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Executive Summary
Local governments often consider adopting innovative management tools to address the challenge of
improving service quality and increasing productivity. One modern management tool adopted by a few
American cities is the Balanced Scorecard (BSC)—a comprehensive performance management system.
This capstone examined a variety of factors that may promote or discourage the adoption of BSC among
American cities having populations of more than 250,000. Among 45 respondent cities of 68, a survey
revealed that 8 cities (18 percent) have adopted BSC, 22 cities (49 percent) did not adopt BSC after
considering it, and the remaining (15 cities) had not even considered it. Cities using BSC selected it to
track progress toward organizational goals and to improve accountability. The most cited reason for cities
that did not implement BSC was the belief that benefits would not outweigh costs and efforts. Benefits of
BSC are reported, and several recommendations are suggested regarding the issues and prospective use of
BSC.



INTRODUCTION

Local governments have been under pressure to increase their productivity as citizens demand greater
accountability, responsiveness, and results for their tax money. To address this challenge, local
governments often consider adopting innovative management tools, such as benchmarking, business
process reengineering, total quality management, and the balanced scorecard (BSC), a performance
strategy widely used in the private sector.

Use of BSC by local governmental entities has not been studied extensively. Most studies focus
on case studies of one government agency’s use of BSC; little research on municipal governments’
practices of BSC in general exist. A recent study explored city and county performance measurement and
implementation of BSC from a financial standpoint in 2000 (Ho and Chan 2002). It is meaningful to
explore how many municipalities use BSC and how they implemented it from a public management
viewpoint. It is also helpful to explore other municipal government experiences with BSC when
considering implementing this management tool.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to answer the research question: What factors promote or discourage the
adoption of BSC among American cities? The paper introduces what BSC is and explores how
extensively BSC is used by large U.S. cities. The paper analyzes why cities did or did not adopt BSC and
the factors or reasons for those decisions. Finally, the paper suggests recommendations when cities
consider the adoption of BSC.

THE BALANCED SCORECARD

What is the Balanced Scorecard? BSC was developed for private sector corporations by Robert Kaplan

and David Norton in 1992. It is a comprehensive performance management system which focuses on

measures addressing four perspectives to ensure a balanced approach to evaluating the achievement of an

organization’s strategies. The four perspectives maintain a balance between short and long-term

objectives, between outcomes desired and the performance drivers of those outcomes, between financial

and non-financial measures, between backward-looking and forward-looking measures, and between

external (stakeholders and customers) and internal performance perspectives (Kaplan and Norton 1996).
BSC translates the strategic goals of an organization into tangible objectives and measures. It

provides executive management with a comprehensive view of an organization from non-financial

perspectives—customer, internal process, and employee learning and growth—as well as a traditional

financial perspective (Kaplan and Norton 1996). Typical measures in each perspective encompass the

following:

Financial: revenues, return on investment, cash flow;

Customer: satisfaction rate, market share, complaints;

Internal process: productivity, response time, cycle time; and

Employee learning and growth: turnover, employee satisfaction index, suggestion data.

In 2001, the Harvard Business Review designated BSC as one of the most important and influential
business ideas of the past 75 years.! According to a survey by Bain & Company, 62 percent of companies
in North America used BSC in 2006. % Use of BSC has recently gained some popularity in American local
governments. Government entities, however, generally are not considered to be models of business
management due to the nature of their missions and goals. A 1998 survey identified 23 local governments
out of 140 cities and counties (18 percent) in the U.S using BSC as their government’s management tool
(Ho and Kidwell 2000). A later (2000) survey revealed that only 8 percent (11 local governments) of 132
cities and counties in the United States used BSC (Ho and Chan 2002).

RESEARCH METHOD
A literature review was conducted including the seminal book of BSC, The Balanced Scorecard:



Translating Strategy into ActioRurthermore, a case study was performed in Charlotte, North Carolina,
the first American city to implement BSC in 1996. Charlotte is widely considered the best example of
BSC success in a public setting (Niven 2003; Kaplan and Norton 1996). Based on the literature review
and case study, a survey questionnaire was developed (See Appendix 1). A web survey explored the
adoption of BSC by large American cities, why they use it, and/or why they chose not to adopt it. Sixty-
eight cities with populations over 250,000 across the United States were selected. The survey was sent to
department heads, managers, or staff members in charge of their city’s performance management system
via e-mails in January 2008. Forty-five cities replied, representing a response rate of 66 percent. Follow-
up questions were asked of several respondents to clarify the results of the survey.

FINDINGS

Among 45 respondent cities, 30 cities have considered adopting BSC and 15 cities have not considered
adopting it.2 Of the 30 cities which have considered adopting BSC, 8 cities use BSC, 15 cities do not use
it, and the other 7 cities use another scorecarding system. Various scorecarding systems and alternatives
to BSC are used by respondent cities, such as Results-Based Management, the Kennedy School Logic
Model, on-line performance management system, and Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reportings.
It is noteworthy that only one-third of all these large cities have not considered using BSC.

Table 1. Summary of Survey Responses (n=45)

Responses Number of Cities (%)
Our city uses BSC. 8 (17.8 %)
Our city has considered adopting BSC but did not implement it. 15 (33.3 %)
Our city has considered adopting BSC but uses another scorecarding system. 7 (15.6 %)
Out city has never considered adopting BSC. 15 (33.3%)

Most large cities have considered implementing BSC. Adoption among large cities today is greater than
the Ho and Chan’s survey conducted in 2000. Most of the cities using BSC have implemented it for the

entire city government, and more than half of non-implementers of BSC have considered adopting BSC

for the entire city government. Most already had a performance measurement system of some kind when
they considered or implemented BSC. In addition to traditional performance measurement system, some
reported using Management By Objectives, Citistat, and Strategic Objectives and Data Performance.

Officials involved in considering and adopting BSC

Among cities implementing BSC, top management, such as the mayor and city manager, played a
significant role in adopting BSC. Department heads also participated in implementing it. For non-
implementers, the mayor, council members, city manager, and department heads also were involved in
considering BSC, but top management’s role in deciding not to implement it was less important.

Reasons for considering or adopting BSC

City officials reported many reasons for considering or adopting BSC (See Appendix 3). Reasons
reported by all implementers for adopting include:

To track progress toward organizational goals,

e To improve accountability,

e To improve efficiency, and

e To improve transparency.

On a scale of 1 (very low importance) to 5 (very high importance), tracking progress toward
organizational goals was the most important reason for adopting BSC (mean response of 4.57). Improving
accountability, efficiency, and transparency also were considered as highly important reasons for
implementing BSC. Non-implementers’ reasons for considering BSC were almost the same as the



implementers’ reasons. The responses indicate that cities had multiple reasons for considering and
adopting BSC.

One noticeable response is that —adopting a new performance management systemll was a highly
important reason (mean=3.86) for implementers while it was a lesser reason (mean=2.79) for non-
implementers. On the other hand, linking compensation to performance was reported as the least
important reason by both implementers and non-implementers. The results suggest that cities were aware
that BSC is better suited for performance management than for individual performance appraisal.

Benefits of using BSC
Implementers of BSC perceive multiple BSC benefits for the organization and its employees (See
Appendix 4). Seven implementers cited the following as important benefits:

Table 2. Summary of Benefits from Using BSC (n=7)

Responses Mean*
Cultural change to focus on performance 4.43
Three highest | |ncreased ability to measure performance 4.43

benefits Improved understanding of the cause-and-effect relationships between

strategies and results 4.29
Helped elected officials make better decisions 2.29
Three lowest
. Increased revenues 2.14
benefits
Decreased costs 1.86

* The degree of benefit (1=very low, 3=moderate, 5=very high)

—Cultural change to focus on performancell encompasses a variety of BSC benefits. The cultural change
derives from the nature of BSC—a management tool for change. Traditional performance measurement
mainly assesses what happened in the past. BSC, however, focuses more on where an organization is
headed with a forward-looking set of performance measures. BSC’s main function is to translate an
organization’s long-term goals and missions into short-term objectives and operational measures by
means of a cause-and-effect model. Implementers reported that directors and staff members focus more
on performance and tax dollar for value-added. One implementer indicated that everyone focuses more on
performance through communication within the organization. Another responded that the new city
manager, a key leader in adopting BSC, was intent on growing a —eulture of accountability.ll

On the other hand, most implementers responded that decreased costs rank lower among benefits.
These responses mean that BSC did not satisfy their expectation since one of the most important reasons
for adopting BSC was to improve efficiency.

Obstacles and lessons learned from implementing BSC

Implementers reported that they encountered various obstacles in implementing BSC. All implementers
responded that developing good measures and diffusing the BSC to departments (divisions) were the most
difficult challenges. The responses are related to one principle of BSC—cause-and-effect relationships
among measures. The measures encompass leading indicators—input, process, and output measures—and
lagging indicators—outcome measures. Developing appropriate measures is the essential part of the BSC
framework. Cascading BSC to the department or division level is a difficult process because BSC is a
strategic management tool which triggers change in an organization. BSC provides a comprehensive view
of an organization from financial and non-financial perspectives. To make department heads and
employees understand BSC requires senior management’s significant time and effort.

Another challenge reported by nearly all implementers is viewing BSC as a —Havor of the
month.ll The most common criticism of BSC is that it is a business fad that will pass away. Harry Hatry, a
performance-measurement stalwart, was concerned that a fundamental focus on outcome measures was
going to be the final stop on the management trend merry-go-round (Walters 2000). Walters noted that



BSC has been regarded as an unnecessary complicated and mechanical overlay of redundant measures
(2000, 56). Two non-implementers responded that one reason for considering BSC was —it was the latest
trend.ll

Implementers of BSC offered several lessons learned from adopting BSC. Nearly all responded
that —executive sponsorship is crucialll and —the organization needs to establish motivation for
implementing BSC.Il Most implementers indicated that -#mplementing BSC is hard work requiring time
and commitmentll and —the organization needs to have a well-defined scorecarding system architecture.ll

Reasons for large cities (n=14) not implementing BSC

Non-implementers reported several reasons for not adopting BSC after considering it (See Appendix 5).
Major reasons for not implementing BSC are the following:

—mplementing BSC would be too costly, |l

—We thought there would be insufficient benefits to justify the cost and effort, |l

—tmplementing it would be too time-consuming,ll and

—BSC is confusing and complicated. |l

The implementation costs of BSC include both direct monetary cost and indirect non-monetary costs.
Direct monetary cost includes outside consultants’ fees and purchase of a BSC software package. Indirect
non-monetarycostsi ncl ude manage me ntime aadeaimisnenatd develomBY@b e r s’
framework and to train employees to understand BSC. The implementation cost varies among cities. One
implementer responded that the cost was about $200,000. Another indicated that it did not use outside
consultants, and another implementer reported that it developed BSC using existing software and
technology. A non-implementer responded that the quote for a BSC software package it received from a
vendor was about $50,000. High implementation cost also was cited as a challenge by nearly all
implementers.

Implementing BSC requires enormous time. It took more than two years for two implementers to
fully develop BSC over the entire government. Charlotte reports that the whole process of implementing
BSC—learning, teaching, and implementation phase—can take several years.

It may not be easy for public-sector managers to understand BSC. Viewing an organization from
four perspectives, setting clear goals and objectives, and developing leading and lagging indicators are
difficult tasks. Developing appropriate measures having cause-and-effect relationships may be an
especially complicated process.

Overall, it seems that non-implementers concluded that the benefits of using BSC would not
outweigh the costs of implementation. Form of government, degree of centralization of the policy-making,
and employee unionization did not have a clear relationship with the adoption or non-adoption of BSC.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
These research findings might apply only to large U.S. cities and should be generalized to other cities and
counties only with caution. This research, however, provides empirical evidence on major cities’ adoption
and non-adoption of BSC. Compared to the results of a 2000 survey, the number of cities using BSC
appears to have increased. Two-thirds of major American cities have at least considered adopting BSC.
Eighteen percent of cities implemented BSC to track progress toward organizational goals and to improve
accountability. Implementers have used BSC for an average of 3 years,* and half of all implementers
reported that the implementation of BSC has been successful.® Interestingly, all the respondent
implementers recommend use of BSC. Government entities’ adoption of BSC has been studied mainly by
financial management and accounting fields. Public administration/management should pay more
attention to and study local government’s implementation of BSC if its reported benefits are realized and
more cities and counties adopt it.

The most significant benefits of using BSC are associated with the cultural change to focus on
performance and an increased ability to measure performance. Top management were key leaders in



adopting BSC. Improving efficiency was an intended important reason for implementing BSC, but
resulting efficiencies ranked low in terms of actual benefits. This specific finding calls into question the
value of BSC as a public management tool to increase efficiency. The implementers encountered several
obstacles and had multiple lessons learned from adopting BSC.

Half of the respondent cities did not adopt BSC after considering it because they thought
implementation would be too costly and time-consuming and BSC was confusing and complicated. In
sum, these cities did not adopt BSC because they thought the benefits of using BSC would not justify the
cost and effort. Overall, the research findings imply that for implementers of BSC, the benefits of using it
were sufficient enough to justify the cost and effort. Non-implementers, however, thought the opposite.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Balanced Scorecard, a recent management tool developed for the private sector, has become a
performance management system that some innovative cities have adopted to improve accountability and
service delivery. Kaplan and Norton, the architects of BSC, argue that BSC is the next generation of
performance measurement and a strategic management system for strategy-focused organization in the
information age.

To be successful, a city government should properly construct BSC to maximize benefits of using
it. | offer the following recommendations for cities considering adoption of BSC as their performance
management system:

e Establish clear goals and clarify strategies. BSC works best in a strategy-driven organization.
The organization’s clear mission, vision, and strategies should be identified before developing BSC.
Having a traditional performance measurement system as a management tool in place may be an
advantage for developing and deploying BSC, because well-developed measures are crucial
components of BSC.

¢ High-level sponsorship is crucial. BSC provides a comprehensive view of an organization to top
management, and executive management is the primary beneficiary of BSC. Advocacy of the
mayor or city manager is a key to successful implementation. A city should maintain top
management commitment to develop the BSC framework, educate and train employees to
understand BSC, and diffuse it across the entire government.

¢ Developing BSC is hard work requiring time and commitment. Implementing BSC is a time-
consuming and difficult task. As shown in the survey results, developing good measures having
cause-and-effect relationships to accomplish goals is particularly difficult. Communicating the
strategies at all levels in city government is an essential process of implementing BSC.

e Be prepared to face resistance. BSC is a management tool that triggers change, and for many
change is hard. Implementers cited —viewing BSC as a flavor of the monthll and —ebtaining
employee buy-inll as challenges to implementing it. A city should gain consensus on why it needs
to adopt BSC and be clear about its motivation for adopting BSC. Management should exercise
effective leadership to engage employees in the process of developing the BSC.

e Start in a department. Kaplan and Norton suggest that BSC should first be developed for a
strategic business unit. Advocates and experts of BSC recommend not attempting to build the
perfect BSC with the first trial. BSC should be incrementally implemented to lessen cost, risk, and
organizational disruption. Using a pilot test in selected departments or agencies is a good way to
minimize costs and to increase benefits of using BSC.
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Appendix 1: BSC Web Survey

Implementing Balanced Scorecards (BSC): A New Management Tool for American Cities?

A. Considering the Balanced Scorecard

1. Has your city ever considered adopting a Balanced Scorecard?
__No (Thank you, you are finished with the survey)
__YES

2. If YES, does your city currently use a Balanced Scorecard?
___No (Please respond to questions in Section B below)
___Yes (Please respond to questions in Section C)
___Not the BSC, but we use another scorecarding system.

(Please describe it briefly)
(You are finished with the survey. Thank you)

B. For cities considering but not adopting BSC

3. Approximately when did you consider adopting the BSC in your city?
(year) __Don’t know

4. Over what length of time did you consider the BSC?
__Less than 6 months
___6 months — 1 year
__1-2years
__More than 2 years

5. How widely or broadly did you consider implementing the BSC in your city?

___The entire government (nearly all operational agencies)

___ Only selected departments.
If YES, please indicate three departments/agencies that considered BSC most seriously.
a.
b.
C.

___Other (Please describe)

6. What kind of performance management system or tools did your city use when you considered
implementing the BSC?
__Traditional performance measurement
__Total Quality Management
__Management by Objectives
__None of above
__Don’t know
___ Other (Please describe)

7. Which officials in your organization were involved in CONSIDERING the BSC? Check any that apply
and indicate (circle) their degree of involvement.



Degree of involvement
High
__Mayor 5
___ Council members

___ City manager
___Department head (s)
___Outside consultant (s)

__ Other (Please specify)

|—\|—\}—\|—\H|—\g

=
NN N NN
WwWwwwoww
A DS
o1 or o1 o1 Ot

8. Who finally decided not to implement the BSC after consideration? Check all that apply.
___Mayor
__ City council
__ City manager
___ Department head (s)
___ Other (Please describe)

9. Many reasons may explain why you considered adopting the BSC. Which of the following objectives
were among your city’s considerations? For those that apply, please check the factor’s degree of
importance in influencing your decisions as you consider performance management tools.

Degree of importance

High

Q

___Track progress toward organizational goals
__Align employee behavior with objectives
___Improve efficiency

__Improve accountability

__Improve responsiveness

__Improve transparency

___Adopt a new performance management system
__Sharpen strategic objectives

___Communicate strategy to everyone effectively
___Link compensation to performance

___ It was part of another initiative.

___Other (Please specify)
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10. Why did your organization decide not to implement the BSC? Check any that apply and indicate the
factor’s importance in the final decision.
Degree of importance

Low High
__ It does not work well in the public sector. 1 2 3 4 5
__ltis confusing and complicated. 1 2 3 4 5
___Implementing it would be too costly. 1 2 3 4 5
___Implementing it would be too time consuming. 1 2 3 4 5
__We did not have enough staff to implement it. 1 2 3 4 5
__There was little buy-in from top management. 1 2 3 4 5
___We thought there would be insufficient benefits 1 2 3 4 5
to justify the cost and effort.
___Resistance from departments heads 1 2 3 4 5
___Resistance from unions 1 2 3 4 5
__Declining to implement was a top management decision. 1 2 3 4 5
___Other (Please describe) 1 2 3 4 5




* Please respond to questions in Section D.

C. For cities adopting BSC

3. When (approximately) did your city government first use the BSC?
(year) __Don’t know

4. How widely or broadly is the BSC currently used in your city?

___The entire government (nearly all operational agencies)

___ Only selected departments.
If YES, please indicate three departments/agencies that were first to use the BSC.
a.
b.
C.

___Other (Please describe)

5. What kind of performance management system or tools did your city use before it implemented the
BSC?
__Traditional performance measurement
___Total Quality Management
___Management by Objectives
__None of above
__Don’t know
___Other (Please describe)

6. Which officials in your organization were involved in CONSIDERING the BSC? Check any that apply
and indicate (circle) their degree of involvement.
Degree of involvement

Low High
___Mayor 1 2 3 4 5
___ Council members 1 2 3 4 5
___ City manager 1 2 3 4 5
__ Department head (s) 1 2 3 4 5
___Outside consultant (s) 1 2 3 4 5
___Other (Please specify) 1 2 3 4 5

7. Which official(s) were the key leader(s) in ADOPTING the BSC? Check any that apply and indicate
their degree of involvement.
Degree of involvement
H

gh
___Mayor

___Council members

___ City manager
___Department head (s)
___Outside consultant (s)
___Other (Please specify)
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8. Many reasons may explain why the BSC has been adopted. Which of the following apply in your city?
For those that apply, please circle the factor’s degree of importance in influencing your adoption
decisions.



Degree of importance

Low High
__Track progress toward organizational goals
___Align employee behavior with objectives
___Improve efficiency
__Improve accountability
__Improve responsiveness
__Improve transparency
__Adopt a new performance management system
___Sharpen strategic objectives
___Communicate strategy to everyone effectively
___Link compensation to performance
__ It was part of another initiative.
___ Other (Please specify)
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9. What challenges or obstacles were encountered in implementing the BSC? Check any that apply and
indicate (circle) the degree of challenge.
Degree of challenge/obstacle

Low High
__Developing goals, objectives, and strategies 1 2 3 4 5
__Developing best measures 1 2 3 4 5
__Understanding the terminology of BSC 1 2 3 4 5
__Cascading the BSC to departments (divisions) 1 2 3 4 5
___Implementation cost was higher than expected 1 2 3 4 5
___Obtaining elected officials’ support 1 2 3 4 5
___Obtaining employee buy-in 1 2 3 4 5
__Viewing BSC as a —flavor of the monthll 1 2 3 4 5
___ Other (Please specify) 1 2 3 4 5

10. What do you judge to be the benefits to using the BSC? Check any that apply and indicate the degree
of benefit.
Degree of benefits/payoffs

Low High
__Awareness and understanding of strategy 1 2 3 4 5
__Increased revenues 1 2 3 4 5
__Decreased costs 1 2 3 4 5
__Increased communication within the organization 1 2 3 4 5
___Enhanced consensus and teamwork 1 2 3 4 5
__Improved management decision making 1 2 3 4 5
___Ability to report outcomes to the community 1 2 3 4 5
___Ability to measure performance 1 2 3 4 5
__Improved understanding of the cause-and-effect 1 2 3 4 5
relationships between strategies and results
___Ability to make better strategic decisions 1 2 3 4 5
___Helped elected officials make better decisions 1 2 3 4 5
__Better data as basis for decisions 1 2 3 4 5
__ Cultural change to focus on performance 1 2 3 4 5
__ Other (Please specify) 1 2 3 4 5

__Don’'t know yet

10



11. What are the principal lessons you have learned from implementing the BSC? Please check any that
apply.
___Executive sponsorship is crucial.
___Itiis hard work requiring time and commitment.
__Organization needs to establish motivation for implementing the BSC.
___Organization needs to have a well-defined scorecarding system architecture.
___Linking the Balanced Scorecard system to the compensation and reward system is important.
___ Other (Please describe)

12. Would you recommend that other cities implement BSC?
__Yes
_ No
___Don’t know

D. Other Information

13. Does your city have employee unions?

__Yes
If YES, did the employee unions affect either the adoption or non-adoption of the BSC?
__Yes __No __Don’t know
No

: Other (Please describe)

14. How would you rate or rank your city on the degree of centralized executive policy-making contrasted
with highly decentralized departmental autonomy in making major city policy decisions?
Degree of centralization
Very Centralized Moderate Very decentralized Don’ know
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ()

15. If | have any questions about your responses, may | contact you?
__Yes (If YES, please enter your name and telephone number)

No

16. Do you want to receive a copy of the survey results?
__Yes (If YES, please enter your name and email address)

No

Thank you again for your participatiotf.you have any questions about this survey, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Kyungik “Wilsonll Cho
919-265-4316; seoul@email.unc.edu
Master of Public Administration Program
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
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Appendix 2: Officials involved in considering and adopting BSC (Multiple Answers)

1. Considering BSC

Implementers (n=7)

Non-implementers (n=14)

Officials Responses Mean* Officials Responses Mean*
Mayor 6 3.00 Department heads 11 2.50
City manager 5 3.00 Mayor 9 2.29
Department heads 5 2.29 City manager 8 2.14
Outside consultants 4 2.00 Other*** 7 1.86
Council members 4 1.57 Council members 8 1.36
Other** 3 1.57 Outside consultants 7 1.29
* The degree of involvement (1=very low, 3=moderate, 5=very high)

** Executive staff, Commissioner, division level managers
*** Budget office, Assistant City manager, Project Management Office, Mayor& Office, Finance Director
2. Adopting and not adopting BSC
Implementers (n=7) Non-implementers (n=14)

Officials Responses Mean* Officials Responses | Percent
Department heads 5 3.43 Other*** 10 77
Mayor 6 3.00 City manager 3 23
City managers 5 3.00 Mayor 1 8
Council members 4 1.57 Department heads 1 8
Outside consultants 3 1.14 Council members 0 0
Other** 3 0.43 Outside consultants 0 0

* The degree of involvement (1=very low, 3=moderate, 5=very high)
** Executive staff, department staff

*** Mutual agreement between Assistant City Manager and Dept. heads not to implement,

Decision still pending, Performance Management Team, Finance Director,

Still under construction, Have not completely discarded the idea, in progress

12



Appendix 3: Reasons for Considering and Adopting BSC (Multiple Answers)

For Considering For Adopting
(n=14) (n=7)
Reason
responses Mean* responses Mean*
Improve accountability 13 4.07 7 4.43
Track progress toward organizational goals 12 3.79 7 457
Improve efficiency 12 3.64 7 4.29
Improve responsiveness 12 3.64 6 3.71
Align employee behavior with objectives 11 3.21 5 3.00
Improve transparency 11 3.14 7 4.00
Communicate strategy to everyone effectively 11 2.86 6 3.71
Adopt a new performance management system 12 2.79 6 3.86
Sharpen strategic objectives 10 2.79 6 3.57
Link compensation to performance 11 2.14 5 1.57
It was part of another initiative. 8 1.79 5 1.71
Other (Please specify) 3** 0.64 Lrxx 0.14

* The degree of importance (1=very low, 3=moderate, 5=very high)

** Component of overall department strategy
At the time latest trend
Hot trend 7 a lot of buzz

*** Component of overall department strategy
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Appendix 4: Benefits from Using BSC (Multiple Answers, n=7)

' very low Low high very high .

Benefit benefit benefit moderate benefit benefit responses | Mean
Cultural change to focus 0 0 1 2 4 7 4.43
on performance
Ability to measure 0 0 1 2 4 7 4.43
performance
Improved understanding
of the cause-and-effect
relationships between 0 0 1 s s 7 4.29
strategies and results
Increased
communication within 0 0 1 5 1 7 4.00
the organization
Imp.rqved mapagement 0 0 1 5 1 7 4.00
decision making
Better data as basis for
decisions 0 1 1 5 0 7 3.57
Awareness and
understanding of 0 0 1 3 2 6 3.57
strategy
Ability to make_ better 0 0 1 3 > 6 357
strategic decisions
Ability to report
outcomes to the 0 0 0 1 4 5 3.43
community
Enhanced consensus 0 1 2 2 1 6 3.00
and teamwork
Helped elected (_)ff_l(:lals 0 1 3 0 1 5 299
make better decisions
Increased revenues 0 3 3 0 0 6 2.14
Decreased costs 0 2 3 0 0 5 1.86
Other (Please specify) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Doné6t know vy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* The degree of benefit (1=very low, 3=moderate, 5=very high)
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Appendix 5; Reasons for not Adopting BSC (Multiple Answers, n=14)

Reason _very low . low moderate | . high Very high responses | Mean*
importance | importance importance | importance

Implementing it would
be too costly. 0 1 2 4 0 ! L7l
We thought there would
be insufficient benefits to
justify the cost and 0 1 1 3 1 6 1.57
effort.
Implemgntlng it wou'ld 0 0 1 3 1 5 143
be too time-consuming.
It is confusing and
complicated. 0 1 2 1 1 5 121
There was little buy-in 0 1 0 1 5 4 114
from top management. ’
Resistance from
departments heads 0 0 2 2 0 4 1.00
Declining to implement
was a top management 0 0 2 0 2 4 0.94
decision.
Other
(Please describe)** 4 0 0 1 1 6 0.93
It does not work well in 0 2 1 0 1 4 0.86
the public sector. .
Resistance from unions 0 1 3 0 0 4 0.79
We did not have enough 1 0 1 1 0 3 057

staff to implement it.

* The degree of importance (1=very low, 3=moderate, 5=very high)

** Decision still pending

It is somewhat a fad and designed to make money for copyright holders.
It was implemented for a short period of time.

Have not yet rolled it out.

Questionable value-existing system worked fine.

! Fhe 20001 HBR List,Il Harvard Business Review. Vol. 79 (April 2001).
2 http://www.bain.com/management_tools/Management_Tools_and_Trends_2007.pdf
® Forty-three cities answered most of the survey questions and completed taking the survey. Two cities—one city

using BSC and one city not using BSC after consideration—responded to the first few questions and did not respond

the rest of questions.

* Charlotte adopted BSC in 1996 and is excluded as an outlier.
> Two cities rated their implementation of BSC as very successful, one city as moderately successful, and one city as

quite successful. The other two cities did not respond.
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