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Definition: The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) is a strategic management framework introduced
by Kaplan and Norton in 1992 to address the limitations of traditional performance mea-
surement systems. It integrates financial and non-financial performance measures across
four perspectives—financial, customer, internal processes, and learning and growth. Over
three decades, the BSC has evolved into a comprehensive strategic tool adopted across
industries and sectors worldwide. While its adaptability and integrative approach are
strengths, criticisms include challenges in implementation, assumed cause—effect relation-
ships, and relevance in decentralized organizations. Future research should investigate
cultural adaptation; the incorporation of environmental, social, and governance metrics;
and advancements driven by artificial intelligence to maintain ongoing relevance.

Keywords: Balanced Scorecard; strategic management; performance measurement;
organizational performance; management; accounting

1. Introduction

Since its inception more than 30 years ago, the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) has become
a key framework in strategic management, widely recognized for its ability to integrate
multiple performance dimensions into a cohesive strategy implementation tool [1-3]. Ka-
plan and Norton initially introduced the BSC in the 1992 Harvard Business Review article
“The Balanced Scorecard—Measures That Drive Performance” [4]. The BSC was developed
as a response to the growing complexity of business environments in the 1980s and 1990s,
where traditional financial metrics alone were insufficient to evaluate organizational health
and long-term potential [5-7]. Overall, the structured BSC approach facilitates translating
the organization’s strategy into measurable outcomes and has shaped decision-making
practices by encouraging organizations to balance short-term financial goals with long-term
strategic priorities. The BSC can mitigate issues of sub-optimization and short-termism
within organizations by compelling managers to adopt a long-term, holistic perspective [8].

The BSC has received considerable attention both in the business world and in business
school academia. By 1997, the Harvard Business Review recognized it as a significant
innovation in management thinking [9]. Furthermore, the BSC has been the subject of
extensive scholarly focus, with numerous literature reviews and commentaries highlighting
its impact on management theory and practice [1,2,10-16]. The consulting firm Bain &
Company’s longitudinal surveys continue to rank the BSC among the most frequently used
management tools globally [17,18].

This entry provides an overview of the BSC’s historical evolution, examines its concep-
tual foundations, highlights key academic debates, and explores its real-world applications,
including its impact and associated challenges.

The structure of this entry follows a logical progression, beginning with an overview
of the historical context shaping the BSC’s development, examining its conceptual compo-

Encyclopedia 2025, 5, 39

https://doi.org/10.3390/encyclopedia5010039


https://doi.org/10.3390/encyclopedia5010039
https://doi.org/10.3390/encyclopedia5010039
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/encyclopedia
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8735-3332
https://doi.org/10.3390/encyclopedia5010039
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/encyclopedia5010039?type=check_update&version=1

Encyclopedia 2025, 5, 39

20f13

nents, development, implementation and use, criticisms and challenges, and concluding
with its broader impact and implementation considerations. This organization provides a
comprehensive understanding of the relevance of the BSC in theory and practice.

Having established the foundational principles and significance of the BSC, the next
section explores its historical development, tracing its evolution from a performance mea-
surement tool to a comprehensive strategic management framework.

2. Historical Development

The development of the BSC is rooted in debates in management accounting that
took place during the 1980s. Commentators highlighted traditional accounting systems’
limitations in addressing modern organizations’ challenges. Robert Kaplan’s 1984 article in
the Harvard Business Review critiqued existing accounting practices for their inability to
account for the increasing importance of intangible assets and technological advances [19].
This critique was further explored in the influential 1987 book Relevance Lost: The Rise and
Fall of Management Accounting, co-authored by Kaplan and Johnson [6], which argued that
traditional accounting systems overemphasized tangible assets while neglecting drivers of
future value creation, such as intellectual capital, innovation, and customer relationships.
These intangible assets have greatly increased in importance during recent decades [7,20-22].

Based on these ideas, Kaplan and Norton collaborated on a research project, “Mea-
suring Performance in the Organization of the Future”. Their findings culminated in
introducing the BSC in 1992 as a framework to integrate financial and non-financial metrics.
A string of subsequent publications expanded its application: The Balanced Scorecard: Trans-
lating Strategy into Action (1996) established its role as a strategic management system [23];
The Strategy-Focused Organization (2001) emphasized aligning all organizational units with
overarching goals [24]; Strategy Maps (2004) introduced visual tools to illustrate cause-and-
effect relationships among objectives [25]; and The Execution Premium (2008) focused on
linking strategy with operational processes [26]. These developments underscore the BSC’s
evolution from a performance measurement tool to a comprehensive strategic management
framework. In addition to Kaplan and Norton’s highly influential books [3], many other
authors have contributed to the conceptual literature on the BSC, both in English [27-31]
and many other languages, often with a focus on how the concept can be adapted to local
contexts [32-37].

Building on its historical trajectory, the following sections explore the BSC’s conceptual
foundations, detailing its core components and the theoretical underpinnings that drive
its application.

3. Conceptual Foundation
3.1. Key Concepts

Building on its historical foundation, the BSC’s conceptual design integrates perfor-
mance metrics across multiple perspectives. These foundational perspectives provide the
framework for connecting strategic goals with actionable objectives.

The BSC is built on several core components that enhance its utility as a strategic
management tool. Central to its design are four foundational perspectives that provide a
comprehensive framework for assessing organizational performance [4]. Figure 1 provides
a simplified overview of the four perspectives, which are linked to the organization’s vision
and strategy. The financial perspective emphasizes traditional financial metrics such as
profitability, cost-efficiency, and shareholder value, ensuring the organization maintains fi-
nancial sustainability. The customer perspective focuses on customer satisfaction, retention,
and market share, highlighting the need to align business activities with customer expecta-
tions to achieve success. For example, the North American division of Mobil adopted the
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BSC in the mid-1990s to shift from a cost-control mindset to a customer-focused strategy,
leading to improved financial performance [38]. Another well-known example is Citibank,
which implemented the Balanced Scorecard to balance profitability metrics with customer
satisfaction and service quality indicators [39].

Financial
Perspective
Customer Vision Internal
Perspective Strategy —  Processes

Perspective

|

Learning and Growth
Perspective

Figure 1. Simplified overview of the four standard BSC perspectives (adapted from [4]).

The internal processes perspective evaluates the efficiency and effectiveness of orga-
nizational operations, identifying opportunities for process improvements that enhance
value delivery. Lastly, the learning and growth perspective underscores the importance
of employee development, innovation, and knowledge management, recognizing that a
skilled and motivated workforce is critical for long-term success. It is worth noting that
some organizations customize the BSC framework to include additional perspectives, such
as an employee perspective, or HSE (health, safety, and environment), to better align with
their strategic priorities and to respond to stakeholder demands [32,40].

Scandinavian books on the BSC contain case examples of organizations that have adapted
and/or supplemented Kaplan and Norton’s four standard BSC perspectives [32,35-37,41]. The
perspectives are not “one size fits all”; rather, they are adapted and modified in practice
based on factors such as industry, organizational size, and the presence or absence of a
profit motive [16,32].

Key performance indicators (KPIs) play a vital role in operationalizing the BSC frame-
work [42], enabling organizations to measure progress across the various perspectives.
These indicators translate abstract objectives into quantifiable metrics, such as return on
investment (ROI) for the financial perspective, customer retention rates for the customer
perspective, cycle time reductions for the internal processes perspective, and employee
training hours for the learning and growth perspective. Organizations ensure that each
perspective is effectively monitored and contributes to achieving overall strategic goals by
selecting relevant KPIs. Table 1 provides an overview of the four standard perspectives
with examples of typical KPIs.

A critical conceptual enhancement to the BSC is the strategy map, introduced by
Kaplan and Norton in the early 2000s [25]. Strategy maps serve as visual tools that con-
nect objectives across perspectives, illustrating the cause-and-effect relationships driving
organizational performance [43,44]. For example, investments in employee training and
innovation within the learning and growth perspective can improve operational efficiency
in the internal process perspective. These enhancements can lead to increased customer
satisfaction, ultimately boosting financial performance. The strategy map, together with
KPIs, reinforces the integrative nature of the BSC, ensuring that all components work
cohesively to support strategic objectives.
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Table 1. Four standard BSC perspectives with KPIs (note: KPIs are illustrative and not exhaustive)
(source: compiled by the author).

Perspective Focus Examples of KPIs
. ) Profitability, cost efficiency, and Return on investment (ROI), revenue growth, and
Financial . .
shareholder value net profit margin
Customer satisfaction, retention, and Customer retention rates, net promoter score
Customer
market share (NPS), and market share percentage
Operational efficiency and Cycle time reduction, defect rates, and process
Internal Processes . . . .
effectiveness innovation metrics
Learning and Growth Employee development, innovation, Employee training hoqrs, in.nov'ation rate, and
and knowledge management employee satisfaction index

3.2. Stepwise Development of the BSC

Implementing the BSC ideally follows a structured process that translates strategy into
measurable actions. However, as we will discuss later in this article, in practice, the manner
and extent to which the components of the BSC are used vary greatly across organizations.

The BSC development process begins with defining the organization’s vision, mission,
and strategic objectives using tools such as SWOT and PESTEL analysis. Clear strategic
priorities create a foundation for aligning operational activities with long-term goals.

A key step is developing a strategy map, which visually illustrates the cause-and-
effect relationships between strategic objectives across the four BSC perspectives. This
helps clarify how improvements in employee training, operational efficiency, and customer
satisfaction drive financial performance. The strategy map also guides the selection of KPIs,
ensuring alignment with broader organizational goals.

Once the strategy is mapped, organizations establish data collection and reporting
systems, integrating financial reports, customer feedback, operational dashboards, and HR
metrics into ERP or business intelligence platforms. Regular performance reviews, which
are typically carried out monthly or quarterly, allow management to assess progress, refine
strategies, and address challenges. These discussions ensure that the strategy remains
relevant and responsive to changing business conditions.

The BSC is an iterative tool that requires continuous refinement. If performance indica-
tors highlight gaps, leadership should take corrective actions such as process optimization,
resource reallocation, or strategic adjustments. By following this structured yet flexible
approach, organizations can effectively bridge the gap between strategy and execution,
driving sustained performance and growth.

While the BSC’s fundamental principles have remained intact, its conceptual frame-
work has undergone significant modifications over time. The next section examines these
adaptations and expansions, reflecting management thought and practice shifts.

4. Conceptual Evolution

Since its introduction, the BSC has evolved significantly to address emerging organiza-
tional challenges and adapt to diverse contexts [45-47]. Initially conceived as a performance
measurement system, the BSC integrated financial and non-financial metrics to capture
a more holistic view of organizational performance. Early applications emphasized the
predictive value of non-financial metrics, such as customer satisfaction and employee
engagement, in driving financial outcomes [48].

Over time, Kaplan and Norton expanded the BSC'’s functionality to encompass strategy
implementation, introducing tools like strategy maps to visualize objectives and their
interconnections [23-26,49,50]. These developments enhanced the framework’s utility
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in aligning strategic goals with operational activities. Furthermore, adaptations such as
Information Technology (IT) Scorecards [51], or Human Resource (HR) Scorecards [52]
have extended its applicability across various domains. One example of an organization
that has adopted an HR BSC is the Mayo Clinic, which uses it to align HR performance
measures to the organization’s strategic plan [53].

Another key development is related to Sustainability Balanced Scorecards [54-56].
Sustainability-focused versions of the BSC incorporate environmental and social metrics to
align business practices with corporate responsibility goals [57,58].

The integration of digital tools and advanced analytics has further enhanced the
BSC’s relevance, enabling organizations to track performance in real-time and make data-
driven decisions [59,60]. These adaptations demonstrate the BSC’s flexibility as both a
measurement framework and a strategic management tool, capable of addressing complex
and dynamic business environments.

With a clearer understanding of its evolving conceptual framework, the focus now
shifts to the BSC’s practical implementation. The following section explores how organiza-
tions have adopted the framework and the challenges they face in integrating the BSC into
their strategic processes.

5. Implementation and Use

The BSC has grown increasingly ambitious, incorporating a wider array of functions
over time. Despite this evolution, advanced versions of the BSC, such as Type III [46], 3rd
Generation [61], Complete [62], Level 5 [63], or BSC 3.0 [64] have been implemented by
relatively few organizations. Instead, organizations may use a relatively simple version or
something in between. The limited uptake of the more advanced elements may stem from a
lack of knowledge or awareness about these sophisticated extensions of the BSC framework.
Additionally, through cost-benefit analysis, many organizations may determine that a
simpler performance measurement system is sufficient for their needs [65,66]. For example,
some may forgo adopting strategy maps, viewing them as unnecessary for achieving
their objectives.

Implementing the BSC in practice also presents several challenges, many of which are
tied to the inherent nature of the concept [16,65]. One significant issue is the diversity of
interpretations that users bring to the BSC, which often reflects their unique experiences
and criteria [67]. Organizational barriers, including cultural and ideological differences,
further complicate implementation and can hinder its effectiveness [68,69]. These obstacles
underscore the complexity of translating the BSC from theory into practice [70,71].

The divergent interpretations of the BSC often arise from the varied professional
backgrounds of its users [72,73]. For instance, some view the BSC as a technical accounting
tool focused on measurement, while others interpret it as a strategic communication
framework [67]. Research has shown that these differing perspectives are often influenced
by a user’s context and experience [72]. HR professionals, for example, tend to emphasize
the BSC’s softer, people-centric aspects, leading to the development of “HR Scorecards”,
whereas those with technical accounting expertise prioritize its measurement and control
functions. Such variations in interpretation highlight the BSC’s adaptability but also reveal
potential inconsistencies in its application.

The question of whether the BSC improves organizational performance remains unre-
solved [74-76]. Establishing a clear causal link between BSC adoption and performance
outcomes has proven difficult due to the influence of numerous mediating and moderat-
ing factors [73]. One important determinant is the degree to which the BSC aligns with
the organization’s strategy [77]. When the BSC is closely integrated with strategic objec-
tives, it can contribute positively to performance by providing coherent and actionable
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insights [73,75]. Some researchers highlight that the use of strategy maps can be the key to
increased performance [43,44]. Conversely, when the BSC is disconnected from strategy,
such as when a plethora of irrelevant KPIs is included, it can undermine effectiveness and
even hinder performance. Research underscores the importance of thoughtful design and
strategic alignment in ensuring that the BSC fulfills its potential as a tool for organizational
success [43,74].

Despite the complexities of implementation, the BSC remains widely used across
industries and regions. The following discussion examines its impact on organizational
performance and the factors contributing to its enduring popularity.

6. Impact and Popularity

The BSC remains a widely used and influential tool in strategic management [3].
Its ability to align diverse performance metrics with strategic objectives has become a
cornerstone of modern management practices. Adoption rates underscore its impact:
during the 1990s and early 2000s, its use often ranged from about 25% to 50% in countries
such as the USA, the UK, and German-speaking countries [46,78-80]. In Scandinavia, early
studies demonstrated that many Nordic companies had implemented the BSC in some
way [81-84], and recent studies show that the concept remains widely used in practice [85-87].
At a global level, Bain & Company’s 2007 survey revealed that over 60% of executives
globally employed the framework [88]. While the adoption rate has dipped in recent
iterations of the Bain survey [18,89,90], it shows that the usage level has remained high and
relatively stable over several years, and the BSC still consistently ranks among the top 25
management tools.

The BSC’s adaptability and malleability make it appealing and acceptable to many
different actors and audiences [91-94] and this characteristic has been central to the BSC
concept’s sustained relevance. While some organizations apply it as a straightforward
performance measurement system [86], others leverage its advanced features, such as strat-
egy maps and sustainability metrics, to address complex challenges [43,74]. Incorporating
digital transformation and analytics has further broadened its applicability [87], enabling
organizations to respond to evolving business landscapes. The BSC’s enduring popularity
reflects its capacity to integrate strategic planning and performance measurement, making
it a key tool for organizations seeking to improve long-term performance and avoid traps
such as myopic behavior [8].

Despite its utility, the BSC faces criticism, particularly in implementation and theory.
The next section examines these challenges and concerns.

7. Criticism and Challenges

While the preceding sections showed that BSC has gained widespread recognition
and adoption [1], the framework is not without its critics [95-97]. Since its introduction,
the BSC has faced various critiques, particularly regarding its theoretical assumptions and
practical implementation. This section evaluates key criticisms, including the challenges
of establishing causal relationships between perspectives, cultural adaptability, and its
potential to stifle creativity. Addressing these issues requires a nuanced understanding of
the framework’s limitations and the context in which it is applied.

One prominent critique concerns the reliance on assumed cause—effect relationships
among its four perspectives [98,99]. Critics argue that these relationships often lack empiri-
cal validation and fail to account for the complexities of organizational dynamics.

Another criticism focuses on the BSC’s presumption of a rational, top-down approach
to strategy execution, which may not align with decentralized or adaptive organizational
structures. The framework has also been critiqued for its potential to stifle creativity and
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innovation due to its emphasis on control and measurement [100,101]. Additionally, the
BSC has been described as a “management fashion” due to its widespread popularity and
promotion by consultants [40,102-104]. Several different supply-side actors have been
involved in the diffusion and popularization of the BSC [40,45,83,103,105]. However, the
BSC has had a longer lifespan than what is typical of management fashions [102]. Therefore,
the BSC could possibly be called an ‘enduring management fashion” since the concept is
still widely used more than 30 years after it was introduced [1,2,18,106,107].

Scholars have noted that Kaplan and Norton’s use of persuasive language and
metaphors, such as likening managers to airline pilots navigating with an instrument
panel [108,109], can oversimplify the nuanced realities of organizational management. It has
been pointed out that the literature appeals to managers’ emotions instead of logic [108,110].
Other researchers have pointed out that the BSC is a ‘seductive’ concept that can be hard
for managers to resist [111].

Some people have also questioned whether or not the BSC can be classified as a
“consulting product” [112]. One criticism of the BSC is that it is simply a repackaging
and rebranding of existing management knowledge rather than presenting anything new.
Some academics have demonstrated that the BSC performs many of the same functions
as earlier management control tools, such as the Tableau de Bord, a French performance
measurement tool that has been in use since the 1930s [113-115].

Finally, implementation challenges further complicate the BSC’s adoption [65,68,116].
Cultural differences, particularly in non-Anglo-Saxon contexts, as well as political issues,
have been cited as barriers [117,118], as have the technical complexities associated with
advanced models like strategy maps [65]. Addressing these limitations requires contextual-
izing the BSC to align with specific organizational needs and ensuring its integration with
dynamic external factors, such as technological advancements and market changes.

Acknowledging these criticisms, scholars and practitioners continue to refine the BSC
to enhance its effectiveness. The following section outlines promising avenues for future
research and highlights areas that warrant further exploration.

8. Future Research Directions

While the BSC has been extensively studied in academia [2,11,12,14,119], several areas
warrant further research to enhance its relevance and utility. One area of interest is the
empirical validation of the assumed cause—effect relationships among the four perspectives.
More rigorous longitudinal studies could provide clearer insights into how changes in
one perspective influence outcomes in others. Additionally, the role of cultural factors in
shaping the implementation and effectiveness of the BSC deserves greater attention [69].
Comparative studies across different cultural contexts could uncover how local values and
management practices affect the adoption and adaptation of the framework [104,120].

Another promising avenue is the integration of advanced technologies, such as arti-
ficial intelligence (AI) and machine learning, into the BSC framework [121,122]. Al and
big data could enable real-time Balanced Scorecard monitoring and adaptation. Future
research could explore how these technologies can enhance data collection, analysis, and
decision-making processes within the BSC’s structure. For example, researchers could
explore predictive modeling, automated KPI tracking, and the dynamic adjustment of
strategy maps.

Yet another area worthy of exploration is how the BSC interacts with newer perfor-
mance management trends, such as objectives and key results (OKRs) [123,124]. Further-
more, as sustainability and corporate social responsibility gain prominence, further studies
could examine how the BSC can be adapted to incorporate environmental, social, and
governance (ESG) metrics effectively [125].
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There is also a need for further research into industry-specific BSC adaptations (e.g.,
how tech firms use the BSC differently from manufacturing or healthcare sectors). More-
over, the application of the BSC in non-traditional sectors, such as non-profits [126], public
management and administration [127,128], and education [129,130], remains an under-
explored area. Investigating how the framework can be tailored to meet these sectors’
unique needs and objectives could significantly broaden its applicability and impact. Ad-
dressing these research gaps will not only deepen the theoretical foundations of the BSC
but also ensure its continued relevance in addressing the challenges of contemporary
organizations in dynamic business environments characterized by VUCA (volatility, un-
certainty, complexity, and ambiguity) [131,132] and BANI (brittle, anxious, non-linear, and
incomprehensible) [133,134] conditions.

Taken together, these discussions underscore the BSC'’s strengths and limitations. In
conclusion, we reflect on its overall significance and potential trajectory in an increasingly
complex business environment.

9. Conclusions

Since its introduction in 1992, the BSC has had a lasting impact on management
thought and practice. Evolving from a performance measurement tool to a comprehensive
strategic management framework, it has enabled organizations to align financial and non-
financial objectives with overarching strategic goals. By integrating diverse perspectives,
such as financial sustainability, customer satisfaction, operational efficiency, and employee
development, the BSC offers a holistic approach to navigating complex business environments.

Despite its widespread adoption, the BSC is not without criticism. Questions about
the empirical validity of its cause—effect relationships, cultural adaptability, and potential
to stifle innovation highlight areas for refinement and adaptation. However, its enduring
popularity reflects its flexibility and relevance across sectors, industries, and regions.

Looking forward, the BSC’s continued relevance will depend on its ability to evolve
alongside emerging organizational challenges. Incorporating advanced technologies, such
as artificial intelligence, and embedding sustainability metrics will be crucial to addressing
the demands of digital transformation and corporate social responsibility. Furthermore,
expanding its application to underexplored contexts, such as non-profits, public adminis-
tration, and emerging markets, will enhance its versatility and global applicability.

The BSC remains essential for achieving strategic alignment and driving sustainable
success in a dynamic and competitive world. By aligning strategic goals with operational
metrics and integrating financial and non-financial measures, the BSC remains a key
concept in modern management theory and practice. Its continued evolution, driven by
technological advancements and broader applications, positions it as a critical tool for
navigating an increasingly dynamic and competitive business landscape.

Funding: This research received no external funding.
Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: No new data were generated.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflicts of interest.

1.  Tawse, A; Tabesh, P. Thirty years with the balanced scorecard: What we have learned. Bus. Horiz. 2022, 66, 123-132. [CrossRef]

2. Hoque, Z. 20 years of studies on the Balanced Scorecard: Trends, accomplishments, gaps and opportunities for future research.
Br. Account. Rev. 2014, 46, 33-59. [CrossRef]

3.  Hindle, T. Guide to Management Ideas and Gurus; The Economist in Assocation with Profile Books Ltd.: London, UK, 2008.

4. Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. The balanced scorecard—Measures that drive performance. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1992, 70, 71-79. [PubMed]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2022.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.10.003
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10119714

Encyclopedia 2025, 5, 39 90f 13

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Hamel, G.; Prahalad, C.K. Competing for the Future; Harvard Business School Press: Boston, MA, USA, 1994.

Johnson, H.T.; Kaplan, R.S. Relevance Lost: The Rise and Fall of Management Accounting; Harvard Business School Press: Boston,
MA, USA, 1987.

Stewart, T. Intellectual Capital: The New Wealth of Organizations; Doubleday: New York, NY, USA, 1997.

Merchant, K.A.; Van der Stede, W.A. Management Control Systems: Performance Measurement, Evaluation and Incentives, 4th ed.;
Pearson Education: London, UK, 2017.

Sibbet, D. 75 years of management ideas and practice 1922-1997. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1997, 75, 2-12.

Sudrez-Gargallo, C.; Zaragoza-Saez, P. A Comprehensive Bibliometric Study of the Balanced Scorecard. Eval. Program Plan. 2023,
97,102256. [CrossRef]

Gongalves, S.M.d.S.; Ventura, ].B.; Rua, O.L.; Bernardes, O. Contributions of the balanced scorecard as a support instrument in
strategic decision-making: A bibliometric study. Int. |. Bibliometr. Bus. Manag. 2023, 2, 210-245.

Jaiswal, V.; Thaker, K. Studying research in balanced scorecard over the years in performance management systems: A bibliometric
analysis. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2024. ahead of print. [CrossRef]

Kumar, J.; Prince, N.; Baker, H K. Balanced Scorecard: A Systematic Literature Review and Future Research Issues. FIIB Bus. Rev.
2022, 11, 147-161. [CrossRef]

Kumar, S.; Lim, WM.; Sureka, R.; Jabbour, C.].C.; Bamel, U. Balanced scorecard: Trends, developments, and future directions. Rev.
Manag. Sci. 2024, 18, 2397-2439. [CrossRef]

Abdel-Kader, M.; Moufty, S.; Laitinen, E.K. Balanced Scorecard Development: A Review of Literature and Directions for Furture
Research. In Review of Management Accounting Research; Abdel-Kader, M.G., Ed.; Palgrave Macmillan: Hampshire, UK, 2011;
p- 214.

Lueg, R.; Carvalho e Silva, A.L. When one size does not fit all: A literature review on the modifications of the balanced scorecard.
Probl. Perspect. Manag. 2013, 11, 86-94.

Rigby, D.; Bilodeau, B. A History of Bain’s Management Tools & Trends Survey; Bain & Company, Inc.: Boston, MA, USA, 2018.
Rigby, D.; Bilodeau, B.; Ronan, K. Management Tools & Trends 2023; Bain & Company, Inc.: Boston, MA, USA, 2023.

Kaplan, R.S. Yesterday’s Accounting Undermines Production. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1984, 62, 95-101.

Sullivan, P.H. Value Driven Intellectual Capital: How to Convert Intangible Corporate Assets into Market Value; Wiley: New York, NY,
USA, 2000.

Stewart, T. The Wealth of Knowledge: Intellectual Capital and the Twenty-First Century Organization; Doubleday: New York, NY, USA,
2003.

Teece, D.J. Managing Intellectual Capital; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2002.

Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. The Balanced Scorecard: Translating Strategy into Action; Harvard Business School Press: Boston, MA,
USA, 1996.

Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. The Strategy-Focused Organization: How Balanced Scorecard Companies Thrive in the New Business
Environment; Harvard Business School Press: Boston, MA, USA, 2001.

Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. Strategy Maps: Converting Intangible Assets into Tangible Outcomes; Harvard Business School Press:
Boston, MA, USA, 2004.

Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. Execution Premium: Linking Strategy to Operations for Competitive Advantage; Harvard Business School
Press: Boston, MA, USA, 2008.

Niven, P.R. Balanced Scorecard Diagnostics: Maintaining Maximum Performance; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2005.
Niven, PR. Balanced Scorecard: Step-By-Step for Government and Nonprofit Agencies, 2nd ed.; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ,
USA, 2008.

Niven, P.R. Balanced Scorecard Evolution: A Dynamic Approach to Strategy Execution; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA,
2014.

Nair, M. Essentials of Balanced Scorecard; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2004.

Hannabarger, C.; Buchman, F.; Economy, P. Balanced Scorecard Strategy for Dummies; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA,
2011.

Hoff, K.G.; Holving, P.A. Balansert Mdlstyring—Strategisk Virksomhetsstyring Satt i System, 2nd ed.; Universitetsforlaget: Oslo,
Norway, 2015.

Olve, N.G.; Sjostrand, A. The Balanced Scorecard; Capstone: Chichester, UK, 2002.

Olve, N.G.; Petri, C.G.; Roy, J.; Roy, S. Making Scorecards Actionable—Balancing Strategy and Control; Wiley: Chichester, UK, 2003.
Bukh, P.N.; Fredriksen, J.; Hegaard, M.W. Balanced Scorecard Pd Dansk: Ti Virksomheders Erfaringer; Borsen Forlag A /S: Copenhagen,
Denmark, 2000.

Bukh, PN.; Bang, H.K.; Hegaard, M.W. Strategikort: Balanced Scorecard Som Strategiveerktoj—Danske Erfaringer; Borsens Forlag:
Copenhagen, Denmark, 2004.

Christensen, K.S.; Bukh, P.N. Succes Med Balanced Scorecard; Gyldendal A /S: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2013.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2023.102256
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-08-2023-0416
https://doi.org/10.1177/23197145211049625
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-023-00700-6

Encyclopedia 2025, 5, 39 10 of 13

38.
39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.
63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Kaplan, R.S. Mobil USM&R (A): Linking the Balanced Scorecard; Harvard Business School Press: Boston, MA, USA, 1996.

Simons, R.L.; Davila, A. Citibank: Performance Evaluation; Harvard Business School Case 198-048; Harvard Business Publishing:
Boston, MA, USA, 1999.

Ax, C,; Bjernenak, T. Bundling and diffusion of management accounting innovations—The case of the balanced scorecard in
Sweden. Manag. Account. Res. 2005, 16, 1-20. [CrossRef]

Olve, N.G.; Roy, J.; Wetter, M. Balanced Scorecard i Svensk Praktik; LIBER: Malmo, Sweden, 1997.

Marr, B. Key Performance Indicators for Dummies; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2015.

Lueg, R. Strategy maps: The essential link between the balanced scorecard and action. . Bus. Strategy 2015, 36, 34—40. [CrossRef]
Lucianetti, L. The impact of the strategy maps on balanced scorecard performance. Int. J. Bus. Perform. Manag. 2010, 12, 21-36.
[CrossRef]

Cooper, D.J.; Ezzamel, M.; Qu, 5.Q. Popularizing a Management Accounting Idea: The Case of the Balanced Scorecard. Contemp.
Account. Res. 2017, 34, 991-1025. [CrossRef]

Speckbacher, G.; Bischof, J.; Pfeiffer, T. A descriptive analysis of the implementation of balanced scorecards in German-speaking
countries. Manag. Account. Res. 2003, 14, 361-388. [CrossRef]

Atkinson, A.A.; Balakrishnan, R.; Booth, P.; Cole, ].M.; Groot, T.; Malmi, T.; Roberts, H.; Uliana, E.; Wu, A. New directions in
management accounting research. J. Manag. Account. Res. 1997, 9, 79-108.

Ittner, C.D.; Larcker, D.F. Coming up short on nonfinancial performance measurement. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2003, 81, 88-95. [PubMed]
Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. Putting the balanced scorecard to work. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1993, 315, 134-147.

Kaplan, R.S.; Norton, D.P. Alignment: Using the Balanced Scorecard to Create Corporate Synergies; Harvard Business School Press:
Boston, MA, USA, 2006.

Van Grembergen, W.; Saull, R.; De Haes, S. Linking the IT balanced scorecard to the business objectives at a major Canadian
financial group. J. Inf. Technol. Case Appl. Res. 2003, 5, 23-50. [CrossRef]

Becker, B.E.; Huselid, M.A.; Ulrich, D. The HR Scorecard: Linking People, Strategy, and Performance; Harvard Business Press:
Cambridge, MA, USA, 2001.

Fottler, M.D.; Erickson, E.; Rivers, P.A. Bringing human resources to the table: Utilization of an HR balanced scorecard at Mayo
Clinic. Health Care Manag. Rev. 2006, 31, 64-72. [CrossRef]

Epstein, M.].; Wisner, P.S. Using a balanced scorecard to implement sustainability. Environ. Qual. Manag. 2001, 11, 1-10. [CrossRef]
Figge, F.; Hahn, T.; Schaltegger, S.; Wagner, M. The sustainability balanced scorecard-linking sustainability management to
business strategy. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2002, 11, 269-284. [CrossRef]

Moller, A.; Schaltegger, S. The sustainability balanced scorecard as a framework for eco efficiency analysis. J. Ind. Ecol. 2005, 9,
73-83. [CrossRef]

Chehimi, M.; Naro, G. Balanced Scorecards and sustainability Balanced Scorecards for corporate social responsibility strategic
alignment: A systematic literature review. J. Environ. Manag. 2024, 367, 122000. [CrossRef]

Martin-Gémez, A.M.; Pineda-Ganfornina, M.; Avila-Gutiérrez, M.].; Agote-Garrido, A.; Lama-Ruiz, J.R. Balanced Scorecard for
Circular Economy: A Methodology for Sustainable Organizational Transformation. Sustainability 2024, 16, 1464. [CrossRef]
Wiraeus, D.; Creelman, J. How to Build an Agile and Adaptive Balanced Scorecard. In Agile Strategy Management in the Digital
Age: How Dynamic Balanced Scorecards Transform Decision Making, Speed and Effectiveness; Springer International Publishing: Cham,
Switzerland, 2019; pp. 89-112.

Fabac, R. Digital Balanced Scorecard System as a Supporting Strategy for Digital Transformation. Sustainability 2022, 14, 9690.
[CrossRef]

Lawrie, G.; Cobbold, I. Third-generation balanced scorecard: Evolution of an effective strategic control tool. Int. |. Product.
Perform. Manag. 2004, 53, 611-623. [CrossRef]

Brudan, A. Balanced Scorecard typology and organisational impact. KM Online J. Knowl. Manag. 2005, 2, 2-12.

Soderberg, M.; Kalagnanam, S.; Sheehan, N.T.; Vaidyanathan, G. When is a balanced scorecard a balanced scorecard? Int. J.
Product. Perform. Manag. 2011, 60, 688-708. [CrossRef]

Perkins, M.; Grey, A.; Remmers, H. What do we really mean by “Balanced Scorecard?”. Int. ]. Product. Perform. Manag. 2014, 63,
148-169. [CrossRef]

Madsen, D.@.; Stenheim, T. Perceived problems associated with the implementation of the balanced scorecard: Evidence from
Scandinavia. Probl. Perspect. Manag. 2014, 12, 121-131.

Madsen, D.@.; Stenheim, T. Perceived benefits of balanced scorecard implementation: Some preliminary evidence. Probl. Perspect.
Manag. 2014, 12, 81-90.

Madsen, D.J. Interpretation and use of the Balanced Scorecard in Denmark: Evidence from suppliers and users of the concept.
Dan. ]. Manag. Bus. 2014, 78, 13-25.

Lueg, R.; Vu, L. Success factors in Balanced Scorecard implementations—A literature review. Manag. Rev. 2015, 26, 306-327.
[CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2004.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBS-10-2013-0101
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBPM.2010.036040
https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12299
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2003.10.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14619154
https://doi.org/10.1080/15228053.2003.10856015
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004010-200601000-00009
https://doi.org/10.1002/tqem.1300
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.339
https://doi.org/10.1162/108819805775247927
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2024.122000
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16041464
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14159690
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410400410561231
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410401111167780
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-11-2012-0127
https://doi.org/10.5771/0935-9915-2015-4-306

Encyclopedia 2025, 5, 39 11 of 13

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.
77.

78.
79.
80.
81.
82.

83.
84.

85.

86.

87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

Ax, C.; Greve, J. Adoption of management accounting innovations: Organizational culture compatibility and perceived outcomes.
Manag. Account. Res. 2017, 34, 59-74. [CrossRef]

Wagensveld, J. The Travel and Translation of Balanced Scorecards. Ph.D. Thesis, Radboud University Nijmegen: Nijmegen, The
Netherlands, 2013.

Wongkaew, W. Managing Multiple Dimensions of Performance: A Field Study of Balanced Scorecard Translation in the Thai Financial
Services Organisation; University of Warwick: Coventry, UK, 2007.

Braam, G.; Heusinkveld, S.; Benders, J.; Aubel, A. The Reception Pattern of the Balanced Scorecard: Accounting for Interpretative
Viability; Nijmegen School of Management, University of Nijmegen: Nijmegen, The Netherlands, 2002.

Braam, G.; Nijssen, E. Performance effects of using the Balanced Scorecard: A note on the Dutch experience. Long Range Plan.
2004, 37, 335-349. [CrossRef]

Lueg, R.; Julner, P. How are Strategy Maps Linked to Strategic and Organizational Change? A Review of the Empirical Literature
on the Balanced Scorecard. Corp. Ownersh. Control 2014, 11, 439-446. [CrossRef]

De Geuser, E.; Mooraj, S.; Oyon, D. Does the Balanced Scorecard Add Value? Empirical Evidence on Its Effect on Performance.
Eur. Account. Rev. 2009, 18, 93-122. [CrossRef]

Lucianetti, L. Antecedents and consequences of Balanced Scorecard. Econ. Aziend. Online 2013, 4, 19-32.

Davis, S.; Albright, T. An investigation of the effect of Balanced Scorecard implementation on financial performance. Manag.
Account. Res. 2004, 15, 135-153. [CrossRef]

Maisel, L.S. Performance Measurement Practices Survey; American Institute of Public Accountants: New York, NY, USA, 2001.
Silk, S. Automating the balanced scorecard. Manag. Account. 1998, 79, 38—40, 42—-44.

Anonymous. Balanced scorecard is fast becoming a must have process for corporate change. Manag. Serv. 2001, 45, 5-6.

Kald, M.; Nilsson, F. Performance measurement at Nordic Companies. Eur. Manag. J. 2000, 188, 113-127. [CrossRef]

Olve, N.G.; Petri, C.J. Balanced Scorecard i Svenska Teknikforetag. Rapport til Teknikforetagen. Hosten 2004; Teknikforetaget: Stockholm,
Sweden, 2005.

Malmi, T. Balanced scorecards in Finnish companies: A research note. Manag. Account. Res. 2001, 12, 207-220. [CrossRef]
Nielsen, S.; Serensen, R. Motives, diffusion and utilisation of the balanced scorecard in Denmark. Int. J. Account. Audit. Perform.
Eval. 2004, 1, 103-124. [CrossRef]

Johanson, D.; Madsen, D.@. Balansert malstyring—Et dynamisk styringsverktey? Utviklingen i praksis og fremtidig potensial. In
Fokus Pd Fremtidens Foretakslosninger; Nesheim, T., Stensaker, 1., Eds.; Fagbokforlaget: Bergen, Norway, 2017; pp. 91-107.
Johanson, D.; Madsen, D.@.; Stenheim, T. Balansert mélstyring som ekonomistyringsverktey i norske foretak: Utviklingstendenser
i perioden 2015-2018. In Aktuelle Tema i Regnskap og Revisjon; Stenheim, T., Baksaas, K.M., Kulset, E.M., Eds.; Cappelen Damm
Akademisk: Oslo, Norway, 2020.

Johanson, B.D.; Drevvatne, B.; Skredderhaugen, M.; Madsen, D.d. Jkonomistyring og digitale verktoy: En deskriptiv analyse av
Balansert Malstyring og Business Intelligence blant norske virksomheter. Magma 2023, 26, 109-121. [CrossRef]

Rigby, D.; Bilodeau, B. Bain’s global 2007 management tools and trends survey. Strategy Leadersh. 2007, 35, 9-16. [CrossRef]
Rigby, D. Management Tools 2015: An Executive’s Guide; Bain & Company, Inc.: Boston, MA, USA, 2015.

Rigby, D. Management Tools 2017: An Executive’s Guide; Bain & Company, Inc.: Boston, MA, USA, 2017; p. 68.

Braam, G. Balanced Scorecard’s Interpretative Variability and Organizational Change. Bus. Dyn. 21st Century 2012, 1, 99-109.
Aidemark, L.G. The Meaning of Balanced Scorecards in the Health Care Organization. Financ. Account. Manag. 2001, 17, 23-40.
[CrossRef]

Hansen, A.; Mouritsen, J. Strategies and Organizational Problems: Constructing Corporate Value and Coherences in Balanced
Scorecard Processes. In Controlling Strategy: Management, Accounting and Performance Measurement; Chapman, C.S., Ed.; Oxford
University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005; pp. 125-150.

Modell, S. Bundling management control innovations: A field study of organisational experimenting with total quality manage-
ment and the balanced scorecard. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2009, 22, 59-90. [CrossRef]

Awadallah, E.A.; Allam, A. A Critique of the Balanced Scorecard as a Performance Measurement Tool. Int. ]. Bus. Soc. Sci. 2015, 6,
91-99.

Cooper, D.J.; Ezzamel, M. A Critical Analysis of the Balanced Scorecard: Towards a More Dialogic Approach. In Pioneers of
Critical Accounting: A Celebration of the Life of Tony Lowe; Haslam, J., Sikka, P., Eds.; Palgrave Macmillan UK: London, UK, 2016; pp.
201-230.

Aryani, Y.A.; Setiawan, D. Balanced Scorecard: Is It Beneficial Enough? A Literature Review. Asian J. Account. Perspect. 2020, 13,
65-84.

Norreklit, H. The balance on the balanced scorecard a critical analysis of some of its assumptions. Manag. Account. Res. 2000, 11,
65-88. [CrossRef]

Bukh, PN.; Malmi, T. Re-examining the cause-and-effect principle of the balanced scorecard. In Northern Lights in Accounting;
Mourtisen, J., Jonsson, S., Eds.; Liber: Stockholm, Sweden, 2005.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2016.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2004.04.007
https://doi.org/10.22495/cocv11i4c5p1
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180802481698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2003.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(99)00074-2
https://doi.org/10.1006/mare.2000.0154
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJAAPE.2004.004145
https://doi.org/10.23865/magma.v26.1294
https://doi.org/10.1108/10878570710819161
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0408.00119
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570910923015
https://doi.org/10.1006/mare.1999.0121

Encyclopedia 2025, 5, 39 12 of 13

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

Voelpel, S.C.; Leibold, M.; Eckhoff, R.A. The tyranny of the Balanced Scorecard in the innovation economy. J. Intellect. Cap. 2006,
7,43-60. [CrossRef]

Antonsen, Y. The downside of the Balanced Scorecard: A case study from Norway. Scand. J. Manag. 2014, 30, 40-50. [CrossRef]
Madsen, D.@J.; Slatten, K. The Balanced Scorecard: Fashion or Virus? Adm. Sci. 2015, 5, 90-124. [CrossRef]

Braam, G.; Benders, J.; Heusinkveld, S. The balanced scorecard in the Netherlands: An analysis of its evolution using print-media
indicators. J. Organ. Chang. Manag. 2007, 20, 866—-879. [CrossRef]

Madsen, D.; Slatten, K. The Role of the Management Fashion Arena in the Cross-National Diffusion of Management Concepts:
The Case of the Balanced Scorecard in the Scandinavian Countries. Adm. Sci. 2013, 3, 110-142. [CrossRef]

Qu, S. A sociological analysis of the rise and dissemination of management accounting innovations: Evidence from the balanced
scorecard. In Proceedings of the Fourth Asia Pacific Interdisciplinary Research in Accounting Conference, Singapore, 4—6
July 2004.

Frigo, M.L. The balanced scorecard: 20 years and counting. Strateg. Financ. 2012, 94, 49-53.

Hoque, Z. 20th Anniversary of the balanced scorecard. J. Account. Organ. Chang. 2012, 8. [CrossRef]

Norreklit, H. The balanced scorecard: What is the score? A rhetorical analysis of the balanced scorecard. Account. Organ. Soc.
2003, 28, 591-619. [CrossRef]

Norreklit, H.; Mitchell, F. The balanced scorecard. In Issues in Management Accounting; Hopper, T., Northcott, D., Scapens, RW.,
Eds.; Prentice Hall: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2007.

Norreklit, H.; Norreklit, L.; Mitchell, E; Bjernenak, T. The rise of the balanced scorecard! Relevance regained? |. Account. Organ.
Chang. 2012, 8, 490-510. [CrossRef]

Andon, P; Baxter, J.; Mahama, H. The Balanced Scorecard: Slogans, Seduction and State of Play. Aust. Account. Rev. 2005, 15,
29-38. [CrossRef]

Ittner, C.D.; Larcker, D.F. Innovations in performance measurement: Trends and research implications. ]. Manag. Account. Res.
1998, 10, 205-238.

Bourguignon, A.; Malleret, V.; Norreklit, H. The American balanced scorecard versus the French tableau de bord: The ideological
dimension. Manag. Account. Res. 2004, 15, 107-134. [CrossRef]

Bessire, D.; Baker, C.R. The French Tableau de bord and the American Balanced Scorecard: A critical analysis. Crit. Perspect.
Account. 2005, 16, 645-664. [CrossRef]

Epstein, M.; Manzoni, J. The Balanced Scorecard and Tableau de Bord: A Global Perspective on Translating Strategy into Action.
1997. Available online: https:/ /flora.insead.edu/fichiersti_wp/inseadwp1997/97-82.pdf (accessed on 18 January 2025).
Johanson, U.; Skoog, M.; Backlund, A.; Almqvist, R. Balancing dilemmas of the balanced scorecard. Account. Audit. Account. J.
2006, 19, 842-857. [CrossRef]

Mooraj, S.; Oyon, D. The Balanced Scorecard: A necessary good or unnecessary evil? Eur. Manag. J. 1999, 17, 481-491. [CrossRef]
Modell, S. The Politics of the Balanced Scorecard. J. Account. Organ. Chang. 2012, 8, 475-489. [CrossRef]

Montenegro, ER.M.S.; Callado, A.L.C. A bibliometric analysis of the Balanced Scorecard from 2000 to 2016. Custos E @ Gronegdcio
2018, 14, 17-36. Available online: http://www.custoseagronegocioonline.com.br /numero2v14/0K%202%20BSC%20english.pdf
(accessed on 18 January 2025).

Johanson, D.; Lepp, S.; Abbas, A.; Madsen, D.J. The viral trajectory of a management idea: A longitudinal case study of the
Balanced Scorecard in a Norwegian bank. Cogent Bus. Manag. 2023, 10, 2208704. [CrossRef]

Psarras, A.; Anagnostopoulos, T.; Salmon, I.; Psaromiligkos, Y.; Vryzidis, L. A Change Management Approach with the Support
of the Balanced Scorecard and the Utilization of Artificial Neural Networks. Adm. Sci. 2022, 12, 63. [CrossRef]

Almeida Marques, P.C.d.; Oliveira, P. Integrating Artificial Intelligence and the Balanced Scorecard: Strengthening Organisational
Resilience in Times of Crisis. 2024. Available online: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=5050488 (accessed
on 18 January 2025).

Niven, PR.; Lamorte, B. Objectives and Key Results: Driving Focus, Alignment, and Engagement with OKRs; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.:
Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2016.

Vellore, V. OKRs for All: Making Objectives and Key Results Work for Your Entire Organization; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ,
USA, 2022.

Michalski, D. Operationalization of ESG-Integrated Strategy Through the Balanced Scorecard in FMCG Companies. Sustainability
2024, 16, 9174. [CrossRef]

Greiling, D. Balanced Scorecard implementation in German non-profit organisations. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2010, 59,
534-554. [CrossRef]

Johnsen, A. Balanced scorecard: Theoretical perspectives and public management implications. Manag. Audit. J. 2001, 16, 319-330.
[CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1108/14691930610639769
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci5020090
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810710831064
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci3030110
https://doi.org/10.1108/jaoc.2012.31508daa.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(02)00097-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/18325911211273491
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1835-2561.2005.tb00249.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2003.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2004.01.004
https://flora.insead.edu/fichiersti_wp/inseadwp1997/97-82.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570610709890
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(99)00034-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/18325911211273482
http://www.custoseagronegocioonline.com.br/numero2v14/OK%202%20BSC%20english.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2208704
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci12020063
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=5050488
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16219174
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410401011063939
https://doi.org/10.1108/02686900110395460

Encyclopedia 2025, 5, 39 13 of 13

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.
134.

Berg, T.; Madsen, D.@.; Stenheim, T. Diffusion and Evolution of Management Accounting Innovations in the Public Sector-A
Comparative Case Study. In Revisiting New Public Management and its Effects: Experiences from a Norwegian Context; Stremmen-
Bakhtiar, A., Timoshenko, K., Eds.; Waxmann: Munster, Germany, 2021; pp. 147-176.

Taylor, J.; Baines, C. Performance management in UK universities: Implementing the Balanced Scorecard. J. High. Educ. Policy
Manag. 2012, 34, 111-124. [CrossRef]

Oliveira, C.; Oliveira, A.; Fijatkowska, J.; Silva, R. Implementation of Balanced Scorecard: Case study of a Portuguese higher
education institution. Manag. J. Contemp. Manag. Issues 2021, 26, 169-188. [CrossRef]

Bennett, N.; Lemoine, J. What a difference a word makes: Understanding threats to performance in a VUCA world. Bus. Horiz.
2014, 57, 311-317. [CrossRef]

Bennett, N.; Lemoine, J. What VUCA really means for you. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2014, 92.

De Godoy, M.E; Ribas Filho, D. Facing the BANI world. Int. J. Nutrology 2021, 14, 33. [CrossRef]

Del Pilar Barrera-Ortegon, A.; Medina-Ricaurte, G.F.; Jimenez-Hernandez, P.R. Organizational Elements to Confront Turbulent
and Fragile VUCA to BANI Scenarios. In Organizational Management Sustainability in VUCA Contexts; IGI Global: Hershey, PA,
USA, 2024; pp. 20-43.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual

author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to

people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2012.662737
https://doi.org/10.30924/mjcmi.26.1.10
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2014.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0041-1735848

	Introduction 
	Historical Development 
	Conceptual Foundation 
	Key Concepts 
	Stepwise Development of the BSC 

	Conceptual Evolution 
	Implementation and Use 
	Impact and Popularity 
	Criticism and Challenges 
	Future Research Directions 
	Conclusions 
	References

