s credibility (Huzzard, 2000).  

The limits of interviewing were clearly illustrated in one interview, in which the 
interviewee decided after the initial 10 minutes that he was not willing to invest 
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 In addition, in 2002, another 20 interviews were conducted about an ongoing BSC project on 
business group level (High Impact Project BSC) together with the BSC expert of Department X, 
which involved people working in the divisions but also in central functions departments.  
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more time in the interview and just cut the session. As Bowler (1997) explains, 
using interviews highly depends upon: 

“…the active participation of the research subject, who needs to share the general objectives of the 
researcher and to provide information or articulate views and opinions.” (Bowler, 1997, 70) 

This type of problem is not encountered when using observation, which is not 
bound by the limits of language (Dingwall, 1997). In addition, observation allows 
the researcher to study people in a natural setting and their interaction with each 
other. While observation can be used to assess what is going on in the present, it is 
not suitable to reconstruct past events in that only the result of past activities and 
thought can be observed, incorporated in a shared set of inter-actional practices or 
social institutions.  

Documents and archival records on the BSC process were consulted as supplements 
to the afore-mentioned sources of evidence as a further means to overcome the 
limits of interviews in providing the researcher with factual information and also to 
give insight into past events (Hodder, 1998, 111). In my case, this information 
concerned, for example, the chain of events important to the BSC diffusion. In this 
vein, meeting minutes, articles in the organization-internal monthly magazine, 
letters, Excel files with early BSC versions and so forth were studied. In addition, 
quantitative data such as the number of employees in each division was assessed by 
way of these sources. As Rossman and Wilson (1984) explain, linking qualitative 
with quantitative data as done in my study enables corroboration of the different 
data types via triangulation and can help develop the analysis by providing richer 
detail and new ideas. 

Finally, information was gained in the course of “naturally occurring talk” (cf. 
Silverman, 2001, 159) with staff working with Department X. An advantage of my 
daily presence at the research site definitely was the possibility to catch impressions 
during supposedly non-research related occasions such as coffee breaks, lunch 
breaks or on the way home in the subway when talking informally to members of 
the organization. As Eneroth (1984) states, the advantage of conversations over 
interviews is that the researcher directs them less. Evolving from a given topic, the 
conversation partner is relatively free what to say and what to omit. In retrospect, 
this type of conversation probably helped me most to understand the setting and to 
evaluate the information gained in the course of the study.  
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Data interpretation and analysis 

Data interpretation and analysis might be conceived as the final step in a research 
process that brings the insights of the study together to a meaningful whole. 
However, following Miles and Huberman (1994), Stake (1995) and Orton (1997) 
as referenced above, the analysis of qualitative inquiries is rather an ongoing process 
accompanying all research phases than a final steppingstone to scientific knowledge. 
As explained earlier, my entire research process was based on this process-related 
view on analysis, starting with the first analytical activities already during the data 
collection phase and moving in cycles, similar to the approach outlined by Creswell 
(1998, 142ff.) (see Figure 9).  

The general analysis strategy employed was to rely on the (evolving) theoretical 
background to the study, which is reflected in the research question, the literature 
review and also in the data collection strategy followed (Yin, 1994, 103f.). 
Underlying theory also guided the data reduction process, where case data was 
selected, focused, simplified or abstracted (cf. Miles and Huberman, 1994).  

More specifically for the analysis of the interview data, several techniques were 
employed: An initial analysis of the interview data occurred through the 
transcription of the (tape-recorded) interviews, where I listened to the tapes over 
and over again to make sense of the information. After conducting some interviews 
and gaining an initial impression of the case, I systematically made notes and 
comments (partly directly on the interview transcripts) on contradictions that 
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Figure 9: The data analysis spiral  

Source: Creswell, 1998, 143 
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appeared, questions that arose from what had been said or other reflections. These 
were used to guide further investigations in the field, with the aim of ultimately 
coming to a negotiated outcome between the researcher and the researched.   

As a further step in the analysis, I constructed a data matrix using Excel where I 
systematically wrote down the information that I retrieved from the interviews. 
This allowed me to contrast the answers of different interviewees directly or by 
business divisions’ interviewees, respectively. The categories of this matrix were 
determined by the topics asked for in the question guide that was used in all 
interviews. Some of the information noted in this table consisted of numbers and 
“facts”, e.g. the point in time of BSC introduction in the unit; most consisted of 
short phrases/descriptions about the use of the BSC in the unit and experiences 
made with the tool. Additional information gained from single interviews that 
appeared critical to the study was also noted as comments. This matrix was 
continuously updated and supplemented during the data collection periods. Once 
the interviews of the respective field study periods were done, I tried to discover 
analytical patterns in the information provided in the matrix with the help of the 
theoretical background (Ahrens and Dent, 1998), for example, by using the 
literature on organizational changes caused by the introduction of new 
management accounting concepts. The results of this process were then discussed in 
a “case analysis meeting” (cf. Miles and Huberman, 1994, 76) with the Department 
X BSC expert (who also has an academic background). Finally, when back in the 
office, I tried to get an overall picture of the data collected and the preliminary 
results in the field by writing an interim case summary. The latter served as the 
basis for the second part of the fieldwork (Summer 2002), in which the data 
analysis strategy just described was continued. Near the end of the second field 
investigation period, I developed initial tentative propositions about demand-side 
related factors that seemed to have an impact on the diffusion of the BSC and the 
motivation in the different divisions to employ the tool. Back in my office, these 
were verified by crosschecking with the remaining sources of empirical data and 
again drawing on the relevant theory. 

The final writing of the study required some decisions about the relation between 
empirical data and theoretical background. Ahrens and Dent (1998) advise finding 
a balance between theory and field material. Theoretical explanation should emerge 
through the field story. While generally agreeing with Ahrens and Dent, in my 
study I tried to represent the empirical data in Chapters 5 through 7 in a rather 
theory-neutral way. Doing this, I aimed to take into consideration that the 
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empirical data was to be the basis for different analyses: one from diffusion and 
another from a network perspective. Hence, in order to avoid a bias towards one of 
them, I chose a rather neutral case description.  

Credibility   

The foregoing sections already indicated that the problem with case studies as a 
research design is the lack of common and clear criteria on how they should be 
conducted to produce valid and reliable results (Bromwich et al, 1990; Scapens, 
1994a). As Peräkylä (1997) states, the issue of reliability and validity in social 
science research is of particular importance as it is essentially about its objectivity. 
While the terms reliability, internal and external validity as well as objectivity are 
commonly used in research conducted under the assumptions of the “conventional” 
(positivistic) research tradition (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), the value of these 
concepts has been called into question for studies of a more interpretive nature (see 
e.g. Bengtsson, 1993; Huzzard, 2000). The basic argument is that the type of 
knowledge created is essentially different. Focusing more on the distinction 
between quantitative and qualitative research, Bloor (1997), for example, states that 
research in the natural sciences can be validated by replication. Given the specificity 
of circumstances in case studies, replication in the same way as in natural sciences is 
not possible; other criteria have to be developed to assess their quality.  

In an accounting context, McKinnon (1988) offers a framework to judge the 
quality of field research in accounting. While not including objectivity, she sticks to 
the traditional terms of validity and reliability. According to her, validity in field 
research is about: 

“…whether the researcher is studying the phenomenon she or he purports to be studying,” (McKinnon, 
1988, 36)  

and is thus a matter of research design. Reliability, on the other hand, is about:  

“the degree to which the finding is independent of accidental circumstances of the research,” (Kirk and 
Miller, 1986, 20 cited in McKinnon, 1988)  

and can concern aspects such as the quality of tapes and transcripts in conversation 
(Peräkylä, 1997) or the design of a questionnaire.  

While these criteria appear acceptable for research conducted under the meta-
theoretical assumptions of the “conventional” paradigm, they are less useful under 
the ontological position that I adopted over time (cf. Lincoln and Guba, 1985). As 
alternative terms to the conventional ones, Bengtsson (1993) and Huzzard (2000) 
discuss therefore the concept of credibility. Credibility is the:  
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“…confirmation that the study is conducted such that the actors under investigation can approve its 
findings, and that the data on which findings are based are a true reflection of what is studied.” 
(Huzzard, 2000, 150) 

In this sense, credibility concerns the creation of inter-subjectivity, which can be 
attained with the help of negotiated outcomes as mentioned before. Lincoln and 
Guba (1985) further refer to prolonged engagement, persistent observation and 
triangulation as techniques to create credible findings. 

As to the first two techniques, the fact that I conducted two three month long in-
house studies, that I was present every day and that I was closely involved due to 
good access helped make the findings credible. This approach also helped me 
understand the change context, which is considered important in a study of an 
organizational change process (Pettigrew, 1988). However, it should also be 
considered that a researcher entering a research site always runs the danger of 
disturbing the process observed; an issue that conventional research refers to 
different types of bias. McKinnon (1988), for example, discusses observer-caused 
effects, where the presence of the researcher impacts the research situation so that 
observed persons change their natural behavior fundamentally. Given that I relied 
heavily on observation in my study, I took this threat seriously. On the other hand, 
the length of my stays in the field and my daily presence at the research site during 
these phases made this threat less probable. As McKinnon (1988) explains, 
although people might be able to appear different in the start, they increasingly 
return to their normal behavior the longer the researcher stays at the sight. A 
further strategy recommended to overcome this type of bias concerns the social 
behaviour of the researcher while at the case site. In essence, this strategy is about 
creating trust and becoming a natural part of the research setting without being 
perceived as a threat (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). As described before, I strived to 
gain this position by explaining to my contacts who I was, what my research was 
about and so forth. The fact that making interview appointments was easier during 
the second phase of my field study attests to my success with this task. 

A second distortion that might obstruct the credibility of the findings is caused by 
the researcher’s preconceptions or constructions already existing when entering the 
site. As Scapens (1990) points out, nobody enters a research site in a neutral way: 

“The researcher enters the research study with personal theories and beliefs and these will inevitably 
influence the research process.” (Scapens, 1990, 274) 

As a way to control this threat, I continuously made field notes and interim 
summaries as described before. This was a way to check whether my findings were 
predictable and conformed to the original ideas, or whether new, unexpected 
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elements had appeared (cf. Lincoln and Guba, 1985, 302). As to pre-existing values 
that might have obstructed the case findings, I deliberately chose a case company 
unfamiliar to me before starting the research. Additionally, I applied triangulation 
of methods and data collection to get a picture of the company from different 
perspectives. A further check was the discussion of observations and preliminary 
case results with the Department X BSC expert.  

Due to the length of my stays at the company and the good access to all kinds of 
data, I cannot see that data access limitations compromised my study. Similarly, the 
fact that people might forget to mention certain aspects or do not speak about 
certain issues because they take them for granted could be to some extent 
compensated by my close involvement in the company. A problem that however 
still remains is that people tend to rationalize things in retrospect, which might 
have affected the parts of the study that concerned the initial adoption decision of 
the BSC. Although I tried to control for this danger by speaking to as many people 
as possible and also by consulting different sources of evidence, this issue should be 
kept in mind.  

A final point of emphasis is related to the iterative approach applied in this study. 
As mentioned before, the aspect of adding a network perspective to the theory of 
diffusion analysis was not given from the start but was adopted later on. So, the 
initial data collection phases could have been “blocked” in a way (Lindholm, 1979, 
115) by focusing predominantly on diffusion theory, at the same time running the 
risk to overlook aspects that would have been relevant for the network perspective. 
The possibility of a prolonged engagement in the company compensated to a 
certain degree for elements possibly missed initially. Nevertheless, a certain risk 
remains that this data collection process has limited the study at some points.    
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Chapter 5: Introduction to the case 

This chapter aims to give the reader an impression of the case company and thereby 
frame the study in its context. After a quick introduction to the company’s and case 
unit’s history, development and products, I will highlight some elements of the 
organizational culture experienced in the case unit of interest as related to the 
company’s history and present. Doing this, I hope to give the reader a better 
understanding of the subsequent story about the BSC adoption and diffusion in the 
company. Also, I assume a better understanding of the BSC’s role and functions as 
intended and actually realized will evolve. To safeguard the company’s anonymity, I 
restrict myself at times to rather general information. Nevertheless, following the 
methodological concerns of Lukka and Kasanen (1995) and Ahrens and Dent 
introduced in the previous chapter, I try to give a description as rich as necessary to 
make the case credible. This approach applies even to the remaining chapters of this 
thesis. 

Business Group “Communication” — a part of a global 
player  

Business Group “Communication” belongs to a global player in the electrical 
engineering and electronics industry that can look back at a history of over 100 
years. Beginning as a humble, two-man corporation, the company is today one of 
the world leaders in its field. Its operations cover six broad business segments and 
several independent subsidiaries.  

In terms of number of employees and global operations, the company is 
comparable to large American companies such as General Electric and General 
Motors. High-tech products took over an increasingly dominant position in the 
company’s product profile during recent years. From the firm’s inception its history 
is marked by innovative products. Although most companies might make this 
claim, the case company is one of the few that developed and built fundamental 
products, many of which are still used in everyday life, medicine and industrial 
production. Another distinguishing characteristic of the organization is its ability to 
offer complex, customized solutions; an aspect that has become more and more 
important in the recent past. 

The business group investigated in my study, Business Group “Communication”, is 
part of a business segment that is active in, as its name indicates, the 
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communications business. The following section gives a short outline of recent 
developments in this business group. 

Recent economic development   

Business group “Communication” operates in markets that were, until a short time 
ago, perceived to be the fastest growing of all the company’s markets. Parts of the 
business could benefit from deregulations and privatizations that occurred all over 
Europe during the last ten years. Federal monopolies, often entailing rigid 
structures and regulations were dissolved, opening new market opportunities for 
private companies. At the same time, this meant a transformation of formerly 
monopolistic, slowly developing markets into highly competitive ones requiring 
speed and reactivity. Additionally, together with improvements in technology, 
market deregulations considerably increased market volume. Business group 
“Communication” proved to be a successful player in these markets, which was 
reflected in enormous growths in Sales that could at times amount up to 75% in 
one fiscal year. Likewise, the number of employees in the business group steadily 
increased.  

However, despite all positive market expansion predictions, market growth had 
slowed and the predicted vast expansion of the market volume was not met. 
Although Business Group “Communication” continued to perform relatively well 
during my field visits, the first warning signs were visible to the organization as a 
whole but particularly in one of  “Communication’s” sister business groups. For 
Business Group “Communication” itself, the economic change was experienced as a 
drop in demand and a tougher pricing environment. At the end of my study, the 
first consequences of this economic deterioration became visible when first broad-
based cost-cutting programs became effective in “Communication”.  

According to official prognoses about the development of “Communication’s” 
primary markets, the trend is toward integration of different products and services 
as well as a stronger customer focus. Consistent with current market development 
expectations, company internal advisors predict that the services market will 
continue to be the main driver of growth. Consequently, customer orientation will 
be one of the most important business skills for the business group.  

Structural development 1997–2002 

Similar to many modern organizations, another characteristic of the case company 
is its frequent change in organizational structure. As other business groups of the 
company, Business Group “Communication” has been re-structured several times 
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during the recent years. Since organizational structure could have an impact on the 
diffusion process (cf. Gosselin, 1997), I will briefly outline the structural changes 
that the case business group underwent since the BSC introduction in 1997. 

According to the current structure (effective since February 2001) as depicted in 
Figure 8 (Chapter 4) the case business group consists of five business divisions: 
“Mobile”, “Cordless”, “Networks”, “Solutions” and “Wireless”. These divisions are 
supported by the central functions Accounting/Controlling (AC), Department X 
(as referred to before in Chapter 4), E-Business (EB), Global Procurement (GP), 
Internal Audit (IA), Human Resources (Pers) and Regional Development and 
Coordination (RDC). The business divisions are internally further split into 
business units. 

Back in 1997, what is called Business Group “Communication” today was already 
part of the current case company (compare Figure 10). One year later, in October 
1998, the then existing business group became Business Group Y. Under this new 
organizational structure there were five business divisions: Y1 through Y5. In a 
further transformation process, in April 2000, Business Group Y was re-named to 
its present name, “Communication”. The former business divisions were taken 
together to just two divisions: Y1 and Z1. Under the first division, Y1, there were 
four business units. Today two of the units have the status of divisions, namely 
“Mobile” and “Cordless”. What today are “Networks” and “Solutions” divisions 
formed part of Division Z1 in the organizational structure of 2000.  

In October 2000, some further transformations were conducted in the business 
divisions with the new divisions “Devices” (consisting of today’s Division “Mobile” 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Case company Case company
Business group Y

Case company
Business group 

”Communication”

Business divisions
Y1, Y2, Y3, Y4, Y5

Business divisions
Y1, Z1 (units: Mobile,

Cordless, F,G)

Business divisions
Devices, Networks, Solutions

Business divisions
Mobile, Cordless , Net-

works, Solutions, Wireless

 
Figure 10: Organizational development of Business Group “Communication”, 1997–2002 
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and Division “Cordless”), “Networks” and “Solutions”. Finally, in February 2001, 
the former “Devices” unit was split into two separate divisions, “Mobile” and 
“Cordless”—at the same time they were lifted from their former business unit to a 
divisional status. Division “Wireless”, which used to be a sub-part of Division 
“Mobile”, became a business division on its own. The divisions “Networks” and 
“Solutions”, the latter having been a part of Division “Networks” in the old 
structure, complemented the new organizational structure. Figure 10 summarizes 
the different steps in the business group’s development from 1997 to 2002.  

This series of transformations shows that the organizational structure of the case 
unit was still rather young when my study was undertaken. However, this did not 
seem to be an important issue to people working in the business group, as I had to 
explicitly ask for these changes. The only occasion where these structural changes 
were brought to the surface was when the Division “Cordless” BSC administrator 
discussed their BSC development process. Since during the initial BSC activities 
Divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless” formed one unit, he referred to the 
organizational structure to explain the similarities between “Mobile” and “Cordless” 
as far as the initial BSC development is concerned. Hence, the overall reaction (or 
lack of reaction) to these recurrent re-organization efforts could be an indication 
that people in the organization are used to these changes and possibly also to 
changes in general.  

It also seems important to point out that Divisions “Mobile”, “Cordless” and 
“Networks” have existed relatively long as a unit (though with some changes in 
status between business division and business unit). In contrast, current “Solutions” 
and “Wireless” divisions are youngest and can be regarded as “split-ups” from 
Division “Mobile” and “Networks”, respectively.  

The five business divisions  

With its contemporary organizational structure and strategic orientation, the 
business group studied here offered products for consumer (Divisions “Mobile” and 
“Cordless”) and industrial markets (Divisions “Networks”, “Solutions” and 
“Wireless”). In terms of the number of employees, Division “Networks” was the 
largest and held a worldwide market position of no. 6 in fiscal year 2001. Division 
“Networks” was approximately three times as big as Division “Mobile”, which at 
that time ranked third in its global market. Division “Cordless” was approximately 
a quarter of Division “Mobile’s” size and ranked worldwide no. 2 in its market 
segment in fiscal year 2001. Due to divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless” partly 

 96



 

having formed one single unit in past organizational structures, similarities in 
processes and some projects persist today. Divisions “Solutions” and “Wireless”, 
finally, were the smallest of all divisions in terms of number of employees and held 
market position no. 7 and no. 2, respectively.  

Of all the divisions, “Networks” was probably most affected by the economic 
problems described above. At the end of my second field study, specific reductions 
of staff were planned, both on national and international levels.  

Cultural background of case company and business 
group  

An engineering legacy 

Looking at the historical development of the company, it appears that it has always 
had a strong engineering background where the pursuit of technical excellence was 
essential. This technical focus is still reflected in the products offered and in the 
type of employees working in the company. At the end of fiscal year 1999/2000, of 
all national employees, more than 30% had a University or equivalent degree and 
approximately 85% of this segment were engineers and natural scientists. The firm 
also appears to be male dominated, with 10.1% of the above-mentioned share of 
academics being female. In fiscal year 2000, around 20% of the newly employed 
graduates on a national level were women. According to these numbers, the 
corporate culture is more influenced by men than by women. This is also reflected 
in the share of women in management positions: in total, 5% of top managers of 
the company as a whole (and 5.9% of managers on the national level) are female. 
Following official announcements, the company however planned to double the 
share of women in top management positions within 3 years. 

Moving towards the end-customer 

As to activities on the business group level, traditionally, the business group had 
focused on business-to-business markets, where technological excellence was often 
more important than customer orientation. This was vividly illustrated by an 
experienced R&D manager of Division “Cordless”, who explained to me the type 
of business relationship that had been quite common with federal organizations in 
the times before deregulation and privatization of the markets. Since the case 
company took over the function of a long-term supplier (of products that were then 
sold by the federal organization to end customers), he explained, the main focus of 
operations was to produce high quality products. Due to the existing long-term 
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business relationship and the former monopoly of the federal organizations, 
customer service matters were not a big issue. It was sufficient to deliver high 
quality products on a reliable basis; competition was not perceived as a threat. 
However, with the liberalization of the markets, the entire group of end-customers 
had to be addressed directly by the company (partly via operators). As such, the 
whole field of customer service, anticipating customer demands, analysis of 
different customer groups etc. had to be introduced; a field in which the business 
group did not have much experience from past operations. Today, with two 
divisions selling to end customers, more and more people with an economics 
background are hired in order to serve the market of end-customers better. As a 
consequence of this development, it can be expected that the techniques and 
engineering dominated culture of the past will be ever increasingly complemented 
by a managerial focus. 

Fitting its product range and in an effort to adjust to the new demands as just 
described, Business Group “Communication” currently tries to establish a culture 
of modernity, flexibility and future orientation. Consequently, a strong emphasis is 
put on being innovative and global as well as providing mobility to customers, as 
reflected in the group’s vision and mission statements.  

The value proposition to the customers reinforces these aspirations, promising: 

"We are active in very diverse markets and cultures. We understand your requirements in an 
increasingly mobile world. Using our technological excellence and global presence, we provide 
comprehensive solutions for your satisfaction and success.” 

In order to be able to realize this proposition, the group has decided upon a couple 
of business principles, shown in Figure 11. 

These business principles are supported and implemented with the help of a 
toolbox, containing different instruments that are supposed to help increase 
corporate competitiveness. First introduced in 1993 this toolbox aims at improved 
productivity, increased innovation, growth and continuous development of 

Entrepreneurship

No compromise

Lean and fast

Customer focus

Fix 
problems first

Best 
in class

 

Figure 11: Business Principles of Business Group “Communication” 
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corporate culture. Over the years, the toolbox was developed further to include 
clear principles and guidelines for action. Moreover, a clear, overarching goal of all 
corporate activities was determined: to increase company value. The guiding 
principle of the toolbox is to increase company value and thus secure future 
development with all actions taken within the company having: 

 Definite objectives, leading to  

 Concrete actions, accompanied by  

 Clear consequences.  

For the successful realization of this program in different business segments and 
regions, it provides specific instruments such as Benchmarking, Best Practice-
Sharing, Asset Management, Innovation and others. Among these tools, the 
Balanced Scorecard is officially recognized as a tool essential to increasing company 
value. To be more precise, in the context of the program, it is the Scorecards' 
function as both a methodology and a tool for policy deployment, which makes it 
valuable in regard to company value. Besides the official tools of the toolbox, the 
case group has employed further tools, e.g. TQM, EFQM and Target Costing. In 
summary, following the case interviews and my observations, tools used for 
measuring, structuring and guiding seem to have a tradition in both, the company 
and the business group.   

Moving towards the shareholder 

Another strong influence on organizational culture is the general political, financial 
and social environment in which the company operates today. As several 
interviewees told me, the influence of these market forces has increased 
considerably during the last years. Despite the diversity of case business divisions, 
they currently all seem to face an environment dominated to a great extent by 
financial analysts, the stock market and shareholders that are highly interested in 
the financial performance of the company. Because of its products and target 
groups (partly end-customers), Business Group “Communication” is one of the 
company’s parts that is scrutinized by the public. Hence, the pressure to perform 
well and to deliver excellent financial returns is very high, especially since the 
company is listed on the U.S. stock market. In the words of a divisional controller 
involved in the delivery of financial indicators for Division “Cordless’” Scorecard 
the situation:  

“…has become much tougher, much tougher... Since we report at the US stock market, the importance 
of quarterly figures has increased enormously.” (Controller, Division “Cordless”, August 2002)  
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Following his argument, the pressure of the stock market is being pushed down the 
organization directly. The company can no longer balance months of weaker 
performance with months of exceptionally good performance. Instead, the stock 
market demands for constant and consistent high performance. As a second 
consequence, employees increasingly felt that the most important performance 

indicators to be monitored were the financials. The development of EBIT
20

 was 
perceived as the important indicator to be aware of; a message persistently 
communicated by top management internally as well as externally. 

… but also considering the “soft” factors 

Aside from people’s perceptions of the importance of the financials, the business 
group currently undertakes measures enabling the assessment of “soft”, non-
financial factors such as working climate and employee satisfaction. Since the 
beginning of 2001, a monthly internet-based opinion poll questionnaire addressing 
all employees of the business group worldwide assesses the humor and working 
climate in the organization. This assessment is supposed to form the starting point 
for changes of unsatisfactory structures within the group. The questionnaire is very 
short, consisting of five questions in only three categories (questions related to a 
current event, success factors and satisfaction). The conciseness in design is 
supposed to encourage as many employees as possible to participate in the poll. 
Finally, every month, the results of the current and previous polls as well as a trend 
curve are published in the corporate intranet. At the end of 2001, the response rate 
of the survey was about 25%.  

Some reflections 

Given this organizational background and competitive environment, it is not 
surprising that a tool such as the BSC could catch the company’s interest. Without 
anticipating the motivations for implementing the tool, it seems that a tool like the 
BSC fits the corporate context as described here for different reasons. 

First, looking back at the company’s history and the current efforts of Business 
Group “Communication”, there seems to be a strong concern for innovation in 
products and services. It appears to be of managerial importance to convey the 
image of an innovative and modern company to its customers. Against this 
background, it does not come as a surprise that the BSC caught the case company’s 
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attention: back in 1997 the BSC was still perceived as new and innovative to 
European managers with pioneering firms being about to implement it. Second, as 
demonstrated in the numerous re-structuring efforts during the last five years only, 
it seems that the company is not hesitant to introduce changes, be them of 
structural or instrumental character. As indicated earlier, the employees also seem 
accustomed to being exposed to frequent changes and having to cope with the 
frequent introduction of new tools.   

Third, the company seems to be characterized by an engineering culture of which 
technical logic and excellence are important components. As described in Chapter 
2, the BSC is a tool that builds on a rather stringent top-down logic that, in 
addition, offers the possibility to measure financial and non-financial indicators. 
Nonetheless, in the end, the BSC aims at improving financial results, which seems 
to fit the needs recently exerted upon the company by its organizational 
environment. Finally, as the toolbox program demonstrates, the company has used 
measurement tools before so that the BSC did not appear revolutionary.  
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Chapter 6: Adoption and initial development of the BSC 
concept on business division level (1997–2001) 

This chapter describes the first years of the BSC process within the company. It 
thus covers the initial adoption and implementation process in the business group 
and the individual business divisions. In the context of this study, adoption is 
defined as the initial entry of the BSC as a concept in the company or other 
organizational units, respectively. Implementation subsequently refers to the 
process following adoption. A BSC is considered implemented when it has been 
adopted, formally developed, formally recognized by (divisional) management as a 
tool to be used in the unit and when it is updated in regular periods.  

To portray a comprehensive picture and to reflect the different viewpoints on the 
adoption and implementation process, I describe the situation from three different 
perspectives: first, from the company’s top management; second, from Department 
X, and; third, from the business divisions.  

Viewpoint of company’s top management 

Towards a stronger shareholder orientation with the corporate 
toolbox program 

As I learned in the interviews and by studying company internal documents, the 
roots of the BSC introduction in the company go back to the middle of the 1990s. 
Back then, as described in the previous chapter, the pressure to deliver a good 
return to shareholders had increased, and the company thus monitored its EBIT–
development on a long-term basis. EBIT–figures were used to measure performance 
against the competitors. As the BSC expert of Department X recalled, back in 
1997, a performance gap became visible and top management decided to close it 
within three years time. As an essential support in this process, the corporate 
toolbox program (cf. Chapter 5) was supposed to help provide a tool that could 
translate corporate strategy into manageable objectives and that would 
simultaneously introduce EBIT and thereby shareholder-value-oriented thinking 
and management into the company. Against this background, the search for an 
appropriate tool began.  

An important actor in the search process was the company’s Internal Consulting 
department, which had an extensive network of contacts with external consulting 
firms. These are commonly used when the adoption of new concepts are at issue. 
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With recourse to this external knowledge, benchmarking processes and theoretical 
investigations, the Internal Consulting department discussed the Economic Value 
Added (EVA) concept by Stern Steward as a potentially helpful system and 
gradually moved to the BSC as a tool of interest. Regarding the transition from 
EVA to the BSC, which was finally introduced, the BSC expert of Department X 
explained that the financial driver analysis underlying both concepts was regarded 
the key. According to him, the official term of the BSC in the company is “Business 
Driver Scorecards”. As he stated, this name illustrates the connectedness corporate 
management saw between EVA and BSC through the financial driver analysis, 
underlying both concepts. As it seems, the latter was regarded as the decisive 
component for the strategy translation process and one could probably say that the 
BSC was regarded as a manifestation of EVA thinking. It was seen as an 
encompassing tool that “swallows” other agendas.  

According to a manager in Division “Cordless”, who, back in 1997, worked for the 
Internal Consulting department and actively helped plan the BSC introduction in 
the entire business group, the BSC was identified as the tool that best served the 
needs of the company. Apart from its function as a strategy translator, it was 
appreciated for its simplicity and conciseness. Also, as the former member of the 
Internal Consulting department explained, the ability to use non-financial 
indicators in addition to the financial ones was of key importance.  

BSC pilot projects and an internal guidebook 

Wrapping up the search process, top management decided to implement the BSC 
company-wide as a further module of the toolbox program. A project team 
“Balanced Scorecard” was set up consisting of four people of the company’s 
Internal Consulting department. At the start, the team’s task was first to do some 
investigations in the BSC method itself and to determine which external consulting 
company could best support the Scorecard method introduction. Thereafter, three 
pilot projects were started: one each in the product, systems and construction 
business. After six weeks the co-operation with the external consultant was 
abandoned as no additional use was seen in their participation. After successful 
completion of the pilot projects the internal consulting unit wrote a handbook 
about the Business Driver Scorecard concept. This handbook was distributed 
company-wide at the end of July 1998 and still today, serves as the official internal 
guide in matters involving the Scorecard. According to official figures, 87% of the 
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company’s divisions had implemented the BSC by the time I began my Summer 
2001 study. 

Viewpoint of Department X  

Department X was involved in the introduction of Scorecards in the company in 
two ways. First, in its advisory and supporting function concerning the application 
of tools that are part of the toolbox program, and second, in that the department 
made an effort itself to develop a Scorecard for its own unit.  

Department X — a BSC advisor to the divisions  

When the BSC concept was first introduced, the adoption of the concept in each 
business division was not obligatory. Divisions were encouraged to develop a 
Scorecard but the use of the concept was not binding until 1999 when, for the first 
time, Scorecard reporting was officially required in the strategic planning process. 
Similar to the introduction of the concept itself, no rules were made which 
networks should be mobilized to develop the Scorecards. Business divisions and 
units were free to decide whether they wanted to design a Scorecard on their own, 
whether they wished to ally with external consultants or how else to proceed. Some 
of the divisions developed the tool without help from the outside, some decided to 
consult Department X for assistance.  

A BSC for Department X?  

In its function as an organizational unit within the “Communication” business 
group, Department X decided to develop a Scorecard for their own unit. In 
contrast to other units, the motivation to develop a BSC came from within the 

department
21

. Following the description of the BSC expert of Department X, the 
head of the department played a major role in the decision to try developing a BSC. 
The idea had originally come up in internal department meetings when 
Department X discussed their strategic orientation, how they wanted to be 
perceived by other units and so forth. In the course of these discussions, the head of 
the department argued that Department X should develop a Scorecard for its own 
unit to serve as an example when developing Scorecards for other units. 
Consequently, Department X decided to develop its own BSC. 
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 However, it should be noted that group executive management also asked the central functions 
of the business group to visualize their contribution to the corporate bottom line. Introducing 
Scorecards was regarded as one way of doing so.   
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The development process as such consisted basically of three steps. First, as just 
mentioned, departmental strategy was discussed, which originally happened in 
connection to a special project, by the head of the department, two BSC experts 
and one process consultant. Strategic discussions were then extended to an 
exchange of thoughts about an appropriate vision and value proposition of 
Department X. While a clarification of vision and value proposition was made for 
the first time at the department, the strategy development process is undertaken 
regularly, once a year. After the project was finished, its results were communicated 
within the department, so that they could be used as input for a subsequent BSC–
related workshop. The workshop addressed all of Department X’s staff as 
participants and aimed at determining the department’s Critical Few Objectives. 
With 70%–80% of the staff participating, the event was organized into sub-groups 
and group discussions. The necessary pre-knowledge on the BSC was already given, 
since people working with Department X had occasionally attended internal 
presentations by the department’s BSC expert. Such presentations typically 
included a BSC implementation case, for example, in one of the company’s 
production plants. According to accounts given by people working in the 
department, a discussion about the number or the naming of the BSC perspectives 
did not take place in the workshop. Kaplan and Norton's suggestions about the 
four measurement perspectives were rather taken as a basis for discussion in line 
with a corporate recommendation to use them.  

The final step in the Scorecard process was again a workshop, which dealt with the 
discussion of a linkage model (cause-and-effect chain) for the Critical Few 
Objectives and the determination of appropriate key performance indicators and 
targets. While, according to the BSC expert in the department, the first workshop 
was closed successfully in terms of coming to an agreement, the second one proved 
to be difficult since people could not agree on target values. Given this problem, the 
BSC project was continued for a while in the form of discussions during the weekly 
internal staff meetings on Friday mornings, the “Coffee Talk”. However, as the 
Department X BSC expert recalled, once the project was continued only during 
these meetings, the acceptance of and attention to the topic dissipated. Likewise, 
the head of the department did not support continuing the project anymore, so 
that, in the end, the BSC project was terminated without a BSC having been 
developed. 
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Viewpoint of the business divisions  

Variations in introducing the Scorecard  

The initial non-binding policy in the BSC introduction as mentioned above is 
reflected in the actual Scorecard implementations in the business divisions. As I 
learned during the interviews for my study, the different business divisions 
introduced their individual BSCs at highly variable points in time. The first BSC 
efforts at a divisional level started already in 1997, the last Scorecard project was 
initiated in January 2001. 

These differences can partly be attributed to external factors like dissimilarities in 
terms of age of the units. As pointed out in Chapter 5, “Solutions” and “Wireless” 
are the “youngest” divisions within the business group, i.e. they did not formally 
exist as a separate organizational entity before fiscal year 2001. Consequently, the 
Scorecard projects in these divisions were started relatively late. Besides, internal 
factors like pre-existing performance management systems seem to have played an 
essential role for the timing of BSC introduction as well. In the “Networks” 
Division, for example, the BSC was implemented on a business unit level because 

of the size of the division. In one of “Networks’” business units
22

, implementing the 
BSC was not perceived as necessary since the Scorecard in its performance 
management function did not seem to offer an obvious additional benefit in 
relation to the already existing performance management system. As a consequence, 
the Scorecard was not adopted before it was binding corporate policy.  

Apart from variances in the introduction start points, there seems to be no common 

development and implementation process across the business divisions
23

. Despite 
the existence and availability of the official internal Scorecard development 
handbook almost each division and unit followed its own approach, often a 
modified version of the one suggested by the Internal Consulting department. This 
was in line with the company’s expectations, reflected in making the BSC part of 
the toolbox program. According to the underlying logic of the toolbox, all of its 
modules are supposed to be used flexibly, as they are adaptable to the needs of the 

                                           
22

 The BSC introduction process of this business unit is not included in the further case 
description because the information available on this BSC process was too little.  
23

 As will become clear below, similarities in the initial BSC introduction process were only 
assessed in Divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless”. This is because, at the point of first introduction, 
both divisions formed one single division. The separation into two separate divisions occurred not 
before October 2000. 
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particular adopting units. Similarly for the BSC, the intention was that each unit 
could adapt the Scorecard introduction and its actual content to its own, special 
situation.  

Common problems 

In contrast to the variance in BSC introduction observed in “Communication”, the 
problems faced during the development and introduction process seem to have 
been similar across all divisions and units. Obstacles identified named most 
frequently during the interviews were problems of acceptance and communication, 
definition of appropriate Scorecard measures and their measurement in practice, as 
well as difficulties related to the IT processing of the BSC data. Problems like these 
were experienced in all the business divisions; however, they varied in extent and 
severity though. As will be demonstrated in the upcoming sections, in three of the 
five business divisions, the problems or dissatisfaction with the existing BSC 
versions were so severe as to trigger a complete overhaul of the existing Scorecards. 
These overhauls will henceforth be termed BSC re-designs, i.e. a completely new 
development process similar to the initial BSC design (often involving a new series 
of workshops). To delineate redesigns from mere Scorecard updates, the overhaul 
has to be referred to as a redesign by the affected members of the divisions. 

In order to understand this situation and to possibly identify factors that were 
particularly important for the BSC diffusion process, the next section looks into the 
development processes and the problems involved in more detail. 

Division “Mobile” 

The beginning of the BSC process 

In the course of my two studies in the field, I quickly learned that my case company 
is indeed a fast changing one. Apart from organization structural changes, as 
described in Chapter 5, personnel changes seem to be commonplace. Exemplifying 
my statement, during my summer 2001 study, I was introduced to two BSC 
administrators in Division “Mobile”: One, who had covered the topic since its very 
beginning in the division, and another person, who was introduced to me as her 
successor. The latter had just joined the company and was supposed to take over 
the BSC responsibility in the future. To provide continuity I interviewed both of 
them together during my first field visit.   
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According to these two BSC administrators, the first development of the divisional 

Scorecard started at the end of fiscal year 1998/1999
24

. The development process, 
the interviewees said, followed the principle, as suggested by Kaplan and Norton, of 
using sub-teams. In contrast to the recommendations made in the Internal 
Consulting department’s guidelines in the BSC handbook, the Scorecard was 
developed in only one instead of four workshops. 

As I was assured by my interview partners, the development process in Division 
“Mobile” was very similar to the one undertaken in Division “Cordless” since they 
had both constituted one single business division before they were transformed into 
two separate ones in 2000. This similarity proved to be true in the course of my 
investigations. In both divisions, the workshop method was used for actual BSC 
development. To enable the creation of separate Scorecards for the two business 
divisions (which, at the time of the workshop were still business units) the 
workshop, including both first and second level management and supported by 
Department X, had been split into two sessions. The morning session dealt with the 
development of “Cordless’” Scorecard, while the afternoon session was about 
“Mobile’s” Scorecard. As the more experienced BSC administrator recalled, Excel 
sheets depicting the “Scorecard” at its then present state were used in the workshop 
as a basis to define performance drivers. However, a linkage model had not yet been 
developed at that time, which eventually led to a gap between strategy and BSC 
metrics. 

When asked about the similarities and differences between Division “Mobile” and 
“Cordless”, Department X’s BSC expert stated that Division “Mobile” had in 
principle led the BSC development process in the identification of suitable 
contents, which Division “Cordless” then used as a basis for its discussion. 
Therefore, he argued, the Scorecards of both divisions dated before 2001, were 
indeed very similar in content and structure. Major differences between them 
appeared only after Division “Cordless” had started a Scorecard redesign process, as 
will be described in more detail below.  

Subsequent development  

Compared to its former sister division, Division “Cordless”, I experienced that the 
information related to the BSC was handled restrictively in Division “Mobile”. 
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 This is contradictory to a statement made by the more experienced BSC administrator (who 
had witnessed the entire BSC process from its start) in a questionnaire sent out by top 
management, where the official start of BSC activities was identified as January 2000. 
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When asking about a current version (2001) of the divisional BSC, I was given a 
screen shot depicting the four BSC perspectives including the key success factors. 
This was at the same time the only written document that I was given during my 
first visit in the field. The screenshot was headed “Division ‘Mobile’, FY 00/01 
(signifying Division “Mobile” version fiscal year 2000/2001)” and contained the 
classical Scorecard perspectives following Kaplan and Norton’s original framework. 
In total, the current version contained 23 key success factors, thus 23 BSC 
measures. 40 percent of the measures were located in the financial dimension. What 
seems noteworthy as well is the fact that for 13 out of the 23 Scorecard measures no 
current values were available, which was indicated with the help of a white space in 
front of the measure where normally a color shows the level of goal achievement 
(traffic light symbols). In contrast to its former sister division, Division “Mobile” 
could access its Scorecard via the corporate Intranet. The Scorecard formed part of 
a data warehouse system, which also contained performance measures of the 
divisional Supply Chain (to which people at Division “Mobile” referred to as a 
Scorecard, too) and Division “Wireless’” Scorecard.   

The Scorecard version that existed at the time of the 2001 study was, according to 
the statements of the interviewed BSC administrators, an updated version of the 
original Scorecard. As they further explained, in the two years of using the BSC it 
had been updated every fiscal year, although not in its entirety, but in single 
measures that seemed inappropriate. Asked about the initiative of changing existing 
scores, my interviewees stated that numbers did not originate from management 
but from actors in the lower levels of the organization.   

Dissatisfaction but no redesign yet 

Having a closer look at the existing BSC in 2001, the division indeed seemed to 
have had some problems keeping it up-to-date. As indicated above, the white spaces 
in front of some of the Scorecard measures gave me a first indication that the 
Scorecard was not updated regularly. Confirming this assumption, the less 
experienced of the BSC administrators pointed out that:  

“There were times when we used the BSC more intensively, however, currently, other priorities prevail 
because the economic situation is so tensed.” (Less experienced BSC administrator, Division “Mobile”, 
July 2001) 

This relative negligence of the BSC issue was also reflected in monthly management 
board meetings, where the BSC was supposed to be discussed regularly. According 
to one of the BSC administrators, in recent times the BSC had fallen off the agenda 
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more and more often because of the unstable economic situation, which dominated 
the discussions.   

Another argument brought forward, actually connected to the one just mentioned, 
was that in economically difficult times the traffic lights indicating the performance 
level of the different Scorecard measures were permanently red (since the target 
values were set on the basis of the annual budget). In plain words, this means that 
the target values for the single measures were not reached. If, as stated by the more 
experienced Scorecard administrator, the traffic light was red for two or more 
periods, nobody paid attention to them anymore. “Why look into the BSC when 
traffic lights are red all the time?”, appeared to be the attitude. Hence, with a 
persistently “red picture”, motivation to use and to update the Scorecard decreased 
rapidly. This was obviously also reflected in the hit rates of the BSC page in the 
divisional intranet: 

“…where you can trace the hits back to the departments that hit the page. Looking at these figures, you 
quickly realize that there are some points that need improvement.”(Less experienced BSC 
administrator, Division “Mobile”, July 2001) 

Having realized the problem of negligence in using the BSC, management 
discussed whether to start the BSC process anew. There seemed to be no such thing 
as a key turning point for this idea, but people had realized over time that the 
system did not work as intended and did not support business activities. Despite 
this insight, the two BSC administrators gave me to consider, management would 
have to be convinced of the benefits of the BSC before the decision to re-start the 
Scorecard process could be made. This was not yet the case.  

Asking about the connection between target agreements and the BSC, interviewee’s 
responses portrayed a diffuse picture. In the first interview conducted, the BSC 
administrators stated that target agreements were connected to the BSC, but only 
for staff on the management level. Contradicting this statement, the Scorecard 
administrator who had witnessed the BSC process from its inception claimed that 
target agreements were actually connected to the BSC for people at all levels, since 
the BSC goals cascaded down to an appropriate level. Thus, in fact, not only 
management had target agreements related to the BSC but even team assistants 
(secretaries). 

The next section reports the BSC introduction process from the viewpoint of 
Division “Cordless”. As the following description indicates, this division was 
particularly receptive to me as a researcher; I had good access to all kinds of 
documents related to the BSC. As a result, I was able to obtain quite a 
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comprehensive picture about the BSC process in the division and even the contents 
of different BSC versions.  

Division “Cordless”  

The beginning of the BSC process 

Following the statements of the BSC administrator and official BSC 
documentation, the BSC development process had already begun before the official 
BSC workshops, as described above by the Division “Mobile” BSC administrators. 
Hence, the organization’s first confrontation with the BSC topic occurred in March 
1997, when the unit was encouraged by the Internal Consulting department to 
develop a Scorecard in connection with that year’s strategic planning process. This 
proposition resulted in first working efforts with the BSC, the signs of which 
became visible three months later when a document was presented containing three 
tables, each entitled “Division ‘Cordless’– Scorecard for product segment x”. These 
tables depicted a couple of goals for improvement including measuring units, 
present and target value, data of goal achievement and measurement frequency, all 
for the separate product segments. In a subsequent meeting with participants of the 
Business Development department that was in charge of BSC development, the 
existing draft was completed with measurements. This department also planned to 
define the calculation of measurements, their deduction, the degree of detail, 
benchmarks to be used and the purpose of their reporting. After refining the 
definitions, the department presented a revised version of the first Scorecard in 
August 1997. This new version contained additional information that was decided 
upon in the meantime. It was also an improvement to the preceding version in that 
it contained a time dimension of measurement intervals. Despite these efforts, the 
BSC was not part of the strategic planning process yet, and, according to statements 
of today’s divisional BSC administrator (who participated in the entire BSC process 
from its very start), this “BSC” was not really accepted; it was rather developed in 
reaction to corporate management’s request. This claim is substantiated by the 
answers to a questionnaire that company management had sent to business 
development staff. In this questionnaire Division “Cordless” reported to employ 
the BSC; but not because it was regarded beneficial but because it was asked to do 
so by corporate management. Correspondingly, the benefit of using BSC was 
judged low, since: 

“…we already have good and sufficient reporting systems about the business development.” (Comment 
by Division “Cordless” made in the questionnaire on the question about how the unit judges the benefit 
of the BSC)  
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In summary, and in line with the BSC administrator’s belief today, the BSC was in 
a stage of preparation in 1997.  

Subsequent development  

In 1998, the existing BSC was updated in connection with the strategy process and 
was, for the first time, part of the strategy planning process itself. Still the Scorecard 
was not updated on a regular basis and, according to the Division “Cordless”’ BSC 
administrator, it was not regarded complete. In January 1999, management took 
up the Scorecard topic again and emphasized the need to introduce and use 
Scorecards during a kick-off meeting for the renewed BSC process. The meeting's 
minutes confirm that the present Scorecards were not yet used as a comprehensive 
information and management system since essential performance drivers had not 
yet been defined and external benchmarks for orientation had not always been 
considered. The action items identified in the meeting were therefore to define the 
essential performance drivers individually for the division’s product areas and to get 
them approved by divisional management. To accomplish these tasks, a core team 
was charged to discuss working progress and to ensure comprehensiveness within 
the unit on a monthly basis. The 1999 BSC was documented in the strategic 
planning documents, yet without up-to-date values. According to the division’s 
BSC administrator, it was not before the year 2000 that the Scorecard was actually 
implemented and updated regularly; a claim that is supported by the strategic 
planning documents of 2000 as well as documentation of division–internal 
communication.  

Dissatisfaction and redesign 

Despite these efforts, divisional management did not feel comfortable with the 
existing Scorecard. To be more precise, it was particularly one person, the head of 
the Sales department, who voiced criticism against the then-current date Scorecard. 
Following a copy of an internal letter this manager wrote to the Division “Cordless” 
BSC administrator, a major point criticized was the Scorecard insufficiently 
considering performance drivers that would assure future business. In order to 
overcome the drawbacks of the existing BSC the person suggested starting the 
Scorecard development process all over again and to develop a new Scorecard. 
Looking back, the BSC administrator regards this letter today as the turning point 
in the redesign process of Scorecards at Division “Cordless”: 

“The breakthrough for a proactive attitude towards the BSC actually came last autumn, when Mr. E. 
thought that we didn’t do it right … Mr. E. was a stroke of luck for Division “Cordless” and its BSC 
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development and, interestingly, he was a member of management …” (BSC administrator, Division 
“Cordless”, August 2001) 

According to him, this manager’s letter had triggered a completely new series of 
BSC workshops and discussions in which both divisional management and the BSC 
administrator participated, which finally led to the Scorecard used today. According 
to statements of the BSC administrator, this Scorecard is the first one to be used in 
every day work and to be recognized by divisional management. However, as will 
become clear below, management’s complete acceptance of this new Scorecard 
remains questionable.   

A redesigned BSC — 2001 

Division “Cordless”’ BSC that existed during the Summer 2001 study consisted of 
four performance measurement perspectives, those that Kaplan and Norton suggest 
in the generic Scorecard framework. As the BSC administrator noted, the BSC was 
however not the result of decision processes within the division. Instead, corporate 
management directed that the four classical perspectives were to be used in all the 
company’s Scorecards. On an operational level, Division “Cordless” managed the 
Scorecard at the time with the help of Excel sheets, showing tables with 
information about: 

 Strategic goals 

 Measurement including units 

 Calculation formula of the measures 

 Person responsible for measurement 

 Value of past year and target value as well as present value 

 Value of Best in class 

 Criteria for traffic light symbols and 

 Comments. 

Compared to earlier BSC versions, the information provided has developed and 
transformed over time resulting in the data Kaplan and Norton request in their 
writings. Interestingly, the financial perspective contained nearly comprehensive 
information. The widest gaps in metrics’ definitions were found in the customer 
perspective. Best-in-class-values were missing in all the BSC perspectives. The 
number of key performance indicators measured in “Cordless’” Scorecard was 33 or 
73, respectively. These two different figures can be explained by the fact that a large 
number of indicators could be subdivided, e.g. to display “Cordless’” performance 
in different sales regions. The measure “competitive position”, for instance, could 
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be viewed from a global perspective, an American perspective, a national perspective 
and more. Considering all these different levels, the number of key performance 
indicators totaled 73. The ratio of financial to non-financial measures in the 
Scorecard was 1 to 4. 

The BSC documentation indicates that many versions of Scorecards were available 
beginning in 1997 with subsequent versions always intended as improvements. 
Following the statements of the divisional BSC administrator, the division had not 
used the Scorecard in everyday business before 2001 when the Scorecard process 
was started all over again and a completely new Scorecard designed. Indeed, 
monthly monitoring of the Scorecard figures with color indications showing the 
degree of goal achievement, were first available in September 2000, ensuring figures 
were at least reported. Nonetheless, the actual use of the BSC suffered from deficits 
still recognized in 2001. In the Scorecard administrator’s opinion, the concept had 
not yet been internalized in the business division; people would not use it as a 
natural part of everyday business. Similarly, divisional management’s acceptance of 
the Scorecard could be higher. The Scorecard administrator reported that 
management had never requested BSC information, indicating to him that the 
Scorecard was not yet regularly used by management and that the actual benefits of 
the system were not yet realized. Providing an interesting explanation for this 
reaction, he touched upon the question of how the BSC was communicated in the 
division:  

“The Scorecard runs the danger of being misunderstood as a system that denies management its 
competence… This is because the BSC claims to be an all-encompassing system…. That is why you 
have to communicate the Scorecard as a supporting tool…” (BSC administrator, Division “Cordless”, 
August 2001) 

To reinforce his notion that the BSC was still used only hesitantly by divisional 
management, I now make a brief diversion to describe a situation I observed during 
an interview with him in Summer 2001. The interview was scheduled 09:00 a.m. 
in a conference room close to the BSC administrator’s office. Since he was located 
at a different part of town than Department X, where I co-located often, I left early 
to make sure to be there in time and finally ended up at his office 10 minutes early. 

When I entered the interviewee’s office, I saw a woman talking to my interview 
partner. I overheard her asking him whether he could speak about the BSC at a 
certain occasion, which she also mentioned but which I was acoustically not able to 
understand. His response to her request was that he was not the one who was 
supposed to speak about the BSC on this occasion; instead it was the task of the 
people responsible for the BSC, i.e. members of divisional management who were 
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each assigned responsibility for certain BSC key performance indicators. When the 
woman had left and our interview had started, I asked my interviewee about the 
preceding situation. As he explained, the woman was the divisional CEO’s 
secretary, who was organizing an upcoming management meeting. Apparently, 
somebody was to address the BSC topic in this meeting, but this time, my 
interviewee seemed to be the wrong person to ask. Elaborating the wider context of 
this situation, the BSC administrator reported that the Scorecard was regularly 
discussed, once a month in management meetings. On this occasion, the focus 
would be on what had changed in the current BSC and why changes had been 

made. However, a discussion of “red traffic lights”
25

 would not occur since “they are 
currently red all the time” (BSC administrator Division “Cordless”, August 2001). 
In such cases, measures would either have already been initiated or the red lights 
were related to overly ambitious target values (based on last year’s business). The 
latter were not expected to possibly turn to a “green light” state. This type of 
discussion had already occurred twice. The first time a general overview about the 
BSC had been given; the second time, the responsible people had just reported 
about their areas of responsibility. Noteworthy, as my interviewee emphasized, 
concrete measures, decisions or areas of improvement would not yet have been 
analyzed.  

These assumptions were confirmed in two interviews with divisional management. 
Both managers, one of them the CEO, the other the head of the R&D unit, agreed 
that the BSC concept had not yet been fully internalized in the division. The R&D 
head said although he looked at the BSC once a week, it was not his primary source 
of information. Instead, he relied on an already existing reporting system, System 
T, which reported essential business data on a daily basis. Similarly, the CEO 
ensured that the BSC did not serve as a tool providing management with the latest 
strategic information. Although the Scorecard was discussed in the monthly 
management board meetings, he already had information contained in the 
Scorecard before it was officially released. Thus, the discussions in the management 
board meeting did not tell him anything new but rather enabled him to ensure 
actions were taken in reaction to change reported in the Scorecard. Besides such 
situations he could not remember that he had ever been confronted with the BSC 
issue on a business group or business division level but did claim that the method of 
using red and green traffic lights was well established in the division. All in all, the 
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 BSC indicators where the target values were not reached 
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CEO gave the impression of being rather skeptical about the BSC tool. In 
particular, he appeared doubtful that the BSC was helpful in operationalizing 
strategy: 

“The question is if it [the BSC] is needed and if it works. In management, you have to follow your 
instinct and get information. In the best case, the BSC can be a support tool [in this process]. The BSC 
will never make a bad company a good one.” (CEO, Division “Cordless”, August 2001) 

Despite his skepticism, when asked directly, the CEO maintained that the 
Scorecard concept was “internalized” at least in the first three hierarchical levels of 
the division and due to its discussion in the management board meetings, it was 
also to be used on a regular basis. However, the focus of use would be on short and 
middle-term operational management, not on the strategic level.  

Interestingly, Division “Cordless” operational level employees reportedly regard the 
BSC as a tool devised for management since they learned that the concept was 
discussed in management board meetings. An employee working in product 
management who delivers specific values for one indicator of the divisional BSC, 
also perceived deficits in utilization of the Scorecard. This individual, who himself 
had an academic background and working experience in both academia and 
industry, felt that the biggest deficit in BSC usage was negligence and a lack of 
consequence in deducing activities from the Scorecard measures. This type of 
behavior often surfaced when the values did not reach the target level. The 

questionnaire “Quality Check BSC”
26

 verified his impression in that the actual 
translation of measures was mentioned as one of the items where practice is furthest 
away from divisional plans.  

                                           
26

 The survey “Quality Check Benchmarking and BSC” was initiated in Summer 2001 by the 
company’s board on grounds of a deterioration of the overall company’s (and division’s) 
performance during the preceding months. It was conducted by the company’s internal 
consulting department and executed supported by Department X. The background assumption 
of this survey was that Benchmarking and Balanced Scorecards have high potential to influence 
the company’s results, so corporate top management attributed the lack of success to a 
false/insufficient use of Benchmarking and Scorecards. Therefore, a survey was set up to assess the 
current status of these tools in all the company’s business divisions, to define goals for 
improvement and to deduct appropriate measures to attain these goals. The completion of this 
survey was obligatory for all business divisions in Business Group “Communication”. Notably, 
the questionnaire was defined as a tool for initiating a “self-assessment” process, which was 
reflected, for example, in that the business divisions had no given targets against which to 
measure their own BSC performance. Rather, divisions were to decide themselves what level of 
BSC performance they deemed desirable for their division and against which they would measure 
their own, current performance.   
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As far as usage of the BSC by staff on the operational level is concerned, the 
product manager reported that the majority of actors on the operational level would 
not use the BSC; in fact, they could not, since most of them would not know what 
the BSC looks like. He further reported that he did not know what the complete 
divisional Scorecard looked like; he only knew the measure which he was 
responsible for and thought that this was the same for the other people in the 
operational level since the BSC was never communicated broadly to divisional staff 
in general. Management board meetings related to the Scorecard development were 
only accessible to a very limited number of people. Confirming this statement, the 
divisional CEO told me that the BSC was indeed communicated only in the first 
two management levels of the division. Nonetheless, the CEO believed in the BSC 
infiltrating the entire organization due to managers “living” it; apparently a point of 
diverging opinions when recalling the impression of my interview partner just 
referred to. 

As assessed by Summer 2001, there was no direct link between the BSC and target 
agreements in Division “Cordless”. An indirect connection was however described; 
with (non-monetary) incentives connected to the divisional business objectives that, 
in turn, were partly included in the BSC as well. A link between monetary 
incentives and Scorecard goals was however not reported.  

Division “Networks”  

Before describing the BSC introduction at Division “Networks”, I would like to 
come back to the difficulty of getting access to this business division, as it seems to 
reflect parts of the divisional sub-culture. In both field studies, it proved hard to get 
interview appointments even with the help of Department X’s BSC expert, or when 
phoning the potential interview partners—strategies that had facilitated making 
appointments in the other divisions. As I additionally learned during the interviews 
in “Networks”, some (potential) interviewees seemed to have doubts about my 
status as an external researcher; an illustration of what has been described in 
Chapter 4 as “social distances” between researcher and interviewee. Similarly, the 
fact that my thesis would be published seemed to cause some discomfort with some 
people. In one case, the interview even had to be stopped after 10 minutes since the 
interviewee felt controlled and examined already after the first question of the 
question guideline. Although this happened in one single case only, the image of 
the divisional sub-culture created after the first contacts with the division was that 
of a rather closed and guarded one.  
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As I learned during my stays in the field, this was not only my personal impression. 
It was also experienced and described by members of Department X after an event 
called “BSC Practice-Sharing Day 2001”. Practice sharing events were a familiar 
institution in Business Group “Communication” intended as meetings between 
actors of different divisions/business units where employees get the opportunity to 
exchange their experiences with certain tools or concepts commonly used in the 
organization. In 1999 “Communication” held a first “Practice-Sharing Day” related 
to the BSC, followed by a second one held in August 2001. The latter was directed 
to all business divisions (or units in the case of Division “Networks”) that had 
adopted the BSC. Moderated by Department X, the aim of the event was the:  

“Representation of the status of BSC implementation along the strategic planning structure in the 
Business Divisions “Mobile”, “Cordless”, “Networks”, “Solutions” and “Wireless.” (Citation from 
invitation letter) 

The invitation letter to this event particularly emphasized the aspect of exchange of 
practical experiences and lessons learned from an organizational learning 
perspective. Suggestions for the presentations by the divisions included: use of the 
BSC (strategic versus operational), changes in daily business routines, changes of 
the BSC over time, keeping the BSC up-to-date as well as positive and negative 
experiences with the tool. 

Division “Networks” reacted reluctantly to the invitation to this cross-divisional 
event. The BSC expert in Department X had to make lengthy argument to find a 
“Networks” representative for the meeting. In comparison, the other divisions 
seemed very willing to confirm their participation. “Networks” initial reluctance 
was followed by cautious conduct also during the “Practice-Sharing Day” itself. It 
seemed as if representatives of the division hesitated to openly share with the other 
divisions how far they had come with the BSC and felt easily attacked and 
“supervised” when Department X posed questions on the state of Scorecard 
development.  

Without going too deep into this issue at this point, it seems relevant to state what 
a former employee of the division told me about “Networks” culture: the general 
attitude within the division was that problems should be solved internally. As far as 
possible, eventually existing ties to other business divisions or even outsiders to the 
company should not be resourced. This self-reliant attitude would explain why it 
was difficult to get access into the division and why my insight into the division’s 
BSC introduction process was rather limited.  
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The beginning of the BSC process 

According to the information gained in the interviews conducted in Division 
“Networks”, the division had not introduced the BSC on a divisional but only on a 
business unit level. As stated by a quality manager of the division, a divisional 
Scorecard:   

“…does not make sense. The BSC effectively is the Sales- and order inflow curve. They represent the 
entire division. So, this is the integration of the sub-topic financials and targeted performance, which, 
in principle, is a quadrant [of the BSC] of its own. Everything else comes out of the business units and 
Sales.” (Quality manager, Division “Networks”, July 2001) 

Based on this reasoning, the BSC was put into practice in the four divisional 

business units
27

: Business Unit Networks 1 through 4.  

Before examining the business units specifically, I briefly describe “Networks’” 
BSC–situation on a more general level and will then detail two of the four business 

units, “Networks 1” and “Networks 3”.
28

  

According to a division–level quality manager, who managed the quality managers 
in the four business units, the entire Scorecard topic had started to affect 
“Networks” in 1997. Back then already existing performance metrics were 
combined to form an R&D Scorecard. Its purpose had been to portray and to 
monitor R&D performance. After some time of usage, managers felt that it was 
insufficient to focus on the development phase only and so the R&D Scorecard was 
extended over time to a 4–perspective Scorecard following Kaplan and Norton’s 
scheme. Confirming statements made by interviewees from the other divisions, the 
use of this particular format was not incidental but rather complied with business 
group management directive. As the quality manager further explained, the existing 
R&D Scorecard was not extended before the BSC became official company-wide 
policy. One might therefore infer that extending the first Scorecard was not 
completely independent of this policy.  

Not surprisingly, different people perceived the adoption of the BSC concept 
differently. As per a manager of the division’s Business Excellence department, the 
division had adopted the BSC concept only after Autumn 2000 as a direct 
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 The following description relates to Division “Network’s” organization before its re-
organization in FY 2000/2001. 
28

 The access to Business Unit “Networks 2” was strongly restricted and I had no access at all to 
Unit “Networks 4”. As a consequence, l limit my description to the “Networks 1” and “Networks 
3” unit as representatives of BSC implementations in Division “Networks”.   
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consequence of the company-wide policy to use the concept. Thus, in essence, the 
Scorecard concept (in the sense of a set of balanced metrics, covering not only one 
single function) was apparently not adopted before fiscal year 1999/2000; an 
assumption that interviewees in the business units confirmed later in my study.   

As became clear during the Summer 2002 study, lack of acceptance was 
experienced as a problem not only during the development phase but also over the 
entire BSC usage within the division. In the words of the divisional quality 
manager mentioned above, problems had originated from: 

“First of all, simply the understanding of the topic…  because the kick off had been triggered from 
outside [and] this has always created problems.” (Quality manager, Division “Networks”, July 2001) 

However, from the viewpoint of the interviewee, these problems disappeared over 
time. As he went on:  

“…but the acceptance came when the business units became entrepreneurs. Then it was pretty clear 
and there were no discussions anymore.” (Quality manager, Division “Networks”, July 2001) 

Other problems arose when the existing metrics had to be limited to the 
strategically important ones that were supposed to enter the Scorecards. Besides, it 
remained difficult to get exact measurements for some BSC metrics. As the 
divisional quality manager put it, in 2001 there were still metrics in the Scorecards 
that were estimated or determined following people’s personal judgment. 

Reading the interview transcript from which the above statements are taken, it is 
striking that the idea of metrics and a landscape of metrics is explicitly emphasized 
several times. For example, when asking how the interviewee would define a BSC, 
he replied: 

“Well, first of all, a manager needs a cockpit chart that he uses to navigate his business and this 
can…no, it must be clear and simple and easy to survey and comprehensible. This cockpit chart has to 
effectively contain numbers, i.e. percentages or money or measuring time of any kind. Obviously, when 
integrating this cockpit chart into a BSC, this leads to the existence of a metrics fundament. Without 
this fundament of metrics, the BSC is worth nothing!” (Quality manager, Division “Networks”, July 
2001) 

Hence, focusing almost exclusively on the metrics and the expression “cockpit 
chart”, he did not discuss strategy at all during the interview. This apparent bias 
might be due to his position as a quality manager, being more concerned about 
operational quality than strategic issues. On the other hand, it might indicate that 
the strategic aspect of the BSC was not particularly emphasized in the division. 
Finally, although he recognized some room for improvement, his overall impression 
of the BSC process in his division seemed to be positive:  
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“We started four years ago with the R&D Scorecard, starting from the development [unit] and it has 
now evolved to a BSC, which is run business wide on management level and which is presented in 
every management review. Thus, as far as I know it, this is really a great thing!” (Quality manager, 
Division “Networks”, July 2001) 

One has to remember though that his contact with the business unit’s Scorecards 
was not a direct one but mediated by his quality managers in the divisions. Their 
voice will be heard in the following sections, describing the BSC process in the 
business units.  

Division “Networks”, Business Unit “Networks 1” 

As explained by Unit “Networks 1’s” BSC administrator, the first activities with the 
BSC on a business unit level were motivated mid 2000 by the corporate top 
management directive to implement Scorecards. The first online business review 
was conducted in January 2001, indicating that the introduction took 
approximately 6 months, as the BSC administrator claimed. Interestingly, no 
workshops were organized for BSC development as was done in the Divisions 
“Mobile” and “Cordless” described above. Instead, as the quality manager of 
Business Unit “Networks 1” informed me, the BSC was developed during what the 
unit calls “strategy days”. These events take place every 3 months and, as the name 
implies, cover the discussion of strategic topics. According to his explanations, these 
strategy days served not only the development of the BSC, but also its 
modifications, which were seemingly numerous. Recalling the initial BSC draft, my 
interviewee pointed out that: 

“…the important thing about the BSC is that you can work with it.”(Quality manager, Business Unit 
“Networks 1”, July 2001) 

Thus, as he continued, it is not about: 

“…nice values that you represent to the outside because headquarters requests them; that would be a 
waste of the large amounts of time that you invest in it.”(Quality manager, Business Unit “Networks 
1”, July 2001) 

In this sense, the initial BSC draft delivered nice values, displayed in an attractive 
manner, but it did not contain the information the unit needed. They had 
obviously used the wrong metrics, as the unit’s quality manager judged in 
retrospect. Following this insight, a comprehensive check of all existing BSC 
metrics was undertaken, which led to significant changes in content or data display. 

This memory fits also what the unit’s BSC administrator told me. As a U.S. 
American, the BSC administrator joined the company in 1999 and took over his 
current position as Scorecard administrator in April 2001. He recounted how he 
had worked with the BSC with his former employer in the U.S. and had 
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participated in BSC seminars held by Kaplan and Norton. In his opinion, the BSC 
of Business Unit “Networks 1” had been a pure reporting tool when he had taken 
over. Metrics, already existing in the organization, had just been plugged into the 
BSC framework that business group management had recommended. As he 
recalled, his first activities related to the BSC were to phrase definitions for the 
single metrics and to define measurements for some of the non-financials in 
particular. During our 2001 interview, my interviewee realized a deficit in the 
existing Scorecard, leading and lagging indicators had not yet been considered. 
Similarly, the link between the BSC and the strategic planning process had not yet 
been established. However, he considered all but two or three metrics to be reliable 
and meaningful. 

According to the interviewee, mistakes in the communication process about the 
BSC had been a major stumbling block when first introducing the BSC. Instead of 
communicating the BSC concept via e-mail messages or power point presentations, 
he thought it would have been better if more emphasis had been put on personal 
conversations with the people affected by the BSC project. This way, lack of 
knowledge and understanding of the concept could have been avoided in the sense 
that more people would have understood that the most important benefit was the 
process of developing the BSC and not the picture showing four metrics-filled 
perspectives. An additional problem was the software used for BSC handling, which 
was too slow and caused difficulties from the start. Judging from the time it took to 
physically show the existing BSC on a computer screen, the software problem still 
seemed to persist when this interview was conducted. Exacerbating the situation, a 
big share of the data still had to be calculated by hand and entered manually. 
According to the BSC administrator, the extensive effort and time required made 
the process of keeping BSC data up-to-date a tedious one.  

As in other business divisions, the “Networks 1” BSC was only accessible to 
management, and Scorecard data was not communicated to non-management staff. 
Nevertheless, during an employee meeting management had informed divisional 
staff that the business unit used the BSC. Similarly, the quality manager told me 
that extracts of the BSC were presented regularly in those meetings. Besides, staff 
that deliver data for a particular metric got access to this specific metric. Finally, the 
BSC administrator assumed that the circle of BSC users with access to BSC 
information would in the future be further restricted due to ever-more restrictive 
communication policies in the company.  
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Asking about management commitment, both the quality manager and the BSC 
administrator were positive. The quality manager assured me that the BSC was 
discussed in the monthly business review meetings but: 

“…of course, only the elements that are relevant, which means the ones that are marked red. 
Unfortunately, these are quite a lot at the moment.” (Quality manager, Business Unit “Networks 1”, 
July 2001) 

Besides, values of present relevance (e.g. customer satisfaction, which is measured 
on an annual basis), would be discussed when the new values were released. 
Confirming this statement, the BSC administrator reported that the BSC was part 
of the monthly business review. He doubted however that managers other than the 
head of the business unit reviewed the BSC in-between these meetings. 
Emphasizing the unit’s head particular commitment, the interviewee said the he 
was strongly supporting the BSC project as he was interested in building up a 
strong business information system. A direct connection between BSC targets and 
monetary incentives, however, had not yet been established. Incentives were instead 
connected with targets that existed in the business unit and partly also displayed in 
the BSC. 

According to the above statement, the head of the business unit was more interested 
in a business information system than a strategic management system. Asking about 
the current use of the BSC in the business unit in terms of operational versus 
strategic management, the quality manager of the unit considered: 

“Actually it is used in both directions. On one side, for checking purposes whether we walk in the right 
direction in our strategic topics, but also for the operational management. For example, in case of short 
term deviations, to look where they are and which alternatives we have.” (Quality manager, Business 
Unit “Networks 1”, July 2001) 

Talking about strategy modifications driven by the BSC, the same person said that: 

“The market conditions clearly dictate the strategy. With the BSC, you can hardly see the market 
changes clearly. I mean, you can get an indication but this is not enough. Well, I would say the BSC 
…I regard the whole thing more as a mosaic picture with the BSC being one piece of it. The BSC is 
thus not the only tool to influence the strategy or to navigate the operational business. It is a part of it.” 
(Quality manager, Business Unit “Networks 1”, July 2001) 

Division “Networks”, Business Unit “Networks 3” 

While it seemed that Business Unit “Networks 1” finally came to grips with their 
BSC after several changes, modifications and a constant working effort, Business 
Unit “Networks 3” was still struggling with it in Summer 2001. When assessing 
their state of implementation, skepticism about the BSC and its practical 
applicability came to the surface. Business unit “Networks 3” started its first efforts 
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with the BSC in the middle/end of 1999
29

. Similar to its sister unit, “Networks 1”, 
the first activities were initiated in response to the directive of corporate top 
management. Hence, the initial motivation to introduce the BSC was the same as 

in “Networks 1”. Since the first “real” use of the BSC
30

 was dated March/April 
2001, the 1.5 years in between the unit struggled with the BSC issue in several 
ways. As the BSC administrator of the unit reported, although management 
showed its commitment right from the start: 

“…it was obviously difficult to do something concrete,” (BSC administrator, Business Unit “Networks 
3”, July 2001) 

with the BSC indicators; functional managers had difficulties using the information 
provided by the metrics in their everyday business. Apparently, abstractness of the 
strategic goals and difficulties in defining goals and activities on the operational 
level that would really measure the desired information had been major issues. In 
the words of the BSC administrator, the cause of their problems was to some 
extent: 

“…the partly rather abstract way of determining goals and how they are broken down. With this 
approach one possibly loses what one concretely needs afterwards to navigate a business.” (BSC 
administrator, Business Unit “Networks 3”, July 2001) 

As a consequence, the BSC was not initially accepted and the usage of the first BSC 
version proved unsatisfactory. 

Having realized the problem, the current BSC administrator revised the existing 
BSC when he assumed his job. One of the main activities he did first was to 
conduct interviews with the people who were supposed to use the BSC, asking 
them what information they needed to manage their business. After that, the results 
of these interviews were discussed internally and submitted for approval by business 
unit management. Finally, the new BSC version was finished in March/April 2001, 
approximately four months before the information presented here was learned. The 
new version of the Scorecard contained mostly metrics already used before, but 
some metrics had to be added and defined anew. 

A task that still remained during my 2001 study was the integration of the new 
BSC into existing reporting systems. According to the interviewee, Business Unit 

                                           
29

 The exact time frame could not be defined by the person interviewed since he had only taken 
over the BSC issue in August 2000. 
30 Use in the sense of actually reporting most of the indicators intended to be measured in the 
Scorecard. 
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“Networks 3” also had so-called metric-based cockpit charts as well as other 
reporting systems that had to be consolidated with the BSC in order to avoid 
redundancies and double work. Likewise, finding targets for single metrics was still 
in process, especially in the so-called staff perspective, which was not yet measured 
at all. BSC values had not yet been connected to incentives and, according to the 
BSC administrator, a connection was not yet planned.  

From his experience with the BSC in his own unit, the BSC administrator was 
rather critical about the BSC. One particular BSC weakness he mentioned was the 
difficulty of defining metrics based on strategy. For some strategic goals the 
definition of appropriate metrics was almost impossible, and the gap between the 
strategic and operational levels remained difficult to bridge. As a prime example for 
this type of problem, the interviewee mentioned the measurement of “soft” metrics. 
Similarly, finding the right target measures proved to be time consuming and 
exhausting, especially when no external benchmark values existed. Given this 
troublesome implementation process, the general attitude towards the BSC and its 
abilities was judged as rather limited. The BSC administrator also questioned the 
Scorecard’s ability to increase employees’ strategy awareness:  

“The colleague who has to fill it [the BSC] in does not get enlightenment about the strategy.” (BSC 
administrator, Business Unit “Networks 3”, July 2001) 

He similarly doubted the BSC’s uniqueness as a learning facilitator, saying: 

“Everyone who visits a customer learned something. Everyone who attended a meeting learned 
something, so in this sense, the organization permanently learns and in this sense the BSC is one tool 
amongst many.”(BSC administrator, Business Unit “Networks 3”, July 2001) 

As I left the interviewee’s office my general impression was that he was doubtful 
about the BSC’s value for the well-being of the unit. When asked whether he was 
convinced of the tool, he did not answer my question directly but stated that 
management was free to demand whatever they wanted.  

Division “Solutions”   

The beginning of the BSC process 

Investigating the BSC process in Divisions “Solutions” and “Wireless” was different 
compared to the other divisions in the sense that both divisions had recently started 
with their BSC projects and were not yet finished. It also appears noteworthy that 
both divisions became independent organizational units when BSC reporting was 
already obligatory; officially, there was no choice whether to adopt the BSC.  
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Given these conditions, in Summer 2001, Division “Solutions” was still just 
learning how to use the BSC and its experience was very limited. As the BSC 
administrator of the division told me, it was only in October 2000 that Division 
“Solutions” received its current divisional status; shortly thereafter the BSC project 

was started. But what was the motivation to develop a BSC? Speaking to the CEO
31

 
of the division in Summer 2002, he recalled that:  

“The central motive is transparency. I described that before, the situation of a manager is similar to the 
one of a pilot in a plane. It is easily comprehensible that especially young businesses like Division 
“Solutions” that want to manage their business in the take-off phase need adequate measurement 
instruments and the central parameters in any decision [they take] and I think that the BSC is a 
central instrument in this context.” (CEO, Division “Solutions”, September 2002) 

On the other hand, the fact that the company’s top management had requested the 
BSC did not seem to have been completely irrelevant, as the CEO continued:  

“Yes, we don’t do things because top management requests them but because we have sensible reasons 
for doing them. Well, obviously one component is that top management says ‘I want that, too’, but top 
management doesn’t officially say you do it this or that way… [it is important] to openly communicate 
and to clarify in advance in a participatory manner: does a BSC make sense?” (CEO, Division 
“Solutions”, September 2002) 

When the decision to introduce the BSC had been made, the division chose what 
the BSC administrator called a “pragmatic” development path. Thus, instead of 
organizing workshops, the BSC was developed mainly during internal discussions 
between two employees of the Business Process-Controlling department, i.e. the 
BSC administrator and his boss. As the BSC administrator recalled, they 
continually spoke about important strategic goals, drivers and metrics that could 
help to manage the division. To keep things simple, the CEO of the division 
requested to use data already existing in the division as much as possible. From his 
viewpoint, this was necessary not only to create acceptance for the new tool, but 
also in order to facilitate the development of another new tool in a division already 
more than busy building up their processes and infrastructure. In November 2000, 
the result of these BSC discussions was presented to the CEO of the business 
division and his managers who approved the proposal. Thereafter, the Scorecard 
data was collected using Microsoft Excel and Power Point. 

By Summer 2001, the main milestone in the BSC development effort that still had 
to be achieved was the introduction of a suitable IT-tool that would allow a speedy 
and easy handling and presentation of the Scorecard. To this end, the division was 
permanently in contact with staff from the central IT department, where the 

                                           
31 

The CEO also covered the position of the CFO when I conducted my studies in the field. 
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development of an “Executive Information System” (EIS) was ongoing. Since EIS 
was also supposed to be suitable for presentation of BSC data, Division “Solutions” 
became interested in the tool and wanted to adopt it in their division. As planned, 
the Scorecard was to be accessible via a special login code, which would be 
distributed to all divisional managers. Just like in other divisions, except those 
people who delivered input data for the Scorecard, operational staff was not 
supposed to receive access.  

According to the BSC administrator there were only few problems during BSC 
development. No problems had occurred in the development phase itself, except 
the definition of driver measurements. However, actual use of the BSC as practiced 
until Summer 2001, the existing IT–infrastructure within the business group was 
described as having caused severe problems. Existing IT-systems in part did not fit 
or could not be connected so that data had to be manually transferred from one 
system to the other. From the CEO’s viewpoint, just as in the other divisions, the 
problem of acceptance had been an issue as well, even if only initially:   

“In principle, everything went pretty well. One problem that caused discussions was: which database 
are we going to base it upon, who maintains which databases, and, in the field of acceptance: how do I 
motivate people to enter the data? And it is, as we discussed before, a very decisive issue, of course, that 
you convey why it makes sense.” (CEO, Division “Solutions”, September 2002) 

Parallel to the BSC project, a second metrics project was conducted. The objective 
of this second project was to find essential metrics that would provide the head of 
the department with an overview of the business, which in turn could be broken 
down to a much more detailed operational level than with the Scorecard metrics 
(e.g. trend analysis for a special project, which is not included in the BSC). 
Together with the BSC, this project was supposed to deliver a “management 
cockpit”, on which the CEO of the division could rely for the management of the 
division. Similar to Division “Networks”, the notion of a cockpit and the manager 
as a pilot seemed to be strongly associated with the BSC in Division “Solutions”, 

just as in “Networks”
32

. These ideas had probably been emphasized when the 
Scorecard was communicated to the division, as promoted by the CEO of the 
division (as became clear during an interview with him). 

                                           
32

 The similarity might be influenced by “Solutions” having been part of “Networks” in a 
previous organizational structure.  
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Division “Wireless”  

The beginning of the BSC process 

Division “Wireless”’ situation at the beginning of the Scorecard process was similar 
to the circumstances Division “Solutions” faced at the start. When Division 
“Wireless” became independent and gained the status of a business division in 
February 2001, the BSC had already been required for the strategic planning 
process, and all the other business divisions had already implemented or were about 
to implement the tool. This pressure seemed to have had a strong impact on the 
division’s decision to implement the BSC as well. Reflecting on the motives to 
adopt the BSC, the current BSC administrator (who was not yet in the company 
when the BSC process was initiated) said: 

“I think it was the pressure that we have to do BSC. This certainly was the trigger.” (BSC 
administrator, Division “Wireless”, July 2002) 

As the former BSC administrator (who had been involved in the beginnings of the 
divisional BSC) explained, Division “Wireless” initially planned to copy the BSC 

concept of Division “Mobile”
33

 and Division “Cordless” but abandoned the plan 
when it became clear that they had had and still faced difficulties with their BSC 
system. It seems then that Division “Wireless” knew from the start that other 
divisions had struggled with the new tool, which would probably have made them 
hesitant to adopt it themselves if they had had a choice. Nonetheless, Division 
“Wireless” started with the BSC project shortly after it had gained its business 
division status with the aim of keeping it simpler than divisions “Mobile” and 
“Cordless”. Similar to Division “Solutions”, the BSC development was done 
informally in discussions between the Controlling department and business division 
management. Also, the request was to mainly build on already existing data, which 
was also put into practice.  

The BSC communication policy did not differ much from other business divisions: 
management had access and other employees were informed that the BSC concept 
was used within the division, but ordinary employees not involved in the BSC 
process did not have visibility into the tool. 

What distinguished Division “Wireless”’ Scorecard in the version of 2001 from all 
other Scorecards encountered in this study is the fact that the perspectives were 

                                           
33 This idea came up due to the fact that today’s Division “Wireless” had formed part of Division 
“Mobile” in a previous organization structure.  
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named after the functions responsible for the metrics covered in the perspective. 
Since the division does not cover so many functions, people initially thought that 
this would work out well. According to the former BSC administrator, no problems 
had been encountered during the development phase. It quickly however proved 
that the actual usage of the new tool was and continued to be rather unsatisfactory:  

“Once there were mistakes in the BSC data published but nobody realized it.”(Former BSC 
administrator, Division “Wireless”, July 2001) 

This was attributed to the fact that the data was simply available too late. When the 
BSC data was published in the middle of the month, people interested in them had 
already retrieved them from other sources. They did not see the need to access the 
Scorecard. One factor contributing to this time delay was that the BSC 
administrator had to collect, calculate and enter data relevant to the BSC by hand. 
Accordingly, just as in Business Unit “Networks 1” and Division “Solutions”, this 
made maintaining the BSC a time consuming and costly effort. However, 
improvements in the IT–support of the Scorecard were expected to solve the 
problem. 

Although actual BSC usage was still very limed in Summer 2001, people in the 
division reported some first experiences with the tool. As already touched upon 
above, the first experience was that the BSC was not used very often; a problem that 
persisted from the start. Second, as the former BSC administrator told me, some 
metrics proved to be ineffective in that they did not provide needed information or 
were simply not measurable. Since these problems continued over time and had 
nothing to do with the “getting used to the tool phase”, Division “Wireless” 
planned to redesign the Scorecard. A new BSC was supposed to overcome the 
dominance of lagging indicators by introducing forecast measures. 

Looking at the BSC that existed in Summer 2001, there was indeed a dominance of 
lagging indicators. The majority of the metrics was “hard” in the sense that they 
were measured in monetary terms, percentages, units or calculated according to 
specific formulas. A “soft” indicator that was included was employee satisfaction 
that was measured with the help of the employee survey conducted on a business 
group level. This lack of balance between financials and non-financials was 
explicitly recognized by both the former and the present BSC administrators and 
was named as one of the reasons why a redesign of the BSC was planned.  

Another problem the division experienced with the BSC and which was not 
associated with the existing BSC version was related to the division serving a new 
market to the company. As the former BSC administrator pointed out at the 
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“Practice-Sharing Day BSC 2001”, the division was supposed to serve a young, 
dynamic market in which it was not yet really clear who the competitors were and 
which strategy would be most suitable. Since the BSC is based on strategy, this lack 
of knowledge apparently had a negative impact on the division’s BSC. Despite that, 
divisional management strongly supported the development and use of the BSC, so 
that the division had decided to continue working with it. The redesigned version 
of the Scorecard was even supposed to be connected to target agreements, which 
indicates that divisional management indeed assigned importance to the further 
using of the tool.  

Given the number of problems experienced with the first BSC version, the former 
BSC administrator seemed to be rather doubtful about the tool. Right from the 
beginning he told me that he did not believe that the Scorecard could ever be 
balanced, so, he said, he referred to the tool as a “Scorecard” instead of “Balanced 
Scorecard”. Whether he thought the BSC could strengthen strategic awareness, he 
said:  

“If the strategy is well communicated, you don’t need a BSC. At most, you can use it to measure 
progress.” (Former BSC administrator, Division “Wireless”, July 2001) 

Summary  

Before moving on in the next chapter with the subsequent BSC development in the 
divisions, I would like to briefly summarize the BSC diffusion process as described 
so far. As depicted in Figure 12, Divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless” were the first 
ones to make efforts related to introduce the BSC. They even started their work 
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Figure 12: Diffusion of the BSC in Business Group “Communication”, 1997–2001 
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with the new tool before BSC reporting became obligatory in 1999. While their 
BSC process was very similar at the start, after the separation of the units, the 
development of their respective BSC processes diverged. Both divisions seemed to 
be unsatisfied with their BSC tools. However, only Division “Cordless” conducted 
a redesign process, while Division “Mobile” carried on with their existing BSC 
version.  

From a temporal perspective, the next division to start BSC implementation was 
Division “Networks” with its business units, which adopted the tool more than one 
year after BSC reporting had been required for in the strategic planning process. 
Also in this division, the business units introducing the BSC experienced problems 
with the new tool. In one unit, “Networks 1”, this difficulty even led to a very early 
complete revision of the first BSC. In the second unit studied, “Networks 3”, quite 
a considerable amount of time and work had to be invested after the initial BSC 
development since management did not use the existing system.  

Not surprisingly, the “youngest” divisions of the business group were the last to 
introduce the tool. They started their BSC projects just after their units existed as 
independent business divisions. While Division “Solutions” seemed to be rather 
satisfied with the BSC development from the start, Division “Wireless” experienced 
a great deal of problems with the new tool, culminating in plans for a redesign. 

The diffusion process depicted in Figure 12 at first glance appears to be rather 
linear in the sense that all divisions have at least started implementing the new tool. 
Stopping the story here, as classical diffusion theory concentrating on the initial 
adoption of an innovation would suggest, however, would give a false picture of the 
diffusion process. As was explained in connection with the single BSC projects, 
many divisions would hesitate to describe their BSCs as “implemented” or their 
projects as “successful” in the sense that they use the BSC regularly and see unique 
benefits in it. Thus, in order to get a better picture of the diffusion process of the 
BSC, the next chapter investigates what happened in the business divisions after 
first experiences with the new tool were made.  
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Chapter 7: Development of the BSC over time  

While the previous chapter described the BSC adoption and early implementation 
processes in the individual business divisions of Business Group “Communication”, 
this chapter focuses on the further development of the different Scorecard projects. 
Again, the situation is described from different viewpoints: first, from the 
company’s top management. This time, this top level is combined with the 
perspective of Department X since the latter played a decisive role in a BSC project 
that involved top management. Second, I describe the further events from the 
business division perspective, where I continue my story about how the single BSC 
projects in the divisions further developed.  

Viewpoint of company’s top management and 
Department X 

Background to the High Impact Project Balanced Scorecard  

In the beginning of 2002, the entire BSC topic in Business Group 
“Communication” took a new twist with the “High Impact Project” (HIP) BSC. 
According to the official definition of divisional management, HIPs are projects 
with: 

 Considerable strategic impact for the business group 

 A major cross divisional character 

 A major impact on at least one of the business group’s goals 2002. 

As officially communicated, the aims of HIPs are to: 

 Generate added value for the business group: 1+1> 2 

 Secure a customer oriented process organization, and to 

 Transform the business group into a lean, fast and flexible organization. 

But where did the idea of HIPs suddenly originate? Why were they initiated? 
Trying to understand the background of these projects, the aspect of the company 
being a fast changing one in respect to personnel movement surfaced again. In 
October 2001 the head of Department X moved on to another position in a 
different business segment but still in the same company. With him leaving, a new 
actor came in. His successor was the former Division “Networks” head of Sales, 

 132 



 

who also had working experience in Asian countries and, as he told me later, 
already encountered the BSC when still working for Sales.   

The arrival of the new head of department triggered a critical analysis of the way 
Department X functioned, since the new boss was not satisfied with the existing 
working structure. Under the leadership of the former boss, work within the 
department had been structured with the help of different platforms that described 
three essential processes: the idea-to-market process, offer-to-cash process and 
problem-to-solution process. The problem arising out of this way of working, as the 
new boss described, was that people were working on a multitude of topics that 
lacked focus. Many topics did not meet at the end since they were not coordinated 
optimally. Thus, there were some cross-overs in topics like risk management, 
quality topics or Six Sigma but these overlaps were not planned deliberately. In an 
effort to avoid working in parallel on many different topics without a common 
focus, ideas about how to improve the situation and to organize work better were 
collected inside the department. For this purpose, a small workshop was held with 
the project leaders of the “old” organization, questioning: why not focus on some 
essential topics and organize work around them? With the ideas pronounced in this 
workshop in mind, the head of Department X further discussed the issue with 
group executive management, which approved the idea of focusing and offered 

their “godparenthood”
34

 for single topics. 

In following discussions, nine essential focus topics that were considered 
particularly relevant for the future success of the business group were identified and 
mirrored against the HIP criteria presented above. As a result, five of the proposed 
focus topics fulfilled the criteria of HIPs: 

 Cash+ (assure liquidity, cash balance) 

 BSC for Business Group “Communication” 

 E-Business 

 Supply Chain Management 

 Customer Relationship Management 

In a further step, these focus topics were raised to the status of HIPs, deserving 
particular attention by group executive management. At the same time, these topics 

                                           
34

 The term “godparenthood” was used in the company as an analogy to describe how single 
members of top management took responsibility for the single HIPs. 
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were used to structure work in Department X. In the new working structure of the 
department, these HIPs were accompanied by the long-term programs of 
Benchmarking, Innovation Process, Knowledge Management, Opportunity-/Risk 
Management, Product Safety, Quality Management/EFQM and Six Sigma. It 
should be noted that the HIP project BSC did not relate to the already existing 
Scorecards in the divisions but aimed at the development of a BSC on the business 
group level. Declaring the BSC a HIP, it seems that group executive management 
now explicitly and formally recognized the importance of the tool for corporate 
success; an issue that was done before in more subtle forms, e.g. with the “Quality 
Check BSC” survey in 2001. Now, each member of group executive management 
was appointed the “owner” of one particular HIP project, signaling to the business 
divisions the level of importance assigned to them. In this spirit, group executive 
management wrote a letter to the different CEO’s in the divisions to introduce the 
HIP program to the organization.  

From the viewpoint of Department X, the BSC topic had been chosen as a HIP 
since people thought it not only had the potential to comply with the HIP criteria, 
but also since it was a suitable tool in dynamic environments, such as the one the 
business group is facing. In the words of the new head of Department X:  

“The BSC topic actually evolved because we said: we live in a very dynamic environment, incredibly 
many things change in a very quick pace and we basically don’t have a feeling about what changes, 
how fast it changes and what we are supposed to observe of this change. Thus, [this is] a bit in direction 
of dynamic business control, ‘what is it that I’m looking for? I watched and something has changed, 
what now?’ That’s why the BSC topic was very popular. And we hoped and still hope that we can use 
the business group’s BSC to point out criteria that we report on a regular basis and that we feed from 
the bottom [of the organization] in order to check: are we still on the strategic path that we once 
determined?” (Head of Department, Department X, July 2002) 

Thus, from the viewpoint of Department X, the aspect of using the BSC to 
monitor and to anticipate change seemed an important one. Likewise, the ability of 
the BSC to control the strategic direction of the business group appeared decisive.  

Conducting the High Impact Project 

The decision to conduct the HIP “BSC for Business Group ‘Communication’” was 
made in December 2001. Subsequently, a project leader and a general approach to 
conduct the project were determined. Since there was already an expert in BSC 
development and introduction within Department X, the one who had already 
supported the business divisions with their BSCs, this very person was assigned the 
project leader job. Choosing him promised to facilitate acceptance of the new 
project, as people in the business divisions already knew him.  
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The first step in the project was a kind of benchmarking process. The goal was to 
find out what kind of experiences other business groups within the company had 
made with the BSC on business group level. It appeared that two of six sister 
business groups had implemented the BSC on business group level; one of them 
was in a situation similar to Business Group “Communication”, having 
implemented BSCs on the business division level first and thereafter on the business 
group level. 

In a second step, the project leader conducted interviews with representatives of the 
business divisions and central functions in order to find out which targets would be 
suitable for a business group level BSC. The intention was to identify targets that 
would apply across different divisions and which would offer an additional, 
synergetic benefit if measured on a more aggregate level. After target identification, 
the goals collected were combined with the ideas of Department X on this topic 
and separated into “type h” and “type v” targets. “Type h” targets were those that 
should be measured across the divisions and that would measure synergies. “Type 
v” targets were defined as those that should be measured separately in each business 
divisions, e.g. financial targets. Based on these findings a workshop was held in 
March 2002 with participants from the business divisions and central functions 
(e.g. HR, strategic marketing). The workshop was to develop a linkage model of the 
different targets and to place the targets into the four BSC perspectives (following 
Kaplan and Norton’s scheme). In addition, first “owners” of the different 
performance indicators were defined, which was extended after the workshop via e-
mail correspondence.  

A further milestone in the HIP BSC was the first official presentation of the project 
results in a Steering Committee Meeting in June 2002. The steering committee 
consists of representatives of group executive management, business division 
managers and heads of central functions (among them the boss of Department X). 
Following the meeting’s minutes, the committee approved the general concept but 
some requests were made regarding the realization of the project: process owners for 
each topic should be named and goals/measurements/targets should be developed 
in collaboration with the respective contributors of each topic. Priority should be 
given to indicators already available and automatically retrievable from existing 
systems. In this sense, the BSC development resembled the approaches in some of 
the business divisions, e.g. Division “Solutions” as described in Chapter 6. 

Following the requests of the steering committee, the topics still to be clarified were 
addressed conducting interviews with people involved in the single issues. Up to 
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this point, the explicit goal of the business group BSC was to measure and to create 
synergies. However, the project direction experienced a decisive change after the 

topic had been discussed again in a Management Team Meeting (MTM)
35

 in July 
2002. During this meeting, the goals as defined in the “BSC for Business Group 
‘Communication’” workshop in March were brought to discussion again, and a 
new list of topics was developed. Although the list of topics/targets was similar to 
the one developed before, it seemed that the synergy aspect of the BSC would 
diminish in importance. Instead, the BSC on the business group level was supposed 
to be an aggregated version of the business divisions’ Scorecards. Thus, the purpose 
of the project was transformed over time.  

Based on this new situation, the BSC expert of Department X made adjustments of 
the Scorecard draft according to the decisions in the MTM. The new draft then 
contained a mixture of performance indicators that would be measured for each 
business division separately and some that would be measured for the business 
group in sum only. This new draft was presented to two representatives of group 
executive management in August 2002, who voiced some more wishes about 
changes in the current draft. Some indicators were removed completely, some were 
brought in anew and others were simply adjusted in terms of how to measure them. 
Those indicators that were not yet clearly defined in terms of definition, 
measurement or responsibility were omitted with the option to add them as soon as 
they were complete. According to a report by the head of Department X, who 
presented the draft to group executive management, the general response to the 
concept and its content had been positive. Group executive management even 
requested to publish the group’s BSC as part of the “handbook of financial data”, a 
collection of all financial data important to management of the business group. The 
handbook is available monthly and maintained by the central Planning and 
Controlling department. Fulfilling wishes of group executive management, the first 
version of the business group’s BSC was to be published as soon as possible. In the 
context of the case setting, putting the data of the business group Scorecard in the 
hands of this department can be regarded as a symbolic act. The central Planning 
and Controlling department is highly respected by the divisions; that is where the 
“important people” sit and “where the important things” are taken care of. In this 
sense, the status of the BSC was raised and assigned the same rank as the reporting 

                                           
35

 Unlike the Steering Committee meetings, the MTMs were originally independent of the HIP 
project; MTMs had been used in different contexts before. The participants of this type of 
meeting were composed of the management circle of the group executive management.   
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of financial data. In the wider context of organizational development, this step 
could be regarded as a real move towards acknowledging the duality of financials 
and non-financials.   

Effects and reactions 

Since the HIP BSC project was still ongoing during my 2002 study, I had the 
opportunity to assess first reactions and opinions about the project. Following the 
reactions of the people interviewed, the topic was taken up controversially. Some of 
the respondents were convinced that it is absolutely necessary not only to run BSCs 
on business division level, but also on the organizational levels below or above: 

“I was very astonished that we do not have a Scorecard on business group level yet because, from a 
broader perspective, the business group can be regarded as one unit among others, just like the business 
divisions. And, of course, the business group has got its targets and its strategic direction, which are even 
more important for the total of the group than for single business divisions... from this perspective, I 
think this is very important.” (BSC administrator, Division “Solutions”, July 2002) 

An interview partner from Division “Networks” also approved the idea of the BSC 
for the business group level. However, he insinuated that the precondition for 
getting it running and for living it over time was the commitment of group 
executive management. Other, more doubtful or even rejecting reactions were 
based on the fact that the business group contains five business divisions, which are 
active in highly different markets with different customer structures. While 
Division “Networks” operates in a business-to-business market, where customers 
buy entire product systems with long-term financing plans, Division “Mobile”, for 
example, sells rather inexpensive products to an end-user dominated mass market. 
To this dissimilarity, a controller responsible for the delivery of certain BSC metrics 
for the BSC of Division “Cordless” thought that:   

“...this is too far away...the business divisions do not work in a way that you could picture them with a 
single indicator.” (BSC metrics provider, Division “Cordless”, August 2002) 

Another problem encountered applying a BSC on an aggregate, business group 
level was brought forward by the former BSC administrator of Division “Wireless”. 
He was of the opinion that there was no single strategy for all business divisions, so 
that it would be difficult to develop a Scorecard for the business group as a whole; 
to him, it would be even doubtful if the project made sense at all.  

Apart from provoking reactions of the people involved directly or indirectly in the 
HIP BSC project, the project also triggered further activities on the business 
divisions’ Scorecard level. Since the latest draft of the business group BSC 
contained figures measured for the group in total but also for the individual 
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business divisions separately, the business divisions were forced to look over their 
own Scorecard again to assure that the figures delivered for the aggregate Scorecard 
were correct and up-to-date. Hence, the HIP project focused the attention of the 
business divisions on their own Scorecards again and made them check their 
quality. 

In addition, the awareness for the Scorecard topic in general seems to have been 
heightened due to the fact that group executive management visibly supported the 
project (through its HIP status) and required the BSC figures in the upcoming 
business group Scorecards. The authority of group executive management seems to 
have pushed the Scorecard topic and raised it to a higher priority in the business 
divisions. As one of the BSC administrators on business division level put it: 

“This is an aspect that could absolutely be suitable to raise the level of pressure from outside on the 
organizational units once more. My question has always been: why doesn’t the business group create a 
Scorecard and doesn’t group executive management use it?” (BSC administrator, Division “Cordless”, 
July 2002)  

Likewise, the project seemed to have increased awareness for the BSC as a topic 
among divisional managers. Speaking to the head of Department X about the state 
of BSC acceptance by divisional management, he was skeptical at first, saying: 

“Whenever the topic is under discussion and management attention, everybody assures that they do it… 
But it doesn’t seem to me that they are engaged in it from the bottom of their heart and tell from the 
Top: ‘if this [the BSC] is not available, we won’t do the next step’, and, ‘I want to see that now 
otherwise you will get a negative mark in your personal development report.’ This is not the way it 
is….” (Head of Department, Department X, July 2002) 

However, he saw a positive development since the HIP BSC came under 
discussion: 

“We succeeded getting new power into this topic now, with the help of the ‘BSC on business group level’ 
topic. Suddenly, some people awake and we also discover one or the other of the divisional managers, 
e.g. Mr. Y, who suddenly says: ‘Man, maybe we can do something about it after all’, and, “how would 
I measure this and how would this overlap with your business group BSC?” (Head of Department, 
Department X, July 2002) 

Thus, as it seems, the HIP project BSC, albeit on business group level, brought the 
entire BSC topic into motion again, and even newly to the business division level. 
What this looked liked in more detail is described in the following sections.  
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Viewpoint of the business divisions 

Division “Mobile” 

Organizational changes  

The first thing that I learned during my field study on Division “Mobile” in 2002, 
was that the transfer of actors had continued since my last field visit, having also 
affected the BSC topic. First of all, Division “Mobile” experienced a change in its 
divisional management in the end of 2001. A new manager, who had working 
experience, amongst others, in the United States and who in his former position 
was based outside the headquarters of the case company, took over the CFO 
position, while his predecessor rotated into the management of the sister division, 
Division “Cordless”. 

In addition, the boss of the Business Development department, which is 
responsible for the BSC of the business division, had been replaced. Furthermore, 
the person who was supposed to take over the BSC topic within the division and 
who had been present during the BSC interviews last year (referred to before as “the 
less experienced BSC administrator”), was not involved in the BSC anymore and, 
in fact, never really had been. Hence, the BSC administration was again in the 
hands of the person who accompanied the topic from its start.  

On an organizational-structural level, the entire organization of the division had 
been re-organized effective April 2002. Until then, the division, just like Division 
“Cordless”, was structured in a functional manner. Since divisional management 
wanted to create a more market-oriented organization, Division “Mobile” went 
through a re-organization phase from April 2002 onwards and created a product-
centric structure. The new organization groups function according to the four 
product groups and are supported by various central functions such as Human 
Resources, Global Sourcing and Supply Chain Management.   

The BSC redesign 

Another decisive change that I assessed in the second field investigation period was 
that Division “Mobile” was in the process of a BSC redesign. As it seemed, all the 
organizational changes mentioned above had finally affected the BSC process 
within the business division, although the necessity to improve the earlier BSC 
version had been realized already in Summer 2001. 
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According to the BSC administrator, the BSC redesign process started in 
September/October 2001, when she and her boss discussed possible targets that 
should be considered in a BSC. Subsequently, they made suggestions about possible 
BSC contents, which were completed with ideas of business division’s management. 
Their ideas were collected in personal interviews. Thereafter, the targets found were 
brought up in a one-day target agreement workshop in October 2001, which took 
place under participation of the division’s management. During this workshop, 
targets to be reached by functional managers were broken down into the Scorecard 
targets collected beforehand. 

As the BSC administrator further recalled, another important event for the BSC re-
development had been the annual bonus discussion for higher management, which 
delivered another three targets to be included in the new BSC. After further 
internal discussions, a new Scorecard version was developed, which reflected the 
new product oriented organizational structure of the division. According to the 
BSC administrator, the new BSC did not contain any newly generated metrics; 
they were either already used in the old BSC version or at least measured within the 
division in some divisional sub-unit. 

At the time of the Summer 2002 study, the new BSC version was not yet complete 
and therefore not used. The planned start date to go “online” with the new 
Scorecard was October 1, 2002. During the development phase of the new BSC 
version, the old version was not used anymore either. Nevertheless, the BSC 
administrator acknowledged current business division management’s good 
acceptance of and commitment to the BSC:  

“Mr. B [the new CFO] is a strong proponent of monitoring tools.” (BSC administrator, Division 
“Mobile”, July 2002) 

This commitment was regarded as very helpful for the entire Scorecard process 
since, as the interviewed explained:  

“Acceptance of management is decisive in the entire BSC process …[Lack of commitment] was basically 
the reason why the first version of the Scorecard failed in our business division.” (BSC administrator, 
Division “Mobile”, July 2002) 

Just as in Division “Cordless” and “Networks” before the problem of double 
reporting came up and appeared to contribute to a lack of acceptance. Because the 
information in the BSC was also available in other sources of information, it would 
not be new to its addressees anymore when the Scorecard was finally published. In 
addition, the BSC administrator explained that problems at Division “Mobile” 
commonly occurred unexpectedly. For instance, if some product components 

 140 



 

delivered were broken, the problem would have to be solved instantly in order to be 
able to deliver the finished products in time; an issue where the Scorecard could not 
help. 

Interestingly, the division also experienced in the course of their BSC use that it 
seemed to be a tool highly dependent upon the economic situation of a company. 
In economically difficult times, the focus undoubtedly had to be put on other 
activities so that no time would be left to look into and after the BSC. This 
complicated the entire BSC process. Since a similar statement was made already in 
the Summer 2001 study, this seemed to be a problem persisting in the division, 
causing serious trouble and making the users doubtful about the entire tool.  

My general impression of the BSC process in the unit was that the topic was taken 
more seriously in 2002 than in 2001. Unlike in the previous year, the BSC topic 
was newly being prepared in a professional power point presentation on the 
corporate intranet. This presentation explained the general concept and described 
its application within the division. The presentation states: 

“Balanced Scorecards are an important tool within the pyramid of our business activities” and “The 
Balanced Scorecard will be used as a basis for individual targets,” (PPT presentation, “Division 
‘Mobile’– Balanced Scorecard after new organization”, 07/2002)  

and finally shows the BSC as an essential element of the division’s planning and 
monitoring processes. Although these statements are not a proof of change in the 
way the BSC is lived within the division, it could be an indication of increased 
awareness. Thus, despite the problems related to the tool having basically stayed the 
same, the pressure by division management to do BSC seemed to have increased. 
This increased focus was further demonstrated by how the new CFO of the division 
highly advocated the BSC HIP project in official Steering Committee Meetings. 

Likewise, the arrival of the new head of the Business Development department 
seemed to have had a positive effect on the BSC implementation. During an 
interview conducted on the HIP BSC topic, he gave the impression of being a 
competent and decisive person who took the BSC tool seriously. He explained 
single metrics in the Scorecard and was willing to defend them. However, since the 
new BSC was not yet online during this study, he could not give a final judgment 
of how the new Scorecard was lived in the division. Nonetheless, comparing the 
former with the new head of the Business Development, it seemed that the former 
boss was rather invisible in respect to the BSC process. During my first visit in the 
field, the BSC administrator(s) seemed to be the one(s) to determine the BSC 
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process. Now, a new actor seemed to have entered the stage that played a more 
active role in the Scorecard process than his predecessor.     

Division “Cordless”   

Some more adjustments in the BSC metrics  

Division “Cordless” was the division that had achieved the highest level of BSC 
development in both field studies. During the Summer 2001 study, Division 
“Cordless” gave the impression of being the “BSC pioneer” in terms of BSC usage, 
as exemplified through the fact that it was the first division out of dissatisfaction 
with the original BSC to have started a redesign. One year later, this impression was 
further confirmed with BSC progress having seemingly reached a stable stage and 
having become part of the business routine. The latter statement does not only 
reflect the impression of the BSC expert in Department X, but also explicitly and 
implicitly described by the BSC administrator and two people who deliver metrics 
for the divisional BSC.  

This rather mature BSC usage was probably possible due to the fact that after the 
year 2001 no major changes in the Scorecard took place. According to the BSC 
administrator, there were some adjustments of metrics when the metrics used in the 
former BSC version were no longer suitable, but there was nothing like another 
Scorecard re-design process. As described in Division “Mobile’s” BSC development, 
Division “Cordless” also experienced a change in business division management, 
when the former CFO of Division “Mobile” changed to Division “Cordless”. 
Interestingly, people interviewed did not feel that the change in management had 
an effect on the BSC process. Also from the viewpoint of an external observer, the 
change does not seem to have affected BSC implementation. A possible explanation 
for this could be that both the former and the new CFO championed the BSC in 
the same way so as to provide Division “Cordless” with an apparently seamless 
transition (unlike in Division “Mobile”).  

Asking people at the division about the status of their BSC, they seemed to agree 
that the implementation process had reached a rather advanced stage (“active, 
routine usage with discussion in management meetings”). As the BSC 
administrator confirmed, at least the metrics with a red traffic light were discussed 
in management meetings. However, the initiative to discuss the BSC in these 
meetings did not come from management, but from the person who collected and 
combined all BSC data, the BSC administrator. 
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The current BSC: a strategic tool? 

Opinions diverged regarding the Scorecard’s application as a strategic management 
tool. An interesting insight into this issue was gained by a person of the Division 
“Cordless” Operation Management department who had originally worked for the 
company’s Internal Consulting department and who had helped conducting the 
BSC pilot projects. At the time of the interview, he was responsible for translating 
strategy into projects/activities in Division “Cordless”. According to him, the 
Scorecard of the division reported the current status of the business: what had 
happened in the past, accompanied by target values and a graphic demonstration of 
how the business had developed. Questioning the use of the BSC for strategic 
management he claimed: 

“It is not used for strategic management because just for this issue we have two meetings. One of them is 
the management board meeting, where the major part of product decisions is taken. The other one is 
the operational review board meeting, which is a steering board where we carefully check what has 
happened and what the corresponding forecast is. This gives us the basis to decide if we are on track.” 
(Former member of Internal Consulting department, Division “Cordless”, August 2002) 

He also noted that although the latter meeting was an operational review, it got a 
strategic touch in connection with the annual strategy process. As part of this 
planning process, strategic targets defined were translated into projects, which were 
then monitored in the steering board meetings. This way, the division could then 
check whether strategy was translated into action. In this process, the function of 
the BSC was described as being a monitoring tool of the strategically important 
metrics, but: 

“…the BSC itself…if you sit in front of the monitor and realize that things are not going well, you 
have to do something about it. And this is not something that the BSC can do, this we do in the 
meetings.” (Former member of Internal Consulting department, Division “Cordless”, August 2002) 

In contrast, the BSC administrator believed there were already signs that the BSC 
was used for strategic management besides its reporting function: 

“As the metrics are presented today, they are definitely a reporting tool of the most important 
measurements in a comprehensive collection. But my perception is also that this set of metrics is used by 
some of its addressees to discuss the entire business and the business development. However, we do not 
primarily discuss on the basis of the Scorecards, but we quite often use it as a reference.” (BSC 
administrator, Division “Cordless”, July 2002) 

Similarly, a controller who delivered most of the financial data for the Scorecard felt 
that the BSC’s strategic value lay in the discussions that were initiated by it. He 
mentioned an example of a discussion about how to ensure future business and 
where certain target growth rates were determined over a time line of about seven 
years. In this discussion, the question arose how it could be measured that a certain 
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growth rate in one fiscal year was sufficient to reach the final growth rate target, 
especially under the assumption that the market might be unstable and fluctuating. 
In this discussion it became evident that Division “Cordless” needed some metric(s) 
that could assess growth rate under the given conditions. Thus, the interviewed 
person recognized that the BSC process forced people not only to realize that a 
given situation might require action, but also actually to take appropriate action. 
Drawing nice and colorful strategy and marketing slides as done in the past was not 
enough anymore. At the same time, the person admitted that there still was a lot of 
room for improvement in this process. The number of BSC–related discussions as 
just described would still be too few to stabilize BSC as a strategic tool, which the 
BSC administrator also confirmed. 

Progress in acceptance? 

Closely connected to actual BSC usage in the business division seems to be the 
acceptance of the tool. Following the report of the controller mentioned above, 
acceptance slowly increased but can still be enhanced: 

“Well, the first year was unsatisfactory, the second year ... also went rather shuffling. The third year is 
going quite OK as far as management is concerned, but we could do more about it. Acceptance is given 
but developable in terms of ‘living’. ‘Living’ in the sense of looking at metrics and working with them. 
We could do more about that.” (Controller, Division “Cordless”, August 2002) 

Approving this statement, the former employee of the Internal Consulting 
department noted that the tool was provisionally accepted. But if it was to be 
abandoned, its absence would probably not make a big difference since the division 
had a so-called management handbook containing vast amounts of metrics. Among 
these metrics, there were also the BSC metrics, so that there was a redundancy in 
figures. If in need of data, the person said, his department preferred to work with 
the original data rather than waiting two or three weeks until the BSC was released. 

Looking for aspects other than acceptance that have changed in the course of the 
BSC development and usage process, a decisive factor seems to be the outside 
pressure to do BSC. According to the Scorecard administrator, the pressure to 
invest time and money into the development of the tool had decreased in the 
preceding year:  

“It is not the hype anymore that it used to be in the introductory phase…for example, the pressure from 
outside to do BSC has rather ceased to exist.” (BSC administrator, Division “Cordless”, July 2002) 

With outside, he meant the organization outside his own division, i.e. the company 
and the business group. Due to this drop in demand after the tool, the Scorecard 
had reached the status of “normality”, as the person called it:  
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“In my opinion, the BSC topic has shrunk to a normal level and you could say that it lives 
appropriately.” (BSC administrator, Division “Cordless”, July 2002)  

Interestingly, the shift in the level of importance given to the BSC by the business 
group and the company seems to have had an effect on people’s attitudes about the 
tool and its abilities. While, in the Summer 2001 study, the interviewee appeared 
rather enthusiastic about the BSC, his judgment of the tool was rather neutral if not 
disappointed in the Summer 2002 study: 

“One has to be realistic about it. Is the Scorecard the central tool, around which everything rotates or 
does the Scorecard rotate around the business? I know that expectations had absolutely been higher in 
the past but in the meantime things have been put into perspective. I don’t believe anymore that you 
can regard the Scorecard as the central tool.” (BSC administrator, Division “Cordless”, July 2002) 

Likewise, the former member of the Internal Consulting department stressed that 
doing BSC is not made for the sake of using this particular tool but to handle 
strategy. Scorecards were only a supporting tool in this process; nothing more and 
nothing less. 

Persisting problems 

The BSC–related problems Division “Cordless” experienced were similar to the 
ones assessed the year before. One of these problems is the one already mentioned 
briefly: redundancy. Since the data reported in the BSC can already be found in 
other reporting tools, people do not seem to use the Scorecard as a tool to learn 
new information. They would rather use other systems to see brand-new figures. 
From the perspective of a metrics-supplying controller, especially from divisional 
management the demand after the Scorecard would be rather weak. This statement 
somehow contradicts a statement by the BSC administrator who told me: 

“As I already mentioned, the Scorecard is living on a very realistic level now. I didn’t have any 
negative, dismissive experiences anymore, but neither some which I could describe as ‘this was 
extraordinary, super, this brings us much further’. Except some minor experiences, for example, that the 
CFO of the division called me and asked: ’so, where is the up-to-date Scorecard’?” (BSC administrator, 
Division “Cordless”, July 2002)  

A danger that people recognized during Scorecard use is related to the number and 
type of metrics used in the present Scorecard. By July 2002 the divisional Scorecard 
contained 39 metrics which could be broken down into more detail regarding, for 
example, different regions, so that in total, the Scorecard contained approximately 
160 metrics. In the controller’s opinion, those metrics could be nothing more than 
operational. Thus, he thought that Division “Cordless” ran the danger of having a) 
metrics on too detailed a level and b) including more operational than strategic 
metrics.  
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Lessons learned 

Asking people about lessons learned about the Scorecard process so far, the major 
areas mentioned were: 

 Commitment of management  

 Communication process 

 Cascading Scorecards down the organization 

The first point, commitment of management, was recognized as being particularly 
important to successfully introducing and running Scorecards. As mentioned 
before, Division “Cordless” experienced themselves that lack of management 
commitment and weak demand for the tool leads to problems of acceptance and of 
“living” the tool: 

“…this is a mistake made very frequently. People always think that you can cause a change in the 
organization from the bottom to the top. This doesn’t work! If you want to change something, you have 
to convince the one who takes decisions.” (BSC administrator, Division “Cordless”, July 2002)  

Investigating what should have been done to avoid these problems, one suggestion 
was to train top managers of the business group and business division in the 
Scorecard subject so that they fully understood the concept, especially regarding 
what differentiates the BSC from other tools. If they had been well trained, they 
would have put more pressure on the divisions to work with the BSC and to 
present the BSC figures regularly to management.  

Furthermore, the communication process of the BSC tool was regarded as 
insufficient: 

“In my opinion, we didn’t spread the Scorecard topic widely enough. We had our management team, 
who was responsible for the concept. The team then determined one or two people each in the 
organization to deliver the data. More information than this [like] what is our strategy, what does a 
red light mean, this didn’t happen.” (Metrics-supplying controller, Division “Cordless”, August 2002) 

From the perspective of the BSC administrator, the problem with communication 
lay in the ignorance of the emotional aspects involved when introducing a new tool. 
From his experience it was quite natural that people were hesitant towards changes 
in the organization and would want to know “what is really new about the new 
tool?”, “what is it good for?” and “do we really need it?” Thus, good 
communication of a new concept should consider this and try to address people’s 
fears and doubts, which obviously had not been done sufficiently in the case of the 
BSC. 
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The third major lesson does not refer to change processes in general but rather 
specifically to the BSC. As mentioned before, the number of metrics in the current 
divisional Scorecard was regarded as a danger, possibly leading to overly detailed, 
operational reporting. To avoid this problem, a controller suggested improving the 
cascading of the BSC, in other words to create more Scorecards on levels below the 
business division card. However, this was done only to a limited extent, for 
example, for Supply Chain Management.  

Division “Networks”  

Termination of the BSC projects 

Similar to Division “Mobile”, Division “Networks” was affected by a major 
redesign of the organizational structure. Effective end of fiscal year 2000/2001, the 
organization was redesigned from a line-of-business organization (including 
functional elements) to a process oriented structure. However, personnel changes 
similar to Division “Mobile” or Division “Cordless” had not yet taken place.  

While the personnel situation seemed to be rather stable, the BSC process in the 
division had experienced a very important change in the meantime: the division 
had officially closed down the BSC supporting IT-tool in the beginning of 2002 
and thus took away the basis for further use of the BSC in the division. An 
explanation for this that I was given was the lack of management commitment. As 
described earlier, like other divisions, Division “Networks” had experienced several 
problems related to the BSC, but it seems that of all these problems encountered, 
the lack of acceptance on the management level proved to be the most severe. 
Following the statements of the persons I interviewed and from the judgment of 
the BSC expert of Department X, the latter was experienced as a “killing factor” of 
the entire BSC topic within the division and finally gave reason to stop using the 
BSC division-wide in April/May 2002. At this point in time, the BSC supporting 
IT-systems were officially closed. 

Yet, interestingly, the necessity to use a system such as the BSC for strategic 
management purposes was still recognized by some people, even after having 
abandoned use of the BSC. A manager of “Networks”’ Business Excellence 
department, for example, stated:  

“In my opinion, it [the BSC] has become even more important than I thought before … it is absolutely 
necessary for a business of today, surrounded by an environment full of complexity.” (Manager of 
Business Excellence department, Division “Networks”, July 2002) 

Nevertheless, he also understood that:  
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“The CEO has to understand it and passionately promote it, the emphasis being on passionately and 
promote. If this is not given, it’s a loss of time, a loss of resources and finally a loss of money. So, 
counterproductive, in the end.” (Manager of Business Excellence department, Division “Networks”, 
July 2002) 

These statements reflect the dilemma in which the division obviously was caught. 
On the one hand, the BSC was not accepted sufficiently in the division but, on the 
other, the necessity of strategic management was still recognized. In an effort to 
find a way out of this quandary, a transparency and controlling project had been 
launched. But this proved unsuccessful in this respect as well. In 2002, a so-called 
“masterplan” project was therefore started that aimed to harmonize and standardize 
existing reporting systems. A further goal of this project was to improve the quality 
of the reporting systems in regard to steering and management. 

Lessons learned 

Asking the manager of the division’s Business Excellence department, whether he 
would describe the BSC as a success or a failure, he asserted: 

“In terms of a learning organization, I would say OK, in the sense of effort/use I would say it was a 
failure.” (Manager of Business Excellence department, Division “Networks”, July 2002) 

Despite this rather critical judgment, the positive side of the process could be seen 
as the lessons learned with the help of the BSC process. Following the reasoning of 
the manager, an essential insight gained in the process of BSC implementation was 
that the division cannot survive in the long-term using the existing tools and 
reporting systems. This insight reverts to the projects started after the BSC as 
described before. A second key learning point was the perception that the company 
should and could make more use of synergetic effects in the sense that experiences 
with tools and concepts should be shared and communicated. Instead of every 
division and business unit making the same mistakes with the introduction of new 
tools, time and money lost by these activities could be saved if experiences were 
shared. Consequently, the ongoing HIP project BSC for the business group was 
judged positively. However, as the interviewee stressed several times, the HIP 
project would also only work out if management (in the HIP case group executive 
management) fully supported it. 

The BSC: an internalized concept? 

A further interesting insight into the division’s activities related to the BSC opened 
up when I joined a meeting between the BSC expert of Department X and the head 
of the Business Development department of Division “Networks”. The official 
topic of the conversation was the ongoing HIP Scorecard project and the plan of 
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group executive management to harmonize the use of the IT-tools in all divisions 
applying BSCs. An assessment of the IT-software employed for BSC purposes had 
recently shown that inefficiencies and extra costs occurred due to the variety of 
different tools used across the divisions. Thus, a project had been launched, which, 
under support of Department X, was supposed to introduce the same IT-tool for all 
BSC activities in the different divisions. When speaking to the head of Business 
Development about this issue, he said that the divisional budget had been cut by 
around 17 mio., so that IT–related topics would probably not enjoy high priority. 
Getting over to the topic of BSC in general, the conversation partner stated that the 
division had a comprehensive number of metrics, which basically were nothing else 
than a BSC. These metrics were reported monthly or quarterly but there was no 
common IT-tool for this “BSC”. The results of the metrics were rather displayed in 
connection with the standard reporting in the sub-divisions. In the course of the 
conversation, the BSC expert of Department X informed the manager that group 
executive management would like to have a presentation of the non-financial 
metrics used by each single division at the occasion of the next HIP Steering 
Committee Meeting. After assuring that he was willing to do this presentation, the 
manager asked: “what exactly do you understand as non-financials?” and went on 
explaining that in Division “Networks”, all the metrics were measurable either in 
terms of time or costs.  

This situation appears interesting for different reasons. First, the conversation took 
place in the beginning of July 2002, at a point in time at which, according to the 
information gained from the manager of the Business Excellence department, the 
BSC use had already been officially stopped. Astonishingly, the head of the 
Business Development department had not mentioned this fact, which could have 
been because he had maybe assumed that the Department X BSC expert had 
already known it. A different possibility, that also seems plausible given his 
statements about the use of the BSC in his division and the focus on the financials 
is that the use of the word and the idea of the BSC concept had never really been 
internalized in his division, so that he did not really realize a difference between the 
times when the BSC was officially used and the time when the conversation took 
place.  

A further insight into this issue was gained during a phone conversation with the 
BSC administrator of Division “Networks”, Business Unit “Networks 1”, who 
turned out not to be in charge of the BSC issue anymore because he had since 
changed to a different position in the company. He reported that there were many 
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collections of metrics in his business unit, for example, in logistics, but there was no 
BSC methodology behind them. The name BSC only fits one tool, the one of 
which he was in charge the year before. Although his comment referred to his 
business unit only, it could well be an indication that the manager of the Business 
Development department cited above spoke about these metrics collections, not 
about the BSC. This would explain why he did not tell that the BSC was officially 
stopped in his division.  

During an informal meeting and a telephone conversation with the BSC expert of 
Department X in July and September 2003, I learned that shortly after my second 
field visit, the CEO of Division “Networks” had left the division and had been 
replaced by the former CEO of Division “Cordless”. As it seemed, this change had 
not led to a revival of the BSC topic on divisional level. Following the information 
of the BSC expert of Department X, Division “Networks” newly used a metrics 
system, which was essentially a driver systematic, but he did not know of a BSC. 
Conversely, he reported that the division had always delivered its input for the HIP 
Scorecard on the business group level. Hence, it appeared that the BSC was stopped 
indeed in Division “Networks” in the beginning of 2002. Investigating further into 
the underlying reasons, the BSC expert in Department X was of the opinion that 
the abandoning of the BSC had been related to the change in organizational 
structure from a line-of-business organization to a process oriented one. As the 
Scorecards had been developed on business unit level and responsibilities assigned 
accordingly, the organizational restructuring had led to modifications in 
responsibilities, so that nobody really felt responsible for the existing BSCs. Thus, 
in the course of time, the Scorecard projects were laid down.  

Division “Solutions”  

A new strategic positioning and BSC adjustments   

Similar to Divisions “Mobile” and “Networks”, the “young” Division “Solutions” 
had also experienced an important change. Since October 2001, the strategic 
positioning of the division was to be a provider of end-to-end solutions within the 
business group. The products offered were service packages containing applications 
and contents, which were integrated in mobile networks and operated on the 
company’s own hosting infrastructure. Under this new orientation, the focus was 
on integration, so that the division no longer did R&D activities, which had been 
the case under the preceding strategic positioning. Apparently, the new strategic 
positioning required some changes in the existing BSC, especially as the new 
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strategic position required higher customer orientation and co-operation with 
external companies. A primary example for this type of change is the metric 
“development time of products”. As the BSC administrator informed me, this 
metric had been one of the main focus elements in the previous version of the BSC, 
but it became obsolete since the division itself no longer did development. Instead, 
other metrics were added, such as the monthly result of the business group’s 
opinion poll to assess employee satisfaction within the division. Despite its short 
time of using the BSC, then, Division “Solutions” had already gone through a series 
of Scorecard adjustments. 

The current BSC: a strategic tool? 

In terms of BSC usage, a great deal of progress seemed to have been made in the 
past year. While in Summer 2001, Division “Solutions” was clearly in the early 
stages with their BSC, it seemed that one year later it was a stable process (“active, 
routine usage with discussion in management meetings”), which was confirmed by 
the CEO of the business division, the BSC administrator and a controller delivering 
some metrics for the BSC. According to the divisional CEO, the typical procedure 
in management meetings was to flip through the traffic lights and to discuss the red 
ones. 

Similar to Division “Cordless”, Division “Solutions” appears to have partly used the 
BSC for strategic management of the division. When interviewed about the BSC, 
the CEO of the division compared his situation with the one of a pilot in an 
airplane who needs central parameters to navigate the plane in the right direction. 
Although he thought that the BSC provided essential support in this process, he 
was far from regarding it as the “one and only” tool: 

“I can’t image that the BSC can be the perfect tool in all dimensions. But it definitely is an important 
basic tool for transparency and if you have got your targets in it, you have already quite good 
information at a glance. That’s the same as sitting in a plane: every now and then you steal a glance 
out of the window.” (CEO, Division “Solutions”, September 2002) 

The issue of creating transparency seems to have been strongly connected to the 
BSC tool in the division. It was not only mentioned as one of the major 
motivations to introduce the BSC in the division, but it also provided the basis for 
strategic discussions with investors. Thus, according to the description of the 
division’s head, Scorecard figures like the “book to bill ratio” was used at times in 
negotiations with investors.  
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Lessons learned 

All these descriptions contributed to the impression that divisional management 
very well accepted the BSC from the start; an impression that confirmed my first 
insights in 2001. However, as was already briefly mentioned in the description of 
the introduction phase in the division, the acceptance of non-management staff was 
not given from the beginning. Initial resistance and doubts were, however, 
overcome by communicating the concept in meetings called “Jour Fix”. As a 
controller providing metrics explained to me, the Jour Fix was basically a synonym 
for division internal, regular meetings that can took place on all organizational 
levels. For instance, a Jour Fix was held in the Controlling department once a week 
where all current information was discussed and where new concepts like the BSC 
were introduced. These meetings formed a major platform of communication in 
the division and were used by functional managers to inform their staff. Saying this, 
people kept emphasizing that the division was privileged relative to other business 
divisions of the business group due to its small size (the headquarters office 
employed approximately 100 employees), its short physical and communication 
distances, which they felt facilitated the introduction of new tools. Likewise, the 
management style was described as participative, open and emphasizing 
transparency, which was judged positively for working in the division in general but 
also for the BSC in particular. The latter impression reflects the view of the 
controller providing metrics and the BSC administrator.  

Another factor that is perceived as having contributed to the Scorecard success in 
the “Solutions” division is that the tool mainly built on already existing metrics. 
Before starting the project, the CEO of the division had made a clear request about 
building on already existing data as far as possible. This was to avoid collecting data 
twice and to keep the extra work created by the BSC project as little as possible. 
According to the division’s CEO, this had facilitated the entire process.   

As to problems experienced with the BSC, the CEO of the division described that 
the biggest problem in the beginning of the process had been to create acceptance 
for the new tool, as explained above. In contrast, the BSC administrator felt that 
the IT–support of the BSC tool had caused the most difficulties. For the reader to 
understand this problem, I will now briefly give some more background 
information on this issue. 

From the start of its BSC process, Division “Solutions” had used an IT-tool, called 
EIS (Executive Information System), which had been developed by the business 
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group’s central IT department in collaboration with a small American IT 
consulting company. The EIS development project was initially launched in August 
2000 to create a reporting tool conceived to include all relevant metrics needed for 
presenting the economic development of the entire business group. The tool 
contained four perspectives, which are the same as those used in the classical BSC 
framework. As the central IT department project manager told me, it was initially 
planned that the information in the tool should only be accessible to first and 
second level management of the business group. However, from the way the tool 
was constructed, it could not only serve as an executive information system, but 
also as BSC framework for lower organizational levels. Therefore, when Division 
“Solutions” started its BSC process and it sought an appropriate IT-tool, the EIS 
system was offered. Since the tool seemed to allow for good presentation and 
administration of the BSC data, Division “Solutions” and Division “Wireless” 

chose EIS as their BSC tool
36

. The “older” business divisions “Mobile” and 
“Cordless” used an SAP based tool, while Division “Networks” had developed their 
own solution. 

Since the EIS tool was not yet completely finished when divisions “Solutions” and 
“Wireless” started using it, it caused some problems in the BSC process of Division 
“Solutions”. Due to the fact that the division depended on the support of the 
central IT department, their resources and the general development possibilities of 
the tool, the process of installing an IT-tool for the BSC process was very time 
consuming. Exacerbating the situation, in July 2002, group executive management 
decided to stop using EIS at all for reasons of cost savings. Consequently, both, 
divisions “Solutions” and “Wireless” were deprived of their IT-tool needed to 
support the BSC. 

Quite understandable, this decision caused frustration in the business divisions that 
were dependant on EIS. Until a decision was made on how to solve the problem, 
Division “Solutions” ran its BSC with the help of Power Point transparencies, 
which were also used before as a kind of back up. However, the problem about EIS 
and what was supposed to follow was not solved at the end of my second field visit. 

                                           
36

 The tool had been presented to the business divisions during an IT-related BSC workshop 
shortly after the “BSC Practice-Sharing Day 2001”. 
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Division “Wireless”  

A new BSC administrator  

Just like Division “Solutions”, Division “Wireless” seemed to have gone through 
quite some steps in their BSC process between Summer 2001 and Summer 2002. 
While in 2001, the BSC was still under the responsibility of the Planning and 
Controlling department, one year later the Commercial Product Management 
Department administered it and even a new BSC administrator had been 
determined. Explaining the reason for this change of actors, the new BSC 
administrator informed me that it had been a matter of the topic belonging more to 
a business economics oriented department than to controlling. Furthermore, it 
would have been a question of capacities. Since the former BSC administrator in 
the Controlling department had already suffered from work overload, the current 
BSC administrator still had some capacities left. In addition, she had some 
experiences with the BSC topic from her previous job in a consulting company and 
internships during her University studies and was thus interested in the area. 

Changes in the organizational structure had not occurred since the preceding year. 
Nevertheless, the division had been grown over time in terms of number of 
employees and new departments, e.g. Quality Management. 

A Scorecard redesign 

When the new BSC administrator took over, the Scorecard existing up to then was 
redesigned. According to the new BSC administrator, the old version contained too 
many financial metrics so that the Scorecard was, contrary to its name, not 

balanced
37

. A further reason might have been that a considerable number of metrics 
were not measured in the old Scorecard. So, the redesign process started in the 
beginning of 2002, when the new Scorecard administrator and one of her 
colleagues had considered suitable metrics to be included in the divisional BSC. 
This discussion was based on the already existing, old Scorecard of the division. 

Thereafter, the resulting metrics were presented to the divisional management, and 
suggestions voiced in this meeting were considered. Consequently, a number of 
individual interviews were undertaken with the divisional managers to discuss a list 
of metrics that had resulted from the preceding discussions. These interviews 

                                           
37

 This might explain parts of the former BSC administrator’s doubts about the Scorecard, 
particularly when it comes to the term “balanced” Scorecard (cf. Chapter 6). 
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painted a vivid picture about the metrics people wished to have included in the new 
version of the Scorecard; the ones that remained controversial were addressed in a 
management board meeting again. Finally, the metrics for the new BSC were 
approved, and in a next step fed into the EIS tool. From then on, the new BSC 
administrator claimed, the BSC was discussed in management board meetings on a 
regular basis. Due to lack of time, reality demanded, however, that sometimes the 
BSC items were left out or only quickly looked over, scanning red traffic lights. To 
fulfill the official requirement by divisional management the goal was, nevertheless, 
to at least quickly discuss the BSC.  

In spite of official requirements, the general level of acceptance seemed to be lower 
than in Division “Solutions” as described before. According to the impression of 
the former BSC administrator:  

“The overall acceptance by divisional management, who actually are the only ones to be affected by the 
BSC topic, is given. Mainly interested and driver of the topic, however, is Mr. C. (CEO of division); 
the rest of management only shows limited interest.” (Former BSC administrator, Division “Wireless”, 
August 2002) 

A possible reason for this limited interest was seen in the management being too 
much operations-oriented. For instance, the former BSC administrator thought 
that the head of Sales spent so much time with customers that he could be nothing 
but operations-oriented. Thinking in terms of strategy would neither be demanded 
of him nor of other functional managers, so that the interest in a strategic tool like 
the BSC was rather limited. 

Confirming the message of this statement, the current use of the BSC for reporting 
and/or strategic steering was described as: 

“That’s a difficult question and I’m not really sure, if you can separate the two. It is ‘as well as’, I 
would say. It definitely is a tool to cross check strategy and where to go but it surely is operative, too. For 
instance, the e-commerce share: ‘why is it within the green zone?’ … then you get a feeling why 
customers turned towards e-commerce [and so] it is perhaps operational again. Thus, to separate these 
two is quite difficult.” (BSC administrator, Division “Wireless”, July 2002) 

Affecting motivation and acceptance of the BSC the same way as in Division 
“Solutions”, the abortion of the BSC software tool, EIS, led to a disruption in the 
Scorecard process within Division “Wireless”. Unlike Division “Solutions”, 
Division “Wireless” did not run a back up version in Power Point, so that they were 
highly affected by the disappearance of the EIS tool. This difficulty, in turn, led to 
complaints and requests for help from Department X, that was also endowed with 
support of the IT-tool harmonization project. 
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A second situation on the business group level that led to a drop in motivation and 
acceptance of the Scorecard tool, was a decline in demand to report BSCs in the 
annual strategy planning process. As the former BSC administrator pointed out, 
beginning in 2002, it was not obligatory anymore to report Scorecard data in the 
official strategy documents. In the introductory comments to the strategy planning 
process 2002 it states: 

“The Balanced Scorecard … will be from … 2002 on a voluntary part …. Background to this change 
is the fact that Scorecards are already implemented and in daily use in almost all business groups. The 
degree of detail therein often exceeds the format provided by the [strategic planning documents]. For 
new business groups or those, that do not yet have a Scorecard System, a development should be 
considered mandatory.” (Extract from “Explanations for strategic planning”, March 2002) 

Hence, the top management pressure to maintain BSC, as already described in 
connection with the developments in “Cordless”, had formally decreased. 
Following the reaction of the former BSC administrator of Division “Wireless”, this 
measure apparently signaled to some people that the tool had dropped in the 
priority assigned to it by group executive management. 

Nevertheless, an essential benefit experienced with the use of the BSC was increased 
awareness; increased awareness in the sense of paying more attention to single 
topics such as quality but also in the sense of thinking more about the wider 
context, causes and consequences of single issues. This aspect is exemplified 
through the following: 

“Somebody recently asked me how we get to the values. It is [sometimes] difficult to find a value, e.g. 
for costs of non-compliance. Of course, we also had our problems to measure such things and so this 
brought us to a number of other questions and problems, which we hadn’t realized before.” (BSC 
administrator, Division “Wireless”, July 2002)  

Conversely, using the BSC also proved to be a challenge resulting from the fast 
changing environment in the communications industry. This dynamic 
environment required constant alert and adjustments in the Scorecard, increasing 
the effort connected to maintaining the tool. Thus, the ability of the BSC to 
“operationalize” strategy was regarded as very limited, from the viewpoint of both 
the former and the new BSC administrator.  

Summary 

Figure 13 summarizes the milestones as just described in Chapters 6 and 7, 
displaying the process of BSC adoption, implementation and redesigns in the 
different business divisions within the business group in a chronological order. The 
grey bar underneath the graph shows the organizational re-structuring over the 
same time period to portray some of the internal changes that the business group 
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concurrently experienced (division-internal re-structurations as for instance in 
Divisions “Mobile” and “Networks” are not considered).  
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Figure 13: Diffusion of the BSC in Business Group “Communication”, 1997–2002 

As shown in the graph, three out of five business divisions described their BSC 
process as having needed more than just one initial development. Except Divisions 
“Solutions” and “Networks” (at least Business Unit “Networks 1”), all other 
business divisions experienced their first BSC version as insufficient and therefore 
constructed a new one in a second design process. 

Another observation of interest to this study is that one of the divisions that stuck 
to just one development process, Division “Solutions”, seemed to be satisfied with 
their BSC, while the other one, Division “Networks”, officially stopped using the 
tool in the meantime. Interestingly, this termination occurred after the reporting of 
the Scorecard figures in the strategic planning process had already become 
voluntary.  
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Looking at the Scorecard–related activities until 1999, the point in time when 
reporting of the Scorecard figures became obligatory, the acceptance of the tool 
appeared to have been rather low. The units that are Division “Mobile” and 
“Cordless” in the current organization were the only ones that experimented with 
the tool. Shortly after Scorecard reporting became mandatory in the strategy 
process, Divisions “Networks”, “Solutions” and “Wireless” started their (first) BSC 
processes. Thus, at this point in time the number of divisions employing the BSC 
increased. Some months later, Division “Cordless” had already started with their 
second design process triggered by the initiative of a functional manager. In the 
other divisions, with the BSC partly proving not to work out as expected, the level 
of acceptance slightly decreased, resulting in a BSC redesign in Divisions “Wireless” 
and “Mobile”, and elimination of the tool in Division “Networks”. At nearly the 
same time, the High Impact Project BSC was started on group executive 
management level, aimed at designing a BSC for the entire business group. 
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Chapter 8: Analysis from a diffusion perspective 

This chapter aims to deepen our understanding of the underlying purpose of this 
study by reflecting upon the empirical data presented in the previous chapters in 
light of the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 3. As developed there, I 
aim to investigate the diffusion process in question from the viewpoint of the 
innovation supply-side and demand-side. Thus, in the first part of this chapter, I 
present an analysis of the supply–related aspects involved. This will be 
operationalized investigating the motives for BSC adoption (and implementation) 
on business group and business division level. Thereafter, I elaborate on the 
demand-side related aspects, i.e. the factors on the side of the innovation-adopting 
organization that seemed to have played a decisive role in the diffusion process. As 
discussed in Chapter 3 of this thesis, this study will apply an interactive process 
perspective that focuses upon the interaction between individual’s activities and 
organizational factors in the diffusion process over time. This chapter closes by 
discussing the possibilities and limits of the applied theoretical framework. This, in 
turn, opens up for the application of a network perspective to overcome the gaps, 
which I then treat in greater detail in the next chapter. 

Motives for BSC adoption and implementation 
“Given the current form of operation by fashion setting organizations (i.e. packaging innovations as 
‘consulting products’ like ABM, Balanced Scorecard, BPR), there is no reason to expect that these 
propositions would not hold when future management accounting or managerial innovations are 
considered.” (Malmi, 1999, 669) 

With Malmi (1999) concluding his study on the diffusion of ABC with the above 
statement, he leads us to believe that it should not matter whether the tool studied 
is ABC, the BSC or another management tool. This would predict that Malmi’s 
findings also apply to this study. However, recalling Perera et al’s (2003) reflections 
on the diffusion of innovative accounting tools as discussed in Chapter 3, Malmi’s 
argument calls for suspicion. In this context, it also seems important to remember 
that Malmi studied a process of inter-firm diffusion, so it cannot be taken for 
granted that his results would also apply to a setting of intra-firm diffusion. In an 
effort to test Malmi’s propositions on diffusion and possibly to extend or to refute 
his findings, I analyze the motives to adopt and to implement the BSC in my case 
company. This should give an insight if Malmi’s propositions about the diffusion of 
an innovation also hold true in a diffusion process within a single company, in a 
different geographical setting and of a different tool. 
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Viewpoint from top management and business group level 

The initial adoption decision: efficient choice and fashion  

According to the information gained in the interviews, at first sight, the driving 
force to choose the BSC out of a number of other tools available would best be 
described as “efficient choice” (cf. Abrahamson, 1991). The company had 
encountered a situation where it was to produce and to measure an ever-higher 
yield for its shareholders; a demand that had appeared recently with the growing 
popularity of the shareholder value concept in the 1990s. Knowing that the 
company could not satisfy this demand with the tools it already employed, 
corporate top management assumed that the demands could be met if an 
appropriate tool was available. So in this way, the company experienced a 
“performance gap” (Abrahamson, 1991, 592; Firth, 1996). To close this gap, the 
company looked for tools that could suit their purposes and selected the BSC as it 
was judged best to meet the company’s needs in terms of the underlying logic and 
expected results. In addition, since the BSC apparently extended beyond mere 
performance measurement, it was also judged suitable for introducing EBIT–
oriented thinking into the organization. Based on this train of thought, the initial 
adoption decision was purely rational and the BSC was adopted to enhance 
efficiency and competitiveness. As Rogers (1995) would explain, the BSC was 
perceived as having a high degree of relative advantage in that company’s top 
management perceived it being better than the pre-existing tools, e.g. the ones in 
the toolbox program.  

However, tracing back the adoption decision to rational decision-making only, 
ignores that: 

“ex post, all behaviour is explained as rational.” (Malmi, 1999, 654) 

Indeed, the company’s positioning in its organizational field, described above as 
highly competitive, influenced by numerous economic, political and social forces, 
should not be left aside. As new institutional theory would suggest, such 
institutional pressures trigger activities in organizations that let them appear 
legitimate by conforming to expectations and demands posed by institutional 
environments (Meyer and Rowan, 1977). 

In 1997, at the time when the search process for a suitable tool started, Kaplan and 
Norton’s book on the BSC (Kaplan and Norton, 1996) as well as the first case 
studies and reflections on the new tool were published in national and international 
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journals (e.g. Kaplan and Norton, 1992 and 1993; Butler et al, 1997; Epstein and 
Manzoni, 1997). In this context, Røvik (2002) observes, that: 

“Management literature is probably the single most important medium for the diffusion of 
organisational recipes.” (Røvik, 2002, 117f.) 

Such recipes serve as a synonym for organizational ideas such as the BSC. 
According to Clark and Greatbatch (2001), it is particularly through easy accessible 
publications, such as best-selling books, that managers and employees become 
aware of new organizational ideas. 

Thus, given that the tool had already then reached a certain degree of media 
attention and popularity, and that it was celebrated as an innovative, progressive 
tool propagated by consulting companies, it would probably be naïve to claim that 
the decision to implement BSC company-wide was based on rational aspects only. 
Rather the institutional environment also arguably exerted some influence. In 
addition, first success stories of organizations applying the BSC circulated in 
management groups; according to Røvik (2002) a factor that sends strongly positive 
signals to the potential interest group of a particular management idea. 

Finally, since the company had a history of producing innovative products and the 
company continuously sought to perpetuate the image of a progressive company 
management’s decision to employ the BSC for legitimizing and signaling purposes 

was also very likely
38

. Taking all these arguments together, it can be assumed that 
mimetic pressures (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) were also at work when the 
decision to introduce the BSC company-wide was made. According to Tolbert and 
Zucker (1996), it might well be that the company regarded the BSC as the “best 
choice”, although management was also influenced by others:  

“…there is some degree of uncertainty in the outcomes of different choices, and that decision-makers 
will use information gained from observing the choices of others, as well as their own subjective 
assessments, in determining ‘best’ choice. Under these conditions, the more widespread a given choice 
becomes, the more likely are individuals to view it as an optimal choice, and the less influential will be 
decision-maker’s independent judgments of the value of the choice.” (Tolbert and Zucker, 1996, 183) 

In Abrahamson’s (1991) terminology, such adoption decisions where organizations 
mimic other organizations outside their own social group are referred to as a 
“fashion”. Thus, the driving force underlying the adoption decision in 1997 was to 

                                           
38

 Staw and Epstein (2000) recently found a positive relationship between the application of 
popular management techniques and the internal and external legitimacy of the adopting 
company. They state that: “...companies were more admired, seen as being more innovative, and 
rated as having higher-quality management when they followed management trends such as quality, 
teams, and empowerment.” (ibid., 547-548) 
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increase efficiency, but it seems that this motive was partially overlapped with 
“fashion” related motives (cf. Abrahamson, 1991).  

The implementation: dominance of efficiency  

As demonstrated in the empirical parts of this thesis, the implementation of the 
BSC was conducted on the business division level. Therefore, mechanisms used to 
push implementation are discussed in a subsequent section (see “Levers of BSC 
Enforcement”). The motives of the top management level to maintain the BSC 
over time are investigated in the following paragraphs.  

Empirical data indicates that among top managerial motives to keep the BSC over 
time, the efficiency motivation grew stronger and the fashion motives took a 
backseat. First of all, the commitment during the rather long five-year BSC 
application speaks in favor of a significant benefit that exceeds following a 
management fashion. The number and complexity of BSC–related activities 
illustrated in the empirical data also hints at the considerable resources, both in 
terms of time and money that were invested in the BSC. From a top managerial 
perspective, then, it is improbable that this would have been done if no substantial 
benefit had been experienced from pushing the tool further. This assumption is 
buttressed by the fact that the BSC hype had already reached its peak in Europe at 
the end of the 1990s and was about to fade. This argument is supported by the 
conduct of the High Impact Project BSC as an extension of the divisional 
Scorecards. Why would management have otherwise invested in a follow-on project 
if the original concept was not perceived as leading to a substantial advantage? And 
finally, the feedback top management received from the business divisions cast an 
overall positive light on the BSC. Although divisional managers appeared to be well 
aware of the problems with the Scorecard and were thus partly skeptical about the 
value of the tool, it was doubtful at times whether these messages were reported to 
top management. Taking the example of the BSC–related questionnaire issued in 
2001, the divisional Scorecard projects were pictured in a positive way. The 
dissatisfaction partly experienced by the divisions did not clearly come through. 
Thus, top management was left with the impression that the divisions were satisfied 
with the tool and that it was worthwhile to continue with the BSC.  
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Viewpoint from business division level 

The initial adoption decision: forced selection 

None of the business divisions reported that they initially perceived the need to 
adopt the BSC in their units. Rather, the decision by top management to introduce 
the tool organization-wide motivated the adoption of the concept in the first place. 
This is witnessed by the accumulation of BSC implementation projects after 1999, 
when reporting of the BSC figures in the strategic planning process became 
obligatory. Before 1999, thus, when the idea of the BSC had been introduced 

already but was not yet binding policy, only one unit (Division “Devices”
39

) made 
initial efforts with the BSC. However, this effort was not because of a recognized 
“performance gap” in the unit, but because of the wish of corporate management to 
start experimenting with the BSC. It can therefore be concluded that top 
management apparently used its formal power to dictate the diffusion of the BSC 
within the entire organization, including the business group in question. Speaking 
in terms of Abrahamson’s (1991) framework, this situation was a “forced selection.”  

The implementation: levers of BSC enforcement 

But not only in the initial phase did business group management push the 
organization into using the BSC. As was described in the empirical part of this 
thesis, management used several mechanisms to enforce this “forced selection” 
either directly or by harnessing the “institutional” pressures that existed between the 
individual business divisions. This aspect is described in more detail below.  

Levers of direct enforcement used over the five-year time span studied are, for 
example, the questionnaire “Quality Check Benchmarking and BSC” (cf. Chapter 
6), issued in Summer 2001 to assess the state of BSC in the different divisions and 
to encourage Scorecard improvement. Although no common targets related to the 
Scorecard status were set by business group management, the survey signaled to the 
divisions that management was interested in the quality of the Scorecards and that 
the divisions must be able to show at least some kind of BSC documentation to the 
business group’s management. Thus, on a more general level, the survey reinforced 
that the use of the BSC concept is regarded not simply a formality, but that it is 
valuable to the organization; why else would time and money be spent on its status 
quo assessment? 
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 Today Divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless” 
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A second activity that could be subsumed under the category of “direct levers for 
BSC enforcement” is the High Impact Project BSC, as initiated in the end of 2001. 
As demonstrated earlier, due to the composition of the HIP Scorecard, the business 
divisions were forced to review their own Scorecards again in order to be able to 
deliver the figures needed for the Scorecard on business group level. However, given 
the fact that Division “Networks” officially stopped using BSCs in its division in 
the beginning of 2002 (as soon as the demand to report the figures in the strategic 
planning process fell), it seems doubtful that the enforcement of using the HIP was 

successful
40

. Hence, it appears that, at least in one division, a direct order to use the 
BSC was needed to keep the BSC process going. This sequence of events strongly 
indicates that, before 2002, “Networks” only continued with the BSC in order to 
comply with top management policy. The latter was also signaled during a practice-
sharing event about the BSC (cf. Chapter 6) where a representative from Division 
“Networks” explained that the use of the BSC in his division was not really 
necessary due to the existence of another performance management tool, which was 

regarded as much more valuable. Accordingly, as the representative further stated, 
Division “Networks” only continued with the BSC because “we don’t want to stick 
out”.  

A third potential lever of BSC enforcement is incentives connected to the 
Scorecards. In some units investigated, there seemed to be a connection between 

BSC goals and incentive systems
41

. However, the empirical data does not indicate 
that group executive management demanded connecting incentives with BSCs. In 
line with this managerial freedom, apparently most of the units studied employed 
their own incentive setting policy. A direct connection to all BSC targets was not 
assessed in any of the case units.   

Finally, the practice-sharing event named above, could be described as a mechanism 
for BSC enforcement that works more indirect, benefiting from institutional-like 
pressures between the business divisions. From their perspective, the environment 

                                           
40

 An interesting aspect in this context is that, according to the Department X BSC expert, 
Division “Networks” delivered its data to the HIP Scorecard without using Scorecards on the 
divisional level.  
41

 For example, based on the statements of the BSC administrator, this was the case in Division 
“Mobile” already in 2001. However, it seems doubtful that the division would connect incentives 
to a tool that they did not really seem to use, so it seems more probable that they followed the 
same procedure as in Division “Cordless”, where there was an overlap between incentive-relevant 
(financial) goals and goals that are also contained in the BSC.  

 164 



 

that is experienced as exerting the greatest pressures and influence upon them are 
other organizational actors. Such actors included, for example, the company’s top 
management, business group’s management, Department X, and other business 
divisions. As became clear in the interviews I conducted, organizational actors 
realized that there was a world outside the organization, composed of, for example, 
competitors, suppliers, and the business press. However, based on their stories, they 
seem to have experienced the sphere with direct impact on their work as lying 
inside the organization’s borders. Following this line of thinking, the organizational 
field that the divisions experienced was made of other organizational units and 
actors that exerted pressure of legitimization on one other. The results of this peer 
pressure finally became visible during events such as the “Practice-Sharing Days” 
where units like Division “Networks” presented a BSC tool, that they self-
admittedly neither really needed nor used but presented nonetheless because they 
did not want to lose face to business group and other business division 
management. 

Digging even deeper into this issue, these institutional-like pressures might also 
have been an additional influencing factor (besides the enforcement of 
management) for Divisions “Solutions” and “Wireless” to adopt the BSC. When 
these units became separate divisions, all the other divisions had already started 
BSC implementation and the young divisions could have potentially experienced 
this as a mimetic force that accompanied the coercive pressure exercised by 
company’s top management.  

Evolution of other motives over time 

As just discussed, a “forced selection” induced by company’s top management 
initiated the first BSC adoptions and dominated the entire BSC diffusion process in 
the business group until at least 2002. Nonetheless, there are signs that other 
driving forces evolved in the business divisions over time, especially in those 
divisions that dealt with the tool over a longer time span.  

Division “Solutions” 

As illustrated in the foregoing discussions, all BSC adoptions until the middle of 
2000 were driven by corporate enforcement. The first division where this 
motivation appeared questionable as a sole explanation for BSC adoption was 
Division “Solutions”. According to the statements of the divisional CEO, the 
division was in need of a tool that could help steer a division in the start-up phase, 
which would support monitoring the essential parameters necessary to make the 
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right decisions for the future. As a newly formed division, it obviously did not have 
as extensive a reporting infrastructure as the other, more established divisions. 
Thus, the CEO’s argument that the BSC had been expected to close this lack of 
performance management tools appears plausible. Even with the CEO conceding 
that top management’s request to use BSC was not completely irrelevant, it seems 
that rational motives of improving divisional reporting structures were also at play.  

Picking up the idea of institutional-like pressures within the business group again, 
not only “efficient choice”, but also some “fad”–related motives seem to have 
prevailed. Although people in the division did not explicitly comment on the need 
to appear legitimate towards the other divisions that had already adopted BSC, the 
interviews suggest that members of the division were concerned with establishing 
their position in the organizational community:  

“Well, on the one hand, as small as we are, we are doing world business. Already today, we are active 
in 25-30 countries and a decisive aspect is our performance in the financials.” (CEO, Division 
“Solutions”, September 2002) 

In support of this supposition, the divisional BSC administrator reported positive 
effects of the BSC introduction in terms of creating awareness for the abilities of the 
young business division, whose success obviously was initially doubted by some 
people in the organization: 

“We have continuously increased awareness [for our division] by group executive management.  We are 
always the [supposedly] small division, about which some people said that it is pretty unclear what we 
are doing and [asked] ‘could this be a success over all?’, ‘they are so small’ and ‘look at the volume!’. 
[Further it was said that] ‘now they need to do all the things that every division has to do, the entire 
reporting and all the processes’. In this respect, I believe, we surprised group executive management and 
the other divisions because they obviously also watch our presentations in the meetings of group 
executive management. In these terms, …  we have marked our position positively, with the help of the 
BSC topic.”(BSC administrator, Division “Solutions”, July 2002) 

Considering these statements in light of the organizational context, it appears very 
likely that, dominated by the BSC enforcement, the underlying adoption motives 
for “Solutions” were “efficient choice” and following the “fad” that was already 
lived by the other divisions of the business group.  

Division “Wireless” 

Since Division “Wireless’” situation was very similar to Division “Solutions”, the 
argument for “fad”–related motivations are basically the same. However, in 
addition to this driving force, the adoption of the new tool seemed to have resulted 
mostly in response to the coercive pressure exercised by company top management. 
As discussed above, corporate policy to implement the BSC was described as the 
underlying cause of BSC adoption. Rational aspects were neither mentioned in the 
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interviews nor became evident from other sources of information. On the contrary, 
an argument in favor of an enforced adoption can be seen in the fact that Division 
“Wireless” knew from the start that its “parent” division, Division “Mobile”, had 
experienced trouble with the tool. Thus, an adoption on the grounds of rational, 
efficiency related causes does not appear plausible.   

The established divisions  

To resume why the different divisions were motivated to adopt the BSC, it can be 
noted that the motives changed over time. What is more, it seems that motives to 
continue with the BSC changed within individual divisions. A good example, 
illustrating this process is Division “Cordless”. Remember that this division was the 
first to start implementation efforts but explicitly stated that this was done in 
compliance with top management expectations. As described in the empirical parts 
of this thesis, the attitude towards the new tool changed gradually over time, 
moving towards seeing a real value in applying the tool. A first indication for this 
can be observed in the redesign of the tool. When the redesign was conducted, the 
external pressure exercised by company management had not changed. Hence, the 
division could have equally “gotten away” with the, although unsatisfactory for the 
division, old BSC version. In this way, divisional management could have at least 
formally complied with the corporate reporting demands. Instead of maintaining 
such an alibi BSC, more time and money was invested in a redesign. Similarly, the 
fact that the BSC tool was kept in the division even after the coercive pressure by 
company’s management ceased in 2002 speaks in favor of the division having and 
still perceiving some value in the BSC. The cases of Divisions “Cordless”, “Mobile” 
and “Wireless” all indicated that adopting units obviously needed some time to 
learn to work with the new tool. These cases also show that the divisions 
experienced that the associated investment gradually returned a worthwhile benefit 
other than mere compliance with the business group management’s demand.  

Figure 14 summarizes the diffusion process as discussed thus far on a time axis. 
Analyzing the process from a temporal perspective, it seems that in the beginning of 
the BSC diffusion (1997– mid of 2000), the “forced selection” motivation 
dominated the implementations. In the later phases (mid 2000–2002), “efficient 
choice” and “fad”–related motives gained ever increasing importance, whereby a 
common pattern seems to be that motives similar to “efficient choice” have 
particularly dominated the redesigns of pre-existing Scorecards. Notably, the 
divisions that exposed motives of “efficient choice”, either from the start or from 
the redesign, are the ones that continued with the BSC even after it was no longer 
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enforced by higher management. Interpreting the continuation of the innovation as 
a sign of BSC success, one could argue that the probability of BSC success is higher 
when the “efficient choice” motive dominates other motives.   
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Figure 14: Diffusion of the BSC under consideration of underlying motives and number of 

adopting divisions
42

Lack of fashion motives  

To facilitate the further discussion of the BSC diffusion process, I separate the 

entire process into three phases
43

 (cf. Hägerstrand, 1967; Malmi, 1999). The first 
phase is the initial phase (1997–2000), followed by the take-off phase (2000–2001) 
and ending with the later phase (2001 onwards).  

                                           
42

 Note that Divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless” formed one single business division until 
October 2000 and were separated thereafter. Accordingly, the number of BSCs implemented 
increased from 1 to 3 in the year 2000, although only one new division implemented the concept 
(“Networks”). 
43

 I do not intend to define exact times of start/end of the different phases; the separation into 
different phases is rather supposed to facilitate further discussion of the curve.  
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Comparing the results of this diffusion process with Malmi’s (1999), a first major 
difference seems to be the lack of “fashion”–oriented motives in the case studied 

 “lack of an entrepreneurial spirit” prevailing in 

es run their own business at home or they help their wives who 
mpany, they take off their entrepreneurs’ hat. Then they are 

approve it: 

g companies and b) other 

                                          

here. This difference might be explained by the organizational situation particular 
to the firm under examination, as shortly touched upon before, where the 
“institutional” environment of impact on the divisions is mainly restricted to inside 
the company. Based on my observations, this organizational field is characterized by 
a strong structuration and a strict organizational hierarchy consisting of several 
management levels. The organization appeared to be strongly top-down oriented, 
with little power on the lower levels. This being the case, even if one particular 
division had heard about an innovative management tool as published in the media, 
it seems questionable whether individuals in the division would have made efforts 
to bring it into the organization.  

This impression was confirmed by members of the organization, with one of them 
paraphrasing this hesitance with a
the organization. This very person worked in the Division “Cordless” R&D 
development department and had been employed by the company for more than 
25 years. He pointed out that:   

“Any employee of our division, but also functional managers take off their entrepreneurs’ hat, which 
they wear at home. Many of our colleagu
do so, but as soon as they enter the co
recipients of orders and expect that there is always somebody who tells them what to do; and this they 
do then.” (Experienced employee of R&D department, Division “Cordless”, July 2001) 

A further related obstacle seems to be that people know about the difficulty to 
introduce and to run a new tool when management does not 
management commitment was named most often as the essential success factor for 

the introduction of new concepts.
44

 It seems, then, that people feel that they do not 
have the power to introduce new concepts themselves, but assume that this has to 
be initiated and continually supported by management. 

Another reason that might explain the lack of the “fashion” motive can probably be 
found in negative experiences made with a) consultin
concepts that were promoted heavily in the media in the beginning, then 
implemented in the company and finally abandoned after a while. Such an 
experience was apparently made with the concepts of Target Costing and EFQM 

 
44

 E.g. interview with manager of Division “Networks” internal consulting department and 
current Division “Mobile” BSC administrator. 
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both in Division “Mobile” and “Cordless”. In the words of R&D employee cited 
above, the problem can be described as follows:   

“I just remind you of the good EFQM topic, you know it, don’t you? Basically we killed it in this 

sis with Malmi’s findings, a second major 

 Malmi’s study and mine in 

aped diffusion curve but still not a “typical” 

isplays the number of BSC adopting units over time. The resulting 

cause of the cumulatively increasing 

division because we have overdone it, from my point of view… we’ve done a nice documentation 
[about it]. We haven’t really applied [for the certification] but we’ve been close to it. We’ve done a 
really nice documentation and put a lot of effort in it, but we’ve overdone it. Today, if I just mention 
the word EFQM, some people tell me to leave the room because they can’t stand it [the topic] anymore. 
And this is the same with other concepts, like Target Costing.” (Experienced employee of R&D 
department, Division “Cordless”, July 2001) 

Returning to the comparative analy
difference between his results and my study is the sequence of adoption motives 
over time. According to Malmi (1999), we should have expected a dominance of 
“efficient choice” motives in the initial stage of innovation adoption, followed by 
“efficient choice” and “fashion”–related motivations in the following take-off phase. 
Finally, Malmi (1999) found that “efficient choice” and “fad” perspectives were 
most common in the phases after the take-off phase.  

The strong contrast of adoption motivations between
the initial stage of the diffusion can probably be explained by the innovation 
adoption having been enforced by top management and thus might not be atypical 
for this type of innovation diffusion. Still, in the take-off phase, the effects of this 
enforcement were visible in my case although the first signs of “efficient choice” 
and “fad” motives appeared. While the “efficient choice” component is in line with 
Malmi’s findings, it seems that at this stage the particularities of the organizational 
situation as described in the previous paragraph show their effect: instead of 
“fashion”, “fad” comes into play. Finally, in the final phase, there does not seem to 
be a considerable difference between the diffusion investigated by Malmi and the 
one studied here: in both cases motives of “efficient choice” and “fad” are 
dominant.  

An S–sh
diffusion 

Figure 14 also d
curve is S–shaped, similar to the typical adoption curves as for example described 
by Rogers (1995). He explains the shape of the curve with a learning process related 
to information exchange and uncertainty reduction:  

“We expect a normal adopter distribution for an innovation be
influences upon an individual to adopt or reject an innovation, resulting from the activation of peer 
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networks about the innovation in the system. This influence results from the increasing rate of 
knowledge and adoption (or rejection) of the innovation in the system.” (Rogers, 1995, 259)  

It is therefore assumed that the innovation spreads through interpersonal networks, 
transferring subjective evaluations of the innovation, which makes it difficult to halt 
the diffusion after it has reached a certain point. The resulting phenomenon is 
commonly referred to as “bandwagon effects” (Abrahamson and Rosenkopf, 1997). 

Applying this reasoning to the given case, the diffusion of the Scorecard should 
have stopped already in the initial phase between 1997 and 1999. At this time, 
Divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless” realized that they were not really satisfied with 
the BSC project results. Evaluations about the new tool consequently 
communicated to other divisions were probably rather negative, not supporting the 
further diffusion of the tool in the organization. 

In terms of stage-based models of diffusion such as Gallivan’s (2001), this situation 
refers to the transition from the primary adoption stage to the secondary adoption. 
As explained in Chapter 3, in order for secondary adoption to happen, managerial 
intervention, compatible subjective norms and facilitating conditions are necessary. 
Contrasting this requirement with the empirical data presented, it seems that 
actions taken by divisional and functional management in support of BSC 
implementation were rather reluctant during the initial diffusion stage. Also, since 
the divisions perceived the BSC as a tool they did not really need and the cause for 
double reporting, coupled with negative past experiences with tools like EFQM, the 
subjective norms of most potential adopters probably did not support the transition 
to the secondary adoption stage. As described above, clear top management support 
was perceived as lacking in all the divisions that adopted the BSC in the initial 
phase, so that the only facilitating condition as named by Gallivan (2001) was the 
organization’s strong, top-down oriented organizational culture in the business 
group. These conditions taken together, Gallivan’s model would also predict a 
discontinuation of the BSC diffusion process in its early stage.  

However, it is important to remember that the further diffusion in my case was 
virtually forced by corporate top management by requiring BSC reporting in the 
annual strategy process and other enforcement mechanisms as discussed above. It 
seems then that the effect of peer communication (Rogers, 1995) was superseded by 
top management authority, which in this case is a major driver of the diffusion 
process.  

With the situation as described, it is further questionable that the diffusion process 
would have been difficult to stop after 10%–20% (Rogers, 1995, 259) of the units 
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had adopted the tool. The problems experienced by the different divisions indicate 
rather that units would have stopped using the BSC if it had not been required. 
This assumption is also supported by the fact that Division “Networks” stopped 
using the new tool in 2002 when it was not obligatory to report in the annual 
strategy process anymore. Hence, although the shape of the diffusion curve is 
similar to the ones described in the literature, the underlying reasons seem to be 
different in this case. The following section aims to bring further understanding 
about factors potentially relevant to the diffusion process in the given case.  

Organizational determinants of diffusion  

Examining the diffusion process (empirically) studied so far, at least two questions 
arise:  

1. Why did some divisions need two BSC design processes, while others 
developed the Scorecard once and simply made adjustments to the original 
version afterwards? 

2. Why do motives to employ BSC change from the initial BSC development 
to the redesign process? 

Malmi’s (1999) study does not really seem to give an answer to these two questions 
since he investigated the particularities of only ABC to explain why some 
companies would rather adopt the tool than others. Bjørnenak (1997) in contrast 
discusses characteristics of the demand-side specifically to ABC but also in more 
general terms. According to him, resistance to change, information fields and 
barriers are important factors that influence the diffusion of innovations. As he 
states, these factors as well as the conditions conducive to adaptation can change 
over time. His work relies to a great extent on Hägerstrand (1967), which refers to 
the idea of information fields where communication links between agents play an 
important role in the diffusion of innovations. In this sense, this conception is quite 
similar to Rogers’ (1995) as discussed above. In order to expand the range of 
possible explanatory factors on the demand-side, I return to the studies dealing with 
motivators, barriers and facilitators to accounting and organizational change as 
presented in Chapter 3 of this thesis. Assuming that certain factors of the demand-
side, i.e. the organization adopting an innovation, have an impact on 
implementation motives, these theoretical frameworks could help explain the above 
two questions. 

To begin with, the following table gives a systematic overview of the most 
important factors that seemed to be at work in the different divisions, including an 
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indication (in brackets) of the effect they appeared to have on the final outcome of 
the BSC process. A “+” indicates a positive effect on the BSC process (advancing or 
continuance) in the adopting unit and a “–” a negative effect (hindering or 
abandoning the concept). The factors were identified with the help of the 
theoretical framework underlying this study.  
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Table 6: Cross-divisional overview of organizational factors with an observed impact on the 
BSC change process 

 Division “Mobile” Division “Cordless” 

Factors 
prevalent 
at initial 

BSC 
design 

 Existing reporting systems (–) 
 Lack of management commitment (–) 
 Doubtful BSC administrator (–) 
 Relatively unstable org. environment (–)  
Changing priorities (–) 
 High complexity of the environment 
(ongoing structural and personnel changes) 
(–) 

 Existing reporting systems (–) 
 Lack of management commitment (–) 
 Doubtful BSC administrator (–) 
 Relatively stable org. environment (+) 
 Relatively stable org. structure (+) 
 Dissatisfaction with information 
provided by tool (–) 
 Negative past experiences with 
“innovative” tools (–) 

Change 
triggering 
factors, i.e. 

redesign 

 Management commitment and support, 
arrival of new CFO (+) 

 Manager as change agent (+) 
 Convinced BSC administrator to 
support change from the bottom (+) 

 Division “Networks” Division “Solutions” 

Factors 
prevalent 
at initial 

BSC 
design 

 Existing reporting systems (–) 
 (Partly) lack of mgmt. commitment (–) 
 Doubtful BSC administrator (–) 
 Org. culture (–) 
 Problematic IT–support (–) 
 Org. size (–) 
 Complex org. environment (–) 
 Dissatisfaction with information provided by 
tool (–) 
 Environmental uncertainty (–); aggravating 
economic situation (–) 

 Limited existing reporting systems (+) 
 Top management commitment (+) 
 Convinced BSC administrator (+) 
 Org. culture (+) 
 Problematic IT support (–) 
 Org. size (+) 
 Limited past experiences with other 
tools in this particular division (+) 

 

Change 
triggering 
factors, i.e. 

redesign 

 No redesign, but abandonment of the BSC, 
due to org. re-structuration (–) 
 Lack of management commitment and 
support (–) 

 

 Division “Wireless” 

Factors 
prevalent 
at initial 

BSC 
design 

 Very limited existing reporting systems (+) 
 Top management support (+) 
 Doubtful BSC administrator (–) 
 Problematic IT–support (–) 
 Dissatisfaction with information provided by 
tool (–) 
 Negative past experiences with “innovative” 
tools (indirect through Division Mobile) (–) 
 Lack of clear-cut strategy (–) 

Change 
triggering 
factors, i.e. 

redesign 

 Committed BSC administrator (+) 
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Since this summary partly contains expressions in managerial language, in the 
following, the different factors are subsumed under the categories suggested in the 
literature (cf. Chapter 3, Table 4 and Table 5). They will be discussed in regard to 
their effect on the different BSC projects in the divisions and thus the diffusion of 
the tool within the company. Based on the theoretical frame of this study, it can be 
expected that the factors acted as either barriers, creating resistance to change 
(Bjørnenak, 1997) or as promoters, having a positive impact on the change 

process
45

. 

Individuals in the change process 

The role of change agents 

As discussed earlier in Chapter 3 of this thesis, Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) 
identify seven roles of change agents, which are quite similar to Sangster’s (1996) 
delineation of leaders’ role in change processes. Comparing the activities and 
attributes described in this additional study with attributes of change agents of 
individuals encountered in the case under examination, divisional management, e.g. 
the CEOs, seemed to have the potential to take over the role of change agents. In 
their position, they functioned as a bridge between the social systems of the 
management circle and the (operational) division. In Rogers’ (1995) terms they 
seemed to provide a link between the “resource system”, i.e. corporate management 
that wanted the BSC to get implemented and the “client system”, which in this case 
were the business divisions (cf. Rogers, 1995, 336). 

Following this train of thought and analyzing, for example, the role of the Division 
“Solutions’” CEO, many attributes of change agents are reflected in his activities. 
As a first step, he helped overcome initial resistance against the new tool by 
communicating the need to implement a monitoring tool like the BSC and thereby 
developed the need for change in his “clients”. At the same time, he established an 
information flow by putting the BSC on the agenda of Jour Fix meetings (cf. 
Rogers, 1995). Notably, in his role of “translating intent into action” (Rogers and 
Shoemaker 1971), he was assisted by the BSC administrator, who took care of the 
practical and technical implementation of the new tool. One could also say that he 
backed him up on the operational side. Going even further, one could think of him 

                                           
45

 Unlike Kasurinen (2002) I will not distinguish between different degrees of positive or negative 
effects expressed in the use of different terms. I will instead use the term barriers for factors with a 
hampering effect on change and promoters for those with a positive effect.  
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as an “opinion leader” (Rogers, 1995). As described in Chapter 3, opinion leaders 
are individuals who can informally influence other people’s behavior and attitude in 
a desired way. Given that the BSC administrators in all the business divisions did 
not belong to the management circle, they did not have formal power to influence 
people’s attitude and behavior (as for example functional managers) in regard to the 
BSC. Nonetheless, they were the ones who collected the BSC data, who reminded 
individuals to deliver Scorecard data on time, and who discussed potential 
improvements in the IT–support. They thereby functioned like the eye of a needle 
where all operational BSC threads converge. Depending on the Scorecard 
administrator’s attitude toward the tool, they conveyed a positive or negative BSC 
image to their contacts by using certain expressions or by delivering/omitting 
information. The impact of this predisposition can be observed by comparing the 
divisions: a positive opinion of the BSC administrator of the new tool, as for 
example in Division “Solutions”, seemed to have had a positive impact on the BSC 
adoption and implementation process, while a doubtful opinion as initially 
experienced, for example, in Division “Wireless”, seems to have had a negative 
impact on the change process. This supposition is backed up by the fact that there 
was a striking temporal connection between Division “Wireless’” Scorecard re-
design and a change in the BSC administrator’s responsibility. The new BSC 
administrator appeared to be much more interested in the BSC topic and had also 
already accumulated some experience with the BSC in former jobs. Returning then 
to the initial point about the BSC administrator’s role as an opinion leader assisting 
the change agents appears helpful to understanding the change process.  

Revisiting the way in which the “Solutions’” CEO served as a change agent, a 
further decisive step seemed to have been how he made the BSC discussion a 
regular part of management meetings. Doing this, he stabilized the adoption and 
prevented discontinuances (cf. Rogers, 1995). As it seems, he also succeeded with 
his last role, achieving a terminal relationship with his clients, since the people 
interviewed in the division were quite satisfied with the tool and its application; the 
tool itself was continuously used and run despite problems with the IT–platform. 

While the CEO of Division “Solutions” seems to personify a model change agent 
and leader, a less positive example could be observed in Division “Networks.” 

Although caution should prevail in drawing conclusions on this division
46

, from the 
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 As noted above, compared to Division “Solutions” or “Cordless” access to this division was 
relatively restricted.  
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comments and reportedly negative reactions toward the BSC as discussed above, 
one is led to think that the CEO probably neither created the need for change (the 
double reporting issue) nor succeeded in creating a terminal relationship with his 
clients (cf. Rogers and Shoemaker 1971). As Sangster (1996) would suggest, it 
might have been that divisional management was not convinced of the BSC itself so 
that it could not guide business units applying the BSC in their implementation 
processes. This would fit people’s perception of the lack of management 
commitment in Division “Networks.” Other possible reasons that Rogers (1995) 
would suggest are deficits in the change agents’ efforts to contact their clients, 
wrong timing of client contact, lack of client orientation and incompatibility with 
client’s needs (ibid., 339ff.) Again, the data of this study provide particular support 
for “end-user incompatibility”; due to the existence of an (apparently) functioning 
performance management tool, people did not see a need for another tool that, 
from their perspective, appeared similar to the pre-existing one.    

Digging deeper into the empirical material, it becomes clear that divisional 
management not only covered the role of division-internal change agents, but also 
promoted the diffusion across the divisions. In Division “Mobile”, for example, 
there was a striking temporal connection between the arrival of the new CFO and 
the BSC re-design. The comments by interviewees in the division also suggest that 
the re-design was triggered by the new divisional manager who was apparently 
convinced of the BSC tool. Diffusion processes like these are commonly referred to 
as “relocation diffusion,” (Cooper et al, 2003) i.e. diffusion processes focusing on 
how innovations enter an area but where the number of adopters stays the same 
(Bjørnenak, 1997).  

From a theoretical and practical point of view, an interesting problem that is 
demonstrated by this case may be described as a role conflict of the CEOs as change 
agents. To illustrate this point, I refer to business Division “Cordless” whose BSC 
implementation process was initially decelerated by a lack of management support 
for the new tool combined with a doubtful BSC administrator. As explained in 
Chapter 6, a possible reason for this was seen in that:  

“The Scorecard runs the danger of being misunderstood as a system that denies management its 
competence… This is because the BSC claims to be an all-encompassing system.” (BSC administrator, 
Division “Cordless”, August 2001) 

From the conception of the BSC and the way it is promoted by its inventors (cf. 
Chapter 2), the BSC can indeed be understood as a “panacea” (Røvik, 2002) and a 
comprehensive management system that prescribes for managers the correct 
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reaction to any given situation. Keeping in mind that the BSC is even described as a 
strategic management system, which should lead the applying company to a cyclical 
check of the strategy and eventually even a change in acceptable management 
(re)actions, it is quite understandable that managers could feel deprived of their 
“gut feeling” for their business as is witnessed by the Division “Cordless” CEO. In 
this case, the CEO faces a dilemma: on the one hand he/she is supposed to follow 
top management requests and function as a change agent for BSC implementation 
in their division; on the other hand he/she feels that the tool threatens their 
competence and maybe even their authority, which would make them hesitant to 
do promote it. How to solve this quandary? Based on the case, creating appropriate 
expectations about the functions of the tool might be a solution. This alternative 
would at least be indicated by “successful” examples like Division “Solutions.” 
There the CEO seemed to have modest expectations from the start, seeing the BSC 
as a purely supportive tool. Remember also that Division “Solutions” tailored the 
entire BSC tool, including its development process to the individual divisional 
needs instead of uncritically following the original Scorecard framework. Thus, it 
seems that a simplification and abstraction (Røvik, 2002) in the sense of applying 
the idea the tool symbolizes rather than a prescribed framework shows positive 
effects. Another key element in this context might be an appropriate 
communication process in the very beginning of the diffusion in order to create the 
management commitment necessary for the secondary adoption of the tool (cf. 
Gallivan, 2001). 

Management support and commitment 

As the foregoing discussion suggests, change agents are more likely to succeed in 
their role if they themselves are committed to the tool to be introduced. This 
argument conforms to other studies such as Shields and Young (1989) that indicate 
the importance of top management support for implementation processes of new 
accounting tools. Considering Gallivan’s (2001) model, not only top management 
support, but also the commitment and active support of functional managers is 
needed in order for diffusion to happen.  

Again, the example of the BSC implementation process in Division “Cordless” 
provides evidence for this supposition, although not in its initial implementation 
but in its re-design. Remember that the turning point in the entire BSC process in 
the division was attributed to the initiative of a functional manager who 
complained about the existing Scorecard and its limited usefulness to support his 
work. Since this individual was not involved in the BSC process anymore after this 
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event (in fact the person changed employment), it is difficult to argue that he 
functioned as a change agent. Nevertheless, his action catalyzed the further 
development of the Scorecard in the division he left behind.   

Apart from this change triggering function that was only observed in one of the five 
divisions studied, functional managers seemed to play a role in the diffusion of the 
BSC in that they were receivers and supposed users of the Scorecard data. As 
illustrated in the interviews with the BSC administrator and the head of the 
Division “Cordless” R&D department, a strong demand of BSC data by functional 
managers is interpreted as a sign of usefulness of the tool. It indicates to people on 
the operational level that it is worth investing time and money in the improvement 
of the tool. On the contrary, as was the case in Division “Cordless” in the early 
BSC phases, if functional managers do not really see the tool to be implemented as 
essential for their own purposes, they do not demand it. This signals to the 
operational level employees that management does not really support the tool. In 
this sense, functional managers’ roles are comparable to what Gallivan (2001) 
describes as managerial intervention. If supportive, such intervention has a positive 
effect on diffusion and, if non-supportive, it shows a negative impact on the 
diffusion process. In contrast to divisional management that seemed to take over a 
“pushing” role, functional managers were expected to assume the “pulling” 
responsibility.  

Structural/organizational factors 

Stability and complexity of the organizational environment 

As stated in Chapter 3, literature suggests that rapid environmental change, i.e. 
uncertainty, often has a stimulating effect on innovation (Zaltman et al, 1973; 
Ettlie and Bridges, 1987). Similarly, in their study of change in management 
accounting, Innes and Mitchell (1990) refer to a competitive and dynamic market 
environment as a “motivator” for change, i.e. a factor that influences change in a 
general manner. According to their findings, we should expect that these conditions 
support change also in my case. 

In 1997, the changes toward a stronger shareholder orientation in the company’s 
environment arguably led to the initial adoption of the BSC in the company. The 
BSC would then have been adopted in order to reduce uncertainty. In contrast, the 
adoptions and implementations in the individual divisions seem to illustrate the 
opposite: high environmental uncertainty seems to hinder innovation adoption and 
particularly implementation. This conclusion could be drawn, for example, from 
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the first BSC experiences in Division “Mobile”. Recall that Division “Mobile” 
served a volatile, fast changing market in the end-user business that, even worse, 
experienced a strong drop in demand from 2000 onwards. As an observable effect 
and, as was also explicitly stated by interviewees, the division’s attention was 
diverted from tools that show a middle to long–term effect towards measures with 
immediate or at least short–term consequences. Thus, the BSC fell off the agenda 
until market conditions stabilized again. This finding supports Cobb et al (1995) 
who identified changing priorities as barriers to change and even confirms Burns 
and Scapens’ (2000) assumption that some continuity may be necessary to enable 
change. 

Quite similarly, in Division “Networks” it was argued that BSC implementation 
had to recede when it became clear that the economic situation had worsened. 
Measures with prompt cost-cutting effects such as dismissing staff or closing the 
BSC–supporting IT system were given higher priority, despite people explicitly 
stating the need for a tool such as the BSC in that competitive business 
environment. As these examples illustrate, high environmental uncertainty seems to 
act as a barrier rather than a promoter for intra-organizational diffusion.   

Analyzing these observations from a critical
47

 perspective, however, it seems difficult 
to claim a direct relationship between environmental uncertainty and a hampering 
effect on diffusion. From the logic of the BSC, we would have expected the 
opposite reaction of the company, i.e. to focus more on the BSC than before, in 
order to survive the crisis and to succeed in the long–term. That divisions 
responded contrary to theoretical expectations could indicate either a lack of trust 
in the tool or deficits in understanding its concept. 

At the same time, this context demonstrates the Scorecard’s “limits” or 
“weaknesses” that people (e.g. in Division “Mobile”) perceived: the BSC is not 
helpful to fixing operational problems. Statements like these indicate that some 
people in the organization expected the BSC to be an operational tool. Although it 
is difficult to determine how this belief evolved, a possible reason could be deficits 
in communication and training. These deficits were at least experienced as a strong 
deficit, for example, by the “Networks 1” business unit BSC administrator, who as 
a native American, also had BSC experience with American firms and their business 
policies. Based on his cultural and professional background, he argued that middle 
European firms often confused the concepts of information and communication. 
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Instead of relying on inter–human communication, e-mails and presentation 
transparencies were often used to introduce new concepts to the organization. Since 
this was the way the BSC was communicated within his division, he was not 
surprised that the division and his unit experienced resistance against the tool.   

Size of the adopting unit  

Comparing the BSC processes used in the divisions with one another, a further 
organizational factor of importance for change was the size of the adopting unit. 
While Gosselin (1997) and Libby and Waterhouse (1996) could not find a 
relationship between organizational size and change, Damanpour (1992), 
Bjørnenak (1997) and others (cf. Chapter 3) indicate a positive relationship 
between the two. Bjørnenak (1997) explains the relevance of company size for 
inter-firm diffusion processes with the concept of communication networks. 
According to him, larger companies proved to have a larger network of 
communication channels and infrastructure to adopt the accounting innovation. 
He found further that courses and availability of internal change agents seemed to 
provide for the most effective communication channels.    

As with environmental stability discussed before, Bjørnenak’s results could be used 
to explain the initial adoption of the concept on the company level. The company 
to which the five business divisions belong is significantly large (cf. Chapter 5). As 
such, it can benefit from extended communication networks, for example, via the 
Internal Consulting department that is also in permanent contact with external 
consultants. Writing the BSC handbook and distributing it organization-wide put 
the Internal Consulting department in the roles of both, in Bjørnenak’s terms, 
change agent and communication channel.  

However, applying this reasoning on business division level, Bjørnenak’s 
propositions do not seem to hold true: in the given case, it was not the largest 
business division, Division “Networks”, that showed outstanding results in the 
timing of BSC adoption and (perceived) successful usage of the BSC. In terms of 
number of employees, the division that started first BSC efforts was much smaller 
than Division “Networks”. Also, the divisions that seemed to work best with the 
new tool over time were Divisions “Solutions” and “Cordless”. How to explain 
this?  

One possible explanation for this phenomenon could lie in the fact that large 
communication fields can hinder diffusion at the transition between when the 
adoption decision is made and the implementation is at issue. In Division 

 181 



 

“Networks”, for example, the diffusion within the division might have taken longer 
since the innovation was implemented on the business unit level and this level of 
involves more people to be informed and to be taught about the new tool and 
longer (physical) communication distances. Bjørnenak explicitly refers to the latter 
as barriers to diffusion. As the examples of Division “Solutions” and “Wireless” in 
the case show, smaller units have more dense information fields than larger units, 
apparently making it easier for innovations to be communicated. On the other 
hand, small size alone does not seem to guarantee a smooth diffusion process, as the 
case of Division “Wireless” illustrates. 

Aside from the young divisions, business Division “Cordless” seemed to be the 
division that worked best with the Scorecard, although it was neither very small nor 
overly large. Thus, it can be concluded that more than one factor determines the 
course of the implementation and thus the effectiveness of the entire diffusion 
process.   

Existing reporting systems 

A further factor with apparent influence on the BSC diffusion process in my case 
was the existence of other reporting systems as briefly mentioned in the discussion 
about the role of change agents before. As was explicitly stated by a member of 
Division “Networks” on the occasion of a practice-sharing event, the Scorecard was 
lacking acceptance due to another performance management tool that had already 
been used for years. The BSC was therefore perceived as a redundancy causing 
double work and little benefit. Almost all established business divisions made 
similar experiences, where the BSC entered a pre-existing reporting systems 
landscape. In contrast, not having or only having a limited existing infrastructure 
like in Divisions “Solutions” or “Wireless”, seemed to facilitate BSC adoption and 
implementation. Nevertheless, coordination between different systems in the build-
up phase seems to be essential. This was particularly illustrated in “Solutions”, 
where the BSC was developed in parallel with another system, which, taken 
together should have delivered a “management cockpit”. In a wider context, these 
findings confirm Kasurinen’s (2002) results on BSC implementation, which 
classified existing reporting systems as “frustrators”, suppressing change attempts in 
the unit concerned.  

A further related aspect is the perception of the BSC information being published 
too late to be valuable. As became clear, for instance, in the interviews with 
Division “Cordless’” divisional management, the BSC often reports history. The 
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managers explained that they had already received the information contained in the 
BSC earlier via other formal information systems. This perceived inadequacy is also 
reported by Preston (1986), who studied the information gathering behavior of 
managers. Thus, it seems that this particular problem is not specific to the BSC. 
According to Preston, such inadequacies are perceived due to the design of 
organizational information systems, being:  

“…almost entirely concerned with the development of formalised, or documented information systems.” 
(Preston, 1986, 537) 

As he found in his study, this is counterproductive to real information gathering 
behavior of managers who receive a great deal of information through, for example, 
informal talk with other managers, observations and personal records. Preston 
concludes that information system design should complement existing structures of 
(informal) informing rather than aiming to replace them. Following his reasoning, 
it is not desirable to design the informal aspects into the information system, as this 
would “formalize the informal.” Hence, the crucial point seems to be the way an 
information system is introduced and how it is integrated within the landscape of 
existing formal and informal structures.  

IT–support 

In accordance with Cobb et al (1995) this study provides further indication of the 
relevance of IT–support in change processes. The aforementioned categorizes IT–
support as factors that are considered necessary but not sufficient in themselves for 
the change to occur. Extending Cobb et al’s findings, this study demonstrates how 
the quality of the IT–support can impact the change process. In none of the 
observed units, the question was: IT–support “available” or “not available.” The 
issue was more concerned with the amount of work connected with the IT–system 
used. In cases like Division “Cordless” where the BSC data was entered manually 
into Excel spreadsheets, the entire BSC maintenance process seemed to be, as 
people felt, unnecessarily delayed. Similarly, in Division “Wireless” which was 
affected by the close down of the EIS system, the lack of IT–support caused a great 
deal of frustration on the side of the BSC administrator. Furthermore, a tedious 
BSC maintenance process might have contributed to the BSC information being 
available too late in the eyes of its users. However, despite all problems connected 
with IT, none of the interviewees gave the impression that the entire BSC project 
would be stopped if the existing IT–support had not improved. This is an 
indication that IT–support does play a role in the process; however, it is not 
experienced as a “killing factor”.  
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Organizational culture 

The influential power of organizational culture on change processes is supported by 
numerous academic studies, e.g. Markus and Pfeffer (1983), Kasurinen (2002) and 
Perera et al (2003). Following Schein’s (1996a) conception, organizational culture 
is: 

“…the set of shared, taken-for-granted implicit assumptions that a group holds and that determines 
how it perceives, thinks about, and reacts to its various environments.” (Schein, 1996a, 236) 

These assumptions find their manifestation in organizational norms. For Kunda 
(1992), organizational culture is more than that. It is: 

“…a gloss for an extensive definition of membership in the corporate community that includes rules for 
behavior, thought, and feeling, all adding up to what appears to be a well–defined and widely shared 
‘member role’.” (Kunda, 1992, 7) 

Consequently, organizational culture is not only understood as the context in 
which people act, but also something that can be formed purposively. Culture can 
function as a normative control mechanism that is used for organizational members 
to create commitment and intrinsic motivation to work for the goals the company 
wants to reach (Kunda, 1992). Signs of such a purposive cultural change in my case 
were described earlier in this thesis, where I explained the transition from a 
product–centric culture targeting technical excellence toward a stronger customer 
and stakeholder-orientation. In addition, the case company was described as male-
dominated, with a strong top-down orientation and a high respect for hierarchies 
and formal structure. 

Based on Markus and Pfeffer’s (1983) findings, a match between the organizational 
culture of the adopting organization and the tool to be implemented promotes 
change. While the top-down logic on which the BSC is based would promise a 
rather easy implementation in the particular organization studied, the respect for 
hierarchy and the formal structure found in the company would predict a hindering 
effect. As described in Chapter 2 of this thesis, the design of the BSC is based on 
the assumption that communication flows run up and down the hierarchy, where 
BSC data is reported from top to bottom and vice versa. As explained in the 
empirical description of the case, respect for formal organizational structure and 
hierarchical separation was paid by not (or only very restrictedly) communicating 
the BSC data to the operational level. The reasons for this communication 
breakdown can be traced back to either a lack of trust, an issue of the general 
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communication policy in the company or enforcements by compulsive legislature
48

. 
In any case, through this restriction of information transfer an essential part of the 
Scorecard concept could not be put into practice and could explain some 
difficulties the organization faced in implementing the new tool. 

A second aspect that comes to mind in this context is the request made of the 
divisions and units adopting Scorecards to use the classical scorecard perspectives of 
Kaplan and Norton. Although it is difficult to predict whether the diffusion process 
would have been easier if divisions could have chosen Scorecard perspectives 
themselves, this measure is opposed to the original BSC logic and would thus 
predict difficulties in the implementation process.   

Notwithstanding the aspects related to the factual BSC implementation process in 
the company, Kasurinen’s (2002) report on the relevance of an engineering culture 
in more general terms deserves some attention. As he found, such a culture 
suppresses change in the case of the BSC since it strengthens the perception of the 
BSC as a diagnostic measurement tool, assessing financial and non-financial 
measures instead of a strategic planning tool. Looking at the data of this study, the 
same symptoms as described by Kasurinen became visible. Following explicit 
statements and observations, it seems that the majority of people interviewed regard 
the BSC as “another reporting tool”, partly complaining that the BSC is not 
suitable to fixing operational problems. This perspective was particularly striking in 
the beginning phases of the BSC process. The tool’s strategic aspect was recognized 
by only few people, e.g. in Divisions “Cordless” and “Solutions”. And, notably, this 
perception did not emerge before the later phases of BSC implementation.  

The outstanding role of the aforementioned divisions leads to another observation 
of this study: despite an overarching organizational culture characteristic of the 
entire business group, different cultural nuances seem to have evolved in the 
individual divisions. One could probably say that organizational sub-cultures 
developed over time (cf. Schein, 1996b; Lillrank and Kostama, 2001), some 
proving to be more conducive to change than others.   

In the context of their study on change from a cultural perspective, Brooks and 
Bate (1994) observe that a major characteristic of cultural schema is that they are 
fixed and enduring, providing the basis for continuity and persistence within an 
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organization, at the same time setting limits and restrictions on change (ibid., 182). 
Nonetheless, they point out that  

“Cultures are, after all, a social product created interactively and collectively.” (Brooks and Bate, 1994, 
183) 

In this vein, especially Division “Solutions” seemed to have succeeded in creating a 
culture, which is experienced as more open and participative than in other 
divisions. In the words of a young controller who had experienced different 
working environments within the firms’ borders the organizational culture in the 
division is: 

“…very open, very open. …we know a lot about what happens on management level due to our Jour 
Fix meetings….These Jour fixes are conducted in all areas of work, for example Sales and operations, 
and this is where decisions of our management are communicated to the bottom [of the division] and 
where our feedback is communicated to the top again. … I like this is a lot and I haven’t experienced it 
this way anywhere else yet. In the departments I went through during my apprenticeship it was 
different.” (Controller, Division Solutions, August 2002) 

This type of communication culture matches the one the BSC assumes as a 
precondition and would thus promote change in the division (Markus and Pfeffer, 
1983). Likewise, in accordance with the thought underlying the BSC, assuming a 
top-down organization of the firm, a stronger determinism of managers seems 
favorable in the BSC adoption phase. A positive example illustrated in the case 
could be Division “Solutions”; a negative one Division “Networks”. These 
assumptions are backed up by Gallivan’s (2001) findings, which also found positive 
effects of a strong, top-down, bureaucratic organizational culture in the early stages 
of assimilation processes. Moreover, he found that: 

“Strong and clearly communicated messages of top management support for an innovation may 
facilitate all stages of innovation assimilation.” (Gallivan, 2001, 73) 

In more general terms, these explanations could probably be connected to 
differences in leadership styles. As the examples named suggest, the way a division is 
managed and led by its heads impacts the way the divisions react on demands 
placed on them by corporate management and, on a more general level, how they 
deal with changes. In this context, studies such as Lawrence (1954), Argyris and 
Kaplan (1994) and Granlund (2001) would lead us to conclude that an essential 
task of leaders is to pay careful attention to the human factors in change processes. 
By meeting this challenge, managers can avoid change-hindering effects caused by 
the competition for power and control among individuals or the fear of unknown 
effects of social change accompanying technical change.  
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Discussion 

Discussing the individual factors affecting the diffusion process, it appears that they 
are tightly interwoven. Various factors need to interact in order to show an effect 
on change in the organizational unit. Thus, it is the combination of several factors 
that either facilitates or hinders the single adoption and implementation processes 
and thereby diffusion overall. This might, to a certain extent, explain why some 
business divisions succeeded with only one BSC implementation process, while 
others conducted a redesign. To name the example of Division “Solutions” again, 
there were several factors that facilitated BSC introduction and usage, such as the 
small size of the business division, a successful change agent as well as a supporting 
organizational sub-culture. In contrast, units like Division “Mobile” had less of 
these facilitating factors and thus conducted a redesign of the Scorecard that was 
originally perceived as ineffective. The complexity of the factors involved is 
reminiscent of accounting change models such as Cobb et al (1995) or Kasurinen 
(2002).  

In Chapter 3, I raised the question whether a bottom-up BSC implementation as 
explained in Kasurinen’s model looks different from a top-down implementation as 
studied in my case. With the above results now available, a comparison between 
Kasurinen’s results and mine reveals the following similarities and differences: 

Starting off with the barriers to change, organizational sub–culture as observed, for 
example, in “Networks” suppressed change in the division and can thus be 
considered a frustrator. The same division contained pre-existing reporting systems 
as another frustrating factor. My empirical data further supports Kasurinen’s study 
in that the perception of the BSC as a diagnostic tool, which is expected to fix 
operational problems, suppressed the change process; not only in “Networks”.  

Problems with the IT–support as exemplified by Divisions “Solutions” and 
“Wireless” turned out to be a delayer in the BSC implementation process. 
Particularly in Division “Mobile,” the instability of the business environment also 
proved to be a delaying factor. Finally, the large size of Division “Networks” might 
have contributed to the delay in BSC implementation in that particular division. 
None of the identified structural/organizational factors discussed in the previous 
sections seem to fit Kasurinen’s confusers category. However, revisiting the empirical 
description of my study, the initial understanding of the BSC as a reporting tool 
instead of a strategic management tool disrupted the change process across the 
divisions. Surprisingly, this conception prevailed in all the divisions at least in the 
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early implementation phases. Deficits communicating the innovation appear 
therefore to be a likely cause. Another confuser suggested by the empirical data is the 
introduction of fashionable concepts in the past and their subsequent abandonment 
after only a short while. Ramsey explains that this can lead to resistance against new 
tools, which: 

“…is likely to be most debilitating for implementation at the key node in the transmission line, in the 
middle management echelons, where past experience combined with lack of initiating authority will be 
particularly likely to breed skepticism, and where resources for resistance are likely to be greatest.” 
(Ramsay, 1996, 159) 

In the case of the BSC, past experience made people doubtful about how serious 
they should take its adoption and whether it was really worth investing time and 
effort in its implementation. In terms of the distinction between bottom-up and 
top-down implementation processes, these two examples suggest that confusers 
could have a stronger impact in organization-wide top-down implementations. Due 
to the high number of organizational levels involved, the risk that confusers are 
created seems higher and the damage created appears more severe due to more 
organizational units being affected.  

My study further indicates that the positive counterparts of the barriers just 
mentioned can function as facilitators or catalysts in top-down BSC 
implementation processes. In this sense, well functioning IT–support and stability 
in the business environment can act as facilitators of change, i.e. factors necessary 
for the actual realization of change. Catalysts, factors that can be directly associated 
with change, could be an open, change embracing organizational sub-culture or the 
observed support of the BSC administrators as in “Solutions” or “Cordless”. A 
significant distinction between Kasurinen’s as well as Cobb et al’s model and my 
findings is the lack of motivators in my case. Motivators are factors such as the 
globalization of markets (Cobb et al, 1995) that influence change in a general 
manner. When it comes to the actual implementation on business division level in 
my case, this type of factor is not experienced by the change implementing 
divisions. This is due to the change process having been enforced in a top down 
manner, where motivators would instead have an impact on the initial adoption 
decision on the top management level.  

The difference between bottom-up and top-down implementations becomes even 
clearer when considering the role of leaders (cf. Kasurinen, 2002). Kasurinen’s 
model shows leaders as a precondition to creating the potential for change in the 
early implementation phases. My study, in contrast, indicates that the role of 
leaders is significantly more complex and that it changes over time. In the adoption 
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phase, leaders at the top management level are most important. Deciding that the 
BSC is to be implemented in the organization and then communicating this 
decision, leaders create the potential for change. From the early implementation 
phase onwards, divisional and/or functional managers are most important. In the 
early implementation phase, it is sufficient (but not necessarily positive) for them to 
take over a rather passive role for divisional level BSC adoption to occur. The 
examples of Divisions “Cordless” and “Mobile” suggest that strong management 
commitment and support is not absolutely necessary at the start. However, the 
example of “Solutions” leads to the conclusion that management commitment from 
the beginning definitely facilitates the change process. In any case, the 
implementation over time, however, requires active commitment and support of 
leaders to sustain the BSC project. Then, the leadership role shifts more to the one 
described by Cobb et al (1995); leaders are needed to overcome barriers to change. 
The case of “Networks” illustrates what happens if this is not the case. The lack of 
management commitment has the potential to derail the entire change project. In 
exceptional BSC implementations, leaders take an active role creating the potential 
for change in the early implementation phases and help to overcome barriers in the 
implementation over time.  

The expectation of continuing change, a momentum (Cobb et al 1995), was also a 
characteristic element in my case company. As explained above, the organization 
underwent regular changes with new tools entering the toolbox program and a fast 
changing business environment. People are aware that things are moving in the 
organization.  

Finally, confirming Bjørnenak’s (1997) statement about a possible modification of 
the factors influencing change over time, this study also provides evidence that the 
facilitating/hindering factors do not have to stay the same. This was the case for 
example in Division “Mobile”, when management commitment to implementing 
the BSC changed not only with the entry of the new CFO coupled with a 
subsequent perception of the usefulness of the tool for the division, but also as 
market conditions stabilized. In addition, it seems that learning processes on the 
demand-side of the innovation took place, resulting in motivational changes for 
applying the new concept (as was the case in Divisions “Wireless”, “Cordless”, and 
“Mobile”) or in abandoning the tool (as in Division “Networks”). Thus, a change 
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in the facilitating factors plus learning of some kind
49

 probably can lead to changes 
in the underlying motives to continue with the BSC or, conversely, to initiate a 
redesign.  

Considering these results, Figure 15 presents a revised accounting change model, 
which is based on Kasurinen’s and Cobb et al’s models but which focuses 
specifically on a top-down BSC implementation in the context of a large sized 
organization. The diagram shows the situation at the business division level. 
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Figure 15: Revised accounting change model for top-down implementation 

Preliminary findings  

Propositions about the BSC diffusion process 

Based on these findings, the following propositions about an enforced diffusion 
process of the BSC within a single multinational large-sized company are made: 

                                           
49 

This study does not allow for specifying the type of learning that took place although this 
would be an interesting issue to explore in future research.  
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Supply-side related propositions: 

1. Even if the diffusion process of the tool to be diffused is initiated by a higher 
authority, upon which the adopting divisions are dependent, motives other than 
just following the request of the higher authority for implementing and using 
the “forced in” tool evolve over time. 

2. While in the beginning of such a forced diffusion process, motives of “forced 
selection” dominate the later phase is characterized by motives of “efficient 
choice” and “fad”.  

3. “Fashion”–related motives are missing.  

Demand-side related propositions: 

1. Factors facilitating/complicating implementation and subsequent use of the 
diffused tool are: presence of an internal change agent, management 
commitment and support, stability and complexity of the organizational 
environment, size of the adopting unit, existing reporting systems, IT–support, 
and organizational (sub)–culture.  

2. These single factors do not have an effect in isolation; it is the complex of factors 
that either facilitates or hinders diffusion. 

3. Leaders play a significant role in all phases of the implementation process but 
are most essential for implementation success in the long-term.  

4. The adoption curve resulting from the diffusion process, is similar to the 
classical S–shaped curve of diffusion, however, the underlying processes causing 
the shape are different. 

These propositions reflect the main findings so far and thus demonstrate how this 
study contributes to existing management accounting change studies as explained 
above and diffusion studies. Especially in relation to the comparison between inter 
and intra-firm diffusion processes, this study furthers our understanding in showing 
that diffusion processes on an intra-firm level can result in the same logistic curve 
(S–shaped) as often found in inter-firm diffusion processes. Importantly, however, 
although the resulting curve is similar, the underlying reasons causing the shape 
were found to be different from classical diffusion processes. This can be considered 
a particularity of intra-firm diffusion processes as compared to inter-firm diffusion.  

Seen through the theoretical lenses of new institutional theory, this study further 
contributes to the existing literature in that it demonstrates the co-existence of 
economic and institutional pressures as reasons for adopting an innovation. 
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Carruthers (1995), Modell (2001) and others have criticized the neglect of 
efficiency in new institutional theory to explain change. Instead, they argue, there 
tends to be an over-emphasis on issues of culture, cognitive systems and norms. 
Similar to Major and Hopper (2003), this study proves that the presence of: 

“…efficiency and institutional pressures are not dichotomous.” (Major and Hopper, 2003, 26)  

What is more, since the case company is a for-profit organization, this study further 
indicates that institutional pressures are not only exercised upon not-for-profit 
organizations as commonly assumed (cf. Major and Hopper, 2003). 

Staying with new institutional theory for a moment, a second contribution of this 
study is the very fact that it investigates a process of intra-firm diffusion and its 
organizational determinants. As Tolbert and Zucker (1996) explain, traditional 
institutional theory has focused mostly on a macro–level of analysis. The 
conceptualization and specification of the micro–level processes involved in 
institutionalization have been widely neglected in previous empirical studies despite 
them being essential to understanding institutionalization. Hence, they called for 
more empirical studies on the actual processes within organizations that enable 
institutionalization to take place. In addition, Tolbert and Zucker (1996) conclude 
that the:  

“…identification of the determinants of changes in the level of institutionalization of structures 
represents an important and promising avenue for both theoretical and empirical work.” (Tolbert and 
Zucker, 1996, 185). 

While this analysis suggests some organizational factors that had an impact on the 
change process, it seems that the ability to explain the process itself is limited. This 
is because the complexity of the organization is reduced to a great extent. In terms 
of the research question of this study, this means that so far, we obtained some 
explanations to the question “why” accounting innovations diffuse within an 
organization. In contrast, the question of “how” this process works, appears as yet 
unsatisfactorily explained. The reasons for this inadequacy will be discussed in the 
following section.  

The limits of theory of diffusion  

Trying to explain the BSC diffusion within the company studied, this case study 
illustrates the limits of diffusion theory to explain the internal dynamics triggered 
by the introduction of a new tool. The deficiency lies in the theory’s inability to 
explain the processes after the actual adoption decision. As in new institutional 
theory, Czarniawska and Sevón (1996) hold that the diffusion theory of innovation 
takes “no interest in what are perceived as micro–phenomena” (ibid., 2). As 

 192 



 

clarified in Chapter 3, I aimed to overcome this limitation by studying adoption 
and subsequent implementation. Likewise, I relied on implementation studies in 
management accounting to increase the explanatory power of my study.  

A further limit one should be aware of is that diffusion theory builds on the idea of 
rational adoption decisions, as noted before in Chapter 3. Following classical 
diffusion thinking, firms adopt new concepts in order to enhance efficiency and 
competitiveness. Authors like Jones and Dugdale (2002) remind us that such 
economic approaches are limited in that they cannot reflect the complexity of 
organizations. The latter was also vividly illustrated in my case study, where groups 
or individuals displayed signs of overt or hidden resistance against the 
implementation of the new tool. Another example that illustrates the complexity of 
organizations is related to the initial adoption decision, which was described by top 
management as rational. Over time, the divisions clearly struggled with the new 
tool and the benefits experienced were limited. Thus, according to diffusion theory, 
the BSC should not have been carried further at that point in time, but in reality it 
was! In order to understand this apparent contradiction, I analyzed the BSC process 
from different hierarchical viewpoints and found that top management’s 
perceptions of BSC success diverged from those of the divisions. This illustrates 
that considering the complexity of the process is essential to understanding it; an 
issue in which sociological theoretical perspectives might be superior to diffusion 
theory.  

This last point leads to another aspect that remains inadequately explained by 
diffusion theory, namely the BSC redesigns that apparently resulted out of 
company’s management persistence in demanding the Scorecard. Interestingly, the 
diffusion curve illustrated in Figure 14 follows the classical illustration format of 
diffusion studies. The curve suggests a rather linear diffusion process; it does not 
give an indication of possible problems involved in the change process. Only when 
considering the rather long time span involved in the diffusion across the five 
divisions, can one suspect that resisting forces were at play: as Brooks and Bate 
(1994) recognize, resistance does not necessarily involve a tactical negative response 
to change but can also take the form of indifference, ignorance and people turning 
their backs to changes.  

Perera et al (2003) witnessed a similar chain of events and explained an initial 
abandoning and later reintroduction of transfer pricing with the (unsuccessful) role 
of change agents and a change in organizational culture over time. Despite relying 

 193 



 

heavily on Rogers’ (1995) and Gallivan’s (2001) models of diffusion, they 
emphasize that:  

“The study allows several conclusions and contributions, the first of which is the need to be open to 
multiple theories and perspectives in seeking to understand ‘how and why management accounting 
innovations either diffuse or not, and why management accounting systems are changed’.” (Perera et al, 
2003, 161) 

In their particular case, they used technical theories of transfer pricing choice in 
combination with diffusion of innovations theories to explain a complex story of 
introduction, abandoning and re-introduction.  

A final aspect that should make us doubtful about the capacity of diffusion theories 
to explain the change process observed is connected to the tool to be disseminated. 
Returning to what was already briefly touched on in Chapter 3 of this thesis, 
diffusion theory would predict that innovations are imitated by their adopters. In 
this way, the adopted tool would be a copy of the original (Sevón, 1996). Cross-
checking with the actual Scorecards implemented and used in the divisions, we 
encounter very comprehensive ones as in Division “Cordless”, but also some that 
contain less than 20 metrics as in Division “Solutions”. The initial Scorecard of 
Division “Wireless” even stood out for containing perspectives different to the ones 
demanded by corporate management.  

In an effort to explain why diffusion of innovation processes are often slow and 
complicated, Lillrank (1995) offers a framework of diffusion that could also help 
explain the phenomenon just described. Albeit on an inter-firm diffusion level 
across countries, he argues that the transfer of organizational innovations requires 
abstraction and application. Likening innovations to electrical power that is 
transferred over distances, he holds that innovations meet resistance during 
diffusion. In order to prevent “power losses” of the tool to be disseminated, he 
claims that innovations have to be lifted to a more abstract level just as electrical 
current is switched to a higher voltage in order to reduce resistance (similar Røvik, 
2002). The abstract level of innovations consists of packages that may include 
concepts, models, tools and illustrative examples. Finally, at the receiving end, 
voltage has to be switched down again to a usable level, symbolizing that 
innovations have to be brought down again from an abstract to a locally applicable 
level. This transforming process involves repetitive processes of interpretation and 
learning. (Lillrank, 1995) According to this concept, it does not make sense to 
simply copy a concept; in order for diffusion to be successful, differences between 
the applying units have to be considered and the innovation must be adopted 
accordingly.  
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The argument of innovation adaptation is also made by Sahlin-Andersson and 
Engwall (2002) who speak of transformations and translations (also Latour, 1986). 
According to their reasoning, carriers of knowledge form an essential part of the 
dispersion process in that they do not only transport new ideas, but also:  

“…translate, elaborate, and codify ideas as they transfer them, so such a transfer involves aspects of 
creation and use as well.” (Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall, 2002, 17) 

Importantly, the authors develop the idea that the diffusion of new management 
knowledge does not necessarily lead to the replacement of existing knowledge. 
Rather, they argue that new knowledge blends with already existing knowledge; a 
process that Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall (2002) call creolization. Instead of this 
blending being a side-effect of knowledge distribution processes, they claim that it 
is necessary to enable widespread circulation.  

As the foregoing discussion shows, theory of diffusion is limited to a certain extent 
to explain dispersion processes as they occur in practical organizational contexts. 
This lack is especially strong when it comes to the phenomena of organizational 
resistance and adaptations of the innovative tool, which seem to be better explained 
by theoretical perspectives that focus more on (groups of) individuals and their 
interests. As motivated in Chapter 3 of this thesis, a network perspective represents 
such a concept. Applying a network perspective to the data of this study might add 
to our knowledge on diffusion processes, turning away from rationality and 
efficiency and focusing on actors and interest alliances. Thus, the next chapter aims 
to describe the diffusion process in question as observed through the theoretical 
lenses of a network.  
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Chapter 9: Analysis from a network perspective 

As outlined in Chapter 3 of this thesis, a network perspective depicts the BSC 
diffusion as a process describing how a network of BSC alliance is built up within 
and across the different business divisions studied. In this construction process, 
convincing various actors to join the BSC network was identified as a major 
mechanism to understanding the extension of the network. Therefore, the 
following analysis starts by presenting major actors in the BSC context, including 
their interests that might influence the Scorecard construction process. Thereafter, 
the efforts top management undertook to convince the involved actors to join the 
network are presented as well as reactions towards these efforts. Closing this 
chapter, the evolving image of BSC diffusion is discussed. 

Actors in the BSC context 

Based on the empirical data and the explanations so far, actors within and outside 
the case company were involved in the BSC process. In order to get a clear picture 
of the different actors’ impact, the following analysis distinguishes between actors 
important in the BSC adoption phase on corporate-group level and the subsequent 
implementation in the business divisions.  

Corporate group-level BSC adoption  

The empirical data indicates that the Internal Consulting department was a major 
actor in the BSC adoption process. With its ties to actors outside the company, 
such as external consulting companies, journalists and accounting researchers, the 
Internal Consulting department functioned as a link that enabled the flow of 
information from peripheral actors to the company-internal social network, 
particularly to top management. Beyond this, the Internal Consulting department 
was itself involved in the BSC diffusion process within the firm. In this context, 
writing the internal BSC guidebook and distributing it firm–wide appears to have 
been an important activity. The guidebook translated the abstract BSC concept 
into a company–specific one by prescribing, for example, the use of four particular 
perspectives and by calling the tool “Business Driver Scorecards”. Being distributed 
to all business groups in the case company, including the “Communication” group, 
the guidebook enabled top management to act: 

“…from a distance, enabling people far away from the scene of activity to ostensibly have a window on 
those activities and intervene in the name of better management.” (Chua, 1995, 116) 
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In this sense, the distribution of this book can be regarded as a first effort to make 
actors in the company align to the BSC network being constructed. Put differently, 
in writing the guidebook, the Internal Consulting department enabled the diffusion 
of the tool to the business groups. Additionally, it helped define the relationship 
between the company’s management and its business groups/divisions: 
management was portrayed as the BSC provider while the groups/divisions were 
given the role of the “consumers”.  

Following Chua’s statement above, the guidebook could also be interpreted as a 
visualization of top management’s power, reminding the divisions of top 
management’s demand to implement the BSC. Outlining the network perspective 
in Chapter 3, I referred, however, to Latour’s (1986) concept of power. While 
theory of diffusion would claim that being formally endowed with power is 
sufficient to make actors do what the “powerful” actor/group of actors wants, 
Latour argues that being formally endowed with power is not enough. As he claims: 

“When you simply have power—in potentia—nothing happens and you are powerless; when you exert 
power —in actu —others are performing the action and not you.” (Latour, 1986, 264f.) 

Thus, power is actually a consequence of activities undertaken by people other than 
the person/group who supposedly hold that power. Power is not the cause of 
action; it is a consequence. The guidebook can therefore only be regarded a 
visualization of top management power if other actors in the network react 
according to the intention pursued when writing it. In this sense, the reaction 
expected from group executive management was that they accept the book and pass 
it through to their respective business division’s networks. As they really did so, top 
management indeed proved to be a powerful actor in the adoption phase. At the 
same time, group executive management’s reaction can be considered a step toward 
constructing the BSC alliance network. 
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Figure 16 depicts the main actors introduced above in graphical form. The 
important actors for the initial BSC adoption in the company are placed in the 
center of the diagram. The distance from the inner circle indicates the distance 
from the BSC firm-level adoption (including the adoption decision and 
appropriation to the firm) as well as the actors’ influence on the process. Finally, 
the thickness of the lines between the actors reflects the level of interaction in this 
specific BSC adoption context.  
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Figure 16: Network context of firm-level BSC adoption 

Division-level BSC adoption … and implementation  

While the Internal Consulting department played an important role in the initial 
entry of the BSC into the firm, the business divisions perceived it to be of minor 
importance for their BSC adoption and implementation. This is indicated in Figure 
17 by the long distance between the actors in the business division and the Internal 
Consulting department. From the divisions’ viewpoint, the main actors in the BSC 
context are the ones shown in the two most inner circles of the graph.   
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Figure 17: Network context of division-level BSC adoption and implementation 

The initial BSC adoption in the business divisions was driven by business division 
management as well as the divisional BSC administrator, together with functional 
managers and the staff supplying BSC metrics. In the implementation phase, it 
seems that the interaction between the BSC administrators, the staff supplying 
metrics and divisional management were most essential. In some divisions, even 
Department X played a major role by giving advice. However, relying on a network 
structure to visualize the context implies that even other actors influenced the BSC 
process. More remote from the center of activity, their impact might have been less 
strong, but nevertheless present. 

Understanding actors’ interests was identified before as a key to actors’ activities 
and, in turn, to their potential impact in the BSC diffusion process. Based on this 
assumption, the following sections analyze the interests of different groups of actors 
involved in the BSC context. An important aspect to remember is that interests are 
not fixed; they can change when new data about the social world is produced and 
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gains relevance (Callon and Latour, 1981). In this sense, interests could also 
purposively be manipulated in situations where actors want other actors to pursue 
certain interests—an aspect that will be taken up again in more detail later in this 
analysis. 

Groups of interest  

Group executive management  

Considering the recent development of the company and the changes in its social, 
political and economic environment as described in Chapter 6, it seems that the 
interests of group executive management were shaped to a great extent by actors 
external to the company. One of the changes recently experienced was the business 
group facing increased competition in several of the market segments it serves. This 
was triggered by liberalization processes in various markets, accompanied by a shift 
in the customer relationships from reliable, long-term relations often with federal 
agencies to short-term contacts, ever-increasingly with end-customers. In addition, 
not at last due to very good performance before the economic situation deteriorated 
in the most recent past, the financial development of the company and the business 
group came under careful observation of the stock market and the media. This led 
to rising pressure within the company to strive for excellence in financial 
performance. Conversely, this turbulent development of the business and its 
environment illustrated to management that success cannot be taken for given and 
that measures need to be taken to secure the future competitiveness of the business 
group. In line with company’s top management, business group management 
believed that introducing the BSC in the toolbox program would be a means to 
reach these goals of long-term success and satisfaction of shareholders. Working for 
the BSC to become an integral part of the toolbox program, group executive 
management thus thought that the goals of long-term business orientation and 
shareholder satisfaction could be attained.  

Business division management  

From an organization structural point of view, divisional management was located 
between the divisions and group executive management (see Figure 18). It acted as 
a mediator between the interests of group executive management and the respective 
division. The latest developments described in the preceding section had also left 
their marks on the position of the business divisions. High expectations were put 
on them in terms of financial performance, so that divisional management had an 
interest in securing the profitability of their division in the short and long run. This 
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interest was even more amplified since financial results were reported and published 
on a quarterly basis, where the results of the five business divisions were not only 
displayed individually, but also side-by-side. In the field, I gained the impression 
that achieving short to middle term profitability was even more important than 
long-term success. This could be connected to the frequent organizational 
structural and staffing changes, leaving, for example, the CEOs of the divisions 
little time to make something happen in the long run. Consequently, performance 
appraisal seemed to have been to a major part based on achieving short-term goals. 
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Figure 18: Formal relationship between main actors in the BSC context 

Another point of interest in this respect is divisional management being torn 
between acting in conformity with central regulations and doing what seems to be 
best for their particular division. When talking about the limits and the 
applicability of the BSC, the divisional CEO’s, e.g. in “Cordless” or “Solutions” 
indicated that there was an interest and a will to follow corporate directions. 
Nevertheless, the interviewees made clear that they did not see any use in blindly 
following the requests of higher management levels. Thus, the divisions seemed to 
demand some freedom to do what divisional management considered being good 
for their respective divisions. As the data indicates, the divisions varied between the 
degree of independence or individuality desired, of which it was most distinct in 
Division “Networks”.  
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Functional managers in the divisions 

In the formal organizational hierarchy the functional managers were located 
beneath divisional management. However, despite their relatively central 
organizational position I gained the impression that this group of individuals only 
played a limited role in actively promoting the BSC process. They seemed to be 
most concerned with the operational functioning of their areas of responsibility. 
Although functional managers, e.g. in “Cordless” were officially accountable for 
single Scorecard metrics and had also participated in the BSC development 
activities, it seemed neither that they had their own agenda in dealing with the 

BSC
50

 nor that the strategic aspect was particularly pronounced. The latter is 
exemplified by the functional manager in Division “Cordless” who relied heavily on 
System T, an extensive, daily reporting system of largely operational metrics. 
However, one has to keep in mind that this behavior could have also been caused 
by the insufficiencies of the existing BSC. Moreover, it has to be remembered that 
the BSC redesign in Division “Cordless” occurred in reaction to the complaints of a 
Sales manager, who criticized that the then existing BSC was not helpful in 
managing his function. Thus, it is not without doubts to claim that functional 
managers’ interest was mainly to assure the operational management of their areas 
of responsibility. There seemed to be exceptions.  

Department X  

As indicated in Figure 18, Department X was not part of the divisional 
organization; it was a central function, independent of the divisions. As a 
consequence, it had no formal authority in relation to the divisions or group 
management; Department X was entitled to give advice, but it could not oblige any 
of the units to do something. Outside the formal divisional hierarchy, Department 
X did not seem to pursue its own interests other than bringing knowledge about 
new concepts into the organization and assisting units in the business group to 
implement them. In contrast, this particular position and type of task could lead to 
the problem of legitimizing the existence of such a central function—especially 
when the economic situation deteriorated and when the output of the unit was as 
difficult to measure as in Department X. In this sense, it could be argued that 
Department X had an interest in constantly justifying its right to exist, facing 
measures of financial cutbacks in an increasingly insecure organizational 
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 i.e. other than following the official requirement 
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environment. Thinking in these terms, the effort to develop and to introduce a 
BSC for Department X could be interpreted as an attempt to create credibility of 
the department’s work.  

BSC administrators in the divisions and metrics delivering staff 

Being located at the very bottom of the organizational hierarchy, BSC 
administrators and staff delivering metrics at first sight did not seem to pursue their 
own interests other than private ones such as securing their own job in the long 
run. However, since (disappointing) experiences with other tools such as TQM and 
Target costing had been made, this group might have had an interest in clinging to 
existing tools. Especially in the case of the BSC, as the general assumption in the 
business group seemed to be that it was management who was supposedly using it 
while the operational work connected with its administration lay in the hands of 
the BSC administrator and the individuals delivering metrics.  

A conglomeration of interests 

The above discussion demonstrates that the different groups of actors involved 
pursued different interests. At times different interests even prevailed within the 
single actor groups. They were in part in line with group executive management; 
others were opposed. It appears then that the concept of introducing future and 
shareholder value orientation (via the BSC) created tension within these actors’ 
context.  

This diversity of interests sheds a different light on the BSC diffusion process: the 
diffusion of the tool cannot be expected to occur “automatically” but requires the 
convincing of resourceful actors in the divisions that the BSC adoption and 
implementation is beneficial for them. As Borum and Christiansen (1993) argue, 
actors must be successfully coupled and mobilized to form a BSC alliance. 
However, in line with the empirical data, mobilizing actors and creating alliances 
with them was not an easy endeavor. The following will give some vivid 
illustrations of this, presenting some of top managements efforts to create an 
alliance network around the BSC.  

Constructing a BSC alliance network   

The BSC experimenting phase 

A first attempt to find allies in the business divisions was undertaken in the early 
phase of the change process when the BSC was declared part of the corporate 
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toolbox program. Beginning by making the BSC part of the toolbox, top 
management assigned the new tool a symbolic meaning in hopes that coupling the 
BSC to an already existing and accepted concept would create credibility for the 
innovation. Already before the BSC was included in the program, the toolbox had 
existed for several years and people in the divisions were acquainted with it. Group 
executive management thereby hoped that endowing the Scorecard concept with 
toolbox status, including a description of the purpose of the BSC in the program, 
would have a convincing effect. It hoped that this would illustrate the importance 
top management ascribed to the new concept for the success of the company and 
would convince the divisions that it is also in their interest to adopt the tool. 

It turned out quickly though that this assumption was an illusionary one. As we 
know already from the descriptions before, Division “Devices” (today “Mobile” and 
“Cordless”) was the only one that reacted to this effort of making the divisions allies 
in a BSC network. Knowing the further development in “Devices” it seems 
however more than doubtful that group executive management succeeded in 
convincing the division that it was in their interest to introduce the BSC. Studying 
the documentation of performance metrics that existed when the first experiments 
with the BSC were undertaken, it seems that the BSC was at first a collection of 
already existing metrics that were not connected with strategy. This impression was 
confirmed by the BSC expert in Department X who pointed out that the first BSC 
design was not undertaken with the help of the cause-and-effect logic that is 
supposed to enable the connection to divisional strategy. Thus, it seems plausible 
that people did not see a major difference between the already existing metrics and 
the new tool, which they were supposed to call BSC from then on. This 
supposition in turn is reinforced by the blunt comment of the BSC administrator 
that there is no need for a BSC since the existing reporting system already 
functioned well. It seems then that the division was torn between its initial interest 
to keep up the already existing systems and the formal demand to experiment with 
the new tool. The result of this conflict was a “half–hearted” attempt to develop a 
BSC, which could be described as a tentative alignment to the BSC network. 

An actor that might have driven the division at least to start thinking about the 
BSC was the company’s internal consulting unit. With this organizational unit 
located in a high position in the company’s hierarchy (outside the divisions) the 
general attitude of non-management in the divisions was respect laden but at the 
same time close to suspicious. Indications for this supposition became visible, for 
example, in connection with the “Practice-Sharing Day BSC” in 2001 where a 

 204 



 

representative of the Internal Consulting department was invited to speak about the 
upcoming survey “Quality Check BSC”. His presentation was the first item 
scheduled on the agenda. After that, he was asked to leave the workshop. Asking 
the BSC expert of Department X for the underlying reason, he explained that he 
feared a less open atmosphere when the representative of the consulting department 
was in the room. This concern of his was actually proven correct when during the 
workshop representatives of the business divisions had remained remarkably quiet 
during the consultant’s presence and then became more active as soon as he had 
left. In this sense, the Internal Consulting department that was associated with the 
BSC adoption, due to its role of communicating the concept to the business group, 
functioned as an ally of group executive management.  

While resistance was already exposed in “Devices”, Latour’s (1986) assumption that 
power is defined by the activities of others is even more clearly illustrated by the 
other divisions’ ignorance of the BSC tool until the year 2000. Although group 
executive management was formally endowed with power, it could not convince the 
remaining business divisions that the adoption of the BSC was also in their own 
interest. In not undertaking any visible efforts with the BSC until 2000, Division 
“Networks”, for example, resisted the initial attempt to make “Networks” part of 
the BSC alliance. Resisting joining the network under construction, “Networks” 
succeeded in temporarily gaining power. Interestingly though, raising its power 
status was apparently not intended; the division had practical reasons for not 
adopting the BSC. As in “Cordless”, performance measurement systems were 
already in place and “Networks” did not see such a great benefit in introducing a 
second system that would justify the extra work connected with it.  

Another reason that might have made “Networks” as well as the other divisions 
hesitant to work with the BSC is the issue of transparency, which was strongly 
propagated in connection with the new tool. As was clearly communicated in the 
BSC guidebook and in its presentations in the corporate intranet, a designated goal 
of introducing the BSC was to achieve transparency. Transparency was desired not 
only with respect to business goals, but also in relation to performance 
measurement, which was to include clearly communicated target values and 
assignment of responsibilities. Given the business divisions’ interest in maintaining 
a certain degree of independence and autonomy as discussed before, the aspiration 
of transparency appeared to counteract this interest. The effects of this conflict of 
interests became particularly visible in Division “Networks” conspicuous earlier for 
its closed organizational sub–culture. Thus, it was not before the BSC became 
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obligatory in the strategic planning and reporting process that first BSC activities 
were initiated in this and the remaining divisions. The reasons for this resistance 
will be explored in the following paragraphs.  

The BSC as an obligation   

“BSC Best Practice-Sharing 1999” 

In response to the moderate reactions of the business divisions, group executive 
management started a second effort of actor mobilization. This time, the BSC was 
intended to be forced into the divisions by making BSC reporting obligatory in the 
strategic planning process. No official sanctions were connected to non-
conformance to this request, but group executive management introduced several 
additional allies, this time of a non-human kind, into the network that were 
supposed to help change divisions’ interests towards accepting the BSC.  

One of these allies was a first BSC practice-sharing event, held in 1999. Back then, 
the event was organized on a company-wide level, beyond the business group’s 
borders and involving more than 100 participants. Representatives from different 
business groups were invited, some of them already having made first experiences 
with the new tool. The intent guiding this event was to raise the general acceptance 
of the BSC tool by providing the possibility of an exchange of experiences made 
with the tool so far. In addition, there certainly was a symbolic aspect involved. 
Organizing this event, corporate management demonstrated the importance it 
assigned to the implementation of the tool in the company. 

Following the official communication of the practice-sharing conference as well as 
statements of Department X, corporate top management had no intention of 
developing company-wide standards for BSC implementation. Each adopting unit 
should decide themselves in what way the tool would best be introduced. 
Nevertheless, high hopes were placed on the cogent effects of this workshop. Past 
experience had shown that a positive opinion reported by somebody belonging to 
the same social group as the person to be convinced had a more impressive effect 
than any top management directive. The BSC expert of Department X phrased his 
experiences in this context:  

“If there is only one single person telling ‘it really works, it’s a wonderful thing! I only took few metrics 
…’ and the rest says ‘I took 84 metrics… It is really horrible’ … If you have only one single [positive] 
reaction then the probability increases enormously that others adopt it, too, and that acceptance rockets 
upwards.” (BSC expert, Department X, June 2001) 
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Now that the BSC had become part of the strategic planning process, particular 
emphasis was placed on the strategic aspect of the BSC. In this vein, the motto of 
the “Practice-Sharing Day” was “Strategy translation with Balanced Scorecards”. 
The latter appears particularly noteworthy in regard to the first reactions of the 
business divisions described before, which initially considered the BSC to be “just 
another reporting tool”. Emphasizing the strategic aspect now stronger than before 
could be an indication that the BSC concept also underwent a transformation 
process in the business group: from being a performance-reporting tool to a 
strategic management tool. A different explanation for this could be a change in 
“persuasion” tactics as a reaction to many divisions misinterpreting the BSC as a 
mere reporting device.    

The target agreement process  

As another ally in the enrolment process, group executive management introduced 
the concept of “target agreements” into the business group in 1999. While at first 
sight there was no obvious connection between the BSC and target agreements, the 
latter were introduced in the business group in a way that associates the BSC 
concept with target agreements as a pre-condition. In this vein, in the official 
documentation about the target agreement introduction, it says: 

“The main prerequisites for successful implementation are quantified, strategically consistent targets 
and good workshop preparation.” (Extract from official documentation on target agreements 
introduction) 

Balanced Scorecards exemplify such tools that provide this kind of target. In 
addition, Scorecards are depicted as the connector between strategic business 
planning and target agreements. According to this logic, targets for divisional 
managers should be expressed in terms of EBIT–goals, derived from the strategic 
business planning process. Targets relevant to functional and other managers, 
including divisions’ employees should be based on the BSC. Closing this process, 
the attainment of the targets is supposed to be controlled with the help of the 
annual staff dialogues. The latter are discussions between an employee and his/her 
manager where the performance of the employee is assessed, and possibilities for 
future development are discussed. Therefore, if the target agreement process is put 
into practice as just described, the individual employee is made to experience that 
implementing the BSC is in his or her own interest. Basing the targets for managers 
higher than the functional level on EBIT–goals, the interest of this group of actors 
to adopt BSC is not as immediate as for others. Rather it is created indirectly 
through managers being responsible for the employees they guide. Thus, in 
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associating target agreements to the BSC and the staff dialogues, introducing the 
target agreement concept can be regarded as another effort of interest formation by 
group executive management. However, weakening this attempt, the official target 
agreement documentation does not depict the BSC as a “must” but only as one 
possible tool to support this process.  

BSC developments in the central functions 

Another chain of events that can be considered an attempt to couple the business 
divisions to a developing BSC network was the effort to introduce the BSC in the 
central functions. By their very nature, the central functions were outside the 
business group organization and provide their services independently to the 
business divisions. However, business divisions were dependent on the central 
functions due to the services they offered. Thus, central functions also adopting the 
BSC concept could have had a positive influence on the business divisions’ interest 
in the new tool.  

In 2000, group executive management decided that these functions should also be 
able to show their contribution to EBIT, just like other units in the organization. 
At the same time, this group of actors believed they should improve their efficiency 
and services offered to the internal customers by determining their key performance 
drivers. However, according to the memory of the BSC expert of Department X, 
who helped introduce BSCs in two central functions, these attempts showed little 
success. In one of the units, expectations had simply been different to the ones 
group executive management displayed. Although the central function in question 
sought a model to link major performance drivers, they did not want to invest the 
resources needed to develop new metrics. When Department X recommended 
finding metrics in order to make the concept meaningful, the central function 
refused to continue the project. This situation ended in this particular unit having a 
linkage model, but no metrics.  

A similar experience was made with a second central function, whose BSC project 
grew promising until it collapsed in the implementation stage. In the eyes of the 
BSC expert of Department X, the project was doomed to fail after the unit had 
been reorganized radically. The unit’s manager had left and single functional blocks 
were transferred to other departments, which led to the BSC project finally fading 
out.   

A third example of BSC introduction in a central function is the one of 
Department X as described above. Just as in the other two projects, organizational 
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members regarded it as a failure since the project was not brought to an end. In 
Latour’s power terms, these “unsuccessful” BSC adoptions represent acts of 
resistance against group management’s efforts of alliance construction. At the same 
time, these failures eliminated the possibility of these central functions to act as 
management’s allies in mobilizing further actors, i.e. the business divisions.  

Reactions of business divisions on early enrolment attempts  

Returning to the business divisions and their activities in the first three years of 
BSC adoption in the company, it seems that the mobilization efforts just described 
did not have the strongly convincing effect management had hoped for. Until 
2000, Divisions “Mobile” and “Cordless”, the units that were already tentatively 
aligned to the BSC network, were still the only ones that conducted visible BSC 
activities. Upon closer inspection, it seems, however, that only the target agreement 
introduction had some visible effect on aligning interests. In both divisions, target 
agreements were in place and, as it seems, they were also connected to the BSC 
more or less directly. Thus, introducing the ally of target agreements seems to have 
strengthened the enrolment of the divisions that were already tentatively aligned to 
the BSC network.  

In contrast, it appeared that the attempts discussed above had no noticeable effect 
on Division “Networks”, which did not start to connect at least formally to the 
BSC network before the middle of 2000. Considering the story of the divisional 
quality manager, the beginnings of what was later referred to as the Scorecard tool, 
reached back to 1997 when performance metrics were grouped together to reflect 
the R&D process. Following the case observations and interviewees’ stories, it 
seems however that these early attempts of performance measurement did not result 
in what the rest of the company calls a BSC. Instead they were translated into a 
very similar performance measurement tool that was and still is in use in the 
division until today. Developing its own tool fits the divisions’ interest of staying as 
independent as possible of other organizational units, which was particularly visible 
in Division “Networks”. Following my observation in the field and the experiences 
of Department X’s staff, this aspiration of self-containment was supported by 
divisional management and known as some kind of general management style 
beyond the division’s borders. This, in combination with what was said about 
transparency before would explain why the unit resisted the above-described 
attempts to couple the division to the BSC network and deferred its adoption as 
long as possible. 
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But why then was the BSC eventually adopted? The data of this study does not give 
any other explanation than the fear of “sticking out”. As soon as the other divisions 
had started their BSC projects, the division had to defend itself to group executive 
management and the other divisions why it had not done the same yet. The further 
the other divisions had come with their BSC processes, the more frequent the BSC 
issue was discussed in meetings with group executive management or in events such 
as the “Practice-Sharing Day”. Thus, the pressure to conform increased over time 
and finally made the division join the BSC network.  

Business Divisions “Solutions” and “Wireless”, in contrast, were relatively easy to 
mobilize as they started from scratch when the network had already grown and 
Divisions “Cordless”, “Mobile” and even “Networks” were at least tentatively part 
of the BSC network. When they became independent units, the above-described 
efforts belonged to the past and the BSC seemed already to be on its way to 
becoming an established part of the business group. As became particularly visible 
in Division “Solutions” attaching to the network proposed the additional benefit of 
establishing a position in the business group and gaining the attention of group 
executive management—two aspects that appeared essential to securing the long-
term survival of the new units. In this way, adopting the BSC proved to be of 
interest for both of the young divisions.  

The alliance is created  

The chain of events just described led to a phase at the end of 2000/ beginning of 
2001 where a stable BSC alliance network had been established. All of the business 
divisions had attached themselves to the network, and, on the surface, all the actors 
in the network seemed to value the BSC and utilize it. But the network proved to 
be unstable after all. Exemplifying this statement, Division “Cordless” was on the 
verge of leaving the network again when it experienced major dissatisfaction with 
the newly adopted tool. As described in Chapter 6 of this thesis, the criticism of a 
Sales manager set the ball rolling when he complained about the information 
content of the existing BSC. According to him, the old BSC version did not 
sufficiently contain performance drivers. Saying this, he implicitly criticized a lack 
of strategy focus and thus too little a difference between reporting systems that had 
existed long since and the (new) BSC. Following the explanations of the divisional 
BSC administrator, this was the phase where people understood the very essence of 
the new tool and where a turnaround in the interests connected to the BSC finally 
occurred. While the data of this study indicates that this is well true for the BSC 
administrator himself, it seems that the conviction of divisional management was 
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still to be improved. Although it seems simplistic to determine a specific point in 
time when it comes to a change in attitude, it seems that from this phase on, the 
BSC administrator became more and more convinced of the Scorecard concept. 
The fact that (functional) management was now noticeably interested in the tool 
might have contributed to his favorable opinion about the BSC. This led to him 
becoming a major driver of the BSC process in “Cordless”.  

As to the redesign of the Scorecard, the data of this study indicates that the second 
start-up was considered the development of a tool that could really bring a benefit 
to the division. This perception is supported by the fact that the second attempt 
was characterized by a much stronger focus on strategy than the first one (which 
was basically a re-composition of already existing metrics). Consequently, a central 
element of the re-design activities was to create a linkage model that displayed 
which performance drivers should be measured in order to translate the division’s 
specific strategy into operational terms. This improvement from “just another 
reporting system”, created to satisfy other actors’ requirements to a strategy-specific 
system suited to the specific needs of the division, can itself be regarded as a major 
transformation.  

As we know by now, Division “Cordless” was not the only division that 
complained about deficits in quality and utilization of the existing BSC. Although 
formally part of the BSC network, Division “Mobile’s” loyalty to the network was 
also on shaky ground. According to people’s descriptions, there were times when 
the BSC was updated and on its way to being used regularly. However, recently 
some actors in “Mobile’s” network that are not part of the corporate group called 
for attention and dominated the unit’s activities more and more. First, there were 
external competitors who fought for “Mobile’s” market shares. Second, there was 
the group of shareholders who, despite harsher competition, still placed high 
expectations on the division’s (and company’s) performance. And third, there were 
business journalists, who as attentive observers of “Mobile’s” activities influenced 
the shareholders’ and competitors’ view of the company. This development led to 
an adaptation of “Mobile’s” interests towards securing their market position and 
financial performance, at the same time reducing the effort invested in the BSC. As 
a result, the BSC tool was formally kept in the division but hardly used.   
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Stabilizing the network  

“BSC Practice-Sharing Day 2001” 

An important actor for the further fate of the BSC tool in the business group 
proved to be Department X. In frequent contact with the business divisions, 
members of the department had a good sense for the problems the divisions 
experienced with their Scorecard projects. While they seemed to be genuinely 
convinced of the Scorecard’s benefits for the business group, they realized that the 
utilization of the tool in the majority of the divisions was not as good as it should 
have been to unfold its full potential. Therefore, a second practice-sharing event 
BSC was initiated in 2001 (cf. Chapter 6). Unlike the first, the circle of participants 
was limited to the five business divisions and few representatives of selected central 
functions. In the divisions, the BSC administrators and their superiors were 
addressed and encouraged to contribute to the workshop by giving a short 
presentation of the BSC activities in their respective division. Clarifying the 
purpose of the event, Department X emphasized the learning aspects intended. In 
the invitation letter the goal of the workshop was defined as: 

“Illustration of the current state of BSC implementation along the strategic planning structure in the 
business divisions [names of the divisions and business units involved].”  

This was expanded with:  

“Against the background of 2 years BSC reporting in the strategic planning process, an exchange of 
practical experiences with the BSC is supposed to be initiated, following the motto of a ‘learning 
organization’. It should therefore also be assessed what the organization has learned in the meantime.” 
(Extract of initiation letter to “BSC Practice-Sharing Day 2001”) 

Stressing the learning element, Department X deliberately avoided any aspect of 
control and instead tried to create a motivating, inspiring spirit for the event. 

During the workshop, all of the five business divisions gave an insight into their 
BSC activities and the discussions indicated that the people involved had dealt with 
the BSC tool for quite some time. However, differences in involvement and 
knowledge about the tool also came to the surface. Confirming the earlier 
explanations, Division “Cordless” as represented by its BSC administrator appeared 
to be pursuing a real own interest in the Scorecard, followed by Division 
“Solutions”. Nevertheless, not surprisingly for Department X, the result of the 
workshop revealed that virtually none of the divisions was a firm part of the 
network yet. Even the “pioneering” Division “Cordless” conceded that the 
attention of the Scorecard by divisional and functional management needed 
improvement. Similarly, the clear definition and constant maintenance was 
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acknowledged as a weakness of the Scorecard. To name a second example, Division 
“Wireless”’ presentation also confirmed that this division was yet only loosely 
attached to the network; due to an as yet ambiguous strategy in a new market, the 
BSC proved of little benefit to the division and was basically only kept alive to 
satisfy the demand of top management.  

Another essential result of this workshop was that apparently all of the business 
divisions struggled with problems related to the BSC IT–support. Based on the 
division’s explanations, different IT–supporting systems were in use and none of 
them seemed to be satisfactory as there was no connection with other reporting 
systems in the business group. In addition, a great amount of extra costs were 
incurred by the business group as a whole due to the variety of systems used. 
Concluding from the intensity of the discussions on this topic, the IT–related 
administration of the BSC really was debatable and caused a great deal of tension 
within the business group. 

From a wider perspective, this workshop clarified that the BSC was still under 
review in the business group. Viewing it as a stable concept proved to be deceiving. 
Seen in retrospect, the workshop discussions led attention to a reporting system 
that later proved to have a considerable impact on the formation of the BSC 
alliance in the business group: the Executive Information System.  

The Executive Information System 

As briefly explained in Chapter 7, the Executive Information System (EIS) was 
developed by the business group’s central IT department. Based on explanations of 
the person responsible for EIS’ development, the idea to create the tool was born in 
the middle of 2000 when a new head of the central function arrived. As the 
interviewee recalled, the ideas of centralizing the business group’s reporting systems, 
aligning the business group to a new strategic orientation towards e–business and 
developing a Scorecard for “e–business” had been buzzing in the department long 
since. But it was the new department head who tried to make something out of 
them by suggesting a unifying reporting system on the business group level. 
However, instead of merely reporting past performance, the new system was also to 
contain strategy related performance drivers for the business group. That is where 
the BSC aspect—this time on business group level—came in. In its function as a 
unified reporting system, EIS was also supposed to contain the BSCs of the 
business group’s divisions. In this sense, EIS threatened to “swallow” the BSCs on 
the divisional level.  
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Asked about top management commitment for the project, the person in charge of 
developing EIS stated: 

“The idea to know our goal and to find a way to reach this goal … has convinced me. Also in the 
course of the discussions with management, no opposing opinion was brought forward, which means 
people could cotton on to the idea and identify with it.” (Person responsible for EIS development, IT 
department, June 2001) 

However, in the course of the project it showed that the support for the new 
concept was not as good as hoped for; on all levels of the business group. This 
became apparent already in the early project phases, where no strategy common to 
the entire business group could be determined. In order to solve this problem, the 
employee responsible for EIS mentioned above went into the single business 
divisions asking people what their business was all about. Recalling this, the 
aforementioned person claimed: 

“In the beginning, the biggest problem was the willingness of people to collaborate, to deliver data. 
Then to contribute to the definition and specification of the metrics, and to contribute to the design of 
the user interface and the design of the processes.” (Person responsible for EIS development, IT 
department, June 2001) 

In the interviewee’s eyes, the underlying reason for this behavior was partly bad 
experiences with projects in the past. New concepts were initially pushed with a 
great zeal and then slowly lost attention. In addition, he thought that many people 
in the business group still regarded information as a private possession or an 
instrument of power. Thus, some individuals were reluctant to share information. 
With technical problems prolonging completion time and increasing the costs of 
the project, all in all, EIS proved to be a rather difficult project that received only 
limited attention by group management at its inception. In addition, the project 
that was originally financed by the business group was about to run out of money 
and was therefore temporarily on hold. Thus, convincing the five business divisions 
to use the EIS–platform for their divisional Scorecards offered a good opportunity 
finally to draw attention to the new tool, to raise money for its continuation and 
finally to anchor it in the business group’s reporting landscape. However, the big 
risk involved was that no or only few divisions would agree to use EIS for their 
Scorecards. If this happened, EIS would find it difficult to position itself in the 
existing reporting landscape; there was even the risk of ending up in competition 
with the existing BSCs in the business group. Thus, the central function developing 
EIS had a vital interest in convincing the five divisions to form an alliance network 
around EIS instead of the BSC, using it as an IT–support and data display.  
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Against this background, a one-day workshop dealing with the IT–support of the 
existing divisional Scorecards deserves closer attention. As before, Department X 
was the organizer of the event. 

Workshop on IT–support of divisional Scorecards 

As suggested above, the IT–related workshop was held in direct response to the 
BSC “Practice-Sharing Day 2001” and took place one month after the 
aforementioned event. The group of participants was composed of the BSC 
administrators of the five business divisions, the person responsible for EIS of the 
central e–business function, the BSC expert of Department X and an IT–expert 
from Division “Networks”. The purpose of the workshop was to assess the current 
situation of IT–tools used for BSC administration in the business group. 
Furthermore, the requirements of a supporting platform were to be discussed as 
well as the possibilities to introduce one common IT–platform in all the divisions. 

Complicating the IT–situation, the workshop revealed that all the divisions were 
already using a tool. Divisions “Cordless”, “Mobile” and “Wireless” had (formally) 
applied an SAP based system, “Networks” was using a program that they had 
developed themselves and “Solutions” was using EIS as a pilot. Consequently, none 
of the divisions wanted to give up their system and to replace it with another. The 
costs involved for the single business divisions and the business group as a whole 
seemed to be a central point in these discussions. Likewise the instability of the not 
yet completed EIS system, which was developed with a not yet well established 
small consulting firm, and additional costs of product licenses seemed to cause 
worries. Finally, the appropriateness of the tool for the purpose of BSC 
administration in the divisions was debated. EIS was apparently designed to offer a 
far greater number of features than the divisions could use. In the end, workshop 
participants did not come to an agreement. It was decided that the BSC expert of 
Department X together with the EIS manager conduct an assessment of the IT–
situation in the business group, focusing particularly on costs and performance of 
the systems in use as well as internal customer requirements. This analysis should 
then be presented to group executive management, who in turn was supposed to 
finally decide which IT–tools to employ.  

At first sight, the outcome of the workshop indicates that the person responsible for 
EIS could not couple the divisions to the competing EIS alliance. Although 
“Wireless” decided at a later point in time to convert to EIS, at the end of the 
workshop, EIS took over the role as a competitor to already existing BSC–related 

 215 



 

IT–platforms. As will become clear below, this created tension in the BSC network 
and eventually affected the BSC processes in the business divisions.  

From “Quality Check” to “Self-Assessment” 

Zooming in on the actors of the business group’s management now, the phases just 
described were dominated by emerging doubts about the quality of the BSC 
network in the business group. The financial performance of the business group 
proved to be below the targets set by company’s top management and the previous 
year’s results. From corporate top management’s point of view, the underlying 
cause was not a lack of appropriate tools to achieve financial success; the cause was 
rather that the existing tools, i.e. the ones of the toolbox program, were not used 
effectively. Specifically in regard to the BSC (as part of the toolbox program), a 
member of the company’s executive board announced in a speech of a corporate 
business conference:  

“On paper, we have a high level of implementation. Eighty-seven percent of the [company’s] divisions 
have introduced Scorecards. In reality, however, many Scorecards are either not up to date or have not 
yet been integrated into day-to-day business activities… But Scorecards are only effective if they are 
applied in day-to-day business. Only if management uses Scorecards as an instrument to derive concrete 
measures are they worth more than the paper they're written on.” (Member of the company’s executive 
board, business conference in Summer 2001, explanation in brackets added).  

Having realized the absence of positive effects of the BSC (and other toolbox 
program tools) on the financial performance of the firm, the intention of 
company’s top management was now to check the quality of the existing 

Scorecards
51

. Hence, the original interest evolved from breadth to depth over time. 
The tool chosen for the purpose of checking the quality was a survey called 
“Quality Check Benchmarking and Balanced Scorecard” (cf. Chapter 6). 

As in the initial introduction of the Scorecard, group executive management in 
Business Group “Communication” again relied on its allies, Department X and the 
central internal consulting unit for the realization of the survey. The latter 
developed a questionnaire designed to assess the status of Scorecard implementation 
in the five business divisions. An initial version was then piloted in a different 
business group that gained attention because of its excellent financial performance 
and reportedly intense BSC applications. Subsequently, the survey was adjusted and 
was to be presented to the chairpersons of group executive management. In turn, 
these executives were to introduce the BSC surveys into the business 
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 An interesting observation in this regard, particular to the BSC context is that the “failure” was 
not blamed on mistakes in the strategy employed but on the deployment of the tools.  
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divisions/units. The respective heads of the business divisions/units were supposed 
to fill in the questionnaire and send them to the departments responsible for the 
toolbox program. In the case of the Business Group “Communication” this was 
Department X.  

As before, Department X proved to be an important actor also in this process. 
Before the survey was sent out, the BSC expert of Department X and a 
representative of the Internal Consulting department met to coordinate the 
conducting of the survey. Apparently, the representative of the consulting 
department was aware that a survey coming from corporate top management via 
the Internal Consulting department could create resistance in the organization. He 
therefore stressed repeatedly that under no circumstances should the survey be 
connected with a control aspect. In this spirit, the character of the survey was 
translated in the course of its development into a self-assessment tool. This means 
that the completing divisions could determine themselves which level of Scorecard 
implementation and use they wanted to achieve. Hence, these self-set targets were 
the benchmark against which the present performance should be judged and 
measures for improvement determined. Following the suggestion of the BSC expert 
of Department X, the official name of the survey under which it would be 
introduced to the divisions was changed from “Quality Check” to “BSC Self-
Assessment”. The latter was thus the name that the divisions associated with this 
survey. 

As mentioned before, the “Practice-Sharing Day BSC 2001” provided the first 
contact of business divisions (non-management level) with the survey. The initial 
reaction of the participants in the workshop was very calm, some people smiled 
benignly. After a while, lively discussions started —not about the survey but about 
the BSC as a tool.  

In completing the survey and returning it to Department X, all except one of the 
divisions investigated in this study gave in to this attempt to stabilize the BSC 
network. The only division that visibly resisted this effort was Division “Wireless” 
which did not respond. However, its BSC administrator notified the Department X 
BSC expert about the non-compliance in advance. According to his information, 
the division was planning to redesign the existing Scorecard as it proved not to be 
used in the division.  

As part of the questions, the survey asked for the expectations the different divisions 
had for the Scorecard. The responses given in the different divisions revealed partly 
diverging prospects, which can be roughly separated into two clusters. Divisions 
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“Cordless”, “Mobile” and “Solutions” stated terms like “support in successful 
management of the business”, “bridge between strategy and operational measures” 
and “early warning system”. While these terms suggest expectations in terms of 
strategic management and future orientation, business units applying the BSC in 
Division “Networks” seemed additionally to expect the BSC to support everyday 
operational management. Thus, besides “provision of data for discussion in 
management circles” they named terms such as “transparency of the current state of 
the business”. One unit criticized the insufficiencies of the BSC to satisfy daily 
reporting needs.   

Based on the interests involved applying the tool, these responses are interesting in 
that they witness a transformation of interests in Division “Cordless” and “Mobile”, 
which, in the beginning of the BSC process apparently regarded the BSC as 
“another reporting system”. As demonstrated in the case of “Cordless”, the division 
went through a series of, what they called Scorecard “failures”, which finally led to a 
transformation of interests towards the strategic aspects. As will be seen below, a 
similar process was undertaken in Division “Mobile”. In Division “Solutions”, the 
picture the survey created from the situation in the division confirms the interests 
displayed by this unit before.  

In the case of “Networks”, the survey results give some further indication about the 
resistances exhibited against becoming part of the BSC network. They seemed to 
expect a tool that could deliver the data needed for the day-to-day operational 
management as well as the strategic data enabling long-term performance. While 
the BSC as a concept is designed to deliver both to a certain extent, it cannot 
replace comprehensive operational status reports that help control, for example, 
production processes. Hence, going beyond the abilities of the BSC, these interests 
are very difficult to live up to.   

Reactions of business divisions to further mobilization attempts  

Analyzing the effects of the attempts to stabilize the BSC network within the 
business group discussed above, it seems difficult to show a direct connection 
between the efforts undertaken and the BSC activities in the divisions. 
Nevertheless, at least in Division “Wireless”, actors of the EIS network left their 
traces in the division’s BSC process. In “Mobile” the most influential actors seemed 
to have come from inside the division. Both divisions will be briefly discussed 
below. 
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In the case of “Wireless”, the BSC administrator took a rather passive role in all of 
the events analyzed above. Claiming that the deficits of the existing BSC were 
known in his division and a redesign was already planned, he gave the impression 
that the future fate of the BSC in his unit was pre-determined. Active participation 
in the “Practice-Sharing Day” or the survey would be a step too far ahead. 

Further investigation indicated that the BSC project was indeed kept pending until 
a new actor entered the BSC scene in “Wireless”. This actor had come into the 
business division’s network context not long ago, having earlier formed part of the 
cosmopolitan network of consultants (cf. Briers and Chua, 2001). She took over 
the function of BSC administrator, which at the same time meant a re-location of 
the Scorecard topic from the Controlling to the Commercial Product department. 
This re-location could be interpreted as a shift in understanding the BSC; a move 
from seeing the “numbers” only to seeing it in the wider context of managing. 
Similar to Division “Cordless” the apparently convinced BSC administrator pushed 
the redesign of the Scorecard. 

Comparing the content of the new with the old BSC, two aspects are striking. First, 
the structure following functional responsibilities in the division was given up for 
the classical BSC perspectives as described in the corporate BSC guidebook. With 
this move towards uniformity with the other actors in the BSC network, this step 
can be interpreted as a sign of stronger attachment to the BSC network. Second, 
the number of metrics measured was reduced and particular emphasis was put on a 
balance between financials and non-financials. Hence, as in “Cordless” a 
transformation in content had taken place. However, while the transformation in 
“Cordless” was made towards more individuality, in “Wireless” there are elements 
of both, conformity with the other divisions and individuality to suit the division’s 
own purposes.  

As mentioned earlier, Division “Wireless” changed the BSC IT–support from the 
system that was also used in “Cordless” and “Mobile” to EIS in the course of the 
BSC redesign. This shift can be interpreted as the result of a successful coupling to 
the EIS network, undertaken with the help of the tie to the EIS manager of the e–
business unit. According to the explanations of the new BSC administrator in 
“Wireless”, the same person who presented the advantages of EIS in the IT–
workshop contacted the new BSC administrator about their IT–system. Together 
with an operational IT–expert, he presented EIS to the division and succeeded in 
convincing the BSC administrator of its superiority over the old system. This was 
apparently facilitated by dissatisfactions with the IT–system used before.  
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Whereas in “Wireless” some impact of the alignment measures was visible, the 
further fate of the BSC in “Mobile” appeared to be influenced by actors within the 
division. Remember that their BSC process stood basically still when external actors 
awoke the division’s interest. As described above, it was not before a new actor, the 
new CFO, arrived that adaptations to the harsher demands of external actors were 
made in re-organizing the organizational structure. Similarly, the BSC activities 
were taken up again and just as in “Cordless”, the emphasis in the redesign process 
was clearly more on strategy than in the Scorecard that had existed before. Notably, 
this strategic emphasis was strongly supported by the new head of the Business 
Development department. As described in Chapter 7, he was convinced of the 
Scorecard and particularly pushed the strategic aspects. It appears then that the 
entry of these new actors, this time on the division and functional management 
levels, set the ball rolling again. However, despite their important role in the change 
process, it would be simplistic to argue that their entry was sufficient to press the 
Scorecard implementation ahead. The data of this study indicates that the HIP 
project as described in Chapter 7 of this thesis, supported the CFO’s attempts as a 
conceptual ally. Recall that the HIP project aimed to develop a BSC on an 
aggregate, business group level. This necessarily means that the metrics included are 
on a “higher” level, more strategic in nature. Visualizing this aspect, the HIP 
project illustrated to the divisions that a major trait of the BSC is the strategic 
aspect. Given that the HIP project and the BSC redesign in “Mobile” coincided 
temporally, the influence of HIP was probably strongest on this division’s BSC 
process when compared with other divisions’ BSC efforts.      

The network disintegrates again  

Apart from being a BSC on a more aggregate level, the HIP project can be 
interpreted as evidence of a changed interest in the BSC. The results of the “Self-
Assessment BSC” survey gave a rather positive image of the BSC processes in the 
divisions. In 2002, group executive management believed that the BSC was 
satisfactorily implemented and applied actively in the five business divisions. It 
assumed that all the attempts to anchor the system in the organization, employing 
first a diffusion strategy of breadth and then of depth, led to successful mobilization 
of the divisions. In this belief, the obligation to report the Scorecards in the 
strategic planning process was cancelled. In addition, the interest of group executive 
management shifted towards extending the assumingly stable Scorecard process on 
business division level to business group level.  
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Recalling the discussions about EIS earlier in this chapter, there is a striking 
similarity in project purpose. EIS was supposed to create a common platform for 
the reporting systems in the business group, among other things by aggregating the 
information on the business group level. A problem faced at the beginning of the 
EIS project was the lack of a unified business group strategy; an issue that was taken 
up again in the HIP project. However, despite this proximity of the two projects, 
members of the organization did not seem to see this connection. While EIS was 
regarded as an isolated project, affecting at most some of the business divisions, 
HIP was treated as a larger project, of importance for the entire business group. 
The underlying reason here was group executive management’s stronger promotion 
of the HIP. This stronger emphasis seems to have multiple causes. First of all, the 
idea of the HIP concept came from Department X—a close ally of group executive 
management. Second, the BSC concept was officially acknowledged and repeatedly 
reinforced by corporate top management as a tool needed to secure future success of 
the company. And third, HIP promised to offer information that was not yet 
available elsewhere in the organization since it aimed to measure synergetic effects 
between the business divisions. As described earlier, the synergy aspect was 
translated into a BSC on aggregate level in the course of the project, which 
promised condensed information in a unified form across all five divisions. As a 
consequence, the HIP project became the focus area of group executive 
management from 2002 onwards.  

Having lost a great deal of management attention, the EIS project finally died in 
2002. After acknowledging that the financing of the project was a persistent 
problem, group executive management finally stopped the financial input into the 
project completely. This was justified by the necessity of cost savings in the business 
group. Seen in a wider context, people in the E–business department developing 
EIS finally could not convince group executive management, i.e. the key actor to 
secure stabilization and extension of the network through the business divisions. 
For the business divisions using EIS to display their divisional BSCs, the 
consequence was a noticeable disruption of their BSC process. Nevertheless, they 
continued with their Scorecard projects. This implies that the abandoning of EIS 
caused a temporary instability of the BSC network. However, as described before, 
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its functions were taken over by the power point program
52

. With this substitution 
the divisions in question staid in the BSC alliance.  

As described before, this was not the case for “Networks”. Although not affected by 
the closing down of EIS, they closed down their own IT–system supporting the 
BSC. Fitting their previous resistance to join the BSC alliance, they left the BSC 
network soon after the forcing pressure to attach to the network had ceased. In 
addition to the causes for this resistance discussed above, it appears that divisional 
management did not act as a promoter of the process as it had in “Mobile”. This 
reinforces the importance of certain actors needed for the change process to occur, 
which has pervaded this chapter. However, considering that the BSC was not 

started again after the former CEO of “Cordless”
53

 took over the management of 
“Networks” (cf. Chapter 7), it can be concluded that pushing activities by some 
actors alone are not enough. In order to understand the whole process, we have to 
widen our views also considering competing concepts such as existing accounting 
systems or EIS as before. Just like the BSC, these concepts are at the center of 
alliance building processes, competing for potential actors in their respective 
networks. In the end, the network that provides the most convincing arguments to 
potential members of the network is the one that grows. In conclusion, it is the 
activities of many actors and allies in a network as well as competing alliance 
networks that finally bring about change or prevent it.   

Some reflections 

Summarizing the alliance-building process discussed above, the BSC started as an 
ambiguous concept when group executive management tried to mobilize the 
business divisions to join the network. At that early stage, the different business 
divisions read different things into the BSC and exposed different interests in it. On 
its way through the business group, an apparently stable BSC alliance was 
temporarily created with the help of multiple enrolment efforts by group executive 
management. As Latour (1999a) would say, the BSC passed from “ignorance to 
certainty, from weakness to strength” (ibid., 30). Everybody knew what the BSC 
was and accepted it. In the end, however, it proved that the alignment to the 

                                           
52 In the case of “Solutions” this process was more a shift of roles since power point was already 
used before as a back-up.  
53 

Remember that “Cordless” was perceived as the division that worked best with the BSC.   
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network was not strong enough to keep the alliance stable. With Division 
“Networks” leaving the network, the BSC alliance started to disintegrate again.  

A question that remains to be answered in this process is whether top 
management’s original goal for adopting the BSC was finally achieved. Due to its 
resistance, this is particularly questionable for Division “Networks.” Recall that the 
intention of adopting the BSC was defined as introducing future and shareholder 
value orientation, which company management decided to undertake with the help 
of the BSC. Apparently, “Networks” had not implemented the BSC with 
conviction but had used a similar performance measurement system instead. This 
tool seemed to deliver information quite similar to the other divisions’ BSCs, which 
can be concluded from the fact that “Networks” regularly delivered its contribution 
to the HIP Scorecard. This suggests, in turn, that even in “Networks” there were 
signs of change toward the goals top management intended to reach in the business 
group. However, the division seems to have taken a “detour” by applying a 
different tool than the one management wanted them to apply.  

Relevant to the mechanisms that led the actors to pass through the relevant stages 
toward goal achievement, Robson (1991) alludes to the importance of discursive 
processes in accounting change. According to his findings, language can be used to 
create “equivalences between entities which are otherwise different” (ibid., 550). 
Signs of these “tactics” were also found in this study. In this sense, the introduction 
and consequently reinforced use of the term “Business Driver Scorecards” in the 
business group can be interpreted as an effort to unify the unequal divisions, which 
differed in existing accounting structures, products, markets and other 
characteristics. Likewise, the communication of the BSC being undertaken in 
strong connection with the corporate toolbox program, an already established term 
in the business group, helped discursively construct the divisions’ interest in the 
new concept.  

Another aspect that a study of the dissemination of a management accounting 
concept invites reflection is the question at which point in time it makes sense to 
speak of a BSC at all. Unlike theory of diffusion, a network perspective does not 
assume that a tool is implemented in its final version. Rather, as is clearly illustrated 
also in this study, a tool undergoes several changes. In this sense, one could argue 
that the BSC initially appeared when the first metrics were developed and were 
used as a basis for BSC development in “Cordless” and other divisions. According 
to this logic, it would not matter that these metrics were developed for a purpose 
other than the BSC development. Sticking to Kaplan and Norton’s criteria, 
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however, it would be hard to argue, for example in “Cordless,” that a BSC existed 
before its redesign when the strategic connection was introduced. 

An interesting observation in this context is that, in most of the divisions, the BSC 
underwent a transition from a performance reporting system to a strategic 
management system. Only in “Networks” did this transition appear doubtful. 
Thinking in Granovetter’s (1983) terms of strong and weak ties, a possible 
explanation for this could be a deficit in weak ties between the network within 
Division “Networks” and other networks within and outside the corporate group. 
Fitting the description of the rather enclosed sub–culture of “Networks”, it seems 
probable that the division did not encourage building and maintaining ties to 
networks outside their own division. Following Granovetter (1983), individuals 
with few weak ties can be “deprived of information from distant parts of the social 
system” (ibid., 202). Accordingly, the particular organizational sub–culture in 
“Networks” would help explain why this particular division was late in adopting the 
BSC and why the transition of the tool, as observed in other divisions, had not 
taken place. Thus, in a diffusion context, an enclosed sub–culture can have the 
effect of inhibiting the dissemination process. 

In terms of the difference between theory of diffusion and a network perspective, 
the transition of the BSC just described illustrates another important aspect. 
Theory of diffusion illuminates the supply-side and the demand-side of an 
innovation. As illustrated in the foregoing sections, a network perspective 
additionally investigates the innovation itself and thereby creates an even more 
comprehensive picture of the diffusion process. 

Adding to these findings, a further important difference between theory of 
diffusion and the network perspective demonstrated in this study is related to the 
aspect of the BSC being enforced in the business group by group executive 
management. Recalling the analysis in Chapter 8, this finding was central to 
understanding the dissemination process from a diffusion perspective. From a 
network perspective, such a statement would be misleading. As the preceding 
sections indicated, the BSC was created and driven further in the business group 
due to a complex, heterogeneous network of actors who enrolled each other, tried 
to make sense of the Scorecard and thereby transformed it continuously. Since:  

“The destiny of a technique is not in the hands of its designers but in those who come after,” (Briers and 
Chua, 2001 referring to Latour)  

describing a change process as enforced does not make sense. Considering the 
powerful position of Department X in the BSC process, which formally does not 
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have any power to tell anybody what to do, this assumption is confirmed by the 
data.  

A further aspect that is vividly illustrated in this study is how various actors 
construct their own organizational reality. That these realities do not necessarily 
have to be the same was demonstrated several times in the company’s BSC story. 
One of the multiple occasions where this evolved was the status quo assessment of 
the Scorecards in the divisions with the help of the “Self-Assessment” survey. The 
survey uncovered a rather positive picture of the Scorecard status in the business 
group, conveying to business group management a picture of reality that would 
allow moving on and starting the BSC on a higher level, i.e. on the HIP level. 
Regarding the situation from the viewpoint of the business divisions delivers, 
however, a different “truth”. Although all of the divisions had adopted the tool, 
they still perceived deficits and dissatisfaction with the Scorecard, albeit to varying 
degrees. Despite their negative experiences, they did not disclose the real picture 
completely since they did not want to lose face in front of group executive 
management and the other divisions. I think it is important to point out that such 
behavior cannot be observed solely in the case company but rather is found in any 
kind of organization (cf. Argyris’ concept of espoused versus theories-in-use, Argyris 
and Kaplan, 1994). The decisive point, however, is that we should be aware of such 
issues when implementing new tools; an aspect that, in a diffusion context, is 
commonly given more attention by social–constructivist approaches than by 
positivistic–rooted ones. 

Following this train of thought, the foregoing analysis is not an objective write-up 
of the results of the study. It is, rather, the constructed outcome of negotiations of 
different “realities”: the BSC–building actors’ in the company and the researcher’s.   

Since the BSC experience at the case company ended as a re-opened alliance 
network, the reader might get the impression that the change process was a failure. 
We should, however, be cautious in making such judgments. As Kuhn (1970) 
points out, in order to break the old deep structures and establish a new paradigm, 
failure is needed. Failure forces people to be receptive to arguments that they would 
otherwise ignore (Gersick, 1991, 23). In this sense, the situation depicted here 
could equally be the first step towards a new “paradigm”54 in the organization. 

                                           
54

 Not to be understood in the Kuhnian sense but rather as a synonym for a new way of thinking. 
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Chapter 10: Discussion of the findings 

With the analytical portions of this thesis complete, this chapter presents a 
summarizing and concluding discussion on what this study teaches about the 
diffusion of new accounting tools and accounting change in general. Throughout 
the chapter, avenues for future research are indicated. Against the background of 
this study aiming at theory refinement (and refutation), I mirror the findings 
presented before against the theoretical background literature as presented in 
Chapters 1 through 3. Starting off, I discuss the implications of using diffusion 
theory on a micro–level of investigation. A discussion on relevant issues in 
accounting change, based on the results of this study, follows. In the succeeding 
sections, I present a discussion of the BSC and its role in the change process. This 
also includes a debate of the practical experiences with the Scorecard as witnessed in 
the case, which are contrasted with the normative description offered by Kaplan 
and Norton (cf. Chapter 2). A summarizing discussion of the contributions of this 
study brings this thesis to a close.   

A synopsis 

The particularities of micro–level diffusion  

Studies on the diffusion of innovations are commonly associated with a macro–level 
of investigation. Classical diffusion studies investigate how innovations disperse 
across separate firms belonging to an industry, national economy or other grouping. 
In contrast, more recent studies suggest that diffusion theory can also be applied to 
help understand dispersion processes on a micro–level (Perera et al, 2003). My 
study provides further evidence for this hypothesis. However, my work also 
qualifies that applying diffusion theory in an intra-firm context has major 
implications that should be considered when using formally macro–level theories 
on a micro–level.  

First, my study shows that intra-firm diffusion processes also contain elements of 
inter-firm diffusion. This is the case if the organization of concern consists of 
several organizational units that have a certain degree of economic independence so 
that they can be considered single sub–organizations in the organization. Hence, 
studying diffusion on a micro–level can include elements of intra-firm and inter-
firm diffusion. 

Second, my study suggests the necessity to extend the study focus from adoption to 
implementation when applying diffusion theory on a micro–level. As illustrated 

 226 



 

earlier, classical diffusion studies most often investigate the initial adoption decision 
but do not pay attention to what happens to the innovation afterwards. As Gallivan 
(2001) points out, the stages following adoption are most interesting in a micro–
level context; it is in the post–adoption phases when the character of the diffusion 
process becomes clear and the decision is made whether the innovation is kept or 
abandoned. Thus, on a micro–level, diffusion studies gain explanatory value when 
studying adoption and implementation. Extending the focus to implementation as 
well, my study further indicates that diffusion studies on a micro–level have the 
potential to further our knowledge on change processes in organizations.    

In the theoretical framework of this study, I argue in favor of studying the supply-
side and the demand-side of an innovation. While the initial adoption of the BSC 
in the corporate group is not remarkably different from diffusion studies on a 
macro–level, the particularities of the micro–level situation become clear in the 
adoption of the BSC on the business division level. From the perspective of the 
business divisions, the supply-side is corporate top management that mandates the 
divisions to adopt the BSC. Due to this enforcing of the innovation, Rogers’ (1995) 
innovation adoption criteria (cf. Chapter 3) that are commonly used in macro–level 
diffusion studies are not helpful for explaining the initial adoption in the business 
divisions. Although efficiency partly plays a role in the later implementation phases, 
it proves not to be sufficient to fully explain diffusion on a micro–level. 
Furthermore, the enforcement of the innovation by top management leads to the 
conclusion that diffusion processes on a micro–level are likely to be top-down 
implementation processes. The latter is not necessarily the case in macro–level 
diffusion. Whether bottom-up implementation processes can lead to diffusion 
would be an interesting issue to study in the future. Although Kasurinen (2002) 
found that this is not the case, there is no indication that it is impossible.  

When it comes to the demand-side of the innovation, my study indicates 
similarities between diffusion on micro and macro–levels. Particular characteristics 
of the case business divisions adopting the BSC determine how the divisions 
respond to the mandated change. However, in contrast to macro–level diffusion 
studies, the differences in response proved to be most decisive in the 
implementation and no longer in the adoption phase; again a particularity of 
micro–level diffusion. To get a picture as comprehensive as possible of the demand-
side, I argue in favor of using an interactive process perspective that considers the 
interplay between individuals and organizational structural factors. In accordance 
with Kasurinen (2002), I argue that such a perspective could advance management 
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accounting change studies in that it captures the complexity of change processes 
better than studies that explain change/diffusion with individuals or structural 
factors alone. Extending Kasurinen’s findings on management accounting change, I 
identify the changing role of leaders over time as a major determinant of change 
processes. Likewise, my study shows the lack of motivators as characteristic for top-
down change processes.  

Although a theoretical framework composed of supply-side and demand-side as just 
described promised a rather comprehensive picture of diffusion, it could capture the 
impact of apparently peripheral organizational actors with their interests, activities 
and counter activities only to a limited extent. Therefore, I suggest applying a 
network perspective in addition to classical diffusion theory. As discussed in 
Chapter 9, a network perspective does not only illuminate supply-side and demand-
side, but also gives an understanding for the transformation the innovation goes 
through in the course of its adoption and implementation. In this sense, a network 
perspective adds additional value to this study. Likewise, it explicitly pays attention 
to actors’ interests and power games between various actors. Doing this, human 
resistance to change and irrationality become part of the diffusion process, which 
appears more realistic than the rational picture often conveyed by classical diffusion 
studies. Moreover, a network perspective adds value to this study in that it 
highlights the interconnectedness of organizational events and organizational actors; 
an aspect that it not particularly recognized in diffusion studies, be they on the 
macro or micro–level. In this sense, the analysis from a network perspective shows 
how diffusion–hampering effects can occur, for example, due to the fact that 
managers belong to multiple network contexts that are partly overlapping. The 
resulting conflict of interests creates a stumbling block in BSC diffusion.  

Organizational change in accounting  

The nature of the change process 

At the beginning of this thesis, I presented some issues of contemporary relevance 
to research on accounting change. I also argued that change is often the direct 
consequence of the diffusion of innovations, so that both issues are closely 
connected. Based on this assumption, the following presents the conclusions this 
study allows on the issue of accounting change.  

A first issue of current interest in accounting change presented before is the 
question about the epistemological nature of change, dealing, for example with the 
question whether change is a continuous process or clearly limited by start and end 
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points. The findings of this study are ambivalent on this issue. From the top 
managerial perspective, the change process involved with BSC adoption started 
around 1997 when the tool was adopted by the first organizational units and 
finished in 2002 when BSC reporting was no longer obligatory. Following official 
statements, this was done in the assumption that all units had adopted the tool, and 
thus, officially requiring the tool was regarded no longer necessary. Hence, from 
this viewpoint, the BSC change process had a defined start and end point. The 
theoretical perspective of diffusion supports this view, as shown before in Chapter 
8. 

In contrast, looking a bit deeper and beyond the formal adoption of the new tool, it 
seems that the change process with the BSC can hardly be limited to the timeframe 
between 1997 and 2002. As demonstrated with the analysis from a network 
perspective, the change process with the BSC has to be seen in the context of other 
organizational factors such as existing reporting systems, the corporate toolbox 
program and so forth. In this vein, tools such as EIS influenced the Scorecards in 
the divisions. Similarly, knowledge on how to use the new tool was exchanged 
during events such as the “Practice-Sharing Days” and gave the change process an 
evolutionary character. It is therefore difficult to define when the BSC change 
process really started. The same goes for its end: as discussed before, not all of the 
business divisions investigated took the BSC for granted in 2002. Still, activities for 
integrating the tool and improving it were undertaken, so that one could equally 
argue that the change process was still ongoing when this study was completed.  

A second question that Burns and Vaivio (2001) subsumed under the 
epistemological nature of accounting change is the question of progress. Did the 
implementation of the BSC lead to progress in the organization? Even more than 
the question discussed above, the findings of this study do not give a clear-cut 
answer. Depending on how progress is defined, one could argue for both answer 
alternatives. Equaling progress with attaining the goals originally defined when 
starting the change, i.e. to bring EBIT–oriented thinking into the company and to 
translate corporate strategy, signs of progress are visible. The people encountered 
during my study clearly show consciousness of the importance of financials and the 
necessity to produce good financial results. Whether this is however due to the BSC 
adoption or a product of the general development in the company’s environment is 
difficult to judge. In regard to the strategy translation aspect, the majority of people 
in the organization still seemed to have the division between management and non-
management levels in their minds. Although exceptions were observed, the 
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dominating attitude still seems to be that strategy is managements’ task. To which 
degree this attitude was influenced by the particular way of applying the BSC in the 
company is not clear though (see further discussion on this below).  

The latter aspect leads to another interesting question, raised in Chapter 1. It 
pertains to the logic of change being either planned, rationally executed and 
predictable or, conversely, unsystematic, irrational and non-predictable. At first 
sight, the change process studied has a “planned” characteristic due to its top-down 
initiation by way of top management decision. Corporate top management took 
over the role of decision-maker and local management functioned as an executor of 
change. However, after the initial decision, the change process provides further 
support for earlier studies, which prove, models of planned change are unrealistic 
(cf. Chapter 3): Although the introduction of change was top-down, the case 
illustrates that considerable activities evolved in the lower levels of organizational 
hierarchy over time. Interestingly, not all of these activities promote the planned 
change; on the contrary, they partly undermine it. As particularly illustrated under 
the network perspective, the change process evolves to a complex, difficult to 
control and extended one. 

A major contributor to the complexity of the change process is the resistance 
against change; partly exposed by local management, partly by the organizational 
levels below. It seems important to note in this context that the change process is 
not opposed to mark resistance against top management’s authority. In the case of 
“Networks”, for example, the transparency created by the BSC was apparently 
perceived as a threat to the division’s independence. Thus, just as Scapens and 
Roberts (1993) found, resistance to change was not irrational but reflected 
legitimate fears of the affected groups. As becomes particularly clear in the analysis 
from a network perspective, political, interest-bound aspects also play an important 
role in this respect. Similarly, organizational culture and sub-culture are identified 
as one of the factors that affect change. Taken together, this study provides further 
evidence that planning and change in organizations are becoming more and more 
unsystematic, occasionally displaying even political traits (cf. Burns and Vaivio, 
2001).  

The discussion on planned change and progress up till now, in fact, the very 
assumption that change and progress are somehow connected is a positivistic one 
and thus only reflects one possible view of change. Quattrone and Hopper (2001) 
criticized this teleological approach to study accounting change as commonly 
presented in the literature. They explain that change models from a modernist 
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epistemology assume that accounting change is about moving from one 
predetermined state to the next predetermined state. Both stages are assumed to 
have well defined characteristics that are accessible and known to the researcher. 
The next stage is a new template for action that organizations aim to reach, which 

implies that the object passing from one stage to the next is modified somehow
55

. 
These change models are further characterized by the assumption of one single 
reality. In order to move from Stage 1 to Stage 2, rational behavior is employed, 
whereby rationality is a reification of the reality that is sought. Quattrone and 
Hopper (2001) argue that this view of change is not suitable to study the 
complexity involved in change processes and results in static and deterministic 
analyses. This is attributed not at last to the assumption of a sequential change 
order in time and space and the assumption of: 

“…a ‘centred’ view of knowledge, action, rationality, change and, ultimately, of organizations.” 
(Quattrone and Tagoe, 1997) 

Quattrone and Hopper (2001) argue further that these assumptions are not realistic 
and that change models are needed that recognize organizations as being in a 
constant state of flux. In such a model, abstract knowledge about a tool to be 
implemented is inseparable from activities in that individuals make sense of abstract 
knowledge through practical activities (“enaction”) that finally “become codified 
into managerial practice” (ibid., 416). This process is conducted with the 
background assumption of “poly-rationality”, i.e. reciprocity between knowledge 
and rationality. Knowledge is regarded as a form of rationality since it enables value 
judgments on organizational activities. Rationality is considered a form of 
knowledge because it is enacted through daily practices and might differ in various 
situations and times. From this, the authors conclude that an evaluation of change 
must be related to contingent practices and local meanings. Finally, they assume 
interdependence between rationality and action, i.e. praxis: 

“Actions reflect what is considered rational in a specific location in time and space.” (Quattrone and 
Hopper, 2001, 425) 

Based on the three concepts of “enaction”, “poly-rationality” and “praxis”, 
Quattrone and Hopper (2001) argue in favor of replacing the term “change” with 
“drift”. With this new term they emphasize the lack of linearity and predictability 
in “change” processes. In an effort to create a shared idea of the “right” direction to 
go, individuals in organizations might even end up at the same point they started.  
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 This type of thinking was also underlying the definition of progress as given above. 
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Returning to the initial question of planning change and how to define progress, 
Quattrone and Hopper’s (2001) concept demands new measures. According to 
their logic, change can only be planned to a very limited degree; the outcome, 
however, is never predictable but is dependent on the specific conditions in a 
practical context. As far as a definition of progress is concerned, their study 
indicates that it does not make sense to measure against a predetermined, desired 
end-stage. Instead, the interest would be in how the BSC is enacted in the different 
divisions and whether the tool satisfies the locally enacted information needs. In 
this sense, the abandonment of the BSC in Division “Networks” cannot be 
regarded as a “failure” (in contrast to “progress”). In terms of its explanatory value, 
Quattrone and Hopper’s (2001) model thus makes a valuable contribution to this 
study and once more demonstrates the value of getting beyond traditional 
positivistic models. Paraphrasing change with “drift” might even be a way towards 
organizations in which learning is promoted and where the development of creole 
concepts is preferred to uncritically following fashionable management concepts. 
The possibility to assess whether a new concept brings some benefit to different 
divisions might, however, be more difficult to assess in the absence of a common 
benchmark. In cases such as the one investigated in this study, top management 
might have to rely more on the local levels in judging the benefits of new tools. 
Organizations with an expressed hierarchical structure might experience this as a 
problem. Letting divisions “drift” towards their own solutions creates control 
information of differing format. This might impair central steering and control 
efforts, which are often the purpose of introducing a new accounting tool in a top-
down manner. Therefore, one should not uncritically agree to these alternative 
change models either; the wider context and purpose underlying particular ways of 
implementation is essential. In this sense, a top-down implementation could be 
appropriate if the BSC is supposed to be a vehicle to create uniform reporting 
structures across divisions.  

Specifying resistance to change  

Irrespective of calling the process a change or a drift, the case indicates that 
resistance played a major role in the process. A first interesting aspect of the 
resistance exposed, is that it was most often of a “passive” nature. With this I mean 
that the dominant pattern observed was to ignore, not to react or to react delayed 
to the top management’s directives (cf. Brooks and Bate, 1994). Whether this type 
of resistance is connected to the organizational culture as assessed in this particular 
company is difficult to judge. My impression from the visits in the field was that 
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open criticism was seldom exposed. Whether corporate management actively 
promoted this or whether it evolved as a comfortable “survival” tactic of 
organizational members did not become clear to me. In any case, passive resistance 
seemed to have been effective when looking at the formal length of the change 
process. In total, it took four years until all the divisions had officially started 

working with the BSC. Considering organizational structural delays
56

, it still took 
more than three years before all the established business divisions explicitly showed 
signs of change. Although it is difficult to compare this time span with macro–level 
diffusion processes, three years appears to be rather long, especially when 
considering that all the divisions investigated belonged to the same business group. 
Taking the length of the diffusion process as an indicator for the benefit expected 
or experienced by adopting and implementing the BSC, it confirms once more that 
the adopting units experienced little added benefit.   

More valuable insights are gained when including the aspect of BSC redesigns into 
the analysis. An interesting aspect to think about is the time between the initial 
BSC development and the redesign. Comparing Divisions “Mobile” and 
“Cordless”, the change delaying effect of external factors is most striking. While 
both divisions start BSC development at the same time, the redesign process varies 
widely. For example, Division “Cordless” redesigned the existing BSC two years 
after its initial development; Division “Mobile” started a second BSC design after 
three years. Although company internal factors as discussed in Chapter 8 also 
definitely impacted this development it seems that the developments in the 
environment external to the company clearly delayed the redesign in “Mobile”. In 
“Wireless” the time span between initial design and redesign was only one year. 
Supporting my assumption, similar to “Cordless”, the division was not as much 
affected by external developments as “Mobile”. 

The foregoing discussion indicates that attributing the length of the change process 
to internal factors only would give an incomplete picture of reality. When external 
factors additionally impact divisions in change, the change process seems to be 
prolonged even more. This situation compared to a state where only internal factors 
are at work. In light of change studies in accounting and in general, this finding 
reinforces the necessity to pay attention to the change surrounding conditions and 
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 Structural delays in the sense that “Wireless” and “Solutions” did not exist as independent 
divisions in the early BSC diffusion phases and thus could not start their BSC efforts as a division 
before they reached business division status.  
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aspects, both internal and external to the company (similar Laughlin, 1991; 
Greenwood and Hinings, 1996). Likewise, firms adopting BSC should be aware of 
the relative difficulty to change intangible aspects of organizational life. Tangible 
aspects, such as written reports, appeared to be rather easy to change in the case 
studied. For example, Division “Cordless” quickly exchanged the headings of their 
metrics reporting to “BSC”. In contrast, the change of meeting routines, the way of 
thinking and the attitude of people affected by the new tool took much longer. 
Although this phenomenon might not seem very surprising, it gives an indication 
for practitioners where the sore spot is and that the change of intangibles needs to 
be tackled particularly carefully.  

A final aspect on resistance to change is its significance for the change process in 
total. Anderson and Young (1999) state that resistance to change is often depicted 
as a factor negatively affecting the success of accounting system change. Recalling 
the time aspect involved as mentioned before, also my study indicates that 
resistance could indeed be regarded as a negative factor, which at least delayed 
change. However, as particularly illustrated by the analysis from a network 
perspective, resistance was needed to keep the ball rolling and to customize the 
abstract BSC tool into one that the divisions could finally use for their specific 
purposes. Without resistance, the development of the Scorecards would have 
probably stalled, possibly resulting in final abandonment of the tool. Therefore, 
resistance is needed just as much as support and approval for change to occur. In 
this sense, this study supports Granlund’s supposition that:  

“…change, stability, and resistance are normal, regular (and mutually intertwined) features of 
organizational life.” (Granlund, 2001, 159) 

The latter brings up another aspect illustrated in this study: in order for change to 
occur stability is needed (similar Burns and Scapens, 2000). Seen from this 
perspective, an explanation for the relatively fast change in “Cordless” is the 
stability in the division. As mentioned before, not only continuity in terms of 
market conditions, but also in terms of organizational structure and staffing. An 
example illustrating staffing stability is the divisional BSC administrator in 
“Cordless” who was responsible for the BSC topic from the first day on. In 
contrast, remember that the staffing in “Mobile” was unstable: the BSC 
administrator was supposed to be replaced but finally was not. At this point, the 
critical reader might see a contradiction in argumentation as I argued earlier in 
Chapter 8 that the entry of the new CEO in “Mobile”, i.e. a change in the staffing 
situation, was essential for the accounting change to occur. A possible explanation 
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could lie in the difference in organizational hierarchical status: while stability on the 
operational/administrative level is needed, “instability” on the managerial level can 
have a change promoting effect (compare discussion on relocation diffusion in 
Chapter 8). 

Creolization 

An assumption that permeates the entire thesis and that shows its value again at this 
stage is that change in accounting can and actually should rely on findings in other 
disciplines, especially organizational studies. In this vein, a concept of considerable 
importance is the one of creolization as discussed in Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall 
(2002). Originally used in cultural studies, the concept of creolization describes 
how cultures accept cultural elements of other groups while at the same time 
keeping essential elements of their original culture (e.g. Thomas, 1996). According 
to Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall (2002), management knowledge today can be 
considered a creole concept. It:  

“…both follows from and makes widespread circulation possible.” (Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall, 
2002, 28)  

Moreover, they state that:  

“When management knowledge is circulated in different settings, it is reshaped as it is integrated with 
knowledge and traditions featured in these settings.” (Sahlin-Andersson and Engwall, 2002, 28)  

How is this applicable to accounting change? The findings of this study suggest that 
creolization facilitates accounting change and might even be a precondition for 
accounting change to last. In this particular context, this means that introducing a 
new accounting tool into an existing accounting landscape requires a fusion of what 
existed before with the new tool. 

The problems organizations face when creolization is lacking became visible in this 
case study many times. One example is the persistent problem of double reporting 
due to a lack of coordination of the BSC with existing reporting systems. Likewise, 
the tension connected to the Scorecards’ IT–support fits this cluster. In contrast, 
efforts of divisions, such as “Solutions”, to build on already existing components as 
much as possible represent positive examples of how to combine the old with the 
new. Interestingly, the divisions that tried to combine existing structures with the 
new ones, continued working with the BSC even after the pressure from group 
executive management had ceased. Thinking further in these lines from a more 
theoretical perspective, theory of diffusion with the idea of innovations being 
copied and sent as originally drafted appears unsatisfactory in this respect. Likewise, 
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as will be elaborated below, prescribing the BSC application in normative terms 
appears neither realistic nor promising in practice.   

Although the discussion above gives some indication on the mechanisms of change, 
I would like to come back to the point that change is not a surely predicable 
phenomenon. Malmi (1997) concludes that in some settings a skilful 
implementation of new accounting tools (in his case ABC) is no guarantee for it to 
prosper. According to the results of my study, this is due to unpredictable factors 
within the company, e.g. resistance of people due to disappointing past experiences, 
and changing external conditions. Both factors influence the change process in ways 
that are impossible to foresee. They can turn an effort of planned change into one 
that displays many unplanned elements.  

The Balanced Scorecard in a practical context  

A representative of accounting tools  

So far, the discussion confirms Granlund’s (2001) conclusion that (management) 
accounting systems are difficult and slow to change. Given that the BSC is not yet 
well explored in empirical studies, an interesting question is whether the fact that 
this study investigated the diffusion of a BSC of all accounting tools had an impact 
on the change process. In this context, it is time to return to Perera et al’s (2003) 
study as presented in Chapter 3. They investigated the adoption of transfer pricing 
and the following change process in a government trading enterprise. An interesting 
conclusion drawn from their study was that the perception of the innovation was 
time and situation specific so that it cannot be taken for given that the diffusion of 
transfer pricing would be similar to the one of a BSC. However, comparing the 
results of Perera et al’s (2003) study with mine, similarities are clearly visible. 
Similar to my study, the authors observed problems connected to the new tool and 
even a temporary abandoning of the accounting tool. Just like the aforementioned 
authors, I identified change agents, organizational culture and sub–culture and past 
experiences of the adopting divisions as important factors to the change process. 
Although I found some additional factors of relevance, this comparison leads us to 
believe that the diffusion of transfer pricing and the BSC are not fundamentally 
different. Likewise, this comparison does not give an indication that the type of 
organization, either for-profit or not-for-profit has a significant influence on the 
diffusion process. Even if there are situation-specific factors that might have 
additional impact on the specific process studied, this finding is an indication that 
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the specific characteristics of the tool to be spread is of minor importance to its 
diffusion.    

Similarly, numerous studies on ABC reported difficulties of new accounting 
concepts to enter companies (e.g. Shields, 1995; Gosselin, 1997). Likewise, the 
organizational factors identified as relevant for the BSC diffusion process were 
found important determinants of other tools’ diffusion processes earlier. Summing 
up, it seems that the diffusion of the BSC is not a unique process, characteristic for 
this specific tool.  

Experiences with the tool in practice   

Nonetheless, the findings of this study indicate that adopting a BSC makes 
organizational units face specific problems that are caused by the particular design 
characteristics of the tool (cf. Cooper and Ezzamel, 2003, Chapter 2). Although 
simple and logical from a theoretical understanding, the balance between financials 
and non-financials is apparently difficult to put into practice. Even though a 
content analysis of the existing BSC drafts circulating in the organization was not a 
focus point of this study, the early Scorecard drafts I saw in the field, e.g. in 
“Cordless”, were clearly dominated by financial metrics. Similarly, the first BSC 
administrator in “Wireless” told me without hesitating that he could not see how a 
BSC can really be balanced. A possible reason to explain this phenomenon is that in 
many organizations working and thinking in terms of financial metrics has a much 
longer tradition than applying non-financials. 

Another reason for these problems might be confusion about the nature of the 
metrics and their separation into different perspectives. A puzzling question in this 
context is, for example, if a metric that measures the “Revenue per employee” (cf. 
Kaplan and Norton, 1993, 136) becomes a non-financial measure by placing it into 
the “innovation and learning” perspective? This example shows that it is not only 
difficult to determine what a non-financial measure in practice really is, but also in 
which perspective the different measures should be placed. The latter becomes 
particularly relevant as soon as cause-and-effect links should be determined, thus 
when the strategic connection is targeted. In practice, these issues seem to be 
contested as the example of Division “Wireless” shows. Recall that this was the 
division that initially named the Scorecard perspective according to the 
departments responsible for maintaining the metrics. After realizing that this first 
draft was not really used, a redesign was undertaken with the perspectives 
subsequently following the original terminology proposed by Kaplan and Norton. 
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Although I had the impression that the different terminology used did not cause 
the problems of lack of use in the division, people in the division apparently 
thought that the terminology contributed to it. Against the normative BSC 
descriptions as discussed in Chapter 2 of this thesis, such a reaction does not come 
as a surprise. On the one hand, Kaplan and Norton’s style of communicating the 
Scorecard concept seems to be easy to understand. On the other hand, it runs the 
danger of creating opposition due to its complexity. Furthermore, there is a risk 
that the BSC is misunderstood as a strict sequence of activities to be followed by all 
means. Reading Kaplan and Norton’s BSC book, practitioners might get the 
impression: “if you do not follow all the steps, you will not get a BSC”. In contrast 
to the latter, this study described BSC development processes, e.g. in “Solutions”, 
where Kaplan and Norton’s instructions were not uncritically followed. In 
“Solutions”, for example, the initial development process was described as a rather 
informal team approach by two members of staff. Following the results of the 
study, the resulting tool was well accepted and used. Hence, in a wider meaning 
this could be interpreted as a sign that it is not necessary to stick closely to Kaplan 
and Norton’s construction tutorial in order to develop a useful tool. The discussion 
on creolization above reinforces this conclusion.  

As a further finding of this study, the data supports the relevance of the cause-and-
effect relationships as a required feature of a BSC. To be more precise, they seem to 
be an important precondition for the BSC use as a strategic management tool. 
Going back to the BSC implementation in “Cordless”, the application of the 
Scorecard in the years before the redesign seems to fit what Simons’ (1995) calls a 
“diagnostic” control system. Back then (partly already existing) metrics were 
combined to measure actual against plan. When this Scorecard version was 
experienced unsatisfactory, a new one was designed; this time explicitly considering 
the cause-and-effect relationships between the metrics and strategy. This decision 
was accompanied by a beginning discussion of BSC metrics in management 
meetings. Although I am aware of the difficulty to claim a (causal) relationship 
between this discussion and the evolving use as a strategic management tool, this 
study suggests at least a corollary connection. 

However, while the cause-and-effect relationship might offer the potential to 
visualize one possible path to the intended strategy (Mintzberg, 1987b), it remains 
vague how emergent strategies fit into the BSC framework. Following Mintzberg 
(1987a), strategy is more than a rational plan (intended strategy). Strategy can 
equally be an evolving pattern of consistent behavior (pattern), a way of perceiving 
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the environment (perspective) or a firm’s location in the environment (position). 
These different facets can be interrelated with a plan leading to consistency in 
activities or a pattern, giving rise to a perspective. The BSC seems to be built on the 
idea that strategy is a plan that can be deliberately implemented in the organization, 
resulting in a consistent pattern of behavior. Kaplan and Norton further describe 
how strategy should be modified in double-loop learning processes. Thus, they hint 
at a transition from pattern to plan. As to my present knowledge, the latter is still a 
claim that is not yet empirically proven. As will be further described below, the 
BSC did not play a role in the case organization for strategy modification. Thus, it 
seems that the BSC is biased against deliberate strategy, barely covering the 
emergent parts. In this sense, the BSC can be criticized for creating the illusion that 
organizational activities can be highly controlled, which in reality is impossible. In 
this context, it should be remembered that a BSC cannot replace managers’ “gut 
feeling” for their business and their experiences—elements that Mintzberg (1987b) 
describes as essential for crafting effective strategies. Especially as a causal 
relationship between different Scorecard measures and perspectives could not yet be 
proven (Nørreklit, 2000). Hence, the BSC can only be a supporting tool and 
should consequently be understood and communicated as such. 

Likewise, one should be aware that the BSC is limited in its ability to screen the 
business environment and to forecast future developments in relevant markets, 
activities that are important to determine the future strategic direction of firms. In 
line with this assumption, people in the organization reported that the BSC was not 
used to develop new strategies or to modify existing ones. The strategy process was 
described as separate from the BSC process. They were two distinct activities, one 
following the other. Applying business scenario techniques including calculations of 
the probability for different scenarios to happen could offer a possibility to extend 
the strategic planning abilities of the BSC. Finding a scenario technique to 
complement the BSC would thus be a further interesting avenue for future studies 
on the BSC and particularly beneficial to firms applying BSCs. 

Another issue that might have affected the BSC change process in the case studied 
is connected to its specific BSC use in the company. In all the divisions studied the 
message communicated about the target group to use the tool was the same: only 
management has access to the tool. In light of what I said before about creolization 
and not strictly following the original concept, this appears unproblematic at first. 
In terms of the potential benefit of the BSC as a tool to “align the organization to 
strategy” and “to make strategy everyone’s everyday job” (Kaplan and Norton, cf. 
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Chapter 2), this measure opposes Kaplan and Norton’s original intention. A point 
to consider in this context is that holding back the content of the Scorecards runs 
the danger of creating invisible barriers between management and non-
management in organizations. For employees in the organization, this could be 
interpreted as a sign of mistrust in people, so that change–promoting aspects can 
hardly be expected as a consequence of this activity. Another side effect of such a 
segmentation of responsibilities is the creation of mechanical structures as 
referenced before in Chapter 2 (Morgan, 1986). People who deliver data for single 
Scorecard metrics provide the figures without questioning their usefulness, which, 
in the worst case, could lead to a measurement bureaucracy. Thus, when 
implementing the Scorecard in this way, the learning effects as described by Kaplan 
and Norton, building to a great extent on input from non-management staff, are 
difficult if not impossible to create. 

Obviously, it should not be ignored in this context that not communicating the 
BSC to everybody in the business group was done for a reason and the background 
of regulations to be conform to should be respected as a cause. However, a 
compromise such as giving staff the possibility to attend presentations of the 
Scorecards where information is not distributed in printed form could be a solution 
in Kaplan and Norton’s spirit. Apart from building trust, such activities could 
further the understanding of the BSC and thus reduce resistance against the 
introduction of “again, another tool”. Likewise, staff would be encouraged to think 
beyond borders of responsibility. 

Conversely, one should be aware that the foregoing discussion is built on the BSC 
underlying assumption that operational staff should be involved in strategic matters 
as well as managers should be involved in operational matters. Without doubt 
operational staff should work in a way that supports the strategic direction of the 
firm, it is however debatable that management should communicate the BSC in its 
entirety to operational staff, as Kaplan and Norton seem to assume. Likewise, one 
could question management’s need to worry about operational detail. While this 
overlap of responsibilities might make sense in small firms, large–sized firms will 
have to rely on a separation of responsibilities in order to keep activities efficient. A 
communication of single strategic metrics to operational staff as suggested above 
might be a manageable compromise. For management, Scorecards reporting more 
than 70 metrics are clearly beyond their informational needs on a strategic level. In 
addition, such data volume creates an information overload, which is 
counterproductive to decision making (Lipe and Salterio, 2002). A cockpit chart 
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presentation without operational details might be a workable way of avoiding 
information overload. The empirical data of my study suggests, however, that a 
reduction of the BSC metrics to a sensible level is a real challenge. 

A further aspect to consider when applying the BSC is that organizational conflicts 
can arise not only between management and non-management staff, but also 
between different organizational sub–groups. This became particularly visible 
during the practice-sharing events where the BSC–related efforts across the 
divisions were made public. Divisions that lagged in their efforts ended up in an 
“outsider” role; Division “Networks”, for example, stuck out of the mass due to its 
non-conformance to top management regulations. The fact that a different 
performance measurement tool was in use seemed to be less important. In this 
sense, the BSC created (partly undesired) transparency and thereby “winners and 
losers” in the organization. This competitiveness becomes even clearer through the 
business group level BSC, the HIP. The HIP demanded the same figures from all 
the business divisions and thus pushed them into a situation of direct comparison 
and competition. The problem here is that the divisions are difficult to compare 
directly: they serve different markets, they are in different stages of their life cycle; 
and they pursue different strategies. Although management is aware of this diversity 
when interpreting the figures, on paper, some divisions look less successful than 
others. Besides a de-motivating effect, the BSC is automatically connected with 
control even if official communication emphasizes learning and self-assessment.  

Returning to Cooper and Ezzamel’s (2003) paper introduced in Chapter 2 of this 
thesis, this study also sheds some more light on their discussion about the BSC. 
One of the essential points they develop is the dominance of military metaphors in 
the Scorecard descriptions by Kaplan and Norton. Based on this reasoning, the 
diffusion of the BSC in the case organization was predicted to be linear and 
unproblematic. The results of this study proved this prediction wrong based on 
resistance and conflicts of interests between managers and the rest of the 
organization. Interestingly, the organization studied was strikingly hierarchical, and 
the introduction occurred top-down. Although this fits the type of organization 
Kaplan and Norton seem to have assumed, an introduction in a “military” way did 
not take place. This strengthens Cooper and Ezzamel’s claim that alignment of 
organizational members and common goals cannot be taken for given when 
conceptualizing a new tool such as the BSC. The BSC needs to be actively “rooted” 
(Nørreklit, 2000) in the organization.   
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Concluding reflections on the BSC and other accounting 
innovations 

In light of the problems discussed so far, both from the BSC as a theoretical 
concept and its practical application, one might wonder whether organizations 
should adopt the BSC or not. The findings of the study do not give a clear-cut 
answer. This is partly due to the problems experienced with implementing the new 
tool being difficult to separate from problems caused by the conceptual design of 
the Scorecard and “mistakes” in implementing and using it. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, conceptually the BSC is not superior to other contemporary 
performance management tools. Although it might have a comparative advantage 
against tools such as the Skandia Navigator because of its heavy promotion, there is 
no reason to believe that similar results could not be attained with other (strategic) 
management tools. This can be concluded from the fact that none of the adopting 
divisions developed a Scorecard that fits exactly Kaplan and Norton’s BSC 
requirements. It rather seems that the divisions that succeeded in implementing the 
basic ideas underlying contemporary strategic management tools (cf. Chapter 2) 
were satisfied with the output of their Scorecard. Although not surprising, it should 
be emphasized again here that firms adopting the BSC should not expect a panacea. 
In the case studied, the BSC was one tool of a comprehensive toolbox, so that its 
effect in the organization should and could not be separated from a long-term line 
of activities to enhance the firm’s future orientation. As a consequence, it would be 
misleading to say that introducing a BSC alone led to shareholder value orientation 
and a long-term perspective in the firm’s activities.  

This statement in turn, does not mean that the Scorecard is a poor tool either. The 
underlying idea of balance and strategy connection appears convincing and logical. 
In addition, my study indicates that the BSC can support efforts of creating 
awareness for strategy and long-term orientation. The actual challenge with the 
tool, as I see it, is its implementation in the organization because this is the point 
when the implementation of the tool BSC grows into an entire change project. As 
the foregoing discussions demonstrated, adopting the BSC, firms will be 
confronted with change in different forms. So, adopting a BSC actually means to 
undergo a process of change. Saying this, the emphasis is on the term process, 
signifying that introducing the Scorecard in a systematic manner is not enough. 
Firms should be prepared for a lengthy change project, in which resistance should 
be expected as a natural element and where enduring management commitment is 
the key to long-term success.  
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As illustrated in this study, a promising tactic to circumvent resistance and 
problems during implementation is to build on already existing elements in the 
organization. Trying to construct “creole” accounting tools proved to be more 
successful than erecting parallel systems. This seems particularly important when 
introducing new tools company wide and in a top-down manner as was the case in 
my study. Since it cannot be expected that all units in an organization have the 
same interests and needs, enforcing a tool top-down might require even more 
tolerance and flexibility in the actual tool adaptations than in cases of bottom-up 
adoptions. Whether the tool finally evolving is called a BSC, a navigator or 
something else seems less decisive as long as it helps to attain the goals intended 
with implementing such a tool.  

A further, maybe trivial, lesson taught in this study is that organizations need time 
to change. The BSC process studied signals that it takes time to “digest” new ideas, 
to understand and to accept them. We seem to forget sometimes that humans are 
the principal component of organizations. Humans need some time to open up and 
to adapt to new situations. Hence, allowing organizational subunits some time to 
experiment with new tools as was done in my case from 1997 to 1999, appears 
sensible. Even if this time is not used to work actively on the new tools’ 
implementation, people get time to get used to, for example, a new language that is 
often connected with new concepts and the ideas they represent.  

From the experimenting phase onwards, organizations undergoing change 
apparently benefit from “neutral” consulting units as in my case Department X. 
Such consulting units should not only be knowledgeable from a theoretical 
perspective, they should above all be trustworthy in the eyes of their “clients”. My 
case clearly indicated that of the two consulting units available, the Internal 
Consulting department and Department X, the latter was the one the divisions 
listened to most. While the Internal Consulting department was associated with 
control and supervision, Department X was regarded as an advisor or supporter. 
Without questioning the usefulness of either of the consulting units, it seems 
important that the divisions have a contact in the organization where they can 
express problems experienced with a new tool and where they get advice for 
improvement without having to fear negative consequences of any kind. If this 
exchange is lacking, there is a risk that divisions give up, i.e. either stop 
implementing new tools or retaining alibi tools to superficially satisfy reporting 
obligations.  
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That top management made BSC reporting an obligatory element after the 
experimenting phase seems appropriate to signal the determined decision to apply 
the innovation in the future, implying consistency in activities. In my case, 
communicating the necessity to introduce long-term orientation into organizational 
activities with the help of the BSC was used to motivate the divisions further to 
adopt the innovation. Additionally, an attempt was made to connect the BSC with 
target agreements. This, however, was not fully successful since most incentives 
were still based on the financials. The fact that financials were also part of the BSC 
did not further facilitate the connection between the BSC and incentive setting. 
Alternatively, one could think of connecting incentives to non-financial BSC 
metrics. In a practical context, this might however cause difficulties due to these 
metrics often being perceived as less “objective” than the financials. In addition, 
substantive changes in non-financial metrics might not appear before a few years 
time, which is in contrast to the shortening tenure of managers today. Thus, 
although recommended by many researchers (Ittner and Larcker, 1998; Otley, 
1999; Malmi, 2001), connecting incentives to the BSC proves not to be a 
straightforward process.   

All in all, the discussions of the BSC in this thesis suggest it is a management 
fashion. According to Abrahamson (1996) management fashions are “bell-shaped 
swings in the popularity of management techniques” (ibid., 256). To qualify as a 
management fashion, these swings have to be both a process and an outcome. 
Fashions are the product of a management fashion setting process undertaken by 
fashion setters, such as consulting firms, management gurus and media 
publications. As a result of this process, a massive number of organizations adopt 
the tool propagated. Targeting both, process and outcome, the fact that tools such 
as the BSC build on existing ideas does not matter. Abrahamson (1996) illustrates 
further that management fashions appeal to what is considered rational, progressive 
management. In this context, he explicitly refers to the role of stakeholders, just as 
Kaplan and Norton do in their BSC concept:  

“Managers appear rational if they appear to use management techniques, such as quality circles, that 
stakeholders believe are efficient means to important ends.” (Abrahamson, 1996, 261) 

What is considered rational and progressive depends on the cultural norms of 
societies and is mediated by fashion setters (Abrahamson, 1996). In this sense, it is 
not surprising that the BSC takes up the idea of including strategy in the 
performance management process since strategic management fits the image of 
progressive management developed from the 1980s onwards. 
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Adding to Abrahamson’s findings, Scarbrough and Swan (2001) further identify 
ambiguity and simplicity as characteristic features of management fashions. 
Ambiguity signifies the possibility of the innovation to be interpreted and 
implemented in ways appropriate to the context of potential adopters. Describing 
the BSC as a flexible concept, being adaptable, for example, in the number and 
content of the measurement perspectives, Kaplan and Norton allude to the 
ambiguity of the Scorecard. The ostensible simplicity of the concept has been 
demonstrated in numerous BSC best-practice case examples, which dominated the 
early publications on the tool (e.g. Kaplan and Norton, 1993). Further, Scarbrough 
and Swan (2001) argue that simplicity is often suggested by the use of simple 
metaphors. In the BSC concept, these pervade most descriptions of the tool, 
ranging from the metaphor of a pilot’s cockpit to a strategy map. In terms of the 
potential for diffusion, both ambiguity and simplicity have a promoting effect so 
that the wide acceptance of the BSC in today’s business environment is not 
unexpected. 

But what about the future of the BSC? Carson et al’s (2000) study predicts the BSC 
to be a rather short-lived fashion. In a study of 16 management fashions from the 
1950s to the present, they found that fashions introduced in the last years have a 
shorter life than fashions in the 1950s and 1960s. While the average number of 
years between fashion introduction and peak was 14.8 years in the period 1950s–
1970s, in the 1990s the corresponding figure was 2.6 years. One has to be cautious 
interpreting the result though since it does not indicate the time span from peak to 
cessation. In this sense, one could argue that their study indicates an increase of 
diffusion speed over the years; the total life cycle length of fashions remains 
speculative.  

A final question of interest in this context is how the BSC as a fashion should be 
judged. Are fashions useful? Are they harmful? Are they relevant at all? These 
questions are controversially discussed in the current management fashion 
literature. Bos (2000) notes that identifying a contemporary management tool as a 
fashion signals to some researchers a pejorative connotation and might even create a 
feeling of “uneasiness.” Key words such as “empty promises” or “quick fixes” come 
into the mind of many. Donaldson and Hilmer (1998), for example, are concerned 
about current management fads propagated in the business press devaluating the 
status of managers in organizations. Nørreklit (2000) as referenced earlier in this 
work creates a negative association as well by identifying Kaplan and Norton’s BSC 
descriptions as guru-like, talking organizations into adopting a tool that in essence 
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is not much different from already existing ones. Abrahamson (1996), in contrast, 
argues against fashion setters abusing fashion followers’ “socio-psychological 
vulnerability.” He pinpoints the usefulness of fashion setters in illustrating 
performance gaps in organizations and introducing management techniques that 
could help narrow these gaps. Going even further, he calls for active intervention of 
business scholars in the fashion setting process: 

“The plea, then, is not to passively watch sociopsychological forces shape technically inferior 
management fashions, but to act in a scientifically informed manner in order to render management 
fashion setting a more real, as opposed to superstitious, learning process, which adjusts organizations to 
changing organizational, political, and economic environments.” (Abrahamson, 1996, 275) 

Similarly, Bos brings forward that fashion helps to illustrate to academics what is 
important to management practitioners; it: 

“…opens our eyes for what social scientists and practitioners merely perceive as trivia.” (Bos, 2000, 11)  

Irrespective of the position one takes in this debate, one should be aware that 
managers neither just blindly copy fashionable management concepts nor hope that 
innovative concepts are a panacea to all organizational deficits. This is at least the 
general impression I gained in the case company. Although influenced by the 
business press, competitors and consultants, many critical voices were heard about 
management fashions in general and the BSC in particular. Furthermore, as vividly 
illustrated in this case, adopting a fashionable concept does not imply accepting it 
in all its details. As Bos points out: 

“…what managers make out of the concepts offered to them is beyond the guru/consultant’s control.” 
(Bos, 2000, 1) 

While Bos suggests that fashions meet managers’ spiritual needs, I think a great 
value of fashions lies in them offering new insights or inspiration that might not be 
directly connected to the fashions itself. Specifically for the BSC, this could be the 
idea of long-term orientation of organizational activities or the awareness that each 
individual contributes to the organization’s performance. In this sense one should 
be careful condemning the BSC as a seductive management fashion; the value of 
the tool might go beyond its formal content.    

Contributions of this study  

Theoretical and methodological contribution  

The summary presented at the beginning of this chapter hints at the contributions 
of this study to theory. Adding to existing literature on diffusion, this study takes 
up the issue of macro versus micro–level theories and illustrates the opportunities 
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and restrictions of applying macro–level theories on a micro–level. At the same 
time, my study helped identify adaptations that are needed if knowledge-enhancing 
results are to be obtained in an intra-firm diffusion context. The most important 
modification undertaken was to extend the period of study from adoption to 
implementation. Doing this, the phenomenon of diffusion, which in the past has 
been criticized for being static, was given a dynamic nature. Furthermore, 
extending the investigation phase allowed for application of a process perspective 
needed to cover the context at adoption and over time. This approach additionally 
allowed for making a contribution to the field of management accounting change, 
which was done by refining Kasurinen’s (2002) model of management accounting 
implementation. Extending his model was also an illustration of how an interactive 
process perspective to diffusion can be applied in a management accounting 
context. Similarly, an issue of interest to future studies is to identify the relative 
impact of the change facilitating and hampering categories as introduced, for 
example, in Kasurinen’s model. Both Kasurinen’s original model and mine assume 
that leaders, momentum for change, facilitators, catalysts, delayers, frustrators and 
confusers have the same relative impact on the change process. One could however 
think of, for example, frustrators having a stronger hindering effect than confusers. 
Similarly, depending on the organizational context, confusers might simply disrupt 
the change process or cease it completely. Such a cessation could occur, for 
example, if the pressure to continue with the change, exerted by top management, 
stops. Although the different terms of change facilitating or hampering factors used 
in accounting change models allude to a gradation, a further investigation could 
help find out which of these categories should be taken most seriously as a threat or 
opportunity in accounting change processes.  

The picture of the diffusion process that my study creates is more comprehensive 
than previous diffusion studies in management accounting by investigating the data 
from both a supply-side and a demand-side. The complementary application of a 
network perspective gives an even richer understanding of the phenomenon since it 
helps to also understand the transformations the innovation undergoes in the 
course of its diffusion. In addition, resistance and counter-activities by 
organizational actors and actor alliances highlight the irregularity in the diffusion 
process; an aspect that was less clear from the analysis from a diffusion perspective. 
In this sense, the combination of different theoretical perspectives can be regarded 
another particular value of this study. An interesting approach for future studies 
would be to apply theory of diffusion and actor-network theory to the same 
empirical data. Actor-network theory seems to be similar to a network perspective 
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at first sight. It is interested in how scientific and technological artifacts come into 
being and thus describes system-building processes (Latour, 1999b). Essential 
elements in these system-building processes are networks of aligned interests which 
bind together humans and non-humans and who fabricate (Preston et al, 1992) 
technological artifacts through interaction. In this fabrication process, actors try to 
enroll allies in their network and to control them in a process of “translation”. 
Translation includes: 

“…all negotiations, intrigues, calculations, acts of persuasion and violence thanks to which an actor or 
force takes, or causes to be conferred on itself, authority to speak or act on behalf of another actor or 
force.” (Callon and Latour, 1981, 278) 

Hence, this process involves the translation of interests where system-builders 
interpose their system as obligatory passage points between other actors and their 
goals (Callon, 1986). If system builders are successful, technologies attain the status 
of certainty; they become black boxes (Latour 1987). However, on the way, system-
builders have to deal with resistance by other actors, which lead to changes in the 
system in response to the anti-programs of other humans and non-humans (Latour, 
1986). Applying actor-network theory in a future study promises to give an even 
deeper insight into the transformations of the innovation to be diffused and could 
thereby clarify in which context the performance measurement and the strategic 
management function of the BSC is most pronounced. In addition, applying actor-
network theory and theory of diffusion on the same empirical data would raise the 
issue of paradigm incommensurability. This would be particularly interesting from 
a methodological point of view. One should be aware though, that actor-network 
theory is more “demanding” than a network perspective in that it represents a 
theory and methodology combined (Walsham, 1997). Thus, using actor-network 
theory requires conducting a study from beginning to end from an actor-network 
methodology.  

Although less radical than the use of two different paradigms, the application of 
two different theoretical perspectives in one study assigns my thesis a special quality 
also from a methodological viewpoint. With theory of diffusion coming from a 
positivistic research tradition and the network perspective being based on more 
sociological grounds, my study illustrates that the combination of the two allows 
interpretations across different research traditions. The effect is that a more 
“balanced” picture of the process is created. It should be considered though, that 
conducting such research in practice is demanding for the researcher. A challenge 
the researcher faces conducting the study is to constantly think in two different 
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frameworks. In the field, this means that all observations have to be related not only 
to one but to two theoretical perspectives and interpreted accordingly.  

Empirical contribution  

The empirical contribution of this study lies in the description of the BSC in its 
practical context. As indicated before, we still have limited knowledge on how the 
relatively new BSC works in practice; especially in the European business 
environment and in large–sized multinational companies as studied here. Because 
of the dominance of normative BSC studies in contemporary BSC literature, 
managers will benefit from empirically grounded studies that not only highlight the 
positive aspects of the BSC but also the shortcomings or critical areas. Accordingly, 
from a managerial perspective, the actual problems experienced when 
implementing and using the tool might be perceived as the most valuable 
information of this study. Similarly, the specific organizational factors that were 
identified as influential for the change process might help managers to avoid 
mistakes when implementing and maintaining the BSC. Finally, since some aspects 
of the change process studied did not appear to be connected to the specific tool 
studied, organizations might even find the results of this study helpful for other 
accounting change processes.  

Two aspects that this study suggests as interesting topics for future research on the 
BSC are the organizational learning aspect of the BSC and, connected to that, its 
function as a strategic management tool. As indicated in the initial BSC description 
in Chapter 2, Kaplan and Norton claim that organizational learning processes as 
described by Argyris (1977) occur when using the tool. The BSC is supposed to 
enable single and double-loop learning, whereby the latter is supposed to lead to 
changes in strategy. Although this thesis did not particularly investigate this issue, 
indications for double-loop learning were not assessed. However, if the BSC proved 
to be useful even in organizational strategy formulation processes, the tool would 
get a new significance that would be of particular interest to practitioners. From a 
researcher’s perspective, the usefulness of a BSC for learning processes would 
distinguish it from other contemporary management accounting tools. Therefore, 
future studies should investigate whether the BSC could really be useful in 
organizational learning processes and if so, of what kind these could be.   
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Appendix  

The following lists give an overview of the interviews that I conducted for this case 
study. As indicated in Chapter 4, out of the total number of interviews, 29 
(Summer 2001 study) and 25 (Summer 2002 study) dealt specifically with the BSC 
and its use on business division-level. The remaining interviews were about BSC-
adjacent topics and the HIP program, respectively. Informal talk and telephone 
conversations are not included in the lists.  

 

Summer 2001 study: 

Interviewee Date (2001) Duration (min) 

Process Consulting expert 12 June 75 

Risk Management expert 13 June 30 

BSC expert 18 June 33 

BSC expert 20 June 55 

BSC expert 25 June 90 

BSC expert 11 July 10 

BSC expert 11 July 70 

BSC expert 24 July 105 

BSC expert 31 July 90 

Head of department 07 August 40 

BSC expert 10 August 20 

BSC expert 28 August 60 

BSC expert 31 August 45 

BSC expert 03 September 30 

BSC expert 06 September 45 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

X
 

BSC expert 10 September 35 
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Interviewee Date (2001) Duration (min) 

Operational employee E-Business department 26 June 45 

Experienced employee of R&D department 13 July 75 

BSC administrator 24 July 85 

BSC administrator 06 August 35 

BSC administrator 08 August 30 

Employee Product Management 10 August 45 

BSC administrator 10 August 15 

CEO 14 August 30 

Head of R&D unit 14 August 30 

BSC administrator 14 August 15 

C
or

dl
es

s 

Former member of Internal Consulting 
department 

12 September 35 

 

Interviewee Date (2001) Duration (min) 

BSC administrators (experienced and new) 12 July 75 

Employee operational Scorecard 
administration, focus IT 

13 July 75 

BSC administrator (new) 04 September 30 

M
ob

ile
 

BSC administrator (experienced) 12 September 40 

 

Interviewee Date (2001) Duration (min) 

Quality manager, business division level 05 July 40 

Quality manager, “Networks 1” 09 July 50 

BSC administrator, “Networks 3” 17 July 50 

Quality manager, “Networks 2” 18 July 10 

N
et

w
or

ks
 

BSC administrator, “Networks 1” 26 July 60 

 

Interviewee Date (2001) Duration (min) 

BSC administrator 31 July 45 

W
ir

el
es

s 
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Interviewee Date (2001) Duration (min) 

BSC administrator 20 July 60 

So
lu

ti
on

s 

 

 

Interviewee Date (2001) Duration (min) 

Person responsible for EIS development, E-
Business depart. 

26 June 45 

Manager central Accounting/Controlling 
department 

03 July 85 

(BSC) Consultant, internal Consulting 
company 

27 July 45 

O
th

er
s 

 

Person responsible for EIS development, E-
Business depart. 

30 September 40 

Summer 2002 study: 

Interviewee Date (2002) Duration (min) 

BSC expert 17 June 90 

BSC expert 19 June 75 

BSC expert 20 June 15 

BSC expert 20 June 75 

Knowledge management expert 27 June 30 

BSC expert 28 June 75 

BSC expert 03 July 135 

BSC expert 05 July 60 

Process management expert 17 July 100 

BSC expert 17 July 180 

Head of department 22 July 70 

Customer Relationship Management expert 24 July 90 

BSC expert 06 August 100 

BSC expert 13 August 30 

Head of department 21 August 20 

BSC expert 26 August 60 

BSC expert 29 August 15 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

X
 

Head of department, BSC expert 10 September 45 
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Interviewee Date (2002) Duration (min) 

BSC administrator 10 July 50 

BSC administrator 19 July 60 

Former member of Internal Consulting 
department 

13 August 35 C
or

dl
es

s 

Metrics-supplying Controller 21 August 75 

 

Interviewee Date (2002) Duration (min) 

Head of Business Development 04 July 45 

Manager Product Development 18 July 45 

BSC administrator 23 July 60 

M
ob

ile
 

Employee Supply Chain Management 09 August 35 

 

Interviewee Date (2002) Duration (min) 

Head of Business Development department 08 July 55 

N
et

w
or

ks
 

Manager Business Excellence department 16 July 45 

 

Interviewee Date (2002) Duration (min) 

BSC administrator 27 June 30 

BSC administrator 02 July 65 W
ir

el
es

s 

Former BSC administrator 21 August 55 

 

Interviewee Date (2002) Duration (min) 

BSC administrator 08 July 40 

BSC administrator 19 July 70 

Controller (delivering BSC-metrics) 07 August 35 So
lu

ti
on

s 

CEO 04 September 35 
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Interviewee Date (2002) Duration (min) 

Person responsible for EIS development, E-
Business depart. 

26 June 65 

IT-manager (2) E-Business department 28 June 45 

Manager central Patent department 08 July 70 

IT-manager (1) E-Business department 18 July 35 

Two HR-Managers 19 July 45 

IT-manager (3) E-Business department 25 July 65 

Employee central Global Procurement 
department 

01 August 55 

Employee central Process Consulting 
department 

08 August 75 

IT-manager (2) E-Business department 27 August 50 

O
th

er
s 

 

IT-manager (4) E-Business department 28 August 50 
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