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Abstract

The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) has increasingly attracted considerable interest among
practitioners as well as academics and is widely used in the U.S. and throughout Europe.
However, little research has been done on the implementation and performance
consequences of the BSC concept. Those examining financial performance consequences
reported mixed results. Prior research suggested that different interpretations and usages
of the BSC exist; and this may have different effects on company performance.
Furthermore, there has been little research on BSC usage in Thailand. In response to this,
this study proposed a classification framework for differentiating how the BSC is used
and used it in examining the BSC usage among the sample companies and its
performance implications. This paper would provide (1) a descriptive analysis of how the
BSC is being used in the sample companies; and (2) assess performance implications of

each type of the BSC usage.

To achieve the first objective, it examines the manner, and the extent to which, the BSC
was used in the sample companies, expected benefits, perceived benefits gained, and
satisfaction using a larger sample. For the second objective, it examines whether a higher
type of BSC usage (the BSC usage that is consistent with Kaplan and Norton (1996a;
2001a)) is significantly associated with either higher satisfaction or financial

performance.

The results show that the majority of companies that have implemented the BSC: (1) in
2002 onwards; (2) for more than three years; (3) using the original four perspectives; and

(4) using the type 111 BSC. All the benefits of the BSC claimed by Kaplan and Norton



(1996; 2001) were rated as relevant expected benefits, with communicating strategy and
focusing resources on strategy rated as expected benefits at a lesser extent. The results
also show that there is no significant difference in benefits gained from using the different
types of BSC usage and that satisfaction score of different types of BSC usage are not
significantly different from one another. All the three types of BSC usage and extent are
not significantly associated with satisfaction and all performance variables. Performance
tests on companies that have been using the BSC for at least four years also yield similar
results, except for that a significant association between the type 1 BSC and sales growth

over a three-year period was found.
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