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Part A
Setting up my Research

I Introduction
I.1 Preface
It has been almost two decades since the Balanced Scorecard concept was introduced for the first time. In a series of articles in the Harvard Business Review Robert Kaplan and David Norton (such as Kaplan and Norton, 1992, 1993, 1996a) discussed a new approach in doing business. Kaplan and Norton published their first article (Kaplan and Norton, 1992) in a period in which the traditional measures of performance were questioned. These financial measures didn’t allow managers and executives to manage their organizations as effective as possible, and these measures didn’t cover all the important areas of doing business. Kaplan and Norton introduced a concept which focuses on different perspectives and areas within and around a company. This was basically the first time that something like balancing was explicitly described. It became a concept and from that point it evolved and grew. Since 1992 the Balanced Scorecard has been one of the most studied and published theory or concept in the field of economics. It has become a basic in most Management Accounting subjects at universities and schools and one of the major tools for many consultancy firms. As a result of an extensive wealth of research and studies many new insights have been gained, whether it be in the nature of humans or in the technical details of designing a BSC. Of course, the business world as such has evolved as well, so the BSC theory has been adapted to new economic conditions and environments.
Scientific research is a continuous flow from one study to the next. Knowledge is never complete and every researcher tries to add new insights by focusing on the gaps in previous studies. Every study gives us another piece of a puzzle. A puzzle which can never be completed, because it continues to grow and change. Each piece of the puzzle comes with its own limitations, and so numerous studies have to be performed using many different research methods. Evidence of a circular pattern in empirical research has been presented by Birnberg et al. (Birnberg et al., 1990). In their article they argue that the numerous studies and the different research methodologies are all linked around a structured evolution of a specific scientific area.  Of course this in itself poses a very interesting question. Where should we begin? What should we study? Which methods should we use? Do we base our study on existing research or literature? Or do we base it on our findings in practice? There is no right or wrong to these answers. It all depends on your intentions and your argumentation. In my thesis I focus on what we can find in practice.  I would like to know how the business world thinks and feels about the Balanced Scorecard. Why and how do they use it? Are they satisfied? These are the questions I’m interested in. To answer these questions I use a research method which is based on a basic human nature, the telling of stories. This research method is commonly known as the Narrative Method.
I.2 Research Aims
The aims for my thesis are in fact twofold. Firstly, I want to discover how managers, executives and employees feel about the Balanced Scorecard. I want to discover how they experience it: does it have any impact on their performance and the way of doing their job? As I will discuss in a later chapter the narrative method is a useful tool to answer these questions. The question then remains, why focus on the Balanced Scorecard? Well, the Balanced Scorecard is an interesting research subject because it’s a commonly used tool in numerous organizations in many different industries. So apparently it gives a positive contribution to an organization. I wonder, however, does the implementation of a Balanced Scorecard actually change the way a company operates? Or does it help a company in their current way of doing business? My second research aim has to do with my research methodology. I’m quite interested in the concept of the narrative. I’ve always been more interested in the so-called qualitative research methods, because these studies usually have a more direct connection with the practice of doing business. So one of my aims is to use the narrative method to gain a deeper understanding of the practice of management accounting. How does something work in reality? How do people feel about it? Why does a company use, in this case, the Balanced Scorecard? Which problems and issues do or did companies have to cope with? You could say that my overall research aim is to use the narrative principle to gain a deeper understanding of the practice of the Balanced Scorecard.

Before I continue I have to point out that I have no expectations or objectives regarding the actual outcome of my study. I’m interested in the actual use of the Balanced Scorecard, what ever it may be. The narrative method as such is not a tool to prove something or to present evidence of causal links. And that’s not what it is supposed to do. The narrative method helps us to gain a deeper understanding of the reality. It presents us with a representation of the truth without proving anything. Hopefully this gives us a starting point for future research. 
I.3 Research Question

As I will explain later on, the narrative method is based on talking to people about their views, their experiences and their thoughts. The research question is the starting point for most studies, but when using the narrative method the research question is of the greatest importance. As I will discuss more extensively in a later chapter, the research question determines the starting point of the stories I hear when talking to the managers and employees. The question has to be neutral and should only give direction with respect to the general area of the story but not of the issues or problems that the story should cover. When thinking about my research aims, my research question should cover an area which directly affects the people I’m going to interview. What’s more important for any manager or employee than the measurement and evaluation of their performance? With that in mind, I formulate the following research question:
What is the role of the Balanced Scorecard in the measurement and evaluation of performance?
As mentioned, the research question points only to the area I’m interested in. It’s up to the interviewee what he tells me. I will use a standard list of questions, the interview will evolve in a natural manner just as any other conversation we might have.
I.4 Research Design
As explained before, my research method plays a central role in my thesis. The use of the narrative method is directly linked to my research aims. Moreover, because it’s not my intention to prove anything, I’ve limited my research to one company. I hope that my focus on one company will give me more complete and deeper insights into the practice of the Balanced Scorecard, because all the interviewees will talk about the same conditions and the same design. This will help me during my analysis of the themes I discover. Within the company I’ve selected, the IT company Atos Origin, I intend to interview a number of managers on different levels within the company and with different jobs. After the interviews I’ll analyse the stories I’ve collected and use the different themes to give an overview of my findings. It’s important to note that my interpretation and analysis is only valid within the context on which it is based. Nonetheless, these insights gained could prove to be an interesting starting point for future research. 

I.5 Structure
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In chapter II the evolution of the Balanced Scorecard will be discussed, which will provide a theoretical background. In the third chapter I will briefly discuss my research design and my research method. The narrative method will of course be extensively discussed, because it plays a central role in my thesis. Chapter four will continue with a description of my research site and a number of the characteristics of the company. Moreover, I will motivate why I’ve selected this specific research site.  With this chapter part A of my thesis is concluded.
Part B will cover the actual analysis of my thesis. Chapter V will present a prologue to the rest of the analysis and provides the context for the stories of the managers I’ve interviewed and the analysis of those stories. Chapter VI will cover the first part of my analysis and will focus on reasons for using a Balanced Scorecard and some issues that may affect its design, or simply put: the ‘Why?’. This is followed by the second part of my analysis, which will cover the actual system that has been implemented at Atos Origin: the ‘What?’ of the story. Chapter VIII will conclude my analysis with a discussion of the use of the system in practice and what influences the effectiveness of the system, in others words the question: ‘How?’. Finally I will reflect on my analysis in chapter IX, where I will present my conclusions.
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II The Development of the Balanced Scorecard
II.1 Introduction
It’s not easy to give a concrete definition of a Balanced Scorecard (BSC)
. One could state that it’s an idea, a concept that companies and organizations can use to improve themselves. The BSC has evolved over the years; you could speak of several different generations
 of BSC’s. In the original article of Kaplan and Norton in 1992 (Kaplan and Norton, 1992), the authors made the following statement:
‘The balanced scorecard tracks all the important elements of a company’s strategy—from continuous improvement and partnerships to teamwork and global scale. And that allows companies to excel.’ (Kaplan and Norton, 1992,  p. 71)
This is where it all began. In this chapter I want to explore how the BSC has evolved over time. Which concepts and insights have been added? What has changed? In paragraph II.2 I will discuss the first generation as it was published by Kaplan and Norton in 1992 (Kaplan and Norton, 1992). This will be followed by the second generation in II.3, the third generation in II.4 and the fourth in II.5. I will conclude this chapter with a short summary and some conclusions.

II.2 The First Generation
The first generation of the BSC is basically an extension of the idea that ‘What you measure is what you get’ (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, p. 71). In the years before Kaplan and Norton published their article, many executives were beginning to believe that focusing on financial measures alone wasn’t enough. A call was made for a new idea, and Kaplan and Norton argued the use of balance between different perspectives. 
The original BSC was based on four different questions that a company or that top executives must answer and each question is linked to a separate perspective:
· How do customers see us? (customer perspective)

· What must we excel at? (internal business perspective)

· Can we continue to improve and create value? (innovation and learning perspective)

· How do we look to shareholders? (financial perspective)

If implemented, the BSC could serve several managerial needs. First of all the BSC combines a number of key elements of the company’s strategy. It shows managers what they should focus on, whether it’s shortening response time or managing for the long term. The second important contribution is a form of protection against sub optimization. When designing a BSC managers have to consider numerous different financial and operational measures. While doing this they can see whether improving one measure comes with an expense for another measure (Kaplan and Norton, 1992).
I will not go into detail as to what each perspective entails. But their point is quite clear. A company should not focus on one perspective alone. A company should look for the balance between multiple and numerous measures and should choose the measures that are the most important for them.

Kaplan and Norton state that the implementation of the BSC should not be considered lightly. A BSC can not be designed by accountants or controllers only as was the case with financial measurement based performance management. A company that implements the BSC puts strategy and vision at the centre, and not control. (Kaplan and Norton, 1992)
‘The Balanced Scorecard keeps companies looking – and moving – forward instead of backward.’ (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, p. 79)
For an article that proposed such a radical change in the way companies and organizations operate, it was quite limited. Kaplan and Norton mainly focused on the selection and reporting of a limited number of measures. What really defined or comprised a BSC was not extensively discussed. Moreover, while causality between perspectives was touched upon, it was not a central issue (Cobbold and Lawrie, 2002). This would all change in what we call the second generation of The Balanced Scorecard.
II.3 The Second Generation
The first generation gave the scientific and business community a lot to think about. The lack of a clear definition, which leaves room for considerable interpretation, was a source for significant practical difficulties. When designing a BSC, a company comes across two major obstacles: filtering and clustering. Filtering is the process of selecting which measures a company is going to use. Clustering is the process of deciding how these measures should be grouped (Cobbold and Lawrie, 2002).
The first significant change was initially proposed by Kaplan and Norton in 1993 (Kaplan and Norton, 1993). Instead of the short questions, as mentioned above, for each perspective, Kaplan and Norton argued the use of ‘strategic objectives’. These objectives were short key messages developed directly from strategy statements to capture the corporation’s vision and strategic plan (Cobbold and Lawrie, 2002).

The second change was explicit introduction of causality. Originally Kaplan and Norton proposed a causal link between perspectives only. However consulting firms and later researchers (Newing, 1995) proposed causal relations between the actual measures themselves. 

These two changes were described by Kaplan and Norton in 1996 (Kaplan and Norton, 1996a) as an evolution from an improved measurement system to a core management system. They state that an organization that uses the BSC has to follow four processes. First they have to translate the vision or strategy of a company into several measures. Second they have to use the BSC to communicate the strategy and vision to every level in the company. Targets have to be set and these have to be linked to individual performance and compensation to create individual scorecards. Third a company has to link the BSC to the business planning process to ensure that financial budgets support the achievement of strategic goals. Finally the BSC should allow for feedback in order to learn. This way a company can adjust causal relations or add and remove measures. (Kaplan and Norton, 1996a)

The result of these developments was an increasing emphasis on the design phase of the BSC. An organization has to ensure that the measures and cause-and-effect relations actually reflect the organization’s strategy. This idea of a strategy linkage model became an important concept within the BSC (Kaplan and Norton, 2000a).

After these developments, a number of practical difficulties still remained. The strategic linkage model entails that management should select the most important elements within the organization’s strategy and vision. This process, however, appeared to be quite difficult. Another difficulty is the setting of the targets. Organizations usually don’t have a clear and well-defined reference point from which targets can be extrapolated. Finally, from a communication perspective, the strategic linkage model lacks sufficient information to properly and effectively communicate the strategy of an organization throughout the different levels. (Cobbold and Lawrie, 2002) Clearly, more work had to be done.
II.4 The Third Generation
The second generation still needed some further development. Although important changes had been made, there were still some practical issues that needed to be resolved. The developments that the third generation added are based on the difficulties of target setting and strategic objective selection. To cope with this, the destination statement was added as a final checklist of objectives, measures and targets chosen. The destination statement appeared to be far more accessible for managers to relate to and to discuss and so the process was reversed and the destination statement became the first step in the design process. (Cobbold and Lawrie, 2002)
The third generation Balanced Scorecard has the following components (Cobbold and Lawrie, 2002):
· Destination Statement: The destination statement should help the organization to identify what they are trying to achieve. With this in mind they can make rational decisions about which activities an organization should undertake and which targets need to be set. (Kotter, 1995)
· Strategic Objectives: While the destination statement describes what an organization wants to achieve, it does not identify what an organization should focus on.  With the strategic objectives an organization can define what needs to be done to arrive at their future destination.

· Strategic Linkage Model and Perspectives: Within the Strategic Linkage Model, the selected objectives are linked to the different perspectives: internal processes, learning and growth, customer relations and financial.

· Measures and Initiatives: Based on the strategic objectives, an organization can select the measures needed to monitor the actual progress of the organization towards their destination. In order to realise the strategic objectives, organizations can create initiatives which are linked to these objectives and provide information as to which projects or actions are needed. (Niven, 2002)
With the third generation BSC many of the practical issues have been (partly) solved. Of course there is no step for step description for the development of a BSC. Basically the Balanced Scorecard is a concept that provides a number of guidelines and concepts that help an organization to develop a strategic management system. The business environment changes however, so the BSC has to change with it. In recent years the fourth generation BSC has been indentified.

II.5 The Fourth Generation
There is a great deal lot of literature about the fourth generation of Balanced Scorecards. The definition of new generation is very abstract and so one has to be careful to conclude that a new generation has been developed. There are multiple authors claiming to have developed a new generation. One will link it with the SOX-act and others propose a new metric system. In this paper I want to discuss the suggestions made by Mark Graham Brown (Brown, 2007), an expert in the field of performance measurement and author of several books.

First, he suggests that instead of the singular and often unsophisticated measures, companies should use analytics. Analytics are basically indicators of performance that are already based on an analysis of the data, instead of a simple and singular representation of the data. Analytics metrics are harder to cheat with, give better data on performance, provide more information, decrease risk and improve analysis. More importantly only a few key metrics are needed. Another important suggestion is a good mix between both past, present and future metrics. A BSC should contain lagging, present and future indicators to provide the most information. Furthermore a BSC should be created for each employee and these BSC’s aggregated should form the overall BSC.
He also proposes to add three perspectives: strategic, people and external. Strategic metrics are directly linked to the vision of the organization and access the progress on major strategic objectives. These metrics should change as the vision and mission of an organization changes.

People metrics focus on employee satisfaction and engagement, safety and health and intellectual capital, knowledge and skills. These metrics provide information about the employees and the circumstances they operate in. Finally the external metrics. Basically these metrics cover all external influences that could possibly affect the operations of the company, such as the weather, political changes, economic conditions and prices of raw materials.

Based on his suggestions, one could state that the development of the BSC is far from over and in that sense research into the BSC will remain relevant.

II.6 Conclusions
What could one conclude from the above described evolution of the Balanced Scorecard? That it has come a long way and that it still has a long way to go? You can see that each generation developed a new concept to solve a shortcoming of its predecessor. The first generation provided a new concept and idea but did not cover the practical implications of implementing the BSC. The second generation introduced the Strategic Linkage Model to help organizations identifying strategic objectives and cause-and-effect relations, but failed to truly provide the information needed and wasn’t accessible. The third generation then added the destination statement to provide a blueprint for the organization which can be used to fill in strategic objectives. Finally modern generations cover new metrics, stronger links and new perspectives. As the business environment changes, so will the Balanced Scorecard.

One thing we can conclude, however, is that the basic concept of the first generation is the foundation upon which each next generation is based. The idea of balancing different aspects of an organization’s performance was the basis for all the developments that followed. 
III Research Methodology
III.1 Introduction
As mentioned in chapter I, my overall research aim is to use the narrative methodology as a way of gaining insight into problems and issues that exist in practice, more specifically in the practice of the Balanced Scorecard. The narrative method is, however, a fairly unknown and certainly not a commonly used method of conducting research in the field of Management Accounting. In my opinion this is quite odd, as Management Accounting is linked with many different fields, such as organizational science, financial economics, law, psychology or sociology. Management Accounting uses their theories and insights to study such things as control, incentives, performance and how people respond. As such Management Accounting is a social science and therefore interested in people. So in my opinion it makes sense to listen to the stories of the people involved. Instead of having to account for my hypotheses, variables and assumed causal relationships, I have to account for the research method I use. In this chapter I intend to do so. In paragraph III.2 I will discuss the difference between the narrative method and the so-called logico-scientific method (Bruner, 1986).This will be followed by a discussion of some key aspects of the narrative method in III.3. In Paragraph III.4 my research design will be discussed and finally III.5 will conclude this chapter with a short summary.
III.2 Narrative versus Logico-Scientific
I have no intention of conducting an in-depth philosophical-scientific discussion of what research is about and what science is about. First of all that’s beyond the aim of this paper, but arguing that the narrative method could be valuable and useful in the field of Management Accounting does in no way mean that I have different ideas as to what research is about. In this paragraph I intend to discuss the narrative line of thinking and the logico-scientific line of thinking based on the work of Bruner (Bruner, 1986). Bruner stated the following:

‘There are two modes of cognitive functioning, two modes of thought, each providing distinctive ways of ordering experience, of constructing reality. The two (though complementary) are irreducible to one another. Efforts to reduce one mode to the other or to ignore one at the expense of the other inevitably fail to capture the rich diversity of thought.’ (Bruner, 1986, p. 11)
Bruner mentions two different modes of thinking, which he named the narrative mode and the logico-scientific mode. As stated by Bruner, it’s important to consider that the two modes of thinking are in no way mutually exclusive. We can’t use one mode of thinking, while ignoring the other. In my opinion ignoring for example the narrative mode of thinking, means ignoring a profound aspect of how humans think, operate and process what they experience. According to Bruner a central point of difference is how the two modes shape causality:
‘the types of causality implied in the two modes are palpably different. The term ‘then’ functions differently in the logical proposition ‘if x, then y’ and in the narrative recite ‘The king died, and then the queen died.’ One leads to a search for universal truth conditions, the other for likely particular connections between two events – mortal grief, suicide, foul play.’ (Bruner, 1962,  p. 11-12)
We can deduct from this quote that the logico-scientific mode aims to discover causal relationships in the sense of cause-and-effect explanations and conditions, while the narrative mode of thinking aims more at finding themes that connect each event as a way to gain more understanding. Bruner’s remark concerning ‘a search for universal truth conditions’ is also significant and I will get back to that. There are of course more differences between the two modes of thinking and instead of discussing them all I will show the main differences in Table 1. (next page)
As shown in Table 1, there are significant differences between the logico-scientific mode and narrative mode of thinking, each is driven by a different concept and objective but each is essential to fully grasp the cognitive abilities of humans. Each covers a different element. The way I see it is that the logico-scientific mode of thinking tries to teach us something while the narrative method is more aimed at sharing experiences, which can then be used to understand the lessons taught or the other way around. The two modes of thinking complement each other and have multiple links between them. According to Bruner science is often focused exclusively on the logico-scientific mode, and he argues that the narrative method is just as important. I agree with this statement and that’s why I intend to use the narrative mode of thinking in my research in the field of Management Accounting.  
	
	Logico-Scientific mode
	Narrative mode

	Objective
	Objective Truth
	Verisimilitude

	Central Problem
	To know truth
	To endow experience with meaning

	Strategy
	Empirical discovery guided by 

reasoned hypothesis
	Universal understanding grounded in personal experience

	Method
	Sound argument
	Good story

	
	Tight analysis
	Inspiring Account

	
	Reason
	Association

	
	Aristotelian logic
	Aesthetics

	
	Proof
	Intuition

	Key
	Top-Down
	Bottom-Up

	Characteristics
	Theory driven
	Meaning centred

	
	Categorical
	Experiential

	
	General
	Particular

	
	Abstract
	Concrete

	
	De-contextualized
	Context sensitive

	
	Ahistorical
	Historical

	
	Non-contradictory
	Contradictory

	
	Consistent
	Paradoxical, ironic


Table 1: Tsoukas and Hatch (2001) (Based on Bruner, 1986)
III.3 Explaining the Narrative
The origin of the narrative method can be found in Postmodernism. Postmodernism states that our subjective experiences of the world we live in are a product of language. 

‘Our descriptions of the world, moral judgments or political beliefs are only stories about the world as we see it through our linguistically formed appreciations of the world, rather than any fixed representations of a reality beyond language’ (Flory, 2008, p. 57-58).
Basically the stories people tell are a linguistically based method of sharing their experiences, their thoughts about the world. Of course these are subjective descriptions, but that’s the way they see things and that’s what we want to know and understand.
The narrative is a way of reflecting on what’s behind you, a way of understanding stories that are in itself created to understand life. As such, narrative is determined by the context. Boje (Boje, 2001) includes the narrative in the context of research on stories, because research is itself a context for interpretation (Flory, 2008). 
Through narrative we are able to reflect back on experiences of ourselves and of others. It gives us a means to interpret and understand what others see and experience. According to Fisher (Fisher, 1984) it’s in our nature to tell stories as a way to guide the decisions we make and the actions we take by providing reasons and causal links between the different aspects of the stories which can vary in form (Flory, 2008).
As mentioned above, Bruner (Bruner, 1986) compares the two modes of thinking, both of which are a way to convince others, but what they try to convince is the essential difference. (Flory, 2008) As shown in table 1 the logico-scientific mode seeks to convince others of the truth through the use of good arguments. The narrative mode, however, uses stories to convince others of an appearance of the truth or a probability of a certain truth.
According to Lyotard (Lyotard, 1984) scientists and researchers use stories as a way to share their findings about data and use a story to convince others of their conclusions or theories. That in itself is not surprising, considering that most scientists can’t claim that they’ve found an absolute universal truth but they’ve found evidence of a probability of the truth. As Popper once stated that all swans are white is only true until one black swan is found. That’s something that’s true for every statement or conclusion. Researchers usually mention the limitations of their research, they name factors that could have influenced their findings, they mention aspects which they’ve ignored and so on. They never state that their findings are the end of the line, there always is room for further research. There always is room for a new story. That only proves the fact that we can’t do without both modes of thinking. You could state that the logico-scientific mode of thinking is a form of narrative itself (Tsoukas and Hatch, 2001).
Stories are a central aspect in the narrative mode of thinking. The story is a way of convincing others of a likeliness of the truth. Everybody experiences different things and interacts with different people; stories are a way by which we try to create an understandable structure in these experiences. These stories don’t have to be exact representations or have to be based on facts; the true value of a story is contained in its meaning (Flory, 2008).

This of course means that each story can be interpreted differently by people, which allows people ‘to derive meanings from it that are relevant in their social context’. (Flory, 2008, p. 74)

Stories are also relevant in an organizational context; each member of an organization uses stories during the interactions with other members (Flory, 2008). You could state that stories can be used by managers to measure their effectiveness because they can capture what people truly believe, how they feel which enables the manager to interpret, learn and understand what they observe (Morgan and Dennehy, 1997).

‘In this sense, one of the most effective ways of doing research into the subjective experiences is to collect stories. By comparing different stories; by analysing how the stories are constructed around a specific event; by checking which events in the history of the organization generated stories, we can get access to the deeper organizational reality that is strongly connected to the subjective experiences of its members’ (Flory, 2008, p. 75)
III.4 Research Design
As mentioned I have two aims with my paper. The first aim focuses on gaining more insight in the actual use of the Balanced Scorecard as a performance management tool.  My second aim is to accomplish my first aim by using the narrative methodology as my research method. Towards accomplishing both goals I intend to conduct a case study based on the narrative method. 

I will conduct a case study at one organization that uses the Balanced Scorecard as a part of performance management. Ex ante I only have information about the fact that this organization actually uses a Balanced Scorecard for performance management (e.g. as a way to set targets and evaluate managers), I don’t know the full extent of its influence on, for example, compensation. However this is also not a requirement because this way I have an open mind when I’m collecting the stories from the managers I’m going to ‘interview’. It could even prove to be an obstacle if the researcher has ex ante knowledge concerning the full extent of the use of the Balanced Scorecard. If a researcher has knowledge about, for example, the intended use of the BSC as a performance management tool, the aims of the organization for implementation, and top management’s view on the BSC, then the researcher might guide the story towards a certain direction based on that knowledge. The main focus should be on gathering the experiences and the perceptions of the managers or employees you interview.
An important question is who am I going to interview? My intention is to interview the operational managers, those managers who are actually evaluated based on the Balanced Scorecard. I want to hear about their experience concerning the way they are being evaluated at their company. How they feel about the Balanced Scorecard. What their perception is of the Balanced Scorecard. Of course I’m limited to the stories I hear, because I should not ask directed questions, only questions that follow on the story I hear. My counterparty will however not be limited in the freedom he or she has in telling the story. This research method will hopefully lead to more in-depth information and insights into their experiences and perceptions. I aim to collect at least five stories, because that should give me enough ‘material’ to work with. 
III.5 Conclusion
The research method I’ve selected is not the most common research method and might be unfamiliar to some. Therefore I had to account for the research method itself. In this chapter I’ve attempted to give some background about the narrative method. I’ve discussed two modes of human cognitive functioning: logico-scientific and narrative. The logico-scientific mode seeks an absolute truth based on good arguments, while the narrative mode seeks a probability of the truth based on stories. The narrative is a way of reflecting on the past and present. It’s a way of sharing how we experience the world, a way of sharing based on language. Central in this sharing are the stories. Stories provide a way of creating a structure in our experiences. The value of a story lies not in its representation, but in its meaning. This meaning is open to interpretation and depends on the social context of the person who interprets it. The narrative method gives us a good instrument to research the subjective experiences of others and allows us to analyse these experiences and to give our own subjective interpretation. Our own likeliness of the truth.
My overall research aim is to use the narrative method to study the practice of the Balanced Scorecard as it is used in an organization. To gain more insight in the reality an organization faces, I want to collect the stories of operational managers, who are evaluated based on the BSC.  How do they feel about the Balanced Scorecard? Are they satisfied with the way it’s used in their organization? These are the types of questions I hope to answer. In the next chapter I will describe my research site and my motivation for choosing that specific research site.
IV Research Site
IV.1 Introduction

As in every study the research site, or better yet the research object, largely determines the value of the conclusions. Important characteristics that determine the value of the findings, such as validity and generalizability, are the result of the research objects the researcher selected for his study. Besides its importance for validity and generalizability, my research site or object is also a key determinant for my analysis and my findings, because it provides us with the conditions or rather the context in which we have to interpret the collected stories.
As aforementioned I intend to limit my research to one organization. I’ve made this choice, because I want to perform a more in-depth case study at one organization to get a more complete and better picture of the experiences, feelings and thoughts of the people who work with a Balanced Scorecard. Because the organization I’ve selected as my research site provides us with the context, I feel it’s required to have some background information about the research site. The structure of this chapter is as follows: Paragraph IV.2 will introduce my research site: the company Atos Origin. IV.3 will cover the corporate values of Atos Origin and paragraph IV.4 will discuss a key part of Atos’ strategy: client commitment. The fifth paragraph will present my motivation for choosing this research site and IV.6 will conclude with a summary.
IV.2 Atos Origin

The organization I’ve selected where I’ve conducted my study is Atos Origin Netherlands. Atos Origin is a multinational IT business with worldwide branches. For my research I focus on the branch in The Netherlands, this is of course the result of practical issues such as access and availability. Atos Origin Netherlands has several locations throughout The Netherlands. Their main office is located at the Atos Origin Campus in Business Park Papendorp near Utrecht.

Atos Origin Global has operations in forty countries and has an annual revenue of around 5,8 billion Euros. Atos Origin employees some 50.000 people of which 9.000 work in The Netherlands. In The Netherlands Atos Origin is one of the leading IT providers.
Atos Origin Global and Atos Origin Netherlands have three major activities: consulting, system integration and managed operations. These activities combined enable Atos Origin the offer an extensive line of IT solutions and services. These services cover important topics and issues in today’s economic environment with a focus on the optimization of cash management, reducing costs and enabling business growth.

Atos Origin has grown towards the multinational business it is today by a series of mergers, acquisitions and insourcing activities. Atos Origin is the result of a merger between Atos, a company based in France, and Origin, a Dutch company. The operations in the Netherlands therefore have their roots in the company Origin. Origin originally was a daughter company of Philips and performed all IT services for Philips. It became an independent company a few years ago and has since then grown quite a bit by insourcing data centres and IT divisions of other companies. As a result Atos Origin Netherlands actually has several different groups of people, all with their own history and culture. 
Further information can be found in the Corporate Factsheet in Appendix A.

IV.3 Corporate Values

To understand a company, one has to understand the culture of a company and the culture of a multinational organization is always difficult due to its multi-national nature. Therefore most multinationals have a set of core values to try to create a specific company culture. Atos Origin is no different
. First and perhaps foremost is customer dedication; to help your customers you have to listen and understand the needs and problems your customers face. This is important in every industry but especially in the IT business world; there are a lot of competitors and if you want keep your customers you have to create a relationship based on trust. 
Another important value is a commitment to execute. We have a Dutch saying that covers this value: ‘Wie A zegt, moet B zeggen’. When you make a promise, or when you say you will do something, you commit yourself to actually doing it. You have to deliver, and you must do so within the agreed budget and timetable. More importantly, you have to deliver quality. This is of course linked with customer dedication: the customer has to come first.

The third value is conviviality. Within the work environment there should be room for everyone, where people can be themselves with room for humour and warmth. The work place should be a social place.

Entrepreneurship and team spirit are core values as well. The IT market is one of many opportunities. As a company you have to move forward to be able to use these opportunities. As a team you have to combine your strengths and knowledge to meet new challenges and to look at the future.

The last core value is of course profitability. Atos Origin has a responsibility to its shareholders and so they have to keep an eye out for everything that may or may not affect their profitability. Managing costs and expenditures are necessary for continuity in the future.
Of course core values such as these sound great, something that most organizations should strive for. But what I find quite interesting is the fact that these core values actually cover the different components of the Balanced Scorecard. We see room for finance, operations, customer and the human side.

IV.4 Client Commitment

Atos Origin puts a strong emphasis on customer dedication and client commitment. You could say that its strategy is founded on this key principle. The strategy of Atos Origin can be explained by three focus points
.

1) Atos Origin wants to turn client vision into results. Atos Origin wants to help their customers and clients with building their future. The high quality IT services and solutions offered by Atos Origin enable organizations to create a competitive advantage and by doing so add value to their business. 

2) Atos Origin focuses on realizing business potential together. No company can face the IT world on its own. The market is too dynamic, the knowledge and expertise required are enormous and the products are far too complex. Therefore Atos Origin wants to enhance their expertise by forming business alliances and partnerships or by entering into joint ventures. In the IT market it is better to face new challenges together to achieve the highest productivity and the highest rewards. It’s an uncertain world, so risk-sharing is the best way to build your future.

3) Naturally, Atos’ strategy has to focus on matching their clients’ expectations. But Atos wants to exceed these expectations. Atos Origin has a strong focus on achieving operational excellence. If you want to be a leading IT service provider you have to offer the best service and the highest quality. Atos is constantly working on improving the business relations with their clients. In the IT market a company should strive to build long term business relations with their customers.
IV.5 My Motivation for choosing Atos Origin
The choice for Atos Origin is based on the market in which the organization operates. IT services is a market with strong competition, where multiple big companies compete for the big clients. These clients evaluate their service providers more on what went wrong instead of all the things that went right. Quality service and products are important in these markets. Rapid changes and innovation are also key characteristics in the IT world. During the last few years prices have dropped rapidly in the IT service world, strong competition and worsening economic conditions have led to strong price cuts. The sky is no longer the limit, so the companies have to increase efficiency and quality. 

In these few sentences I’ve a mentioned a number of issues that could be reasons to implement a Balanced Scorecard. High quality, rapid development, increasing efficiency, are all aspects that can be captured in a Balanced Scorecard. In that sense an IT service provider has more than enough reason to implement a BSC. The real question is however, how can they maintain the BSC? Can a Balanced Scorecard cope with all the dynamics in the market? How useful is it as a performance management tool? I’m interested to see how a company uses a BSC as a performance management tool in such a dynamic market. Are there other measures they use to evaluate performance and determine compensation? There might be a high degree of subjectivity or managers might be dissatisfied because there are conditions which they can’t control. I want to gain more insight in how managers that are evaluated based on a BSC think and feel about the BSC and what their experiences are.

The choice for Atos Origin specifically is mostly based on practical issues. I know that Atos Origin uses a BSC to set targets and uses it in the performance evaluation of employees. Furthermore I have access to the company, because I have a contact there, so that provides me with the opportunity to take a closer look at the company.

IV.6 Summary

In this chapter I’ve discussed the background of my research site, the IT company Atos Origin. This background provides the context in which the stories of the managers I’ve interviewed have to be interpreted. Each company and each industry is different and so to understand a story you have to understand the context. The focus in my thesis is on the Dutch branch of Atos Origin: Atos Origin Netherlands. In The Netherlands Atos Origin is one of the leading IT service providers. The history of Atos Origin is filled with mergers, acquisitions, and insourcing operations. As a result of this growth, Atos Origin has several groups of people with their own culture and history.
Atos Origin is a company with a number of corporate values and a clear strategy. Atos Origin values customer dedication, commitment to execute, conviviality, entrepreneurship and team spirit and profitability. These aspects determine how the Balanced Scorecard is used within the company. Atos Origin’s corporate values cover each quadrant of the Balanced Scorecard. This is something we should keep in mind. The strategy of Atos Origin is based on three things. First of all, turning client vision into results. Secondly, realizing business potential together and thirdly matching client’s expectations and then exceeding them.

The strategy of Atos Origin is aimed at shaping a future in the IT market. An industry with many competitors, demanding customers, rapidly changing technologies and a continuous quest for the highest quality. All in all a very dynamic market, in which the company has to search for a balance between many different challenges, opportunities and priorities.
The difficult conditions Atos Origin has to face, makes it an interesting research site. How do they cope with these challenges? How does it affect their Balanced Scorecard? What link is there with performance management? What the answers to these and many more questions are, will be investigated in the next part of my thesis.
Part B
The Telling of Tales
V Prologue
V.1 Introduction
In the previous chapters I’ve mentioned the word context several times and with good reason. The stories I’ve collected during my interviews can only be understood in the context in which they were told. A quote put out of context could appear to mean something altogether different. Context determines meaning, and in the narrative method context is a key determinant of what we can learn from the stories. Therefore, I first want to give some additional context before I continue with my analysis and my interpretation of the stories I’ve gathered. In this chapter I aim to introduce the managers I’ve interviewed and give some background on their work and their business unit. Also I’m going to discuss the basis for my interpretations. This chapter has the following structure: Paragraph V.2 will briefly discuss the client environment my interviewees operate in. V.3 will continue by introducing each individual manager, while the fourth paragraph will present a short overview of the performance management framework that is used at Atos Origin. Paragraph V.5 will explain how I’ve structured my actual analysis of the stories. To conclude, V.6 will summarize this chapter.
V.2 Nuon-Alliander
The managers I’ve interviewed are all involved with the team surrounding key clients Nuon and Alliander. As such they are part of the previously mentioned Managed Operations unit of Atos Origin Netherlands. Managed Operations is specialized in working with IT infrastructures. They not only manage the IT infrastructure of their clients, they also transform the IT infrastructure to so-called future modes of operations. IT infrastructure contains everything from data centres to desktop support. Basically Managed Operations has two objectives when a new contract is signed. First they have to manage the transformation of the IT infrastructure and second they have to continue managing the IT operations before, during and after the transformation. It goes without saying that this is a challenging and complex task, which requires a lot of expertise and a great deal of commitment.
As mentioned the managers I’ve interviewed are involved with the client Nuon/Alliander. Originally Alliander was part of utilities company Nuon. A couple of years ago Nuon became a client of Atos Origin, and Managed Operations became responsible for managing and transforming the IT infrastructure of Nuon. As a consequence of the WON, which stands for ‘Wet Onafhankelijk Netbeheer’, utilities companies such as Nuon are required to split into an independent network management company and a production/distribution company. Although utility companies are legally obligated to fulfil these requirements before the first of January 2011, Nuon decided to do it sooner rather than later and on July 1st 2009 Nuon was officially split into Nuon, which is the production/distribution company, and Alliander, the network management company. For Atos Origin this was a major challenge. You had one company as a client, with one IT infrastructure and now you have two companies, which require independent IT infrastructures. Moreover, the original contract signed with Nuon will end in December 2009, so Atos Origin and more specifically Managed Operations is also focused on keeping Nuon and Alliander as clients. Combine this with the deteriorating economic conditions of the last 12 months and you have the recipe for more than enough potential problems. My thesis, however, is not about how Managed Operations operates. No, my thesis is about the role of the Balanced Scorecard in the performance management at Atos Origin. But we should keep the described background in mind in the coming chapters.
V.3 The Interviewees
I was fortunate enough to have a contact inside Managed Operations and the Customer Delivery and Sale team around Nuon/Alliander. Without my contact, I don’t think I would have been able to do my study at Atos Origin. During my study at Atos Origin I’ve done five interviews of one hour to one-and-a-half hours. All interviews took place at the Atos Origin Campus in Papendorp. In this paragraph I would like to introduce the managers I’ve interviewed.
My first interview was on June 10th 2009 with Mr. Paul Oor and was also the longest interview. During this interview I learned a great deal about the performance management systems at Atos Origin and the use of the Balanced Scorecard, but more on that later on. Before talking about my main point of interest, The Balanced Scorecard, I first asked each interviewee to describe their job to me and their history with the company. When asked about his job, the first thing he said was that his role changed every hour. This basically means that his job is too complex and varied to describe in a few short sentences. But he tries nevertheless. Paul started working for Atos Origin two years ago, that’s relatively a short period and Paul stated that he didn’t quite feel like a true Atos’er and that he still had a different frame of reference based on all the others things he had done. As a consequence he sometimes tends to look at something from an external perspective. He previously worked for a European consulting company for seven years and before that he worked for TNT or what used to be TPG for 15 years. During his TNT time he was a transition manager involved in IT changes, but his background is in financial control. So he doesn’t have a technical background and may look differently at some things, which can be both a challenge and an asset in an IT environment.
When he started at Atos Origin, Atos was in the process of creating something called Customer Landscape Management. Atos Origin is a very technically orientated company and has that profile in the market: Atos is the company of the screwdrivers and the computers. The IT business in transforming into something like IT from the wall, similar to money from an ATM. Standard solutions available to everybody. In an environment like that, you need to have a different profile to create added value. You want to be able to deliver quality, but also to be able to talk with your clients about business and their organizations. That’s a process called Customer Landscape Management, which basically is bridging the gap between the customer and the technical IT providers within the company. These managers have to be able to combine being an IT architect and being a business consultant. Each manager has his own specific background, like Paul has his in financial control, more specifically Risk & Security Management and for a great part compliancy. During his time at Atos he also was a temporary manager for projects for a year, during which time he was the one doing the evaluations of performance, so he has quite a bit of experience in that area. Presently he tries to spend half of his time on Quality and Security, and half of his time on Customer Landscape Management. In his job he leads a small team. Paul’s external perspective on things, gave me an extensive overview of how Atos Origin uses the Balanced Scorecard.
My second interview was on the 10th of June as well. This interview was with Erwin Dijkstra, a member of the Customer Landscape Management Team that Paul Oor manages. Erwin describes his job as closely resembling a consultant. Erwin Dijkstra started work at Atos Origin as a manager, and during his time at Atos Origin his job changed a couple of times until he became involved in the Customer Landscape Management. During the interview Erwin talked quite a bit about the technical side of the Balanced Scorecard. The link with bonuses and incentives was discussed, and we talked about how the targets were determined and agreed upon.
On June 29th 2009, I had the second set of interviews, the first of which was with Michel Koper. Michel is a manager who is financially and commercially responsible for the outsourcing contract signed with Nuon. As such he supervises a number of contract managers. Nuon is the fourth biggest contract of Atos Origin Netherlands – Managed Operations. So he has a lot of responsibility, because the Nuon contract delivers a lot of revenue. He talked about the dynamics of the current situation. The client is in motion, because of the previously mentioned division of Nuon into a production/distribution part and a network management part. The utility market as a whole is quite volatile as well. There are a number of foreign influences, RWE’s interest in Essent for example. Michel explained that these situations present opportunities, because change brings on the one hand risk and new threats, but on the other hand it opens up new possibilities. So that’s the playing field, he operates in. During the interview Michel presented me with some examples of a Balanced Scorecard and a Bonus Scorecard, similar to the examples presented in appendix C and D.  We talked about the business reviews and about the targets that the teams as a whole have to achieve. We spoke about the budget cycle and how these budgets were linked with targets, and how they were used during the year. Michel presented a piece of the puzzle based on his financial and commercial background, which is necessary in order to get the whole story.
The second interview I had on June 29th was with Peter Boers. Peter is by no means a newcomer within Atos Origin. Originally he started working for Philips some 25 years ago and has experienced both the transformation into an independent company and the merger with Atos firsthand. During this time he fulfilled a variety of different roles. In the past, for example, he was responsible for the contract with utility company Eneco. Currently he has the role of Lead CSM, Customer Service Manager, within the Customer Delivery and Sale team around Nuon/Alliander. Basically this means he has the operational responsibility for transforming and managing the IT infrastructure in the client environment of Nuon and Alliander. This entails every aspect of the operations such as changes, interruptions, filing reports and so on. I asked him whether he had to deal with all the crises and severities. He told me that there are two other Customer Service Managers and a change manager who all take shifts in dealing with urgent problems such as severities. At the time of the interview, Atos Origin was going through a reorganization. In the ‘old’ organization Peter had to report to the Customer Service Unit and didn’t have people reporting to him directly, although he did manage the other CSM’s and indirectly the operations. In the ‘new’ organization he will in fact have people reporting to him directly and he himself will report to the manager of the Customer Delivery and Sale team. Peter brings a lot of experience and an interesting operational perspective to the story of the Balanced Scorecard at Atos Origin.
My fifth and final interview was on July 1st 2009 with Bart Grobben, a member of the HR department of Atos Origin and the HR manager for the team around the Nuon/Alliander contract. Bart joined Atos Origin some 11 years ago in 1998. He didn’t start out in the HR world, but rather as a contract manager. He originally came from Philips, but there he performed a very different role which had nothing to do with the IT world. At Philips he was a product manager for consumer goods. He first became involved with the HR department of Atos Origin in 2000 as a programme manager for HR projects such as reorganizations. He explained to me that this job was more focused on the O-side, Operation/Organization, of the HR department than the actual P-side, Personnel/Staff. After a while he decided to go to the other side of the HR operations and became an HR manager, involved in personnel management. He has been doing that for three years now. His HR background provides an interesting and necessary perspective on the Balanced Scorecard, as the whole story can’t be told without considering the people who are affected by it.
It is never easy to decide how many interviews you have to do before you can tell the story. When do you feel that you have all the pieces to finish the puzzle? Is there a perspective you didn’t think about? We have to realize however that everybody brings their own story. If you ask two contract managers responsible for the same client to tell their story about, in this case, the Balanced Scorecard, you will get two stories that are quite different. Why? Because nobody is the same. The fact that two people have the same role or job within an organization, doesn’t mean that they think the same about certain issues and situations. You can continue adding extra interviews to your story, but the story will never truly be finished. The question you have to ask yourself is when can I tell the story? With the five interviews and five stories I’ve collected I feel that I’ve enough material to paint a good picture of the practice of the Balanced Scorecard, or at least in the context that I’ve described above. Each of the managers I’ve talked to brings a different perspective and background, whether it’s from operations or from HR. Each provides a piece of the puzzle. For the scope of my thesis it is not important to finish the puzzle, but to see what the puzzle looks like.
V.4 Performance Management Framework
My main research question is about the role of the Balanced Scorecard in performance management. Performance management comes in many shapes and sizes, some companies may have easy forms that managers have to use during the evaluations, while other companies may have complex computer programmes that guide managers through every step of the evaluation process. Atos Origin uses an online software application that both managers and employee can access. This system is called the Performance Management Framework or PMF.

The PMF system is the foundation for the entire evaluation process, from the formulation of the objectives to the final evaluations. The examples in appendix B show the basic structure and lay-out of the PMF evaluation procedures. Moreover, Appendix F presents the Brochure that is used by the HR department to explain the Performance Management and Evaluation procedures at Atos Origin. 

The PMF system is based on two major components. The first component is essentially an individual scorecard with the four different quadrants. This part of the PMF is used to formulate ‘hard’ targets, such as the number of billable hours for a consultant. The second component is used to monitor the growth and development of an employee, more explicitly than the learning and growth quadrant of the BSC does. This component looks at the required skills and competencies an employee should have in his on her current position. A sales manager, for example, should have strong social and communication skills. The ‘soft’ part of the PMF shows both the competencies and skills and the required level of those competencies and skills. The PMF facilitates and requires a frequent interaction between managers and employees. Both have to sign electronically for every step of the way, starting with the formulation of the objectives and targets for that year to the interim progress meetings and finally to the end of the year evaluations. 
I will not go into further detail at this point. The PMF is part of the context of this story, but it’s also a subject of this story. In chapter VII the PMF and its components and technical issues will be discussed more extensively.

V.5 Setting up the story

Up to this point I’ve presented a great deal of background and context required to fully and properly interpret the story I’ll present in the next chapters. I’ve introduced the company, the team, the client, the Performance Management Framework and the interviewees. The question which lies before me, is how the story will continue.
My research question is quite specific. I’m interested in the role of the Balanced Scorecard in the performance management at Atos Origin. During my interviews, however, I quickly found out that this subject is linked with almost all aspects of an organization and of doing business. Therefore the stories I’ve gathered go well beyond evaluating, monitoring and rewarding. The stories go into aspects such as the historical background, communication between units, the link with budgets, business reviews, training of managers, registration of targets, Management By Objectives, management style and so on.  These are some of the themes that can be recognized in the stories I’ve collected. Of course these themes are all interconnected and can not be viewed separately, so I need a framework which allows me to analyse each theme without losing the connections and links with other themes. In order to accomplish this, I’ve decided to tell the rest of my story as follows: the first part of my analysis and interpretation will be about the broader picture surrounding the Balanced Scorecard: the ‘Why?’ of the Balanced Scorecard. I’ll go into themes such as how the use of a BSC is linked with the historical background of an organization. How can a BSC be used? Why should it be used? These themes have more to do with the concept of the BSC, than the actual system based on a BSC. The second part of my analysis will continue with the technical side of the story, i.e. the ‘What?’. What is used? How is the system designed? How is the BSC implemented? How is it linked with rewards? Bonuses? These themes are all linked with the actual system that is used at Atos Origin. The third part of my analysis will describe the manner in which the Balanced Scorecard and the system based on it are actually used: the ‘How?’ of this story. How is it used by the managers and employees? What’s the role of management style? Do employees feel that it is a fair system?  These themes look into the actual use of the BSC and how its use influences the effectiveness of the BSC.

With these three sub-analyses I feel that I’m able to cover all the themes I’ve recognized in the stories of the interviewees. The themes within each part of the analysis are all linked and dependent on each other. The three parts of the analyses themselves are also linked and influence each other. Basically you will get a matrix in which each analysis and each theme has an effect or influence on the rest.

Besides signalling and discussing the themes and issues I’ve recognized, I will take it a step further. I will not only tell the story of the managers, but I will tell my own story as well. During the analysis I will present my own thoughts, interpretations and insights based on the stories of the managers. I feel it’s important to present my own story at the same time as the stories of the managers, because my story is also based on the same context of the stories. By presenting my interpretations of or reflecting on the story of the managers, an additional perspective is added to the analysis. When I would present this at the end of the story of the managers, a lot of its meaning would have been lost. Of course, I will have to differentiate between the telling of their stories and the telling of my individual story. Therefore the parts of the analyses, of which I feel that they are truly my own story, will be presented in italics. This way the entire presentation of all of the stories, my own and theirs, will have a natural flow to it, whereby the essential context is protected.
Of course a story such as this can’t be told without reflecting on the analysis and discussing the relevancy of the analysis. Part four of my interpretation and analysis will do just that. What’s the value of this story in the context of economic science? Did we learn anything from this story or did we already know everything?

V.6 Summary
When we put something out of its context, we can twist its meaning. Without context you can’t fully understand something. Although context is important for every study or scientific paper, whether in its design or purpose, the context is especially important when using the narrative. We can only understand a story when we read it or hear it in context, so context determines for a large part what we can learn from a story. Therefore it’s important to describe the context before continuing to the actual analysis. In this chapter I’ve introduced the team, the interviewees and the Performance Management Framework. The team is a part of Managed Operations and is responsible for the contract with Nuon/Alliander, a utility company that has recently been split in a production/distribution part and a network management part. This means that where Atos Origin originally was responsible for managing and transforming one IT environment and infrastructure, they now have to manage and transform two IT environments, which are still linked to each other but have to be separated. The interviewees are all in some way involved with this contract. Paul Oor and Erwin Dijkstra are Customer Landscape Managers, which basically means they have to bridge the gap between the technically oriented Atos Origin and the business side of the customers. Michel Koper is the manager responsible for the financial and commercial aspects of the Nuon/Alliander contract, while Peter Boers has operational responsibility. Bart Grobben is the HR manager who works with this team. Each person brings his own background and story, so each story is equally valuable which also means that the puzzle is never complete. We can continue adding stories without ever finishing the entire story. I feel however that with five interviews I have enough stories and information to tell my own story about the Balanced Scorecard in practice, within the context I’ve described above. I’ve also briefly introduced the basic design of the Performance Management Framework, a system largely based on the Balanced Scorecard. Finally I’ve explained the structure of my actual analysis and interpretation. I have split my analysis in three parts. The first part will describe the broader picture of the use of a Balanced Scorecard, the second part will revolve around the technical details of the actual system that’s in place and the third part will centre on the way in which the actual system is used. The analysis will present both my story and the story of the managers. To differentiate between them, my story will be in italics. After this analysis I will reflect upon the findings and I will discuss the relevancy and value of my findings.

You now know enough to read and understand my analysis of the story about the use of the Balanced Scorecard at Atos Origin. Keep in mind that the analysis that is presented in the following chapters is based on the context I’ve described. I don’t aim to prove anything; I aim to describe a representation of the truth about the Balanced Scorecard. It’s a story, and a subjective one, but every story can contain important lessons.
 
VI The ‘Why?’
VI.1 Introduction

As mentioned before, the Balanced Scorecard is not a standard solution. Basically it’s only a term we use to talk about a concept, a concept about doing business. What’s important for a company? What should be the focus points? How do we translate our strategy? A Balanced Scorecard can help to shape answers to these questions, a Balanced Scorecard itself does not provide the answers, it’s the use of a Balanced Scorecard that provides answers. When a company is in the process of deciding whether or not to use a Balanced Scorecard, senior management should think about the reasons for which they want to use a BSC. Do they have trouble explaining the company’s strategy? Do they want to use it as an evaluation tool? Moreover they have to think about how the company’s history and culture impact the actual use of the Balanced Scorecard. These are all important themes and these themes are the focus of this part of my analysis. In this chapter I want to explore the influence of a company’s history, background and culture on the use of a BSC. Also, I want to discuss a few of the potential uses of a BSC within a company. The structure of this chapter is as follows. In paragraph VI.2 I will discuss the peripherals of the story; I will go into the history, background and culture of the company. Paragraph VI.3 will continue with the Balanced Scorecard as a training tool, which is followed in VI.4 by the Balanced Scorecard as a registration tool. The last part of the ‘why’ will focus in paragraph VI.5 on communication and which part the BSC can play. Finally I will give a summary in paragraph VI.6.
VI.2 Where do we come from?
Just like every individual is unique, so is every company. Whether we talk about multinationals or local companies, each company has its own ‘personality’. Atos Origin has a ‘personality’ of its own. ‘It’s a fascinating company’, as one of the managers, Paul Oor, put it. From employee surveys it became apparent that there’s not a real Atos Origin culture. ‘People don’t think of themselves as an employee of Atos Origin’. This in itself is not surprising. Atos Origin has a history of mergers, acquisitions and insourcing operations. The bulk of its employees therefore became a part of Atos Origin as a result of these operations. That is the history of Atos Origin. Bart Grobben put it like this: ‘It has evolved through a conglomerate of buy-ins of large groups with their own culture. It’s like you go into Europe and occupy Belgium and then Italy. You deploy occupying troops, you do the bookkeeping, but the Italians will remain Italians.’ Atos origin is a quilt of cultures and values. Of course it’s not odd when you consider that Atos Origin insourced, for example, the data centre of KPN. ‘They have, of course, a wealthy history. We sometimes say, those from KPN are public servants, but even so they have a very extensive history and culture that they bring into your company. When you bring large groups of people into your company, they often do not know the way in which they work. That’s something they learn during something like five years. But also the people, who have to work with them, only understand it after a long period. Go to a group of Chinese people as the only Dutchman, then you understand quickly enough that you look different. While they only have to deal with you for a short while, you have to deal with them constantly.’ What he means is that if you join a large group of people on your own, you will adapt much faster to the new group and its culture than when you join them with a large group of people, because then you try to stick together and you don’t learn to adapt to the new culture. There is not a real Atos Origin feeling. ‘That takes years, it will grow. But that’s something you can’t force with a Balanced Scorecard’.  
A culture change or in this case the development of one culture usually takes a while, a Balanced Scorecard is not a tool to create company culture or company feeling, but it does help in dealing with cultural differences. As mentioned in the chapter about my research site, there are a number of corporate values with Atos Origin. These corporate values can be translated into targets with the help of a Balanced Scorecard; client commitment can easily be translated in targets such as client satisfaction, or conviviality in employee satisfaction. By using a Balanced Scorecard, a company creates a common frame of reference for every manager and employee. Although there are several different groups of people with different cultures and values, a Balanced Scorecard can translate a common culture into targets and goals that is understandable in every culture. Perhaps this all sounds a bit farfetched, but three of the managers I’ve interviewed made references about the lack of an Atos Origin feeling. Don’t forget that the people who worked for the data centre of KPN come from a company with an entirely different Modus Operandi and culture. A Balanced Scorecard can give a relatively easy to understand guidebook to find your way in a new culture.

Atos Origin has its own history and background. But how does the history and background of a company influence the Balanced Scorecard of that company? First let’s differentiate between business and non-business organizations. It goes without saying that a charity organization has more focus on people than a profit organization. But what about a consulting firm versus a production firm? During the interviews I’ve heard a couple of comments on companies and their Balanced Scorecard focus.  Paul Oor told me quite a bit about his own background and work experience. In the past Paul worked for TPG, which is now known as KPN and TNT. Paul was brought in to help with the transition from government-owned to public company. During his time at TPG he was impressed by the way the organization operated. ‘During that period I’ve been converted, there were no public servants, what they had there was an incredibly good and professional personnel policy’.  Of course TPG had to deal with its history as a state owned company; they had a concession from the government and a number of statutes they inherited. For example they were obligated to provide a lot of workplaces. Also, they had to visit every address in the Netherlands everyday to deliver mail and/or packages.’ Paul calls it an odd, but very professional company. ‘That was one of the few moments in my life, I’ve actually seen a Balanced Scorecard. Why? Because the human perspective was equally important as the finance perspective’. They had a Balanced Scorecard in which all the perspectives were completely integrated in their business. ‘But that had nothing to do with intelligence or anything; it was just matter of circumstances. It was a company that started that way. It was a government-owned company. With care for people, for the customers as well, because they had an obligation towards them’. ‘It was great to experience that. The company started with a very nice balance when you talk about performance management, control and Balanced Scorecards. It gave them a great starting position’.  
The current environment at TNT or KNP with respect to the Balanced Scorecard goes well beyond the scope of my thesis, but it’s interesting to note that these companies have a history of social responsibility towards people, which is an inheritance that is difficult to forget.
Michel Koper made a similar remark about the background of a company: ‘See, it’s very different when you look at a charity organization, they have a completely different focus. The same goes for a government-owned company. Take Nuon for example and what is now known as Alliander, they have a strong focus on their employees. Call it the social perspective. That’s very important to them, money as well, but you see a different balance. (…) We, for example, have to deal with shareholders. What does it provide them with? That determines to a great extent the focus of our company’.  The balance in the Balanced Scorecard is determined by the background and history of the company. A company that was privatized has the social inheritance of its history. A company owned by shareholders has a responsibility to deliver financial results to its shareholders. Paul Oor had another experience he shared with me. After he left TPG, he joined a firm in a consultancy environment. ‘Simply put, I learned a lot while I was there and that was my intention, their Balanced Scorecard was much simpler. One-dimensional! There is only one side that counts. (…) All other perspectives only served the financial targets. That was quite a change for me. I came from an environment where everything had a reasonable balance, there were slight differences, but when you had to weigh the different perspectives you saw the weights of the perspectives moving as if they were waves. At the consulting firm this was very simple, the other three moved in line with the financial aspects. During a downturn in the market for example, of course we’ve had several, but when the financial indicators were threatened you could see the influence on the other KPI’s (Key Performance Indicators) that were used in the remaining perspectives. On the other hand, when times were booming and with it the job-hopping of consultants became a threat, you saw the HR side gaining a lot more weight in the targets of managers.’ 
Different company, different business, different balance. That’s basically what we’re talking about. Essentially we shouldn’t talk about ‘the’ Balanced Scorecard but ‘a’ Balanced Scorecard, because there is not one Balanced Scorecard. Every company has its own, which is determined by its business, its history and culture. The wave-like motion at a consulting firm is more a heavy storm than a slight breeze. ‘When a customer wants something tomorrow, you make it happen. And yet we had a BSC that worked, but we also had a system that enabled people to work with it and be more flexible with a basic attitude that tomorrow everything could be different.’ A constantly changing environment demands a flexible system that can change with the environment. A flexible system demands a culture in which people are used to going with the flow, with focusing on the problems of the day and knowing that the market could change at any time. When you compare this with the environment of TNT, you can see the differences. TNT or TPG used to have a monopoly on delivering mail, a market without real business changing innovations and with a constant demand. This has changed when the government allowed competitors to enter the market, but still the environment can’t be compared with the environment of a consulting or an IT company for that matter. A Balanced Scorecard can’t be studied without looking at the history and culture of a company. The Balanced Scorecard of a company is determined by the same factors that influenced the way the company operates today, only then can you understand potential problems and issues. 
In the remainder of this chapter I’ll discuss a number of uses of the Balanced Scorecard that came up during the interviews. The use of a BSC for performance management will be discussed in the second part of my analysis, chapter VII.
VI.3 Training
The Balanced Scorecard has many uses and functions. These uses and functions can be explicit or implicit, intended or not intended, visible or hidden. During the conversations with my interviewees, we spoke a lot about the value of the Balanced Scorecard and why it should be used. Besides the link with performance management, I heard many references to a number of different uses, such as a tool for training, a registration format, a guiding tool and a communication tool. These uses are all linked and interconnected and the importance of each use differs per company. I will start by analysing the comments about the use of a Balanced Scorecard as a tool for training.

There are two different types of training that were discussed during the interviews. First of all we have training for the organizations as a whole. When a company is performing well and perhaps better than the competition it will grow, when economic conditions are beneficial a company has room to grow, but the growth of a mature and large company is something altogether different than the growth of a smaller and younger company. ‘At every large company you see something like Management by Objectives or Balanced Scorecard, only the focus is different. I know that smaller companies manage these things differently (Michel Koper).’
Atos Origin is a mature company; it has a long history and knows its business. I’ve previously mentioned that Atos Origin Netherlands has about 9.000 employees. So let’s assume, for convenience sake, that Managed Operations accounts for 3.000 employees. If a company with 3.000 employees grows to 3.500 employees, does it change the way they have to operate? Probably not, it was already a company with a lot of employees so the management systems will remain in place. The way of thinking stays the same. So if we would compare the BSC before the growth and the BSC after the growth, they would probably look the same. 
Bart Grobben said the following regarding this theme: ‘It doesn’t help you to think. Well, maybe it does for companies that have grown from 50 to 100 or 100 to 200 employees. Then you need instruments to train people in the organization to act according to its new size. Then it is necessary to train that line of thought, to accomplish that in order to ensure that they don’t remain in their fragmented behaviour’. 
This remark, of course, makes a lot of sense. A company that grows from 50 to 100 employees changes completely. You have more opportunities to specialize, the span of control changes and increases, you have to delegate more. This could lead to a fragmentation of the company in different units. In order to create an organization that is ‘complete’, that works as a whole and that works balanced, you need something to incite the kind of behaviour and the line of thought you need. In these cases a Balanced Scorecard can help a company to adjust to the new organizational environment. This is entirely different for a company that already has a lot of employees. They usually already work according to a balance between the different business units. This doesn’t mean that the Balanced Scorecard has no use for large organizations, but as Bart Grobben remarked, it doesn’t help you to think.

The second kind of training I want to discuss is the training of individual managers or groups of people. The size or maturity of a company is not relevant for the use of a Balanced Scorecard to train managers. The Balanced Scorecard helps managers to keep other perspectives in mind and not to revolve to a tunnel vision. Peter Boers for example told me the following: ‘multidisciplinary thinking is very natural for me.’ Bart Grobben agreed with that: ‘A veteran in the business acts balanced, per definition.’ A manager with years of experience knows and has experienced the importance of acting balanced. He knows that you shouldn’t focus on making high numbers if that leads to low customer satisfaction. Cause and Effect. High profit and low customer satisfaction will lead to low profit in the coming years. ‘That is the great thing about it; it helps to open the eyes of people, who don’t see that naturally (Peter Boers).’  
The managers I’ve interviewed don’t need a Balanced Scorecard to teach them that it’s important to act balanced. Whether it’s a customer service manager or a contract manager, they know that everything is connected. You need to keep your customers in mind if you want to keep high profits; your employees need to have room to grow if you want your operations to run effectively. Of course this is linked to using a Balanced Scorecard as a guide or to give focus to managers and employees, as well as linked to communication, but the point I want to make and the interviewees with me is that a Balanced Scorecard can help to explain the importance of understanding that changes in one perspective influences the other perspectives. A Balanced Scorecard provides a relatively simple overview that helps people to understand just that. For companies and managers that already act and think balanced the training tool changes to a registration tool, as I will explain in the next paragraph.

VI.4 Registration Format
What does a Balanced Scorecard do? Simply put, it divides doing business into a number of components. A Balanced Scorecard itself does not determine targets or objectives. These targets or objectives have to come from somewhere else. Each year the new cycle begins in September and October with the process of budgeting. ‘A yearly cycle from a business perspective begins with customers and money. That’s a simple fact. That’s the budgeting process. First we look at where we are in a broad business context. Well, we provide services, so naturally we have to link providing services to the customers and performance such as profitability. Then we look at the prospects for what is possible, growth or no growth, which is constantly adjusted in business reviews. For example, so far we have had to adjust our budget three times in light of the decreasing economic trend. (…) From the business reviews and budgets you get a number of derived targets. Targets such as quality performance, price versus profitability, FTE capacity, knowledge deficits of teams and so on. So you get numerous targets from these business reviews (Bart Grobben).’ When I asked about the role of the Balanced Scorecard in this process he said: ‘It’s more a format of registration.’  So the Balanced Scorecard provides a format that companies can use to register their objects and targets. Of course these targets and objectives can be different for each business unit and team. When I asked Peter Boers whether he was satisfied with the use of a BSC at Atos Origin he said the following: ‘Well, I believe this manner is quite logical. The BSC is commonly used at numerous organizations. As I’ve said before, if I should come up with something by myself, I would think of the same logical things. Just look at other models, from the Mckinsey 7s model (7S stands for: shared values, strategy, structure, systems, style, staff and skills) you could draw a similar scorecard in which some things are more tangible than others. (…) I believe it’s just a model that involves everything and in which you can indicate everything, and that’s something I think is important, that there’s some kind of mix and balance.’ 
So there we have it. The Balanced Scorecard is built on logical assumptions that gives a company a format which can be used to formulate targets and objectives. A way to write everything down. A way to show interdependencies between the components and a way to provide focus. As Peter mentions you can think of other models that allow you to do the same. Isn’t it just common sense to formulate objectives and targets according to some kind of structure? Peter Boers made an excellent remark when he said: ‘It’s a tool, but not a goal.’ He made this remark with respect to being careful that managing and formulating targets, budgets and objectives doesn’t consume your whole day. Formulating a BSC is a tool towards achieving your goals; it allows you to write down the targets and objectives in a logical and simple manner. It gives you a format to talk about your business, where you are and where you want to go. 
‘I think that if you want to manage things, you somehow have to give feedback to people about their performance, but whether you do that according to a system such as the Balanced Scorecard or in a different way, you’ll always have to talk about values, targets and performance. You can’t let it run its course, that doesn’t work. Then how can you give feedback to people and incite the behaviour you want. That seems to be quite impossible.’ 
There it is again. We need to have a way to talk about performance and targets, a way that allows us to give feedback and to discuss results. A Balanced Scorecard provides an excellent format to achieve this, but as mentioned before, a different system might do the same. 
Of course we also have to consider that most employees and managers already know what they have to do during that year before they have their individual Balanced Scorecard. Michel Koper made the following remarks: ‘As I’ve said before, in the theoretical case you have to plan meetings with your employees in the first quarter of the year, but that’s only possible if you’ve had your own planning meeting with your manager, because the cascade works top-down. What you see in practice is that these meetings have a low priority, because in the beginning of the year you have many other priorities. But you have to manage it anyway. But when you look at the bigger picture, the BSC (for the team) is known because we make it in December. (The BSC for 2009 is shown in Appendix C) Or at least, I make it in December, based on the budget and other things we already know. So then we can wait for the formal meetings and the agreements we have to make, but 95% you already know in January. So that’s what I do. I tell everybody in January, what we have to do this year and which targets will be in the scorecards in any case. Those are the recurring items, so that’s basically it. Then we have to formalize it at some point, we have to put it in the system and sign it. But it’s about commitment and that’s what we’re going to do. You have to realize that commitment early in the year and there’s never any doubt about that.’ 
So in a nutshell this is the yearly cycle. In September and October the budget is made, in December each team or unit makes its BSC, and somewhere during the first half of the year employees have a planning meeting with their manager. What Michel says makes sense: based on a budget you already know the required financial results, different objectives such as customer satisfaction are often recurring items, and the rest is formulated when the business scorecard of a unit is made. So when the new year begins managers and employees already know what they have to do, whether they’ve had their planning meetings and have formalized their agreements or not. This by no means implies that the whole exercise is useless, because you need a format to discuss performance and give feedback, but it makes it obvious that the BSC is used as a registration format for things we already know. ‘It’s a tool, not a goal.’  Making a BSC is not a goal, but a tool toward achieving your goal. It gives a company a way of writing down objectives and targets in a clear and logical way. Of course as a registration format; the BSC becomes more effective as a way of guiding and communicating as I will explain below.
VI.5 Communication
There is no ‘I’ in ‘Team’. In every organization or company you have units, teams and people that have to work together to accomplish the goals of that organization. In my opinion, the most important condition for working together is communication. Without communication you get fragmentation, whereby everybody is doing his own job without looking at what the rest is doing. Communication however is difficult. Not everybody is doing the same thing within a company, not everybody has the same targets. In other words there are many different perspectives and priorities in an organization. We can look at communication from two different points of view, you can look at the vertical communication within a company and you can look at the horizontal communication within a company. 

As a company grows, so do the lines of communication and the span of control. The distance between top management and ‘the floor’ increases and it becomes more difficult to manage the organization. You need to delegate from one hierarchical level to the next. The most effective and efficient way of doing this, is by using an instrument for the job. A Balanced Scorecard can help an organization to communicate and translate its strategy to lower levels in a language they understand. ‘It gets easier as you go higher in the organization. It comes down to real one-liners. Of course it gets more general (Paul Oor).’  ‘When you talk about senior management and top executives of big companies, you don’t guide them with a Balanced Scorecard, so it becomes a tool for registration (Bart Grobben).’  Every company has a strategy and the top executives have to decide how to achieve the strategy. They don’t need the guidance of a Balanced Scorecard. They use the Balanced Scorecard to guide the rest of the company. In the business BSC of the company they write some general targets down, such as high quality standards, customer commitment, increased profitability and so on. For an operational manager these general targets mean nothing, he can’t use them. So we have to create a BSC covering his part of the business. ‘You have to communicate that it’s consistent. (…) It basically is a  hierarchical string of 20 PowerPoint slides, descending from top level while you can check whether everything is correct and whether everything is there (Paul Oor).’ 
When you use a Balanced Scorecard as a communication tool, consistency is important. Individual targets must be aligned with team targets and the team targets must be aimed at achieving the targets of the unit. You could visualize it as a pyramid. The foundations are the individual BSC’s, when we combine it we get team BSC’s, and then the unit BSC’s and finally one company BSC.

So what does senior management have to communicate? Well, first of all they can give a sense of direction or focus to the rest of the company. ‘The majority of the weight is on financial targets. Finance Driven. (…) That’s really a matter of the nature of the company. Business, revenue, margin, order intake. That’s what’s important. (…) In the end it is about money. Simply put. How did you do? According to projections? Could you do better or more? What do you need to do more? Simply business. It’s mostly used to give financial guidance. Internally of course we have put some things in the other perspectives, but still you see that especially the focus from the top is on finance, that flows throughout the company. The focus is primarily on finance (Michel Koper).’ 
Of course it makes sense that the focus is on finance. Atos Origin has shareholders and they expect good financial performance. But the importance of this quote lies in the word focus. The way the Balanced Scorecards in a company is designed, gives a direction and focus to the company. When the focus is on financial targets, a BSC will communicate it. Is the focus on customer retention, because we’re losing customers, then the BSC can communicate that. Of course that’s not the end of it; even for a profit organization like Atos Origin the other perspectives are essential and critical as such. The only difference is that the focus is, in the end, on financial results.

Naturally there are dangers to a focus on financial results. Every economist understands that a finance-driven company can devolve to short run thinking. ‘In the end, as a company, you need to have continuity targets, so you’ll have to keep a mix of things in the air. It’s like juggling. (So it’s a way to bring in the long run?) In a way it is. If you do it correctly it should eliminate the short run thinking. (…) It’s known throughout the company, everybody knows the philosophy behind it. We make our business plan in the same manner; it is a continuous model that you keep using. Our improvement plan, not only individual, but also for the unit is linked to the BSC (Peter Boers).’  A Balanced Scorecard helps a company to combine the short run with the long run. How does it do that? ‘Well, it makes sure you don’t lose sight of the other components. For example, customer satisfaction is a condition for achieving your revenue. So when you fail to fulfil that condition, it will get attention. Sure enough. So that brings the balance to the story (Michel Koper).’  
Of course here we see a clear link with the Balanced Scorecard as a training tool. Some people keep the other components in sight on their own, they do it naturally or they’ve learned to do it by experience. But if people tend to lose sight of things such as customer or employee satisfaction, a Balanced Scorecard makes sure that these issues are considered. 
This basically brings us to the theme of horizontal communication, the communication between units or teams. I asked Bart Grobben whether the BSC helps to motivate teams to work together. ‘No that’s still too abstract. It does motivate. It motivates, especially in management teams to keep things visualized. So when a management team is bothered by something and they start throwing rotten eggs, you can tell them to take a deep breath and look at things from an abstract level. It’s a useful instrument to force teams to understand each other’s positions. At that point, we’re not talking about working together. That’s something different. Co-operation is between people. That is something else. Then we talk about relations between people and allowing them things.’ 
I mentioned it before and I mention it again. Communication is the key towards co-operation. You can’t achieve the latter before you have managed the former. And that’s what Bart Grobben tries to explain. The Balanced Scorecard forces teams to look at things from an abstract point of view; it provides a way of talking to each other on the same level, the level of the BSC. Only when people talk on the same level, can you hope that they understand each other. 
‘You have to understand each other’s position. You have to get that in a dialogue. It’s just a trick. So for example, you have sales, quality and finance. Take everybody’s KPI’s, put them in a BSC, give some numbers and so on. Then we take some targets from the business reviews. We compare the different BSC’s. Everybody looks at it from what they have achieved so far and what’s discussed during the business reviews. Then we can draw some lines between them, that’s the dynamic, where there could be a mutual dependence and that’s where we have to create a dialogue.’ 
This is what he means by looking at things from an abstract level. You translate everything you’re dealing with to a format that everybody understands. (Think about the registration format). As soon as you’ve transformed everything to a language that everybody understands, you can start a dialogue that could actually lead to something. 
‘Don’t underestimate it. Sales only talks about their revenue. So their professional language is different than that of an operational manager, who has to manage a service desk. He will talk about missed calls and the costs of the services he provides while the sales managers thinks: ‘Ok, that’s important but the revenue is what it’s all about’. ‘Well, often it’s useful to make some calculations’, says the controller.’ Communication between teams and units is a requirement for a successful company. You can’t expect that every unit or team acts completely balanced, because complete balance could mean limitations in doing your jobs. ‘You can have a salesperson who is aware of all the risks, but that’s not a good salesperson. A good salesperson sees no risks. If he sees limitations, he has a problem; because if a customer sees that the salesperson sees limitations he will notice that the salesperson has doubts. So a salesperson should not see limitations (Paul Oor).’ Everybody has his job within a company and with every job comes a natural affinity with some part of the Balanced Scorecard, be it a sales manager with finance or a customer service manager with the customer and operations. ‘Everybody has more affinity with some quadrants than with others, so you have to deal with that during the planning process (Paul Oor).’  
This is something you have to take into account, by making sure that the different parts of a company communicate with each other to make sure that the whole is balanced.  Formulating a Balanced Scorecard is a difficult process, especially considering the fact that people have different affinities with certain components of the Balanced Scorecard. 
‘At the pressure cooking session (of formulating a BSC), people responsible for Q and S (Quality and Security) were present, but also people for HR. So it was a session for bosses, but with the supporting services attending. They literally had to fight for their area of expertise, because HR means something different to an operations manager than it does to an HR manager. The financial controller who was attending had to play the devil’s advocate during some of the discussions, but that’s a good thing, as long as there is respect, otherwise the BSC becomes very strange and one sided, which isn’t useful in practice because you lack the support that’s needed from those with different specialities. That doesn’t work communicatively (Paul Oor).’ 
Everybody has their own affinity, every team or unit has its own focus. That’s a simple fact that can’t be changed. Therefore you need everybody to create a balance. You need sales, as well as HR. You need Quality and Security, as well as a customer service manager. It is the combined total of their efforts that creates the balance in a company, and the Balanced Scorecard provides the format to achieve it, to make sure the different sides talk with each other and understand each other. They have to communicate.
Communication, however, is never easy. Besides potential (professional) ‘language’ barriers, you have to make sure that the things you say are understandable. ‘Formulating a BSC should be short and concise, without turning to legally correct sentences because I think that’s deadly. Then you get page-long sentences that no one understands and where nobody knows what it is about. Then it might be legally sound, but nobody gets it. Formulating a BSC is a different business altogether, conciseness means you can say what you mean, but you can still adapt it to the current period. That’s implicitly, not explicitly saying what you mean. That is what makes it difficult (Paul Oor).’  Interpretation and understanding, that’s what’s important. You have to keep it short and simple, so everybody understands it, but while doing that you run the risk that people interpret it differently. ‘If there are big quality differences in interpretation, the entire process of communication is threatened. ( Paul Oor).’ This of course has to do with whether or not the receivers will understand what the sender wants to communicate. A different question, however, is: ‘will it interest the receivers?’ Paul Oor said the following about this theme: ‘How good or bad you communicate is decisive. That’s one side, the sender. But how sensitive is the receiving side? Take the binary knowledge workers, the real technicians; you really have to work hard to keep them interested in a system like this. (…) But they are evaluated with the system. When you tell them: ‘we need this financial result’, it’s very difficult to make sure they put their efforts into achieving it. If you talk about customers. The distance between most of the employees of Managed Operations and the customers is quite big. The concept here is based on shared services, shared service centres and so on. That means it’s very difficult for a lot of people, who do good and important work with a lot of pressure, a technical pressure, not a pressure with respect to the customers, that they could potentially spoil or correct something for say Nuon or a different customer. (…) The company will be reorganized, so this will change for a lot of people, but still they will only do a small part within the entire process without feeling that they’re working on keeping the big engine going to ensure that electricity comes from the wall or that people can use an ATM machine or that the mail is delivered tomorrow. That is the customer perspective. On the other hand, a salesperson is not really interested in a learning organization. So every job, exceptions are possible, has a certain affinity with some components. Again the wave-like motions, different levels for the perspectives.’ 
Again it comes down to the fact that some people are connected to some part of the BSC, because that’s their job. It’s the sum of all things that should be balanced, more specifically; it should be in the required balance for achieving the company’s strategy.

‘A company needs them all. Practice has taught us that. In the end it all comes down to the relatively simple four quadrants story. As a non- scientific employee I say: ‘It still works.’ Everybody is using it. So somehow you have to make sure that on a company level everything is balanced. So with all the differences in level you have with some jobs or at a certain time, you’re constantly trying to make sure that the levels are controllable and remain in balance with each other. This will be the case, until somebody starts calling that the BSC is nonsense, fine by me, but that person has to convince an awful lot of people. You could tell the sales department, you have a different BSC, but you still have to level it off somewhere. I prefer not to do that. There are also units, not at Atos Origin, that keep one or two quadrants empty. I completely disagree with that, because thereby you close off all the communication about the subject with that unit. So in those cases, I would prefer to write a few pro forma things down, I won’t tell that to them, to make sure that people continue to communicate about it. Otherwise you give them the right to pull out from that domain. When a financial controller only has to deal with numbers, profitability and the short run, without minding the Learning Organizations, not even for his own people, it will stop at some point. If you keep it blank, they lose interest. At some point people won’t understand each other and then it becomes more difficult to maintain a balance for the executives or the board (Paul Oor).’ 
You need a Balanced Scorecard, or something similar, to make sure that people don’t lose sight of other perspectives. A Sales manager should focus on revenue, but he should be able to understand issues and problems of an operational manager. He should be able to communicate about Quality and Security and so on. The Balanced Scorecard provides an easy way to make sure that people can communicate with each other about different aspects of the organization.

VI.6 Summary
In this part of my analysis I’ve focused on the broader picture. I didn’t go into any technical details about the implemented system or how the system is used. Instead I discussed the ‘Why’. Why should a company use a Balanced Scorecard? Why is the use of a Balanced Scorecard different for every company?

I first looked at the peripherals of the question; call it the edges of the puzzle. The beginning of your puzzle that you have to do before you can start with the centre. Based on the experiences of the interviewees it became apparent that there are a number of factors that influence the Balanced Scorecard of a company. Think about the culture of a company, the history and background of the company, the focus of the company. A company that has been privatized has the inheritance of being a state-owned company, a company with a social responsibility towards people. These companies tend to have more focus on or more room for the people or human side in a Balanced Scorecard than a company that has always been a private company. The starting point of a company affects the road they take and with it the Balanced Scorecard they use to travel along the road. But there’s more, just consider the effect of company culture or the lack thereof. Atos Origin is a company that’s basically built up by large groups of people that have been bought into the company. These groups of people all bring their own background and history which results in a quilt of different cultures within Atos Origin. Can a Balanced Scorecard resolve that? Can a Balanced Scorecard force a different culture? Not really, but it can help a company to deal with it. A Balanced Scorecard provides a kind of common frame of reference. People with different cultures have to deal with the same platform, which gives them a common link. Why is all this important for my analysis? Well, that’s a simple question really. You can only understand the issues and problems a company faces, when you understand its culture, background and history. A company such as Atos Origin is very different from a company like Nuon, not only with respect to industry, but also with respect to culture and history. Every person is unique, but the same can be said for every company.
After discussing the peripherals, I moved towards the centre. A Balanced Scorecard has many uses and potential benefits, some are explicit and others are implicit. During the interviews a number of uses were discussed by the interviewees. These uses are in a way linked to one another, and might all be part of the same function. First of all, you can look at a Balanced Scorecard as a training tool. As a company grows, so does the way it behaves and is organized. These changes can be quite drastically, such as increasing lines of communications, longer spans of control and stronger need for specialization. A company has to learn how to deal with these changes and a Balanced Scorecard can provide a way to do that. A Balanced Scorecard can also be a tool for individual training. Understanding the need to have a balance in your business is important, but this understanding doesn’t come naturally to everybody. Not everybody acts balanced, or thinks from the same balance as the company. A Balanced Scorecard is an easy way to explain and visualize the need for balance. One perspective affects the others; you can’t concentrate on just one part because everything is linked. A Balanced Scorecard is a very useful tool to train employees to act and think according to a balance, the balance that the company is looking for.
As a company matures and managers become more experienced, the role of a Balanced Scorecard changes. Its use as a training tool becomes less important and one of its main functions becomes the use as a registration tool. A company and certainly big companies need some kind of structured system to formulate and write down targets and objectives.  You need a structured system as a platform for feedback and discussion, a way to formalize agreements. However experienced managers usually already know what’s expected from them, they have their budgets and targets from business reviews, so they know what they have to achieve. So at the beginning of the year they know what they have to do, before everything is formulated and formalized in personal BSC’s. You do, however, need a format for registration, because that provides you with a tool to talk about the objectives and targets. This brings us to the BSC as a communication tool.
A company is built up by several departments, units and teams of people. In order to achieve the company targets, these ‘fragments’ have to behave in unison. The first step towards accomplishing this is communicating. You can distinguish two types of communication, vertical and horizontal. Vertical communication covers the communication from one hierarchical level to another. A Balanced Scorecard can be used as a means to communicate and translate the strategy of a company in such a way that the people on lower levels understand what is expected of them. By formulating a Balanced Scorecard a company translates what they want to achieve in operational targets that mean something for the people that are expected to achieve them. Moreover it allows the company to provide a focus for the employees. A company that wants to build strong relations with their customers would do well to ensure that the employees are focused on making sure that the customers are satisfied. But vertical communication is not the whole story, as you get ‘lower’ in a company, you tend to see more ‘fragments’. Basically you can describe a company as being built up by individuals, who operate in teams, that are part of  departments, that make up the units, that in turn form the company.  Somehow you have to ensure that the ‘fragments’ on each level communicate with each other. You have to make sure that they understand each other, that they know each other’s problems and issues. A Balanced Scorecard provides a way to bridge the ‘language’ barriers between sales people and technicians, between controllers and HR managers. By formulating a Balanced Scorecard with targets in every different quadrant, you make sure that the different teams and units can communicate about that quadrant, that they understand what the quadrant entails and that they don’t lose sight of that quadrant. Communicating is the first step towards co-operating and the Balanced Scorecard provides a good way to achieve that.
To finish I would like to provide a few short nuances on the benefits of a Balanced Scorecard. There is no denying that a BSC could be useful for many organizations, but many of the above mentioned functions can be fulfilled by different systems. The Mckinsey 7S model, for example, was mentioned. The BSC is based on logic and structure. A manager that thinks logically could eventually think of a similar system on his own. Kaplan and Norton did an excellent job in imagining a tool that can be used in almost every company and environment, that can be adjusted to the wishes of the company and its managers. It, however, doesn’t help you think. It provides a format for training, registration and communication. It can play an important part in a company. But keep in mind that it’s a tool and not a goal in itself. Formulating a BSC is not the goal, but a tool towards achieving the goal. Paul Oor made a interesting remark about this: ‘A fool with a tool is still a fool’
In the next chapter I will concentrate my analysis on the use of a Balanced Score in the performance management framework of Atos Origin and a few of the technical issues of the system that is used.

VII The ‘What?’
VII.1 Introduction

My main research question was about the role of the Balanced Scorecard in the performance management at Atos Origin. After covering some other issues in the previous chapter, the focus in this chapter will shift to the actual performance management at Atos Origin. As mentioned in the ‘prologue’ Atos Origin has a Performance Management Framework that is used for evaluation purposes. In this chapter I will give a more extensive description of this framework and I will discuss the thoughts and experiences of the managers I’ve interviewed. Does the system provide sufficient incentives? How does the PMF Balanced Scorecard fit in the business BSC? What do they base their evaluations on? More than enough questions that need answers. My analysis will revolve around the actual system that is in place and the issues and themes that are linked to this system. How the system is actually used by the managers will be discussed in the next chapter. This chapter is structured as follows. Paragraph VII.2 will describe and discuss the aforementioned Performance Management Framework, this is followed by a discussion of the evaluating process in VII.3. In the fourth paragraph the focus will shift to the step after the evaluation, the rewards and consequences. The bonus system is discussed in paragraph VII.5, while VII.6 will give a critical perspective on the usefulness of an individual Balanced Scorecard. To conclude, paragraph VII.7 will provide a summary of the ‘What’.
VII.2 Performance Management Framework
I’ve already briefly described the Performance Management Framework that is used at Atos Origin. Before discussing the issues and themes that are related to this system, I want to provide a more extensive description and discussion of the system. ‘I think that if you want to manage things, you somehow have to give feedback to people about their performance, but whether you do that according to a system such as the Balanced Scorecard or in a different way, you’ll always have to talk about values, targets and performance.’ This is a quote of Peter Boers, which I’ve used before when I discussed the use of a BSC as a registration tool. Basically, the three uses I’ve discussed in the previous chapter are related to the Performance Management Framework, but then on an individual level. Performance monitoring and evaluating is a fact of business life. You somehow have to keep track of how somebody is doing and have to intervene when necessary. As companies grow this process becomes more complicated. Because the distance between the top executives and the rest of the company increases. So a company like Atos Origin needs a system in which targets, objectives, agreements, plans and evaluations can be formalized in a way that is agreeable to everybody involved. For Atos Origin this system is the Performance Management Framework.
The PMF is implemented in a SAP programme, which is online and accessible by every employee. Appendix B shows the basic structure of the evaluation procedures in this programme. This programme is the performance management system that Atos Origin uses, besides covering targets and objectives, there’s room for time registration, competencies and Individual Development Plans as well. ‘We have a performance management system that makes pictures during the year that covers the agreements that we make and writes down the interim and end of the year evaluation through an electronic game (Paul Oor).’ The system provides all the steps in the yearly HR cycle, starting from formalizing the agreements about the targets and objectives of that year to the interim evaluation meetings to the end of the year evaluations. The format for evaluation literally is a Balanced Scorecard with room for financial targets, customer oriented targets, internal process targets and human oriented and learning/growth targets. That’s how the Balanced Scorecard finds its way to the individual performance management at Atos Origin. Every employee has a kind of individual scorecard that is the basis for evaluation and rewards. You could call this part the hard targets, but that’s not the whole basis for evaluating performance. The Performance Management Framework also provides in keeping track of the individual competencies required for a certain type a job. ‘You could put that into the learning and growth quadrant, but then it really becomes forced so we decided to create a separate component (Paul Oor).’ The competencies part really looks at what the requirements are for people in a certain position. For example as a sales person you need to be a social and communicative person, while somebody with another function has to be company oriented. ‘There’s something below the BSC. The development of skills, competencies and behaviour. So if you’re expected to operate as a consultant and you’re for example on level 8, then you should have some level of communicative skills. So if you’re below that level you’ll have to work on it. That’s also part of the PMF (Erwin Dijkstra).’ This part of the PMF looks less at your actual performance, but more at the way in which you achieve your performance. ‘Basically the one part is the person you are and the things you may have to work on, the second part is what I would like to call your adjustment to the company and the world we live in. For me that second part is the Balanced Scorecard (Paul Oor).’ So the PMF monitors and manages performance based on two components, an individual BSC for the hard targets and a competencies chart for the soft skills that are the requirements for a job. But that’s not all of it. Where do the targets and skills come from?
‘Well, look there are a number of examples of competencies for specific functions and what it should look like. You should try to keep these examples in mind as much as possible. You should copy them if possible. That’s the sensible thing to do, for yourself as well. But there is a degree of freedom (Erwin Dijkstra).’ The required competencies come with the job. Most companies have different levels in functions and positions that require specific skills and competencies that have been formulated in a function description. It makes sense to use those job or function descriptions in the competencies chart in the PMF. Of course sometimes it may be required to formulate different competencies for a specific situation, but as Erwin indicated, there is room for other or differently formulated competencies.
Let’s continue with the targets in the individual BSC. Targets and objectives have to be formulated. But on an individual level it tends to be more difficult to formulate targets or KPI’s (Key Performance Indicators) than on a higher level. Take the financial component for example. For a consultant it’s relatively simple. How much time does the consultant spend with the customer? In other words, what are the billable hours? But what is a financial KPI for a technician? A helpdesk employee? A receptionist? There it becomes more difficult to formulate an individual BSC that really says something. 
You could wonder: Does it make sense to formulate an individual BSC for every employee? I will get back to this question later on. 
Customer oriented targets can be more simple. Customer satisfaction for a contract manager. Number of complaints for a helpdesk employee. Things like that, concrete and specific targets per individual. Paul Oor provided a good example: the target ‘tangibly and actively involved in customer service’, which forces him to go outside and meet the customer instead of sitting behind his desk all the time. But not everybody is directly involved with customers. As discussed above, in a company like Atos Origin with shared services it becomes difficult for those involved in the shared services to feel connected to customers when they don’t even know what they’re doing for which customer. 
The learning and growth perspective is perhaps the most suitable for every employee. It might be a cliché but you’re never too old to learn. Whether you’re a consultant or a technician, there is always room for further development. This perspective provides a way to formulate personal ambitions, to determine where and how you want to grow and to decide what you still have to learn. Usually it’s possible to formulate very specific targets for an individual in the growth and learning perspective. Paul Oor mentioned a good example. ‘I really believe in knowledge transfer, certainly for good people such as Erwin Dijkstra and some others. They really can share a lot. So I can let them sit on a few specific customers, but they are people who are able to coach and supervise people. I give them not just personal growth and learning targets, but also targets to help others to grow. Take Erwin for example, he coaches people and has a target to coach people. He has a number of people, four or five, that he has to coach. And we agree on targets for that. To organize sessions to share knowledge, what we call knowledge exchange sessions (KES). Organize four sessions a year, write an article, and write a paper. Those are the things you can put on the human or growth quadrant.’
‘The process component is more difficult, especially at Atos Origin. You will get things like ‘finishes planning on time’, )registration of hours on time’, ‘making sure that everything is up to security standards’ and that kind of thing. It’s a useful instrument to do something about these things. But at the same time you get discussions about if you do your job well without following every procedure, you should receive a good or a bad evaluation (Paul Oor).’ This is linked to the question of flexibility which will be discussed in the next chapter. What’s interesting is that it’s not always possible to formulate targets for everybody in every quadrant. ‘In some departments, there’s only one line, for example ‘registration of hours on time’, and then everybody has achieved their financial or process targets. Or wherever they put it. (Paul Oor).’ You can’t formulate multiple targets in each quadrant for everybody. Some jobs are not suitable for translation to a Balanced Scorecard. A different question is, in which quadrant to a put a target? Erwin Dijkstra mentioned a good example. ‘The division between the four groups changes a bit. Sometimes they don’t handle it correctly. One of the things that Paul Oor and I discussed was ‘utilization’. For a department the degree in which the employees are deployed and used is a process target. So a department has ‘utilization’ in the internal process component. But for many employees that is the only way they have some kind of financial influence. Have I been deployed for a customer, is it billable? That’s basically all you can put into the financial perspective. So if a department has to achieve a certain revenue, and maybe some profit level, and they have a utilization target of 80% in the internal process quadrant, then people tend to copy that target to the process part of the employee. But for an employee I believe it should be in the financial quadrant. You can have big fundamental discussions about it, but I think that’s important. Because I want to have significant and meaningful targets in my financial quadrant, and I feel that utilization belongs there.’ 
It’s important to think about which targets you formulate and where you put them. In the end the goal is to ensure that the employee is going to try to achieve those targets, but most employees will only do so if they feel that the targets in question are meaningful. 
‘In this case it was about a meaningful target. But if it was about a different target that would be used for the entire unit and which everybody should stick to, that might be completely irrelevant for my personal job and performance, I would have a lot of trouble to really give it my best (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
The targets have to be important; the employee should be able to relate to the targets, they have to be meaningful, relevant and achievable. You can’t motivate people by giving targets that don’t make sense and don’t mean a lot for their job.
Formulating targets or KPI’s is one thing, the question how many targets should we use is quite another. The PMF provides a standard format with room for three targets in each of the quadrants. You can increase the number of targets, but the normal situation is three. ‘That was something where everybody said that this should be enough room to write down the targets, but it means we are talking about four times three is twelve possible targets, twelve dimensions. If you continue to add targets… Besides, if you do it correctly, you make things a bit more general. Sometimes you have a few obligatory targets, which come from target depositories, so a list of things you have to choose from, but as a rule those lists tend to be quite short. Often there are only one or two targets and even then it depends on your relation with the manager above you, whether you can sin against them. (Paul Oor).’ 
The more performance indicators or measures you add the more complex the system gets. Twelve targets already are a lot of work if you want to monitor them in a reasonable way. You have to decide on the targets you set, you have to check the performance and then you have to evaluate the performance and motivate your evaluation. 
‘There was a time that some groups such as HRM or Finance had defined their own mandatory objectives, that had to come back in every BSC, but that was extremely limiting. The risk you run is that you get long lists of targets in every quadrant, and that doesn’t work. That’s why it’s a good thing you are forced to stick to three targets per quadrant (Paul Oor).’ 
The problem with long lists of objectives, besides the obvious complexity, is the fact that the individual targets no longer have a real meaning. If you have ten financial performance measures, then the importance of each measure decreases. A fewer number of measures gives better focus and more meaning to the actual targets.
The final remark I have about the PMF itself is the way the targets can be defined. I already discussed depositories of obligatory targets, but you could also think of repositories with targets you are free to choose from. The PMF however is basically a free format. ‘You can define them yourself. Nothing is prescribed. They are free fields. So here I’ve said, for example, ‘organize knowledge sessions’ as my target and then I can say how many sessions I have to organize with the numbers of attendees. I can also say when it should be realized, and sometimes there are interim targets. Take a project manager for example with a large project that is due in July, well then you set the target on interim moment (Paul Oor).’ 
A free format provides a way to make sure that the targets are suitable for the individual. Sometimes you have to formulate very specific targets, because the job demands that. A free format gives managers and employees the possibility to make agreements about plans and targets that are based on their specific situation, which in turn ensures that the employee has to deal with targets that are meaningful and that he can relate to. If there’s one thing that is obvious, it is that formulating a BSC can be a difficult and complex task at the best of times and a near impossible job at others.
VII Evaluation
Monitoring performance is only the first step in the process of performance management. Monitoring itself is meaningless, unless you do something with the information you gather. Evaluating performance is essential for performance management in a company. People can learn and improve their performance if they receive some feedback about the way they’ve acted so far. 
At Atos Origin the performance evaluation is based on the Performance management framework, which in turn is used in the yearly HR cycle with the employees. The start of the yearly HR cycle was discussed in the previous paragraph. At the beginning of the year each manager has to come to an agreement with his employees about the targets and objectives for that year. These targets and objectives are formulated in the Performance Management Framework and basically form an individual Balanced Scorecard for each employee. From here, they go to the next step in the HR cycle. ‘For me the most important thing is the mandatory evaluation meeting halfway through the year. That’s really important. It gives you a moment to catch up with each other. If somebody gets a bad evaluation at the end of the year, but there’s no evidence that it was discussed during the year, the manager will have a problem, or at least in principle. Let me put it this way, it gives the employee something to say: ‘hold on, where did this come from?’ If it hasn’t been discussed during the half year evaluation and the end of the year evaluation becomes critical, then the least you could want is that there were some warnings during the year (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
Evaluating is one thing, but in the end the objective of performance management is managing of performance. If you want to achieve an improvement of performance, the evaluation should not be the goal but a way to guide employees towards improvement. What’s the point of giving a bad evaluation at the end of the year, if you didn’t warn somebody during the year? Perhaps that employee thinks he’s doing a great job. It’s the obligation of the manager to point out that the employee should do things differently, or that he should improve his work. The manager should manage his employees. Basically it once again comes down to communication, but now between employee and manager. An interim evaluation meeting forces manager and employees to talk about the work situation, about the performance of the employee so far. It gives the employee a chance to explain his performance, to tell the manager about specific circumstances. A chance to guide an employee and direct his performance. 
Naturally there are a few important factors at play here. First of all, there’s a difference between a large team and a small team. Michel Koper said the following: ‘Of course it works differently with a smaller team than in a large unit. You know more about each other. You have more or less possibilities. What we do, for example, is that each Monday we look as a team at what has happened during the previous week and what we’re going to do this week. Then you’re constantly on top of things and, besides, because we have a smaller team, we have much more individual contact. There is more frequent feedback, which decreases the necessity for a formal progress meeting. Of course it’s still possible, and we also have these meetings, but usually only when we have to, from a negative point of view. When somebody isn’t performing up to standards, you want to formally write it down.’ 
There’s a big difference if you lead a team of five contract managers, for example, or a team of say thirty technicians. The manager of the team of five will be better informed about the progress and performance of his five employees, than the manager of the team of thirty. The manager of the team of thirty needs the interim progress meetings to get informed about the progress of his employees, and to give feedback and guidance. While the manager of the team of five has more opportunities during the course of his work to give feedback, because he has more individual contact with his team members.
 A second factor is the difference between good and bad performance. ‘When everything is going as it should, then one person has a progress meeting once a year, while another has it twice a year. If things are going well then there isn’t a lot to discuss. During regular contact with your boss, a BILA or a moment to catch up, you talk about these things. That’s basic human contact. But when things become serious, then you need to sit down and take some time (Bart Grobben).’ 
It’s like Erwin pointed out, you can’t give a bad evaluation at the end of the year if you didn’t give some indication or warning to the employee during the year.  Michel and Bart said the same, if things are going as they should, then the need for a formal progress meeting is quite small. But if things aren’t going as they should, then you have to take time to talk to the employee, hear his side of the story, explain and motivate why you think things aren’t going well and agree on a way to improve his performance. 
Of course this works two ways. ‘It gives you the possibility to say, well that could become a problem at the end of they year if you don’t adapt. On the other hand, an employee could say: wait a minute, that’s what we’ve agreed on, but you’re not doing anything either. How can I achieve my goals, if you don’t do your things? (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
The employee has the responsibility to inform a manager about factors that influence his performance, just as the manager has the responsibility to give feedback to an employee about his performance. During these interim progress meetings, the PMF scorecard is the basis for the discussion.
 ‘Look, there are a lot of targets for the end of the year, but of course you’re going to talk about things like, well you’re halfway, or you’ve already achieved that or you haven’t done this, or things about your attitude or behaviour that you had to work on (Erwin Dijkstra).’  This entire process is covered by the PMF and as such the PMF should be used by both manager and employee. ‘If you think you’ve already completed a target for three-quarters, then be as smart as to record it during the interim evaluation. (…) If you have a different manager during the second part of the year, you can prove that you’ve already achieved (a part of) that target. You have to use the system on this point. That’s what it’s for. That’s the correct way to use it. (…) It’s just a way to ensure that things are recorded. Because it tends to be a challenge to have your yearly evaluation with the same person as the one you’ve made all the agreements with during the whole year. I wouldn’t be surprised if one in three or one in four people have a different person sitting on the other end of the table at the end of the year. That changes quite often. Perhaps it’s one in five, but it’s very common (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
The PMF and the BSC with it provides a suitable format to record overall progress, to make sure that agreements are written down, and that both employee and manager can use it as evidence in the yearly evaluations. This is especially true in dynamic environments with a lot of internal mobility and constantly changing organizations. Atos Origin has gone through no less than six reorganizations since 2002. That’s almost one reorganization a year. To cope with these constant changes you need a system that enables you to keep track of things and allows you defend your rights. 
‘I think that if you’re an assertive employee, in the best sense of the word, who sticks up for his rights, you should make sure that you use the system to get the best possible position to do that (Erwin Dijkstra).’ We can conclude that the Balanced Scorecard fulfils the role of a communication and registration tool within the HR cycle. After the step of interim communication and evaluation, we quickly come to the final evaluation at the end of the year. The final step in the yearly HR cycle and the performance management framework. Bart Grobben explained the role of Human Resources: ‘I believe we’re very disciplined with regard to the end of the year evaluations. What we do? Well, firstly as HR we organize a number of workshops to train managers in evaluating. Very important. That they don’t look at things from their individual perspectives or from the things they learned at home. People always believe that they are able to evaluate something, but if you always do it from your own self, something is off. (So you want to give them a common frame of reference?) Precisely, that is what we train our managers in. Of course it is also about time. I mean you’re not a ‘manager’ right away. A good manager, if he has that naturally, still has to professionalize it. Well, that’s possible, perhaps then you go through the learning curve somewhat quicker than somebody that doesn’t have it naturally. (…) So that’s what we train them in, which hopefully results in an evaluation meeting taking place in a correct manner, not threatening but more as a natural event. And then there’s an evaluation.’ Evaluating is difficult, what do you base your evaluation on? Which factors do you take into account? What will be your final evaluation? Every evaluation will always have a degree of subjectivity. For example do the BSC part and the competencies part have an equal weight in the final evaluation? ‘No, before we started with the PMF, we have an evaluation form with fixed formulas. With the PMF things have become vaguer. It is completely based on perception whether the skills are more important than the BSC quadrants. You could have a difference of opinion about that, but I think people tend to look more at the quadrants. The quadrants usually have a quantitative character (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
So it’s up to the manager to weigh the different components of the PMF. Is this a good thing or a bad thing? Well, in my opinion it really all depends. Of course this entails a degree of subjectivity, some managers think differently about the importance of competencies than others. But as mentioned, the HR department organizes trainings and workshops to give the managers a frame or reference which they can use in their evaluations. What it also entails is flexibility, the ability to take other factors, specific situations, special circumstances into account. Of course this might demand more input from the manager, but the final evaluations become more professional and more personal than when you fill in a formula and that’s that. Flexibility is an important theme, which will be discussed more extensively in part three.
So, finally I have arrived at the actual evaluation. What does this entail? ‘At Atos this will result in an assessment on a one to five scale. That’s the commonly used international system. We’ve had some discussion about that, because in The Netherlands we use one to ten while the rest of the world uses one to five in their evaluations, so Atos uses one to five. With five being great, while one is basically exit (Paul Oor).’ As previously mentioned the PMF has two major components. People are evaluated on their performance based on an individual BSC, but people are also evaluated based on their development, on the person they are. So how do they evaluate the different components? ‘Each quadrant of the BSC gets assessed, which varies from failed to completely perfect. You do the same for the competencies chart, but with different assessments. Then you judge on level, below level or above level. So basically it’s the same scale for evaluating. But for the BSC targets it is simply achieved or not achieved or exceeded. And for the competencies it’s whether you comply with requirements or not, with several levels between them, but still the same type of scale. Which is a free format, by the way, you can weigh them yourselves (Paul Oor).’ 
So you first have to assess each component of the PMF with, basically, a scale from bad to very good. This of course makes a lot of sense, you have to account for your final evaluation and you can only do so if you can show what that evaluation is based on. For example, if somebody exceeded all of his BSC targets, but still receives an average 3, he will demand an explanation. Then the manager can show that while he exceeded his targets, he is below the required competencies for example. The same happens while correcting an exam, you don’t give a grade based on your overall impression, you give points for the separate questions which in turn will result in a grade. 
‘So say, I’ve given, the most common assessment, four times targets achieved in the BSC part and on level in the competencies part, then you have an evaluation of 3, that’s average. But that’s up to the manager (Paul Oor).’ So as an employee you always strive to achieve at least a three, because that’s average. Of course you hope to get a four or a five, but a three is always better than lower than a three, because then you didn’t get a good evaluation and that is something you would want to avoid. I will discuss the potential rewards and consequences of an evaluation in the next paragraph. 
A good evaluation can be important for an employee, it could be for a raise in salary, somebody could be looking for recognition, or the person is hoping to get promoted. You could imagine that an employee is not always satisfied with the evaluation he gets. The evaluation process therefore doesn’t end with the final evaluation. ‘Yes, and in the end you get the negotiation process with the employee, because you can’t close (the HR/PMF cycle) before he agrees to the evaluation. (So that will lead to strong discussions?) Yes and irritating and silly games. This had bothered me a number of times. I’ve had a lot of people who didn’t fight, but also didn’t close which resulted in the fact that I couldn’t close as well. (…) There is a procedure to say that you do not agree with the evaluation. But then you really have to start this process, while the people that are stalling are people that do not want to start the procedure because they think they can’t win anyway, so they start playing for time, and that’s where the system fails. So that’s not a flaw with respect to the BSC, but with respect to how we use it (Paul Oor).’ 
Games and politicking are frequently returning issues in performance management. Employees or managers who want something, but don’t get what they want, start looking for loopholes in the system, start manipulating the system, in order to try to get what they want. This is the same with the PMF system; manager and employee have to electronically sign for every step of the process. But if one of the two doesn’t sign, the other has a problem. The manager has a problem because he can’t close that step of the cycle, while the employee has a problem, because he has no proof without the electronic signature. But as Paul pointed it, this is not a flaw of the BSC, but a design flaw of the system. The question how you can cope with this is a difficult one at best, managers and employees will always be human, and so each system is limited by the fact that humans have to use the system. If you try to lock everything with rules and regulations, you lose flexibility and the system becomes too rigid and complex to operate. But more on that later. 
Back to the procedure. Some people actually feel that they’ve been treated unfairly and have cause to complain. They can start the official procedure. ‘As an employee you always have to sign your evaluations, but you can sign ‘as seen’ or you can sign ‘as agreed’. If you sign as seen, you have to explain why you did so. It could be that you disagree with one score, but that you believe that deviation on that score has such a big effect on the evaluation that you sign as seen only. This means that in this part of the process the manager has some explaining to do. So a manager has some interest in ensuring that everybody agrees with their evaluation (Erwin Dijkstra).’ Signing as seen instead of signing as agreed is a type of formal protest of an employee against his evaluation. This usually means that the manager and employee were not able to work it out during the negotiation process. ‘If a manager doesn’t change his position, you can sign your evaluation as seen, as a form of protest. Generally speaking there isn’t much point to it. I believe that when these things happen you have to draw a conclusion. Then there’s a problem in the fit between manager and employee somewhere, and then it’s time to take a good look in the mirror and decide whether you have to draw some conclusion. In the interest of both parties (Peter Boers).’ 
A problem with an evaluation usually means that there is some problem in the relation between manager and employee. The PMF offers a number of opportunities to talk about things, to discuss certain issues and to work things out. Manager and employee have dealt with each other before the final evaluation.
 ‘Precisely, it usually doesn’t come as a surprise. It’s more a confirmation of the things that have happened (Bart Grobben).’ 
If an evaluation comes as a total surprise then something went wrong in the entire process. Either the employee doesn’t understand what’s expected of him, or there is too much tension between manager and employee, or some other reason. If you only disagree with a small part of your evaluation you should be able to work it out with your manager, if not, then there’s probably more to the story.
But back to the PMF system. Through the process of electronic signatures in the PMF system, it’s easy to keep track of the progress of the HR cycle. So when an employee refuses to sign you have a problem. ‘Yes, that is very annoying, you usually aren’t judged by the content of the evaluations you give, which depends on your boss, but you are judged based on whether or not you’ve closed everybody’s evaluations. Those lists cause a lot of terror and fright at Atos Origin, because you don’t want to be on them. You shouldn’t have ten evaluations that haven’t been closed at the end of the year, because then the HR department will get on its hind legs and, besides, formally you have additional problems, because some are entitled to a bonus, and if the process hasn’t been closed they won’t get them (Paul Oor).’ 
The performance management framework provides a good format for evaluating performance. Every step of the HR cycle is linked to the individual scorecard and competencies chart. A system however is only as good as the people that use it, so the managers have a responsibility to use the system correctly. Also, the good thing about the PMF is the link between top-down and bottom-up; both employee and manager can use it and have to work together to work through the process. The potential rewards and consequences that follow from the final evaluations will be discussed in the next paragraph.

VII.4 Rewards and Consequences
Let’s move on to the next step in the performance management cycle, potential rewards and consequences. How important is the actual evaluation you get based on the Performance Management Framework? ‘Well, it is quite important. If only for your own motivation. (…) In that case it’s important, it’s important if you want to advance as well. It’s also part of some form of rewards you get in your finances. Be it that during the last couple of years, with a good evaluation, you hardly received anything. The moment you get a bad evaluation and you’re in a crisis situation and you have some stars behind your name, the wrong kind of stars, there of course will be clear consequences. Then your name will appear on lists, you don’t want to be on. (Such as during the current reorganization?) Yes (Peter Boers).’ 
The evaluation you get isn’t just for show and it shouldn’t be. If there are no potential rewards or penalties that result from a good or bad evaluation, then the whole system is just a pro forma methodology. 
At Atos Origin employees get an evaluation of one to five, with one being the lowest and five the highest. What are the consequences of receiving a specific evaluation?  ‘One is exit, or at least you get a last chance. Half a year for example, and if you don’t quickly show improvement you’re gone (Paul Oor).’ It goes without saying that you don’t want to receive a one at the end of the year. First of all you get to hear that you did a terrible job this year, secondly your job is in danger. A manager doesn’t give a one lightly. For one thing you will have a hell of a fight with the employee during the evaluation meeting. Also the manager will have to give an extensive motivation as to why he gave the employee a one. It’s what you could call the ‘ultimum remedium’, the last resort. If you feel that there is still a possibility for improvement you could give a two, but a one basically says that you see no future for that employee. Giving a two is quite a different story, but the employee still won’t be happy to hear it. ‘People experience a two as being in the danger zone, but if they pull hard they can manage to get out (Paul Oor).’ It’s important to note that a two should not always be considered a slap on the wrist. ‘No, you have to nuance that a bit. A two could mean that it was nothing, that it was bad. Not terrible, but it wasn’t good. You could call it reasonable performance. But it could also mean, Ok a two, you did your best, but you still have a way to go. If you have somebody who’s in the first year of a new job, you could very well give him a two with the same kind of nuances. Usually it sounds like, oh dear, that’s not good (Michel Koper).’ So a two could mean a lot of things, of course it’s an indication that the employee isn’t there yet, but whether a two should be considered as a bad thing, really depends on the story around the two, what does the manager mean to tell you? It gives a signal. ‘Yes, but with it comes a plan. If you have a two, we have to come up with a plan and we have to go through a process of intensive discussion to explain why you gave the two and why you see things like that, but also how the employee could climb out of it to make everything right (Paul Oor).’ 
A two basically indicates that the manager still has hope for improvement, that he thinks that with some extra work the employee could perform as required. A one and a two can be seen as below average performance, so a three could be seen as average performance. If an employee gives his best, does his job and what is asked of him, doesn’t exceed expectations but doesn’t cause problems as well, then there aren’t a lot of bad things you can say about him, professionally speaking. The simplest and best thing you can do is to give a three, which indicates that he’s doing his job, nothing more and nothing less and for a lot of people that’s all they need to hear. Of course a three is a positive evaluation, so it should also be linked to some kind of reward.

Let’s talk rewards. Simply put, an evaluation of a three or higher is sufficient to be rewarded, of course a four is better than a three and a five better than a four, but good performance should be rewarded. One of the basic assumptions in organizations is that people need incentives in order to ensure that they improve their performance. There are a lot of potential rewards and incentives, some being tangible, such as a raise, some intangible, such as recognition. As in many other companies the PMF system is in a way linked to the salary system. So an evaluation in the PMF system has an effect on the salary system. ‘Well, the effect from the former on the latter is quite limited. So you can make a lot of agreements which lead to either a really bad or good evaluation. The actual effect, if you’re on the positive side of things, on a promotion opportunity or a substantial pay increase is very limited (…) If you perform really well and you do so year in year out, then what you can grow in this company either in salary or in job scales is extremely limited. So does the range of this evaluation methodology offer you a lot of incentives and should you worry about it? The answer to that question really is ‘No’ (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
The system that is implemented at Atos Origin doesn’t offer a lot of room for large raises or potential promotions. In itself that has nothing to do with the methodology of a BSC, but more with the system that is used to implement it. It does however influence the potential effectiveness of such a system on the performance management. As system that doesn’t provide of a lot incentives, could very well fail to motivate the employees to improve their performance. 
‘Say you’re young when you join Atos, but you have a lot of potential for growth, then it’s a big challenge to manage that in the current methodology at Atos. It doesn’t really facilitate rapid growth, of course we can solve that, but that’s a real challenge. Then you have to make up exceptions. Especially for someone who is young and has the potential to grow five job scales in his time at the company. Then this means he has to go through five promotions with five equivalent pay increases, while frequently having very interesting discussions about it. It’s not that promotions or pay raises are not at all possible, it’s just that if you want to achieve that, you have some very intense discussions and you will not always succeed. That’s what makes it difficult. (…) It’s very difficult to justify it based on good BSC evaluation alone. Then you should have a type of manager with a perspective on development of human resource potential, who wants to fight for it, because otherwise you will fail. (…) If you really want to go through a rapid growth, then you have to look for additional arguments, and then you have to go through the internal approval process, which goes up several levels. In the end it is possible. But if you have the potential to grow five levels, then you should be so lucky as to have a manager who sees that and wants to fight for you internally (Erwin Dijkstra).’ It’s not that the performance management system at Atos Origin has no room whatsoever for promotions or pay raises, it’s just that the performance management system itself doesn’t directly facilitate it. There are additional factors that come into play besides the PMF. ‘Well, if somebody receives a good or excellent evaluation two, three times in a row, you should wonder whether that person shouldn’t take a step higher or in a different direction. (…) Well, there a number of factors on the outside that play a role, because based on the formal system you can only see that somebody received a good or excellent score a few times in a row, which might indicate that it becomes time for the next step. But then you have to go through discussions with a HR manager and your own manager. And let’s not forget that there’s the matter of availability, is there room for promotion? (Michel Koper)’ 
The PMF basically records the history of somebody’s performance, which could signal the need for a promotion or a pay raise, but the system itself doesn’t facilitate that. You are dependent on the manager above you, the availability and additional factors. Of course it’s not strange that a formal system such as the PMF isn’t linked to promotions, you can’t promote everybody who is performing well, but it’s a different matter with pay raises. Good or excellent performance, so a four or a five, could very well be rewarded with a substantial pay raise.
‘Whether you have a good performance evaluation or an excellent evaluation, in practice the difference will be one percent in pay raise. (…) That’s not something to really worry about. Say you are a high potential, with a lot of room for growth. Then you will never achieve a growth line with the slope you want. Then you have to look for additional actions, beyond and above the system. The manager in charge I mean. As an employee you can only nag about it, but it is the manager that has to commit himself for you. And of course that has the potential danger that in a market in which qualified people are scarce; you will lose people (Erwin Dijkstra).’ Qualified people who feel that they are not appreciated enough, at least system wise, could very well look for greener pastures if they believe that their present environment doesn’t have enough to offer. How about a bonus? Could you compensate it with that? ‘Well, no, because that’s just a lump sum. I don’t grow with that. If I earn 20.000 Euros a year, with a bonus of 22.000 a year and I get an increase on my salary based on the PMF of one percent, then in ten year my salary will be pretty much the same. I know the calculation that if you receive a seven percent increase each year for a period of ten years, you will double your salary, because 1.07 to the tenth power is 2. Now I’m not saying that you should have a raise of seven percent, but let’s say the potential range should be as such, then you could see some real difference. I’ve worked for Shell and there the differences were quite substantial. You were ranked by two things. First your potential, so how much can you grow? That was the reference frame, if you could face all the challenges then where are you when you’re 55? The second thing was your performance of that year. The first determined your raise each year, and the second your bonus. That’s a system that’s entirely logical, because it allows people to fulfil their potential. (And Atos doesn’t provide these opportunities?) No, not in the methodology. Just imagine. At Shell I could join as a twenty-two year old, and start at some level. Say that my potential is to become a board member, which probably entails a salary difference of factor 20. Basically the methodology facilitated the growth on a gradual scale, while at Atos you constantly have to take steps and you have to do so beyond the PMF system. (…) I think that we frustrate people in that as an employer (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
What Erwin is saying is that you should differentiate between two separate things, potential and performance. Atos Origin or more specifically the PMF doesn’t separate these two things. The evaluation is based on the achievement of targets and your competencies. In a way you could say that the competencies are a part of your potential, your possible growth, room for development, things like that. But in the end there’s one evaluation, whereby the difference in rewards between a three, four and a five are so inconsequential, that there’s not a lot of incentive to continue to improve your performance. Of course I’m generalizing, some might consider an additional percent pay raise as a substantial reward, but it’s still a fact that the PMF system is not really aimed at the facilitation of substantial growth of employees and the fulfilment of potential. Of course motivation comes from a lot of factors, the challenges of the job, intrinsic motivation, the team you’re working with, whether you have a good relation with your manager, things like that. However, in my opinion and based on the stories I’ve discussed, the formal performance management system should also be aimed at motivating people, at providing incentives, to continuously improve the commitment and performance. When somebody has a lot of potential, you as a company have to make sure that his potential is fulfilled. Both for his and your own benefit. There are always competitors that want to lure your highly qualified employees, so you should make sure that those employees have a reason to stay with your company.
In the next paragraph, I will discuss the role of the bonuses at Atos Origin.

VII.5 Bonus scorecard
The use of bonus systems is common practice in the business world. A bonus can be seen as a lot of things, for some a bonus truly is a bonus, a reward for excellent performance or for completing a complex project. For others, however, a bonus is a variable part of their salaries. They run the risk of earning less than their colleagues without a variable part when they don’t achieve the required targets. On the other hand, they also have the potential to earn more than those same colleagues when they do fulfil their targets. ‘Where the majority of the people receive a thirteenth month at the end of the year, I  have a personal BSC, that’s determined for one half by the financial performance of the units I work for at Atos Origin Netherlands and for the other half by the targets I agree upon with my superior. I think that’s a reasonable ratio. So you have to understand that the range is something like two monthly salaries. So when compared to a thirteenth month I can either be one month below it or one month above it. And I can influence the outcome for one half myself, so that’s quite reasonable (Erwin Dijkstra).’ The system that’s discussed by Erwin is a system in which the bonus is a variable part of the salary, the employee has an upward potential of an additional monthly salary compared to a thirteenth month but also the downside risk of earning one month less than a thirteenth month. Not everybody receives a bonus and not everybody wants to have a bonus system. The range described above is 12 to 14 months, while somebody without a bonus always earns 13 months, some prefer the security and others prefer the potential of earning 14 months. ‘Everybody had a personal BSC in the performance management framework. But when you talk about a personal bonus scorecard, I think that less than five percent of all the people have arrangements like that. When I had a managerial position, I had a team of 120 people of which three managers and myself had a personal bonus scorecard (Erwin Dijkstra).’ Who receives a bonus and who does not, usually depends on somebody’s job within the organization. ‘Specifically selected people, with a high degree of influence on the performance of a company, the financial performance, such as contract managers, people with profit & loss responsibility, or who can have a strong influence on customers, have a personal bonus agreement instead of a thirteenth month (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
The person with a bonus should have some visible influence on the performance of the department, unit or the company. They have a responsibility towards the financial results and are rewarded accordingly. In practice, however, there are a number of additional factors that determine whether somebody has a personal bonus scorecard or not. 
‘I’ve once understood that the bonus is applicable from skill level 8 and upwards, but meanwhile I’ve learned that it’s not always true in practice, or at least not in my team. I don’t know the full story. But I do know that it’s quite crooked. For example when I joined Atos there was a gap in my salary compared to my old job that had to be filled with a bonus, while I don’t really have a position in which I have to chase customers or in which I have clear and concrete financial results. There are also people that have been insourced from other companies and earned a bonus at those companies, who simply brought their bonus system to this company. So the system in which everybody operates under the same regulations, doesn’t really work well at Atos, it’s not a universal system. There might be people that say otherwise, but I have team leaders without a bonus, while they should have a bonus according to the regulations (Paul Oor).’
 In practice there’s always more than the rules and regulations of the formal systems, that’s simply a fact. Whether you talk about a bonus system, or promotion chances, you can’t lock it down with rules, and you shouldn’t, or else the system becomes rigid and less adaptable, but more on that in the next chapter.
Back to the bonus scorecard. I’ve already discussed the formal system of performance management. Everybody has a personal BSC which is supplemented by a competencies chart. So how are the PMF scorecard and the bonus scorecard related? ‘There is a second system. People, who are entitled to a bonus, have a separate bonus scorecard. (…) But that goes beyond the evaluation system; it’s almost a completely different system. The HR department keeps track of it on excel sheets and that’s of course confidential and is agreed upon outside the regular system with a formal letter. (So is there a direct link?) When you have a bad evaluation, they shouldn’t contradict each other. You can still earn a bonus, when the company is doing all right. Then you’ve achieved the general targets. Or your manager gave you completely different targets in your bonus scorecard than those in your individual BSC. This is really determined top down. It comes from the table of the top executives (Paul Oor).’ The bonus scorecard really is a separate scorecard. ‘In principle they’re completely separate, but if you’re smart you try to formulate the same targets, but usually there are some differences (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
The general targets are determined top down; they entail the financial targets of the entire company, or the specific units such as budgets, operating margin or total profitability. The second part of the scorecard is more individually based and could be based on the targets in the PMF scorecard. In this part of the scorecard there’s room for discussion and negotiation with your manager. In appendix D I’ve added an example of a bonus scorecard. The format is quite simple, you can see a number of general targets and a number of individual targets and their target level. Each target determines a specific percentage of the total bonus and the sum of each part determines the total bonus that is awarded. Using general or companywide targets in a bonus system is always a tricky thing. ‘You just have to be lucky that the company is doing well. You can’t really influence that, or at least I don’t have the feeling that I have a maximum influence on the results of Atos Origin Netherlands. There are marginal influences only.  When we have our own Nuon account and we talk about that level, then I will have a maximum influence. Is there a customer unit above us, then it’s a percentage of their performance (Peter Boers).’ 
The general targets only determine one half of the bonus, the other half is determined by individual performance. As Erwin remarked, that’s quite reasonable and if the people who receive a bonus think it’s fair, then that should be enough. 
I asked Peter Boers whether the bonus scorecard contributed to his motivation and he told me an interesting anecdote. ‘I always say that the extra step is a result of intrinsic motivation. I was raised to do the maximum for the company and that’s how I see my personal targets. Take my BSC for example; together with my colleague I’m responsible for a productivity enhancement programme. I have to come up with a plan each month to structurally save 3000 to 4000 Euros per month, which was the required level. So when I was doing my monthly reports with respect to the bonus scorecard we have with our customers, I saw that we could save up to 80.000 Euros once-only if we would do this and that. Well then I say: We should focus on that, without playing games and politics. I then went to my manager and I showed it to him and he completely agreed that we should do that, so we changed the focus to that. Of course with it came another target to achieve, but that’s something we looked for together. That really supports what you want to achieve. And that’s perfect, then you operate as one entity, same policy and same control.’ 
A target should not be blindly followed; a target is a tool to achieve some goal. The target itself is not a goal and that’s the same with the bonus system, the bonus is a tool to ensure that managers with financial influence act according to the best interest of the company and it should be used accordingly. So if there’s an opportunity to save or earn more money, which is in the best interest of the company, then the bonus system should support that. For the company it is better if the manager tries to achieve a one-time reduction in costs of 80.000 Euros, than his official target for that month of a structural cost reduction of 4000 Euros. Naturally, this is linked with the flexibility of the system and the management style of your superior as well.
The bonus system at Atos Origin should be considered as a part of the salary system. It is not really a reward for excellent performance, but more a variable part of the salary. In that sense a raise based on the PMF is more of a reward than the bonus. ‘So the personal BSC is more attractive in regard to financial potential. Don’t forget that you get a raise based on the PMF and that’s potentially three percent on three percent on three percent, in the end that is more interesting than a bonus scorecard which gives a simple lump sum. That’s not a raise, that’s a temporary increase in salary. They work completely different (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
Although the PMF doesn’t provide much incentive with respect to potential raises, it does provide a more attractive financial reward than a bonus. The PMF allows you to grow, while the bonus is simply a variable part of your salary. Still the bonus scorecard is a part of performance management, even though it’s not directly linked to the PMF.
VII.6 Side note
The performance management framework and its aspects have been extensively discussed. But there’s still one issue that I want to discuss. I already made a short remark in a previous paragraph about the usefulness of a personal BSC. One of my interviewees, Bart Grobben, made some critical remarks about this subject that I want to discuss.  ‘Say you have a job on an administrative level or in the sales. Doesn’t matter. Then you are in one particular corner, so you are evaluated primarily from that corner based on what you have to do, up to quality of course, there shouldn’t constantly be errors, independence, so you’re talking more about competencies than the four quadrants of the BSC. (…) Well, take a secretary for example and you ask her what she contributes to the customer. OK, so she has to be polite and offer proper assistance. Sure, I can understand that. But do you need a BSC for that? Yes, perhaps as a tool for a secretary in training. That’s it.’ 
Perhaps a secretary is not a great example, because you can’t formulate a lot of meaningful targets for his or her job, but that’s the same for a lot of jobs and positions.  During my discussion about the targets in the PMF, the same problem came up. In some departments people have only one target in one or two of the quadrants, such as utilization in the financial perspective or declaration of hours on time, things like that. You could wonder whether you really need a BSC to evaluate these people. Where’s the balance? Is it meaningful? In some jobs, you want to evaluate somebody on his or her suitability in a job; does he or she have the required skills and competencies? What does he or she have to work on? How efficient is he or she in the assigned tasks? Take a technician in a shared service centre for example, they have no real link to a customer, they have no direct link to a financial result, but they are important for the internal processes and a learning organization. Isn’t that clear to start with?  What it sometimes comes down to is that you ask people to translate their tasks in targets for the four different quadrants. 
‘Yes that’s something we did or at least tried. But the ‘lower’ you get, the less sense it makes. Then you really have to make things up, which comes down to bureaucracy instead of a practical application. You have to make up something, because you have to fill it in. A fill in exercise. That goes beyond the intended goal, simply put.’ 
I think that a Balanced Scorecard should only be used when it’s meaningful. If you really have to make things up to fill in a Balanced Scorecard, then what’s the point? Not every employee has a task that’s necessarily balanced; on the contrary some jobs have a single focus. In these cases you can’t really talk about a real Balanced Scorecard. In these cases it really is nothing more than a format for evaluation. Personally, I think that an evaluation based on competencies and skills is sometimes more meaningful than based on targets. Certainly targets are important, but only if you can formulate meaningful targets. So if you talk about a contract manager, you see a clear responsibility for financial results and customer satisfaction for example. Then it makes sense to base your evaluation on an individual Balanced Scorecard and a competencies or skills chart. I think that’s much more professional. The items you base your evaluation on should be meaningful. You should not base your evaluation on something just because the regulations tell you to. I’d like to note, however, that I’m not saying that the system at Atos Origin shouldn’t be used. Not at all. The PMF is a simple and efficient system that keeps track of the entire HR cycle. It provides one format for every employee and that’s a good thing. It’s a good way to communicate and to record agreements. I am, however, saying that the actual evaluation should be based on those aspects of the PMF that are meaningful for that specific employee. This could mean that one employee should be evaluated based on just two or three targets, and for the greater part based on his skills and so on, while a contract manager will be evaluated with a strong emphasis based on hard targets because he has a responsibility for results. This asks for a lot of professionalism from the manager in charge, but in turn it increases the professionalism of your system and your organization. Of course this doesn’t mean that a business Balanced Scorecard of a team shouldn’t always be balanced. 
‘On a department level you know you’re a part of the whole (…) and if a department that has to deliver a number of services isn’t profitable, then there’s something to discuss. So if you have a department with ten secretaries, the use of shared services constantly increases, and the centralization is enormous, then it gets interesting because then you have a department for which you can formulate a Balanced Scorecard. But as an individual, how can you determine his contribution? Yes, that is possible, but then you talk about professionals. That’s a different area; they are billable persons, that’s a different game. Take a consultant for example, who are his customers? What does he contribute, in revenue and profit? That’s something you can keep track off. Do you keep the processes under control? Do you have to be trained? So for these consultants as individuals it’s perfect.’ 
For a team of people it always makes sense to formulate a Balanced Scorecard. A team or department as a whole has a responsibility towards the budgets, towards the internal processes it’s a part of, towards the growth of his members and so on, but that doesn’t mean that it makes sense to formulate a BSC for every member of that team. This changes when you start talking about managers, professionals with clear responsibilities. Then you no longer talk about specific tasks, but you start thinking in the line of specific responsibilities, towards customers, employees, finances, processes and so on. So you can wonder about the usefulness of an individual BSC for every employee. It does however not change the fact that you need a system for evaluations and the PMF fulfils that quite nicely, but you should keep in mind that the meaning of the individual BSC is less important for some people.

VII.7 Summary
In this chapter I’ve focused on the more technical aspects of the Balanced Scorecard and its role in performance management. Atos Origin has a formal evaluation system that is used for every employee. This so-called performance management framework is the basis for the yearly HR cycle of formulating targets and objectives, interim progress meetings, final evaluations and potential rewards. ‘We have a performance management system that makes pictures during the year that covers the agreements that we make and writes down the interim and end of the year evaluation through an electronic workflow (Paul Oor).’ The PMF provides the basic format for every step in the HR cycle and has two main components.

The first component is an individual Balanced Scorecard which literally covers the four different quadrants we know from the theory. This part is used to record and formulate hard targets on an individual level, such as ‘tangibly and actively involved in customer service’. The second component is a competencies chart which focuses more on what is required of somebody with this specific level. Which skills should he or she possess? What does he or she have to work on? The BSC part is essentially a free format, which allows the manager and employee to formulate targets specifically for his job. Sometimes there are a few mandatory targets, but usually there’s a high degree of freedom in formulating the targets. The basic format allows for three targets per quadrant which means a total of three times four is twelve potential targets, which can still be managed by a superior. The competencies chart is by a large part determined by somebody’s position and function. A sales manager should have strong communicative skills and a customer orientation for example. At the end of the year the employee is evaluated based on the levels and targets that have been formulated in the PMF. The first part of the yearly HR cycle is agreeing on the targets and objectives in the PMF. From that point you continue to the mandatory interim evaluations, which allows managers to discuss the progress of employees, direct their efforts, indicate that they’re doing a good job, and so on. For the employee, it’s a chance to record their achievements. If they’ve already completed part of their targets, they can use the interim meetings to formally record it. The interim progress meetings are an important part of performance management. The final evaluation is not the goal, but managing performance is. You can only manage performance if you provide feedback, if you indicate whether somebody should step up his game or change his focus. At the end of the year an employee receives a final evaluation which is based on both the achievement of targets and the level of the required competencies and skills. There’s no formula that determines the final evaluation, so there is more flexibility to adjust the weights of either the targets or competencies to the specific situation of an employee. Atos Origin uses a one to five scale for their evaluation, with five being the highest. If an employee doesn’t agree with his evaluation, he or she can sign the evaluation as seen. This indicates that he doesn’t agree with the evaluation. This could indicate a problem in the relation between manager and employee, because the PMF provides ample opportunity for discussion and negotiation and if an employee doesn’t agree in the end then it usually means something went wrong along the way. The PMF essentially fulfils a function of a communication tool for managers and employees and a registration tool for the HR cycle.
An evaluation really only has meaning if there are consequences to a specific evaluation. A one usually indicates that somebody is in his or her last chance; a two on the other hand is a different story. A two means that somebody is not quite there yet, and it really depends on the story of the manager whether it’s negative or positive. A three could be seen as average, the employee did his job, but nothing more and nothing less. A four or a five indicates good or excellent performance, and basically means that the employee exceeded expectation. A three or higher is cause for a reward, but the PMF doesn’t provide a lot of room for substantial salary increases or promotions. If a manager feels that somebody deserves a promotion or an increase in salary, it’s very difficult to justify it based on the PMF only. It requires a manager to go above and beyond the system and that’s not an easy process. The PMF itself only allows for a small increase in salary depending on the final evaluation score. The difference between say a four and a five in actual salary increase is so small, that there’s hardly a real incentive to strive for an excellent evaluation. You could say that the PMF system doesn’t facilitate the growth of high potential employees and this might frustrate some employees. This in turn might result in the danger that employees with high potential or great ambitions go looking for greener pastures. A performance management system is more than managing performance; it should also be a form of recognition of somebody’s accomplishments and potential.
Beside the PMF, Atos Origin has another system, a bonus system. This bonus system should be seen as a form of variable salary. Instead of a certain thirteenth month, some five percent of the people receive a bonus with the potential of earning a fourteenth month, while running the risk of ending up with just the 12 months worth of salary. The bonus is based on a bonus scorecard which is in part determined by some general or company wide targets, and in part by individual targets. The bonus system is essentially a separate entity from the PMF. Of course some of the targets in the PMF can be used in the bonus scorecard, but there is no direct or formal link. The bonus scorecard is confidential and not recorded in an electronic application such as the PMF.
It’s possible to place a critical side note to the described system. You could wonder whether it’s useful to formulate an individual scorecard for every employee. Not every job can be translated into several different quadrants, which could mean you would have to make things up to fill a Balanced Scorecard. I believe that in some jobs, the focus should be more on the required skills and competencies than on actual targets. You can’t always formulate meaningful targets. In these cases it would be better to forgo that part of the exercise, and focus on the part that has meaning. This changes when you look at certain managers or professionals who have specific tasks, but more specific responsibilities, such as a financial responsibility or a responsibility towards his employees. Then a Balanced Scorecard can be formulated that has meaning. The same is true for a Balanced Scorecard on a department level, where an individual BSC for one technician might be meaningless, but a BSC for the entire team might be essential. This is not a critique on the system, because the system perfectly facilitates the HR cycle and the required step. I wonder however whether weight of the BSC in the final evaluation should not be changed according to the meaningfulness of its targets. In my opinion the BSC for a secretary or a technician should be less important than for a contract manager or a customer service manager. It’s a tool, not a goal. A tool should only be used if and when it’s effective.

In the next and final part of my analysis, I will discuss how the system and the BSC are actually used.
VIII The ‘How?’
VIII.1 Introduction

The final part of my analysis will cover the question of ‘How’. How is the system used, both by the company and the managers? This question is an important one, because while its design determines the limitations and possibilities of a system, the way it operates is determined for a large part by the people that (have to) use it. Maybe some managers simply ignore the system and its regulations or perhaps there is so much room for personal interpretation that the system is operating inconsistently. And what about flexibility? The ability to adapt to new situations? Those are relevant themes as well. Every system will always work differently from what you’ve first imagined. Why? Well quite simple, every individual is unique and so is every organization. An organization usually has a number of different departments and every department has its own function in the company and every department has a different manager and every manager has a different background. How should a system deal with that? These themes will be discussed in this chapter based on the opinions and experiences of the managers I’ve interviewed. The rest of this chapter has the following structure. In paragraph VIII.2 the impact of management style on the use of the system will be discussed. VIII.3 will cover the question of flexibility versus consistency and its importance for a company, while paragraph VIII.4 will look at the influence of the economic environment and conditions on the BSC of a company. The last paragraph will give a summary of this third part of my analysis.
VIII.2 Management Style
Most companies need many managers and executives to perform the tasks of managing and controlling the processes of the business and the organization. Those managers, however, come in different shapes and sizes both literally and figuratively. Most likely they have different work experiences, a different education, different values or a different personality. Some like to control everything, while others delegate more. How does this impact the effectiveness of a system and in this case of a system based on the Balanced Scorecard? ‘I know managers that I don’t want to work for, so I try to make sure that I don’t end up there. They make very strict deals and agreements at the start of the year and they only look at those same deals and agreements at the end of the year, without looking at the circumstances and situations you were in, and when you didn’t achieve the targets you will be criticized. Well, I don’t like that management style, so I try to avoid managers like that and I’ve quite successfully managed to do so these last few years (Peter Boers).’  
Whether somebody likes a management style or not is very subjective. Some want to have a lot of freedom in their work while others like to operate according to the guidelines and regulations. The performance management system provides a lot of freedom for both manager and employee. The PMF is a format, a basis for all the steps of performance management, but as mentioned before it is a free format.
It starts at the beginning of the year with the formulation of targets and objectives. The managers and employee both have to agree on the targets and objectives for that year. But how you come to an agreement really depends on the management style of the superior. ‘Well that’s a matter of the modus operandi. Personally I’ve always been a big supporter of letting people formulate their own personal objectives. Of course we’ve already discussed the BSC of the department during a staff meeting. Then people will first formulate their own BSC and then we’ll discuss it. But there are colleagues who say: No No, I’ll make them general for everybody and that’s that (Paul Oor).’ It’s up to the manager how he operates with regard to a number of aspects of the PMF: ‘Yes, there is some degree of freedom for the managers and there are no trainings or workshops on this aspect. There is no guidance from HRM (Bart Grobben).’ Where the HRM department organized trainings for the final evaluation, there are no trainings and workshops for the process of formulating the targets and objectives. Why? Perhaps it’s not required, because you have to give some degree of freedom to your managers or else they will turn into machines. ‘Well of course it is rather weak if a manager doesn’t make his own proposition, but if he does so intentionally to develop some awareness in his employees, then that’s a good way to go. It’s never right or wrong, it depends on your intention for this or that course of action (Bart Grobben).’ It is never right or wrong, it depends on a lot of things. The situation the manager is in, the business environment, the size of his department. These are all issues that play a role in the process. Perhaps the manager himself doesn’t have a lot of choice. ‘In the past there was a higher degree of freedom for a manager. Currently there’s more decided top down, because within a company, unit or department you give the same targets to people with the same role. I think that in my role it doesn’t make a lot of sense to do so, because each customer is in a different phase of the contract. So if you talk about customer satisfaction, to name something, there’s a standard level for everybody of a 7. So when I joined this contract, and the level was barely a 6, I was required to manage it to a 7 in a year in which the customer was in a lot of movement. That’s just not a feasible target, but that was my target nonetheless. And then it depends on your manager how he deals with that (Peter Boers).’ So sometimes a manager has his own orders and can’t decide on a specific target or level. Another potential factor is the size of the department.  ‘When I was a manager of a department I left it up to my team leaders and how they wanted to do it. I can’t do 140 people on my own; you can’t make it in that process. (…) I had a couple of team leaders who did it very controlling, and a couple who did it my way and said ‘define your own BSC and then we talk about’. So the approach can differ between each level.  You could say you can decide for yourself, and a team leader could say I will do it for my team. My objective as the boss of this department was that what we agreed on, because there was a repository in the shape of the department BSC, should be recognized in everybody’s BSC. You may formulate something else, based on the specific strengths or weaknesses of an employee that requires something extra or an adjustment in some objectives. Then by all means, be my guest. But it should, and that’s the consistency I’d like to see, fit in the story we’ve agreed upon in the department, or else you’re lost to begin with (Paul Oor).’  
If a manager has a department of 140 employees then he isn’t going to define an individual BSC for each and every one of them. Now he could do a number of things, he could say ‘everybody gets the same BSC’ or he says ‘well, I delegate this responsibility to my team leaders and I leave the choice up to them’.  Is there a right or wrong? I don’t think so, at least not from a BSC perspective. What is important is the consistency with the business BSC of the department.
 ‘If we as a department have some objectives in our business BSC that we want to achieve at the end of the year and how we want to get on the right path, then it doesn’t make much sense to not focus my individual objectives accordingly. Then you will get a gap that doesn’t make the company happy and doesn’t make you or the manager happy. It should fit in the mix (Peter Boers).’ 
As long as the individual BSC’s are aligned with the business BSC of the department or unit or team, the system works. Or at least from a concept perspective. The BSC’s should be consistent and in line with the cascade from top to bottom. In the end the objectives and targets in a BSC should contribute to the achievement of the overall strategic goals. From a human perspective there could still be a problem, even if everything is consistent. Let’s take the target level of customer satisfaction. Peter Boers explained that the minimum required level was a 7. So if the customer is going through a very dynamic period, like a division of the company, and the satisfaction level was lower than a 6 to start with, then it might be impossible to achieve a 7 that year. So you might expect that the manager takes other factors into account.
‘Those are things you agree upon and you can try some negotiation, if your direct superior has the freedom to do so, because it’s also possible that he has the same target as well. What you see is that with the current ‘factory concepts’ things became something like a homogeneous mass. But a company that is very stable, where there is some continuity in the sense that you can look after the store and you just have to make sure that everything is in order and stays that way, is a very different environment from a customer who is near the end of the contract, or a customer in a tender position, or a customer that is constantly on the move. As long as things can be determined by the manager himself, you can find some middle ground. Based on the specific conditions, you can find a fair deal, and there’s nothing wrong with that (Peter Boers).’ 
The problem with the same target for managers or departments with the same role is that the conditions they have to work in and the customers they have to work with aren’t the same. There should be some flexibility to adjust a BSC to the specific situation; the danger of using mandatory objectives and targets is that sometimes those targets just aren’t realistic which might have an impact on the morale of the manager. 
‘In the past I was used to the fact that we made a fair deal based on the things we both agreed on. So the moment that’s set, you start working with it and you’ve personally said yes to it by the way and if along the way, something changes you might have to negotiate, if you want to continue to have focus in a situation that’s not realistic. There are a lot of things that can happen during the year. That’s the story. But my old manager, the one from Customer Service Unit, started with a story that came from the factory where everybody has the same targets with the customer satisfaction of 7, while I was confronted with one part of the organization that had a 6,2 and another part with a 5,7. So that’s not even a 6 average. And then you should be fair (Peter Boers).’ I’ve mentioned in the previous chapter that a target should be meaningful and that in this case that’s relevant as well. A target that is not realistic or a target that an employee doesn’t see as relevant means nothing and has no effect. ‘Usually when something has been decided centrally, that’s the first thing you look at or at the same time. Then you look at the targets you want to have for yourself and the things you agreed upon last year. But that’s always a mutual discussion and I’m not dissatisfied with that.(…) If the targets were decided for me, and I would see them as stupid, as irrelevant for my functioning, then I would just ignore them and I would say: ‘Ok, perhaps that will cost me a 1,5 percent raise, worst case, so what?’ (Erwin Dijkstra).’  Targets that don’t mean a lot for an employee have no real motivational effect, why should he try to achieve them if he feels that they’re irrelevant? ‘I’ve always had targets, that are worth it and that are challenging (Erwin Dijkstra).’ 
Targets should be interesting for an employee. They should be relevant and challenging. The employee should think that these targets are worth striving for. So it’s important that a manager doesn’t run around blind when handing out targets, no, he should stop and consider the relevancy of a target for an employee. And whether he does that from a top down or bottom up approach doesn’t really matter, the important part is that the targets actually mean something. Of course a critical issue is whether or not the manager actually has the freedom to do so.
‘So when you talk about Managed Business Services (MBS), that covers some 1500 organizational parts, 1500 employees. Well, there are two levels between Paul (his superior) and MBS management. So it’s possible that there are guidelines decided and issued on MBS level, that are irrelevant for the level of our team. But Paul really should conform to these guidelines. In the end maybe that’s the smart thing to do, because along the way you might get a new superior and you have a potential discussion point to start with (Erwin Dijkstra).’
The way a manager operates depends on a number of things: What is the management style of the manager? What is the range for the decisions of the manager? How big is his department? Simply put how much freedom does the manager have and how does he want to use it? The answer is not important; what is important is that there should be consistency and fairness. The targets and objectives have to be aligned, but they have to be fair and meaningful as well. It’s not just the organization you have to consider, it’s the manager as well. But this is just the first part of the process. How much room does a manager have in his final evaluation?
As explained above, the HR department provides trainings and workshops to help managers give an evaluation to their employees. The trainings aim to provide some common frame of reference to give managers something to base the evaluations on. But in the end the evaluation is up to the manager. The evaluation will be based for the most part on the hard targets in the individual BSC and the required levels in the competencies and skills chart, but the weight of the separate components has to be decided by the manager. That’s not necessarily a bad thing, because sometimes targets are less important than skills, but it also means that it depends on what the manager believes is important. ‘Well of course the hard targets are the most important, but you also always have your own opinion about how somebody is performing. Not entirely your own opinion, because especially when things are worse or when somebody spends a lot of time with a customer, you ask others for their opinion. We have a nice form for that to ensure that at least you can bring some form of objectivity with respect to how somebody performed on some aspects. (…) Especially in regard to the softer things in life, you’re more dependent on your own judgment and that of others. You can objectify it by agreeing upon things as concrete as possible, by giving as many concrete examples as you can, that support your judgment. Also you can ask people in the direct environment for their opinion, so that way you can bring in some balance. Look, there will always be excesses, when there is no real click between people which results in a bad evaluation. That’s always possible, but not the intention. That’s basically a conflict and that happens. On the other hand, the reverse is also possible, that people who get along very well get some kind of blind spot, causing a failure to give a proper evaluation. That’s also possible. So it’s important to make a lot of concrete agreements with each other, to use as many concrete factors to support your judgment. That’s how it should go and besides that you should always test it in your environment. Well, as a rule, that usually happens (Michel Koper).’ 
What Michel describes, is quite logical, giving a truly objective evaluation is difficult if not entirely impossible. Sure, hard targets are easy enough to judge, but to capture the complete story you also have to look further, especially when things aren’t great. How do others feel about him? What is the environment he operates in? And so on. If you give an evaluation, you have to be able to support your evaluation with concrete examples. A gut feeling is not an argument when it comes to evaluating an employee. Usually the final evaluation isn’t a total surprise, but more a confirmation of what has passed. A manager has the obligation to warn an employee about his performance, to give signals, to guide somebody to the correct path. 
Sometimes, however, it’s unavoidable to give a bad evaluation, which could lead to a potential conflict between employee and manager. As mentioned the employee could disagree with an evaluation and sign ‘as seen’, but this of course doesn’t resolve anything so the relation between manager and employee could be strained. ‘Well some tension is never a bad thing if it happens, but you have to be realistic. Because if you have the feeling that you were treated unfairly, you start to use a conflict model in your actions, because you feel like you constantly have to defend yourself against your manager (Peter Boers).’ The performance management system offers a lot of flexibility for the managers, so is there really no control from the HR department what so ever? ‘Well there is control in the sense that managers have their own scorecards and in them they have an employee satisfaction part which is measured objectively (Peter Boers).’ 

Everybody knows that a conflict between manager and employee is counterproductive, tiresome and ultimately leads to nothing. If a managers wants to do well he will try to avoid these conflicts. Moreover, a manager wants or has to keep his employees satisfied. So a manager might try to keep his people happy and try to avoid conflicts by giving out good evaluations. Giving a two for the final evaluation results in a lot of discussion with an employee, you have to motivate your evaluation, the employee will have something to say, you have to formulate an improvement plan. Potentially this could take hours, and not every manager wants to go through this process. ‘Per definition everybody prefers to hand out threes (Paul Oor).’A three is easy, you don’t have to give arguments for a bad evaluation, and you don’t have to explain why somebody deserves a great evaluation. ‘That’s frightening, a below average evaluation requires discussion (Paul Oor).’ A three is average, good job, not great but you did enough. But if, say, 90% of the employees receive a three, doesn’t that degrade your entire system? ‘It’s a thorn in the side of the HR executive. She truly hates it and she’s right. It’s not right; you can’t only have threes in your company. So they’ve introduced a forced action last year to ensure more differentiation. More fives and more ones. Now we have targets for the numbers of fives, ones, fours, threes and twos we have to score (Paul Oor).’ Formulating targets for the level of evaluations? You could wonder what would be the next step, perhaps a target for the number of emails you send or read? But the thing is, it’s not a bad way to go: ‘Well, to be honest, I had a lot of trouble coping with it. I’ve tried to look for every escape possible. That’s a result from my TNT background, it shouldn’t be necessary. On the other hand, I have to say, back then I had them too, but it just wasn’t that big of a deal, because people were used to getting a two. What we have here at Atos, is that people in this stage of the game aren’t used to getting anything else than a three (Paul Oor).’ 
Ultimately you want to change the company culture of handing out threes; you want to create a culture of differentiation of performance evaluations. You have to recognize the great performers and you have to signal the employees that perform less great to step up their game. Then you have some effect with your performance management system. 
‘It works as a way to ensure that people leave the centre. As a tool I can sell it and I believe in it, but I do hope that it doesn’t have to stay that way (…) As a way to get there, to polarize things to get back to normal, I can live with, but I do hope it will work that way, because I’m not happy with the mandatory part (Paul Oor).’ 
This should be a temporary measure. If this is a permanent situation you will get a very unnatural evaluation process, managers will always have to look for people they can give a two or a five, that’s not the purpose of the system. No, what you want is that the managers become critical evaluators, who take the system and the process seriously. You want the evaluations to mean something. The targets for evaluation level are a tool, but not the ultimate goal. The goal is a more effective performance management system. Of course it’s not always easy to hand out two’s.
 ‘We like to think, as the ‘projects’ group we’re in, that during all the reorganizations we selected the best and brightest. (…) So then it’s extremely difficult to give people a two, if there are loads of ‘two’s’ in the rest of the company (Paul Oor).’ 
Of course performance is all relative: a consultant who works 60 hours a week and earns 75.000 euro a year could be regarded as a better performer than a simple technician who works 40 hours a week for 30.000 a year. But in reality it depends on your frame of reference: you expect a consultant to put in more hours, because he has more responsibilities and is rewarded accordingly. A technician however just has to do his tasks each day and that is that. Ultimately you have to make sure that you can give more diversified evaluations based on the targets you formulate in the performance management framework, because that will increase the quality of your performance management system. 
‘Yes, but then it’s incredibly important that the BSC bar is high and tight enough in its definition and I don’t mean long sentences, but challenging targets, because that’s part of this entire story. Make sure that the bar is high enough to hand out two’s. And that’s something that’s happening on every level. So the percentage story is the final step in the evaluating process, but the goal is to reinforce the starting point by ensuring the definition of more ambitious targets than before (Paul Oor).’ 
By raising the bar of the individual targets and objectives you will be able to see more differentiation. People with excellent skills and capabilities will be able to exceed the targets, people with the required skills and capabilities will be able to achieve the target levels, while people without the required skills and capabilities will fail to achieve the targets. Then you can hand out evaluations that mean something: the employees who failed to achieve their targets may have to receive more training or may have a job that doesn’t suit them. If the targets aren’t challenging, then almost everybody will achieve or exceed them, but that’s not realistic. A company doesn’t only have people who exceed expectation. Maybe in a small innovative start up company, but not in a large multinational such as Atos Origin.
Most people understand the need for an effective performance management system, in which managers take the time to formulate specific and challenging targets, take time to sit down with their employees and talk about their performance, take time for all the evaluations and the required motivation. ‘It helps with the objectivity and the transparency (Paul Oor).’ Doing everything by the book and according to the formal system, ensures a degree of objectivity in the evaluation and transparency in the process of doing an evaluation, but as mentioned before we must realize that time is a commodity, especially in business. ‘It’s transparent and respectful if you do it. It requires some time during the year, but if by doing so I can work with my people in an honest and transparent way, then I gladly spend this time. On the other hand, it depends on the span of control as well. (…) I once had a team leader who had to do 35 evaluations. Well, I can honestly tell, I’ve also gone through a period like that, that doesn’t make you happy. So to keep things fair, both towards your people and yourself, you lower the bar a bit. Quality is not really the correct word, but you make things a bit more general and you don’t personally agree on a BSC with everybody. In that case the department BSC is your own BSC, in a manner of speaking. And I understand that perfectly, because if you want to do formal meetings with 20 to 30 people in just one month, you can choose to do that, not mandatory, but in any case if you have to go to the entire process, that’s ambitious ( Paul Oor).’ 
So once again, a system is one thing but it is just a tool and not a goal. A manager with 40 employees will use a system differently from a manager with just 10 employees, and that’s not a bad thing as long as it works. But when does it work? This will bring us to the next theme in the story of ‘How?’: consistency versus flexibility.
VIII.3 Consistency versus flexibility
The modern business world is always in motion, especially the IT world. A company has to be able to move with the technological current and the ever changing demands of the customers. ‘You have to be able to respond to the things around you (Paul Oor).’ 
The accounting, control and financial systems in a company should facilitate that; it should provide the room and flexibility to act. At the same time you want to have a degree of consistency within the company. A system based on the Balanced Scorecard concept isn’t just for show, there’s a thought behind it. Every BSC in an organization should fit together; you should have a cascade of BSC targets from strategic level right down to individual targets. Moreover you expect that these BSC’s are actually used, but consistency usually demands that people work according to a system and in this case the system is based on a Balanced Scorecard. 
I asked Peter Boers how seriously and consistently the business scorecards and budget plans are used and he told me the following. ‘Well that’s something with a lot of management influence. I’ve met managers, who make the business plans, mostly for the budget and then throw them in the closet. And when the time has come for the bonuses, he looks at where they are now and he pulls out the business plans. That’s rather useless, because when you’re in the process of making these plans, then I see it as a business plan where we have to combine long run, middle run and short run targets and there you should have some focus. Essentially you should refer to a business plan like that each month during the management meeting. Where are we now? Are we on track? Do we have to adapt things? Have the circumstances changed? It gives you a way to guide things and say what your main focus is on this moment, now we’re surviving, so forget about this. That could be a valid decision at that moment, but with each other you have to base it on something (Peter Boers).’ 
The business BSC, or business plan, should be the blue print for a team or department. It basically says: OK, we have to do this and that this year, so let’s get to it. If you do it correctly, it will be aligned with the overall strategic targets to ensure consistency. So if you have the system, then use the system. But, and that’s a big but, always remember that it’s a tool and never a goal. Consistency is great, but it shouldn’t evolve in to rigidity. A rigid organization can’t operate in a dynamic environment such as the IT world. A rigid organization doesn’t recognize and act on opportunities fast enough to benefit from them. A rigid organization isn’t moving forward but standing still, and a rigid organization may ultimately be surpassed by competitors. So an organization needs flexibility. I’ve already extensively discussed the flexibility a manager has in the performance management system, now I want to look at a different level.
Let’s first look at the targets in a Balanced Scorecard. The ultimate goal of an organization is to ensure that the overall strategy is met. The BSC provides the tool to ensure that the entire organization understands the overall strategy and acts accordingly. This in turn results in certain control mechanisms and systems in a company with their own rules and regulations. I’ve already briefly touched upon this point in the previous chapter, so I will repeat what I discussed. A BSC provides a way to formulate individual or department wide targets for minimal requirements of performance; you could set a target for following certain processes or rules in doing your job. ‘It’s a useful instrument to do something about these things. But at the same time you get discussions about whether you do your job well without following every procedure or whether you have a bad performance (Paul Oor).’  What do you want as a company? That somebody delivers good work? Or that somebody follows all the rules? Isn’t it sometimes necessary to go out of the box? Maybe a customer demands special handling, which isn’t facilitated by the system? What then? ‘Well, in those cases I’m like, if it doesn’t interfere with the work of others, then I don’t mind. But that’s really the bar for me, the moment it interferes, you have to stop. (So it shouldn’t threaten the processes of others?) Precisely, you can do it your own way; you can break the formal rules, if you do it well. Because from that point you’re on your own and you should do really well. But the moment you interfere with the work of others, you’ve crossed a line. So you could, theoretically speaking, formulate something like ‘is allowed to define processes on his own’, as long as it doesn’t interfere with the rest (Paul Oor).’ 
Of course the rules are there for a reason. You have to make sure that the organization functions correctly. If everybody goes their own way you have chaos. But should you follow the rules no matter what? That’s the question. I for one agree with Paul Oor, that it’s not a problem to do things differently as long as the end result is satisfactory, in which case the manager should get all the credits for having the guts to violate certain protocols, on the same note, I also believe that he is the only one to blame if things start to go downhill. What’s important is that the system can facilitate this. It shouldn’t be automatic, because then you lose effectiveness. To achieve the goals you should use the system, the system should not use you. 
Inconsistency is always a danger in a large organization. As the span of control increases, so does the need for delegating. This in turn increases the chance of differences in approach. Just look at the PMF system: I’ve just mentioned quite a bit about management style, and how one manager might decide on a specific course of action, while another might leave it up to his team leaders. There is a lot of flexibility for the managers, but how about the dangers of inconsistency? ‘Yes, content wise you can go into a lot of different directions and then it depends on your superior to what degree you’re forced to make qualitative agreements. If I assume that my team leaders have properly translated the BSC, that we defined together, in the PMF, I will find out at the end of the year how well they really did that, when I see how many two’s they’ve scored. Simply put, that’s when I go into what they’ve agreed on with their employees. (…) Well you know the thing is, it could temporarily lead to inconsistencies. Now I’m talking about the ideal situation, but let me put it this way. If a team manager makes a mistake in that process, it usually is a team manager you already keep in sight. Let me put it differently, you could have people with less loyalty or who don’t understand where you want to go. There could be numerous reasons for that, and in the end it could take up to a year before you really discover where it went wrong with the translation, but it always is a temporary situation that corrects itself, because in the end things will get stuck. But as a result of that situation the team manager will also get stuck in his control problems, because he will start to act in an inconsistent manner. So it will result in friction in a lot of different areas, it will get stuck, it will become visible. So yes, it could lead to inconsistencies, but not structural inconsistencies (Paul Oor).’  
Inconsistencies are always a possibility, but, and that’s what Paul Oor is saying, if you have a good team with people who understand each other, who show loyalty towards each other, then the inconsistencies tend to limit themselves. The danger of inconsistencies usually comes from those people who think differently from their manager, who feel that a different approach is warranted. In reality this is unavoidable, or you must implement a system without any room for individual thinking, but that’s neither workable nor feasible. What’s important is that the inconsistencies aren’t structural. Inconsistencies are possible, but the system will make them visible, so in the end they can be corrected and perhaps prevented in the following year.
You can also talk about potential inconsistencies on a different level, between departments. Not every department will use a system like the PMF, with the balanced scorecard principles in the same manner. They might have different responsibilities, different business environments and differences in their operations. So one department might use the system differently from the other department. Is that a bad thing? ‘You always have departments that are under a lot of operational pressure, that have a reasonably homogeneous capacity of people, that tend to make a BSC, with all due respect, more flat and more general, with the idea of: well, at least I’ve achieved my target that I’ve formulated targets for everybody. I don’t approve of it, but I can live with it (Paul Oor).’ Some departments are really straight forward; they have a number of tasks that have to be performed, usually ‘simple’ quantitative targets and quotas in a fairly closed environment. Is there really a point to go through the whole process each year if the job stays the same and the people all have the same responsibilities? ‘I’m basically talking about the engineers and the people in the machine room. And if the manager can live with it and the manager’s manager can live with it, then who am I to judge, if they manage to operate well in spite of all the operational difficulties they encounter. That it hasn’t been written down how things should go and that the people aren’t explicitly judged by it. Then that’s just a different way of control by the manager. And to force a manager like that to closely stick to the system and to do things on a high quality level (control wise) without any benefit whatsoever for this specific group of people and activities, well I’m not so sure. So I’m not quick to judge a situation like that (Paul Oor).’
Is it a bad thing if one department uses the system differently from another department? Probably not, as long as there’s consistency. If a department operates well without formalizing every step of the way, then you could ask yourself what the point is of asking a department like that to do it anyway. Of course you could ask a different question: how about transparency? If a department doesn’t fully use a system like the PMF, then there’s not a full record of every step in the way of the HR cycle, but is that a bad thing? Yes and no. Yes, in the sense that there’s no transparency for the rest of the organization, no in the sense that there’s no real problem as long as the employees feel like they are being treated fairly. 

‘Yes, that’s a bit of a Catch 22. In an ‘I have a dream story’, and I very much believe in transparency, we will hang the BSC of the company next to the door, easily accessible for the customer. With a lot of openness about it. That’s a very important way to communicate, perhaps the most important. At the very least the red wire through the communication. If there are major quality and interpretation differences, it threatens the process of communication. The fact that some groups need flexibility to fill it in, is also very important, to provide some manoeuvrability. In essence you want the best of both worlds. A system, so that’s not the BSC principle but the system you use to execute it, with a lot of flexibility to ensure that people find themselves in the system and can move in the system, but at the same time you have to find a way to prevent the loss of your quality level, because then the other groups, like consultants, who take these things very seriously, start to feel threatened. So that is a situation in which you have to find a common ground. (Paul Oor).’ 
A Catch 22! You want flexibility without losing transparency and consistency. Basically you want the perfect system, a utopia it would seem. But simply realizing that you want both flexibility and transparency and consistency is an important step and can go a long way.  What you could do is give people the freedom to use the system and fulfil its requirements in their own way, but at the same time you tell them that when there’s such a big loss in transparency and/or consistency that they have to take a step back. You can’t expect that a system will take care of everything and will solve all of your problems. It will however help you in the process of solving the problems. A system is always different in theory than in practice, and that’s not a bad thing if ultimately the system works, be it differently.
‘Well of course we give our own spin to it, one that fits with the practice of the moment. It’s not like we have a complete separate system of our own, we most certainly have and use the HR system, but we do things at different moments in one year compared to the next. But the structure of it all stands. Yes and beyond it all, I know what I do here, why I come here, what my targets are, so I don’t need a lot of help to record it all somewhere. (…) But you do need the system, because it is a communication tool and because we have it, it works (Michel Koper).’ You need a system, even if it is not perfect, because as long as it works in practice than that’s all you can ask for. The system at Atos Origin works, it’s usable, it does its job, it’s not perfect, but until there’s a better alternative, they will use the system with all its possibilities and its limitations. So is the BSC a good tool? ‘Yes, because I have nothing better. (…) In all those years I haven’t found a better division. Thought about, but didn’t find it. Where I do see a lot of room for improvement is the way people handle these things and interpret things, especially the KPI’s (Key Performance Indicators) and KBA’s (Key Business Activities). How do you translate the BSC? You can do a lot of things with that. People tend to have a lot of difficulties defining a tight and concrete objective, that’s a real challenge for a lot of people.(…) They have a lot of trouble with it, and that’s not a shortcoming of the BSC, but just something people need help with. (…) A general or common repository for the different quadrants. That might be a good one and prove to be helpful. Because then you can standardize some things, or at least as far as possible because every business is different and no process is the same. You could think of a couple of things, which can be used every time, which might prevent a loss of consistency and communication problems. So a list, of course with the knowledge and spirit behind it, but a short list with concrete KPI’s, that could be useful. (Paul Oor).’ 
The Balanced Scorecard as a concept is fairly straightforward; the problem is creating a system based on the concept that actually works. People have to be able to understand the system and do the things required of them. Defining the targets and objectives is a very difficult and yet essential part of the whole system. How do you deal with that? You could create a repository for some KPI’s that are useful throughout the company, but don’t forget the need for flexibility and for formulating specific targets for specific jobs. Flexibility on the one hand and transparency and consistency on the other. You need both but you can’t always have both.
The use of a performance management system is hard enough in normal economic conditions, but in these difficult economic times even the best system will be under a lot of pressure. In the next paragraph I intend to discuss the impact of the economic environment a company operates in.

VIII.4 It’s all about the economy
In the end there’s only so much a company can truly influence. Their successes and their failures depend on a great number of things, not in the least the economic conditions they have to operate in. As mentioned before, the BSC provides a simple and efficient way to give some focus to the company, to communicate what’s important at this moment, where the priorities lie. But priorities can change and so can the focus in a BSC. Peter Boers told me a short story related to this issue, that I want to share before I go into its meaning. ‘Yes of course, when there’s a bottleneck somewhere, you have to focus on that bottleneck. But you have to keep in mind that the measures you take might have consequences in different areas. In the past I’ve once experienced that very clearly in a management game I did. During that game you were locked up for a week with a number of people and you had to play a company. There were four other groups, with each a CEO, a HR executive, a financial manager, a business planner and someone responsible for things like purchasing. (…) What I remembered of this game was the following. I was the company CEO during this game, and we first chose a strategy to find an interesting segment of the market. After a while, we had a monopoly in one of these segments, none of the other groups were active there. So we could look for the limits of the markets to maximize the profit, because we were monopolists. At one moment the game controllers stepped in, because we would have made everybody go bankrupt and so they limited the personnel we were able to hire. So where first the business planner and the financial manager were doing the most for the company, all of a sudden the HR manager became the most important. (…) It’s good to see that depending on where you are, at any given time one of the quadrants can be very important.’
Of course this is not a real life example, it’s a game. But it demonstrates an interesting point: How the focus of a company can shift as a result of changes in the economic environment they operate in. A company going through a period of strong growth needs to hire new employees. Often that is more easily said than done, especially in the IT world. You need highly qualified technicians, professionals with technical knowledge, such as consultants and contract managers. In a world with heavy competition, good personnel is scarce. So when times are good, the human side may become a bottleneck, and the growth, learning and human quadrant of the BSC will become more important. A couple of years before, actually right up to the first signs of the Credit Crunch, the IT companies in The Netherlands were constantly hiring new personnel. You could say they were in a bidding war with each other for highly qualified people. Competitors tried to lure your people to their company and you tried to do the same. There has always been a high mobility in the IT world, but when times are good, highly qualified people can basically pick the best offer. In times like these, retaining your personnel and hiring new personnel becomes more important for the company than keeping the personnel costs in control. You could say that the main focus shifted from the financial perspective to the human perspective. Why? Well, that’s quite obvious, if a company is doing well then the financials usually aren’t a real problem. What is a problem are potential bottlenecks for growth of the company which in turn will limit the potential financial growth. So if a company wants to grow, it must focus on resolving the bottleneck, be it a lack in personnel or problems in the internal processes. The four quadrants are linked, but as mentioned before you can see a wave-like motion across the quadrants which signals a shift in focus.
The economy, however, is always in motion, especially since the summer of 2008. The economy is down and so are the IT companies, customers decide to cut in IT costs, try to do it on their own, business is down. In times like these the focus of a company and of its BSC changes quite rigorously. ‘Since that process (of budgeting) the world has changed quite dramatically and at this point the guidance is basically one dimensional. (…) Survival of the financial fittest (Paul Oor).’ 
When a company faces an economic downturn, they usually start focusing on one thing and on one thing only, the financials of the company. They try to minimize losses, by cutting costs and by looking for new sources of revenue. The other quadrants have to contribute to the financial perspective and you see that new factors appear in the BSC that weren’t there before.
‘Precisely, so the balance of the smooth waves is now a tsunami. Although, that’s not entirely true. The customer perspective is of course undeniably linked to the financial quadrant. But what you see is that different things start to become important. Until a couple of years ago we never thought about the financial health of a customer when we closed a deal. If it was a respectable name in the market, we said ‘What can we do for you?’, we are happy to be of service. These days, you first take a look at the course of their stock prices. (Whether they will survive the duration of the contract?) Yes, that has really changed and we are talking about some really big names. I mean, take  NXP, people were lined up to deliver to them, as were we, we deliver a lot of services to them. But if you realize that during the first quarter of this year (2009) they lost a staggering 70% of their revenue, then you start to feel anxious as a supplier. So where we used to be lined up to supply to a customer, we now wonder whether we want to have them or keep them (Paul Oor).’
The environment and conditions a company has to operate in, can force a company to take new and different things into account, to look at other factors than they used to. Where a company used to be happy to supply their services to almost every customer, they now have to be more careful, because the customer could have the same financial difficulties as countless others. These changes influence the BSC of a company as well, not only in its focus on a particular quadrant, but also in the objectives that are mentioned in it. 
‘What has really become more important is risk management. We haven’t gone through the process for next year (2010), but if we define everything right now, you see much more attention of risk management in a lot of different areas, not only financially speaking, but in things like feasibility and continuity as well. So you see a change of focus compared to last year, the wave-like motion we talked about. Up until one and a half or two years ago we had a lot of attention on hiring people and keeping them happy. At the moment there is a lot less attention for that area, although Atos handles it very decently. But if I tell them this afternoon that I want to do something else, I get a handshake and four months worth of salary, despite of my performance, that doesn’t matter (Paul Oor).’ 
The economic conditions can have a lot of impact on the objectives and focus of a company. It forces a company to be more careful to look at its own survival, to take some steps backward, just to be able to go forward later on. Where only one or two years ago Atos was trying to hire new people and keep their personnel happy, they are now in the process of downsizing their workforce as a result of a reorganization. Where the need for new staff was higher than the need to avoid high personnel costs, the need to cut costs is now a lot bigger than the need to retain employees.
However, there is another factor that plays an important part. The changing economic conditions can also threaten the foundation of the whole system. ‘But there is another thing that could be quite disturbing, because what happens in these interesting economic times is that people start to reorganize and then the following happens. People get new bosses or other jobs, especially the people with a broader educational background, not so much the specialists. Bosses get a new boss. This makes the foundation of your system a bit wobbly, because the system facilitates just one interim moment where you can do a progress report and adjust things. A possibility to deviate from the original BSC. The moment the entire organization is changed, a tight system will only deteriorate an already tricky situation. It makes it almost impossible to respond to things. That’s a limitation of the system (Paul Oor).’ 
Once again it’s a question of flexibility, the need to be able to respond to changing situations. It’s difficult for a system like the PMF to facilitate that, but the need for flexibility is there nonetheless, which results in a lot of pressure on the PMF system, but on all the other control systems as well. The process of ever changing conditions will never stop and will always affect the operations of a company. The BSC and the systems based on its principle should be designed and implemented in such a way, that they are still usable and effective during and after these changes. The world is not rigid, and so the systems a company uses shouldn’t be either.

What happens on a company wide level in relation to the economic environment and conditions also happens on a different scale, namely the relation between a team such as the Customer Delivery and Sale team around Nuon/Alliander and its clients. Just like a company as a whole goes through different stages and cycles, so does a contract or project. Over time the situation changes and so do the conditions. A contract or a project goes through a lifecycle and this has a strong impact on the performance of a dedicated team like the team around Nuon/Alliander. ‘At the moment in our Nuon contract we’re focusing on creating some continuity. The contract is nearing its end. If we now focus completely on the financials of it all, we might lose a customer at the end of the year. But if I now focus on the satisfaction of the customer, I may have a better chance for retaining the business next year. So now I should be satisfied with less financial results and that is what you see is happening. If we receive a complaint about an interruption or something, then it’s simply: ‘Peter, take care of it’. Just go ahead and we’ll talk later whether it’s all right. If I have to spend money, no problem. You can’t solve it on your own, then just escalate the problem and we will help you. If I lose a lot of my people, because people are for some reason leaving our team, whereby I can’t guarantee continuity, they tell me to take care of it. So when people aren’t satisfied, then we’re lacking in our control, or if they don’t produce enough quality, then I can’t realize the costs and customer satisfaction (Peter Boers).’  
The focus on a company at the start of a contract should be different from the focus at the end of the contract. In appendix E I’ve added a graph that gives a representation of the lifecycle of a project or a contract. A contract goes through a lot of stages and each stage could require its own focus on one or two quadrants of the BSC. While the financial aspect and the satisfaction of the customer are always essential factors in a contract, the need to focus on different areas can change as the contract progresses. In the graph you can see the change in cash flows over time across each stage of the contract. A contract starts with the definition of the current mode of operations of the client, basically the old IT infrastructure. Managed Operations delivers two major services, they manage the current IT infrastructure and they transform the old IT infrastructure into a new infrastructure, the future mode of operations. After the current IT environment has been defined and mapped, it has to be stabilized, which requires a lot of investment from the part of Atos Origin. When the situation is stable, they start with the transformation to the future mode of operations which requires a transition phase of low cash flow. When these operations are complete, Atos can focus on standardizing the services and optimizing the processes. When everything is running smoothly, nearing the end of the contract, Atos can reap the profits of the contract, while in the first phases they had to invest a lot of money. It’s not difficult to understand that during the first phases of the contract, the process part of the BSC gets a lot of attention, while nearing the end the customer satisfaction becomes increasingly important, because then you want to retain your customer. 
It’s important to realize that the focus on one quadrant could and should shift during the duration of a contract with a client. You can’t expect the customer satisfaction to always be on the same level during a five year contract, you can’t expect stable costs and profits, you can’t expect the number of interruptions and severities is the same each year. As the contract goes from one stage to the next, so do the opportunities and possibilities. A BSC can help to define the required focus, but this requires some flexibility of the system. Standard targets with constant targets are meaningless, you should look at the stage of the contract you’re in and formulate the targets accordingly.

In this chapter I’ve discussed a number of issues related to the actual use of a system based on the BSC. The question remaining, is what the final judgement of the interviewees of the system at Atos Origin is? Well, overall they are quite positive and I think this following quote of Paul Oor illustrates this well. ‘I believe that Atos, and that with the external view that I was frank about at the start of the interview, is very advanced with this system. At the moment the system is under a lot of pressure. But during the situation at the start of 2008, I had a lot of respect for the system. That there’s a lot of room with respect to how seriously people use it, so be it, but the system itself works, is structured well, is uphold and managed on feasible targets. You can’t expect the entire senior management to look at those detailed agreements. So that they focus on the priority that everybody at least makes an agreement with their employees, I can live with that. That already has a very high maturity level.’ 
The system may not be perfect, but a system never is. What’s important is whether it is usable for the managers and employees, that it works, that it’s logical and that it has a positive impact. There is no ideal solution and even if there was, it still wouldn’t work the way you’d expect it to. There is no better alternative, so they have to work with the possibilities the system offers and that is sufficient for them.
VIII.5 Summary
In practice a system never works like you expected in theory. The people who work with the system can use it differently; it might work differently because of unexpected situations and conditions. This chapter focused on the question of ‘How?’. How the system is used in practice. I first discussed the impact of management style on the use of the system. The Performance Management Framework offers a lot of freedom and flexibility for the individual interpretation and approach of a manager. There are few guidelines about the way a manager should handle things. A manager could choose between formulating the targets and objectives for all his employees by himself, or he could allow people to formulate their own individual BSC. There is no right or wrong, but it depends on the intention of the manager. Why does he use this approach? Essentially this has nothing to do with the concept of the BSC itself, but with the modus operandi, the way it is employed. This could however have a strong influence on the effectiveness of the system. The freedom a manager has and uses depends on a lot of things. It could be the style of a manager to keep things tight, to do everything by himself. Or the manager has a superior who gave him specific targets, which in turn forces the manager to give the same targets to his employees. It could also be the case that the manager has such a large team, that he can’t possibly go through the definition process of the Balanced Scorecards on an individual basis, so he formulates some more general scorecards for his employees. What is important is that the BSC’s are meaningful for the employees, that they are challenging and feasible. ‘If the targets were decided for me, and I would see them as stupid, as irrelevant for my functioning, then I would just ignore them and I would say: ‘OK perhaps that will cost me 1,5 percent raise, worst case, so what?’ (Erwin Dijkstra).’
An employee should be triggered by his targets, if that is not the case, then the whole point of a performance management system is lost. As long as an approach has the desired effect, then it’s the correct approach. This can differ between different departments, different teams and different types of jobs, that doesn’t matter and that shouldn’t matter. Because you need to have some flexibility in your system to keep it usable.

Flexibility is an important issue in the discussion of every system. The modern business world is one of constant change and constant innovation. The environment a company operates in doesn’t stay the same and the situations a company faces are always different. ‘You have to be able to respond to the things around you (Paul Oor).’ A company must be able to move with the changes, or else their continuity might be endangered. So, flexibility is essential. The question that a company has to ask itself is what matters most, the result? Or the path we take to achieve that result? Besides illegal and immoral actions, the end result is what matters. So you have to wonder, if a manager doesn’t do everything by the book, but does deliver, then is he doing a good job or a bad job? The processes are there for a reason, to ensure that the steps the managers and employees take are aligned with the strategy of the company. But the processes should never limit a manager in responding to potential opportunities. The processes are important, but they aren’t sacred. As long as things go right, then a manager, who doesn’t follow the rules and procedures, is doing a good job, but when things are going downhill, he has to take responsibility. The processes are there to ensure some consistency in the company, a form of transparency. The thing is, however, you can never completely avoid inconsistencies in a company. Not every manager is the same; some may think differently or act differently from others. This isn’t a big problem, as long as it isn’t structural, as long as it becomes visible in the system and you can correct it with the system. 
Basically it is a Catch 22: you want flexibility on the one hand, but you don’t want to lose consistency or transparency on the other. There is no ideal solution and there never will be. What is important, is the realization that you need both. You have to use the system when you can but, if the system limits you in a way that isn’t acceptable, you must learn to go beyond the system. To achieve the goals you should use the system, the system should not use you. 

Internal factors and the internal environment are difficult enough to cope with, but external economic conditions and circumstances only further increase the difficulties a BSC system faces. As the economic conditions change, so does the focus of a company. When business is booming, you focus on bottlenecks for your growth, be it in personnel or the limited customers on the market, and when business is down you focus on survival and you might act less balanced than you would like to. New factors could start to play a role; new objectives could appear on the BSC. Your system should be able to facilitate these shifts in focus. Moreover, it should be able to cope with these changes. A reorganization during an economic crisis could affect the foundations of the system itself, if a system isn’t able to adapt and is too rigid.

Besides the overall economic conditions, a specific contract or project could also influence the focus of a team or department. Like a company, a contract has to go through different stages and in each stage one or two of the quadrants could become more or less important. If you want to retain a client at the end of the contract, you have to make sure the client is satisfied. During the transformation phase of a contract you have to look at your processes. Business is never the same and so your BSC should change with it.
With this chapter I’ve concluded the third and final part of my analysis of the stories I’ve collected. I’ve covered a lot of issues and touched upon a lot of themes, but what does it really all mean? What does this story teach us? This will be the subject of the next chapter where I will reflect on my analysis and give my conclusions.

IX Epilogue: 

Reflection and Conclusion

IX.1 Introduction
The story of the Balanced Scorecard in practice is not complete without a chapter dedicated to reflection and conclusion. What can we learn from these stories? What is the relevance of these stories? How can we build on these stories? Simply put, what is the added value of this thesis? I first want to reflect on the process of writing this thesis in paragraph IX.2. Then I will present my conclusions in IX.3 and in paragraph IX.4 I will discuss the contribution of this thesis to the existing literature. Finally, in IX.5 I will go into the limitations of my research.
IX.2 Reflection
The starting point for this thesis was my main research question concerning the role of the Balanced Scorecard in performance management. My intention was to conduct an exploratory and descriptive study in the practice of the BSC and I did so through the use of interviews founded on narrative principles. I was not interested in just one aspect of the BSC and its role in performance management. I was interested in the stories of those who experience it in practice. One of the things I first realized was the simple fact that the story is much broader than the link between the BSC and performance management only. If you want to present a whole story you have to cover a number of different aspects as well. The managers I’ve interviewed talked about more than just the system that is based on the BSC concept. They spoke about the functions of a BSC in general, how a BSC could influence the operations and processes in a company through communication or registration for example. They covered themes such as management style and changing economic conditions. There is more to the story than simply the role of the BSC in performance management. Like performance management is linked and rooted to numerous other areas within an organization, so is the story of the BSC. For me this presented an interesting challenge. This simple realization didn’t so much broaden the scope of my thesis, but it meant that I had to find some kind of framework I could use to present the stories and my analysis of those stories. I couldn’t just try to answer my main research question, because there were so much more issues and themes that were covered by the interviews I’ve conducted. I therefore chose an analysis split into three different parts. In the first part I aimed to capture the broader story of the BSC such as its uses or the peripherals that influence its use in an organization. The second part of my analysis was dedicated to the technical side of the story, meaning the actual system that is based on the BSC and used in performance management. The final part of the analysis covered the reality of a performance management system and the use of a BSC. How it is actually used in the company; how the system actually operates.
These three sub-analyses are linked, related and dependent on each other. They all present pieces of the same puzzle.  Each different aspect influences and is influenced by the other aspects. The ‘Why?’ influences the ‘What?’, just as the ‘What?’ influences the ‘Why?’. To tell the whole story you have to present all the relevant aspects. The figure shows that the story of the BSC is perhaps a very specific one, as the story is an individual one, but built up by numerous components. As the diagram shows, the story of the BSC is the middle ground between the ‘Why?’, the ‘What?’ and the ‘How?’. You shouldn’t focus on one aspect, if you want to tell the whole story.
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As the sub-analyses are interrelated, so are the specific issues and themes discussed in them. The history of a company and the industry it is in determine for a large part the degree of flexibility they need. This in turn influences the way a system is designed, and this influences the degree in which management style plays a role in the use of the system. Some of these themes and issues are not directly related to performance management itself, but they do play a part in the story by influencing themes and issues that are directly related to performance management.

In my opinion this demonstrates precisely the difference between science and practice, without passing judgement whatsoever. In practice you can’t focus on one aspect of the organization, you can’t or at least you shouldn’t ignore parts of the business environment. Isn’t that what the Balanced Scorecard is about? To make sure that people keep not one but all the different perspectives in mind? In a scientific study however, you can and you probably should focus on a specific aspect, depending on your intention. You have to prevent that the scope of your study is too broad, you have to make sure that the study and the research is doable, and so on. The result of this difference between science and practice is that managers in practice might not recognize specific issues or problems that researchers do. On the other hand, in practice people may talk about issues that researchers would never think about. From a knowledge point of view you need both. An exploratory or descriptive study, such as my own, can be used as a starting point for further research. What are the relevant issues and themes for the business world? A researcher can’t and shouldn’t decide that, the business world itself should. An exploratory or descriptive study, however, doesn’t present us with facts. It presents us with a story that is true within a specific context, a representation of the truth. To actually prove anything, you need different types of studies, different research methods and different research goals.

My research aim was to use the narrative method to gain a deeper understanding of the BSC in practice, to learn which themes and issues are relevant for the managers that actually have to work with a BSC. As such I didn’t aim to prove or predict anything. Therefore it’s only logical that I didn’t focus on just a few of the themes and issues, but that I discussed all the themes and issues I came across during my interviews. 

IX. 3 Conclusions
So what can we learn from this exploratory study? What is the scientific relevance? What can we do with it? As mentioned, I didn’t set out to prove anything, I just wanted to hear and learn how managers experience a Balanced Scorecard and its role in performance management. How they feel about a Balanced Scorecard. Basically to present a story about the practical relevancy of a Balanced Scorecard. In short and simple terms you could say that a Balanced Scorecard is an instrument for an organization. But of course there is more to it.
A Balanced Scorecard, not the Balanced Scorecard

I started out with some peripheral factors, such as the background of a company, its history, the industry it is in. Based on the stories of the managers, you really have to conclude that ‘Balanced’ could mean a lot of things, what is balanced for one company might be unbalanced for another. A company with shareholders has a responsibility with respect to generating financial results, so for them balanced might mean focusing on financial results while keeping the other perspectives in mind. For a utilities company, such as Nuon, with a strong social responsibility, balanced could be entirely different, perhaps the customers and employees are equally important as the financial results. On that note, you really should conclude that there is no such thing as ‘the’ BSC, but that a company has ‘a’ BSC. Of course that is exactly what Kaplan and Norton meant with their Balanced Scorecard concept.
‘The scorecard puts strategy and vision, not control, at the centre. It establishes goals but assumes that people will adopt whatever behaviors and take whatever actions are necessary to arrive at those goals. The measures are designed to pull people toward the overall vision.’ (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, p. 8)

The Balanced Scorecard is a way to translate strategy and vision into goals and translate goals into measures. By definition, the Balanced Scorecard is simply an empty shell that has to be filled by the organization. It’s the strategy of a company that is the starting point for a Balanced Scorecard and every company has its own strategy. Not every Balanced Scorecard will look the same and even if they do, that doesn’t necessarily mean that the balance is the same. A consulting firm might have the same targets in each quadrant as a utilities company, after all both firms have to deal with customers, employees, financial results and their operations, but the consulting firm might put more weight on the targets in the financial quadrant than the utilities company does. In other words, the Balanced Scorecard concept will lead to a Balanced Scorecard based on the required balance in that context and environment.
It’s a tool, not a goal

A Balanced Scorecard is a tool and not a goal. A tool with a number of different functions, such as a training tool, a registration format or a means to improve communication. A Balanced Scorecard itself doesn’t teach a company to think or to operate. It helps or assists a company in their road towards achieving the company goals. Although its role in the internal communication, in the registration of targets and objectives and in the training of managers is very important. This by no means implies that you can’t use a different tool to do the same. There is no denying of the fact that a Balanced Scorecard is a very simple, logical and useful tool, but it is not the only tool that’s available. In some environments a simple formula based evaluation system might do the trick, while in others an organization might use a different model, such as the Mckinsey 7S model. A Balanced Scorecard is way of explicitly showing and saying something that most companies already know: if you operate single-mindedly you won’t survive long. It always comes down to the simple fact that you need all of the different components of a BSC, and therein lies the simple brilliance of the BSC concept, the explicit recognition of four ‘simple’ quadrants.
You don’t need a utopia; you need a system that works
A system based on the Balanced Scorecard concept can come in many different shapes and sizes. A company could define one companywide BSC to translate the company’s strategy into clear objectives, or a company could use the concept as part of the performance management system in the shape of individual BSC’s. Whatever the shape or size may be, a company always has to think about how they’re going to design and implement the system. The Performance Management Framework used by Atos Origin is a clear example of the use of a BSC in performance management. The system is by no means perfect. You could comment on the lack of potential incentives, the usefulness of defining a BSC for every employee, its role in the HR cycle, but in the end you need a system. You need a system for formulating targets and objectives, you need a system to base your evaluations on, you need a system to provide feedback. What is important is that the people who use the system are satisfied with the system. They might have some complaints, but as long as they can work with the system and use it in their processes, there’s not a lot more you could wish for. There is no such thing as a perfect system. What is important is that the system works.
Use the system, don’t let it use you

This is the same with respect to the question of flexibility versus consistency and or transparency. A Catch 22, one of the managers called it. If you focus on one thing, you might lose (part of) the other. There is no problem with a degree of freedom for a manager in using a BSC and a system such as the PMF. It allows the manager to adapt to the specific circumstances of his department; it allows the manager to address the specific strengths and weaknesses of his employees. That’s not a bad thing. It might however become a bad thing, when you start to see structural inconsistencies and a big loss of transparency. If a manager completely does his own thing, the system should signal that through evaluations, reports and targets. Inconsistencies are not terrible, as long as they aren’t structural. With respect to the individual performance management a degree of objectivity and transparency is a requirement. It doesn’t really matter if one manager uses the system a little differently from his peers, but if there are conflicts with the employees, because the employees are dissatisfied, then you do have a problem. You need to have a system that isn’t that rigid that there’s no room to manoeuvre, no room to adapt to new opportunities. On the other hand, the system should facilitate some degree of consistency and transparency throughout the company. The interests of the managers and employees have to be aligned with the interest of the company. It’s a catch 22, but realizing that this is the case, can go a long way. It’s not a sin to go beyond and outside the regular control and monitoring systems, as long as the systems can step in if things don’t work out as planned. To accomplish the goals you should use the system, the system should not use you. You should only act according to the system if it is relevant in your specific situation.
Always mind your surroundings

In the end there is only so much an organization can control. Besides the aforementioned ‘internal’ issues we have to consider the ‘external’ conditions that might influence a BSC and the performance management system of a company. These economically ‘interesting’ times have a strong and undeniable influence on the business world. Companies rigorously had to adapt to changing economic conditions. ‘Survival of the Financial Fittest’, like Paul Oor called it.  The economic environment is an important determinant of the way a BSC is defined and used. A company can’t always try to achieve a balance, sometimes unbalanced is the best strategy. Moreover changing economic conditions can put a lot of pressure on a control or performance management system. A change in the economic environment often leads to changes in the organizational structure of a company. Reorganizations are common practice in a lot of industries. These organizational changes at best lead to a wobbly foundation for these systems, but it is quite possible that a system isn’t usable or workable during these dynamic economical times. The customers themselves might also be an external factor. In the IT world and in other industries as well, a contract or a project with a client goes trough several different stages and each stage of the contract asks for a new focus of the company. A BSC has to grow and evolve with these shifts from stage to stage.
What is important, while studying a BSC or any business or management instrument for that matter, is that you as a researcher should look beyond the company or organization itself. External factors have a profound influence on the effectiveness of a tool like a BSC and the way it is employed in a company.

You continuously have to communicate, if you want to be Balanced

The ‘real’ world, the business world in practice, is a complex, always moving, ever changing environment. Both internal and external factors influence the operations of a company. The effectiveness and usefulness of a BSC within a company is greatly affected by these factors. Therefore we have to ask ourselves, what is important? What do we have to continue during these potential changes? We have to ensure that the communication between ‘the different BSC components of a company’ continues. When a company goes through a reorganization, many of the carefully defined business scorecards become obsolete, irrelevant or unusable.  The organizational structure changes and so do the lines of communication and you can start the whole BSC process all over again. Therefore you have to make sure that a company always has a continuous communication between the financial people of a company, the HR managers, the operational manager, the sales people. If your departmental structure changes, you will always have your functional foundation that continues to communicate in the BSC framework. Some form of continuity is a clear requirement for the effectiveness of a system. So you have to look for this continuity in your company and no matter what changes your company goes through, you will need the different components of the BSC.
The Practical relevancy of a Balanced Scorecard

To conclude I want to make a remark about the overall added value of this thesis. Simply put, you could say that it gives us some insight in the practical relevancy of the Balanced Scorecard concept. There is no denying of the usefulness of a BSC, it’s a simple, easy to grasp concept, it’s logical and generally speaking useful in almost every organization. But, and that’s a big but, that’s not the whole story. The usefulness of a tool is one thing, quite another is whether you can use it the same way all the time. A company faces the reality of the business world every day as they have to deal with customers, with the economy as a whole, shareholders, managers and employees. A BSC and a system based on its principle can be used to deal with the issues a company faces, but it is a tool that a company can use, it’s not a goal. That’s the most general conclusion we can draw from all this. The managers I’ve interviewed are satisfied with the BSC concept and for the most part with the way it’s used and implemented at Atos Origin as well, but it doesn’t define how they work and operate. They use it if and when it’s useful, but for the most part people just go on with the day to day operations and that’s something that’s important to realize. There are many factors, both internal and external that play a role with regard to a Balanced Scorecard. The BSC concept sounds quite good, but in the reality a company faces this is very relative.
IX.4 Contribution to the field of Management Accounting
An important question is what the contribution of a study, paper or thesis is to the existing literature. In their first article about the Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan and Norton, 1992) Kaplan and Norton did not mention the possibility of using the Balanced Scorecard as a tool for performance management. In later articles Kaplan and Norton (for example Kaplan and Norton, 1993 and Kaplan and Norton, 1996) did mention the possibility of performance management based on the Balanced Scorecard concept. Since then numerous articles have been written and published about the Balanced Scorecard and its use in evaluating performance. How does this thesis relate to the existing literature about the Balanced Scorecard as a tool for performance management?
In my opinion, it comes down to something I’ve mentioned before in my reflection. I think the answer lies in the ‘difference’ between practice and science that I’ve discussed. Economics in not an easy science. Whether you talk about international economics or business economics the themes and issues are complex and difficult to grasp. Just look at the Credit Crunch and its profound impact on the global economy. New issues became visible, while older issues may have become irrelevant (at least for now). The economy is always moving and so is the field of economics. The challenge of the economical scientists and researchers is to clarify or explain the complexity of these issues and themes piece by piece and that’s something you can clearly see in the existing literature about the Balanced Scorecard and performance management.
The Balanced Scorecard as a concept is easy enough to understand, but the concept is merely a shell that has to be filled by the organizations that wish to use the concept. In practice there are numerous problems, obstacles and issues that make it difficult to fully understand the story about the Balanced Scorecard. Just look at performance management based on the Balanced Scorecard. You have to design, implement and then use a system that is based on the BSC concept. In every step of the way, there are problems you could encounter. Some might be visible, while others might not be visible. To understand, explain and clarify these problems, you will have to focus on the problem and its direct surroundings. You have to limit your interest and research to that part of the overall complexity to shed some light with your study. If you don’t limit your research, your scope becomes too broad and you may lose sight of what you wish to clarify or you may not be able to formulate a clear answer to your research question. In science you can and you should limit the scope of the subject you wish to address. In doing so a researcher can cope with the complexity piece by piece, issue for issue and subject for subject. Take, for example, the article of Lipe and Salterio that they published in 2000 (Lipe and Salterio, 2000):
‘Our study examines judgmental effects of the Balanced Scorecard – specifically, how Balanced Scorecards that include some measures common to multiple units and other measures that are unique to a particular unit affect superiors’ evaluations of that unit’s performance.’ (Lipe and Salterio, 2000, p. 283)

Lipe and Salterio conducted an experiment to find out how people cope with both common and unique measures or performance indicators in a Balanced Scorecard context. Their research is focused on a very specific issue, namely the common versus the unique measures used in a Balanced Scorecard. Their findings shed some light on the complexity of the evaluating process and how measures are weighed.

Ittner and Larcker addressed a number of specific issues in a Balanced Scorecard context as well. In an article from 2003 (Ittner et al., 2003), they looked at the relation between subjectivity and the weighting of measures. Based on their research they conclude that some of the performance measures might be ignored if there’s a degree of subjectivity in the performance evaluation and that in those cases financial measures became the primary base of performance evaluations. Where Lipe and Salterio looked at the difference in weighting between common and unique measures, Ittner et al. looked at the impact of subjectivity on the weighting of different measures. In 2004 Banker et al. looked at yet another aspect.
‘This study conducts an experiment to assess how individuals’ evaluations of the performance of business unit managers depend on strategically linked performance measures of a balanced scorecard.’ (Banker et al., 2004, p. 1)

Instead of looking at common versus unique, the main focus was now on measures with or without strategic linkage. A different specific issue was studied by Liedtka, Church and Ray (Liedtka et al., 2008), whose article complement the papers discussed above ‘by documenting that patterns in BSC evaluations vary with a quality of the evaluator’ (Liedtka et al., 2008, p. 1). In their study they find evidence to suggest that ambiguity tolerance influences the response of evaluators to variation between measures in the same category.

Another article that is linked to the above mentioned studies is the article of Wong-On-Wing, Guo, Li and Yang published in 2007 (Wong-On-Wing et al., 2007) about reducing conflict in balanced scorecard evaluations. In their paper they examine how bias in BSC based performance evaluation by top management could potentially lead to conflict and disagreement with operational management.

Five different articles, five different aspects of the complexity of the Balanced Scorecard addressed. Each of these authors set out to study, prove, explain or clarify a specific issue related to the Balanced Scorecard and performance management. Each article contributed to the previous literature by studying a different aspect of a bigger theme. Whether it is linked to the type of measure you use, the weighting of measures or the potential conflicts, each article presents evidence to clarify a small bit of the overall complexity.

Where does my thesis fit in all this? Basically with my thesis I aim to do the same thing as the above mentioned articles, I want to address the complexity of the Balanced Scorecard and performance management in practice. However, I wanted to accomplish that in a different way. Instead of focusing on one specific issue or aspect, I wanted to map the complexity that exists in practice. I focused on a different part of the scientific spectrum; I focused on describing and exploring the practice of the Balanced Scorecard instead of clarifying it. So what is the contribution of my study? Well, I don’t contribute in the sense that I present evidence of a specific causal link or that I clarify some specific issue. I contribute to the existing literature because I present an overview of the complexity of the Balanced Scorecard and its use in performance management by focusing on the practical perspective. I did not know beforehand what issues and problems would be discussed by the interviewees and so I did not know whether I would encounter something that’s completely new or never studied before. The analysis of the stories did not yield completely new issues, nor did it have to. By offering a practical perspective of issues that has been well-documented and well-studied in the past, I still describe and explore which issues the managers that have to work with the Balanced Scorecard in their performance management find relevant. So when compared to a study like Lipe and Salterio (Lipe and Salterio, 2000), you see that Lipe and Salterio focus on a very specific problem, namely common versus unique measures, while the stories I’ve documented don’t mention this very specific problem. A technical issue such as common versus unique measures is not something that managers in practice will first think about. That doesn’t mean it’s not true in their environment, it simply means that from a practical perspective that’s not an issue that is immediately visible. 
I strongly feel that every scientific study, or more specifically every scientific study in the field of economics should be relevant both for the scientific community and the real economy and the organizations that operate in it. My study described and explored the practical relevance of the Balanced Scorecard and by doing so contributed to the scientific community by showing which issues are important and visible from a practical perspective. The fact that my analysis didn’t yield previously unknown issues doesn’t mean it has no contribution. If the managers discussed issues and themes that are already know in the existing literature, it still offers a confirmation from the practical perspective that these issues are relevant for them. That’s something that is interesting, important and valuable to know. What do the managers in practice think is relevant and important, what do they encounter in working with a performance management system based on the Balanced Scorecard concept, what do they see as strengths and what do they see as weaknesses?
To conclude, I can say the following. Where most studies aim to clarify specific aspects of the complexity around the Balanced Scorecard, my thesis aims to map the complexity of the Balanced Scorecard by describing and exploring the practical perspective. Both the studies I mentioned and my thesis are part of the same scientific spectrum. The focus of the mentioned studies, however, is on a different part of the spectrum, than the focus of my thesis.
IX.5 Closing the story
Every research method has both strengths and weaknesses. One characteristic of the narrative methodology is also its clear weakness or more specifically its limitation. The meaning of the study is completely derived from the specific context in which it took place. The meaning of my thesis can only be understood in the specific context of Atos Origin. Its meaning is but one representation of a possible truth. Instead of focusing on the ‘large’ story, I looked for a ‘small’ story, the personal stories based on individual experiences and thoughts. Its meaning can’t be generalized, it doesn’t prove anything and it shouldn’t. What it does, is that it provides us with a deeper understanding of the practical reality. It allows us to learn from the experiences of managers who face these issues and problems on a day to day basis, their stories tell us what they think is important, what they think is relevant and that provides us with the perfect starting point for further research.
A second limitation, which is basically linked to the first limitation, is the obvious subjectivity of the story. The stories of the managers I’ve interviewed are subjective, because these stories present their opinions, their experiences and their feelings. You should keep in mind, however, that their stories are a representation of the truth. It is not objective because it’s their version of the truth, but it does let us understand what this ‘truth’ might be. In a previous chapter, I used the metaphor of a puzzle. Each story presents some pieces of the puzzle, by combining multiple stories we can try to put together a part of the puzzle until we have enough pieces to tell a story. The puzzle will never be completed, because there is no ‘truth’, the puzzle merely shows us what the ‘truth’ might be and that’s what we have to work with. Every individual story is subjective, but the combination of several stories allows us to tell a story that is more objective. Nevertheless there will always be a degree of subjectivity in this combined story, because it is my story. It is the story of the author and as such it presents my interpretation. By printing my interpretations and conclusions in italics, I’ve differentiated between on the one hand the discussion of my data, i.e. the discussion of the stories of the managers, and on the other hand my interpretations and conclusions based on their stories. I need to differentiate because it is my story and my interpretation. A different reader might interpret things differently and might come to another conclusion, but in the end that’s unavoidable. As Nietzsche once put it: 
‘There are no facts, only interpretations’
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Voor het definiéren van doelstellingen maak je gebruik van je GCM functiebeschriving, de relevante gedragsomschiivingen uit het AO competentiemodel, en je individueel ontwikkelingsplan.

Interne-/Bedrijfsprocesgerichte Doelst.

Afgesproken doelstellingen

Tussentidse evaluatie

Doelstelling Maatstaf Einddatum | Evaluatie Evaluatie Eigen beoordeling | Eindbeoordeling
medewerker beoordelaar
1| New portfolio andlor | #items implemented End 2000 100% = CLM+CLMVis | In progress 1H2009:and
reusable items focus on SSU-ake CLD
Acknowtedged CLM approach for UPW.
portoio fems: CLM,
CLM-Vis, M1
2 | Partnering ‘#partners acivly involved End 2000 EMC, Cisco, Novell, Corect
Actively involved i partner BizzDesion
engagement for specific
customers
3 | Titel
Interne/Bedrijfsproces|
g doelst”

Opmerkingen
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Voor hetdefiniéren van doefstelingen maak fo gebruk van je GCM funcliebeschriving, de relevante gedragsomschivingen it het AO compefenfiemodel, en e individueel ontwikkelingsplan.
Mensgerichte, Leer- en Groeidoelst

Afgesproken doelstellingen

Tussentidse evaluatie

Eindejaarsbeoordelin

Doelstelling Maatstaf Target Einddatum | Evaluatie Evaluatie Eigen beoordeling | Eindbeoordeling
medewerker beoordelaar
1| Knowledge Exchange] #sessions, # atlendants | 80%= 1 End 2000 EAM2009 Correct
sessions 100% = ING AEA over CLM
Orgarise Knowledge 120%>=3 1togoH2
Exchange session(s) with at least 20
partcipanis each
2 | Personal opine beoordelaar uptodate IDP | End 2000 1DP 2003 (papier) Up-todate in PMF,
development discussed and algned
Actve pursuing 1H2008
development o targefs in
D
3| Supporting others | #colleagues supported as | 80% =3 End 2000 Hans, Alex, GerwinK | correct
Aciivey supporting coach, buddy orintervision | 100%=4-5 Henny K, Petervan S
colleagues in CLM roles or | partner 120%>=6 Hassan Tahri
other
4 | CLM Competence | dashboard CLM oles and | 80% opinion 120% EAM2009 Basicaly achieved in
mgt visibity leader 1H2009 resulting in formal
Actively invoived in 100% tangible position (CLM process

progressing maturity and
standardisation of CLM

organisation
120% external
visibity

and as person) in new MO
organisation

Opmerkingen
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Beoordeling Gestelde Doelen (BSC)

1 Doelstellingen niet bereikt

2 Doelstellingen nog et bereikt

3 Doelstellingen bereikt

4 Doelstellingen overtroffen

5 Doelstellingen ruim overtroffen




[image: image3.png]Beoordeling van AO Competenties

Categoriegn Opmerkingen
Oplossingsgericht evel3

Bedenkt effectieve oplossingen voor de klant door het kiezen van de juiste combinatie

van bestaande toepassingen en innovatieve benaderingen of ideeen.

Flexbiliteit evel2

Heeft een flexibele benadering, herziet plannen en beslissingen in het licht van nieuwe
informatie of wizigende omstandigheden, gaat positief om met veranderingen in de
organisatie.

Scroll naar de rechterkant van het scherm voor het geven van de beoordeling.
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Beoordeling van AO Competenties

1 Niet op niveau

2 Nog niet op niveau

30p niveau

4 Boven niveau

5 Ruim boven niveau




[image: image5.png]Beoordeling van GCM Karakteristieken

Voeg commentaar toe indien gewenst

Categoriegn

Opmerkingen

Voeg commentaar toe indien gewenst

Autonomie, verantw. en autoriteit

Straalt autoriteit uit en neemt de verantwoordelijkheid voor een aanzienlij deel van het
expertisegebied, als directeur, senior manager of principal consultant. Is volledig
verantwoordelik voor zijn eigen beslissingen en acties alsmede die van
ondergeschikten

Invioed

Is in staat het succes van de organisatie op beslissende wijze te beinvioeden. Is
verantwoordelik voor het ontwikkelen van beleid. Level 9: Oefent invioed uit op de
board of gelijkwaardig niveau in een grote particuiiere of overheidsorganisatie.

Complexiteit van het werk

Is in staat werkzaamheden uit te voeren die overwegend niet-routinematig en
strategisch van aard zijn. Zet methoden, processen en tools effectief in binnen het
eigen werkterrein. Weet deze methoden, processen en tools binnen de organisatie
zodanig toe te passen of te benutten dat dit leict tot verrjking van kennis en expertise.

Noodzakelijke vaardigheden

Toont strategische management- en leiderschapsvaardigheden op het hoogste niveau
in verschillende situaties. s in staat complexe zaken te begripen, te verklaren en uit te
leggen aan zowel specialisten als niet-specialisten op alle niveaus op een overtuigende|
en aannemelijke wijze. Is in staat risicos te analyseren en te verklaren over het al dan
niet toepassen van specifieke oplossingen voor bedriffs- of organisatorische kwesties.

Kennis & scope van de expertise

Heeft een brede en diepgaande kennis van het eigen vakgebied (IS, F&A, HR, enz).
Heeft vergelijkbaar inzicht in andere bedrifsactiviteiten en organisaties. Begrijpt de
potentiéle impact van nieuwe ontwikkelingen voor de organisatie en communiceert
deze aan medewerkers die de (nieuwe) specifieke producten enof diensten (gaan)
gebruiken.

Leren & ontwikkelen

Neemt initiatief om zowel de eigen vaardigheden als die van ondergeschikten up-
to-date te houden. Heeft op hoog niveau inzicht in de eigen sector en draagt bij aan
marktontwikkelingen.

Scroll naar de rechterkant van het scherm voor het geven van de beoordeling.
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Beoordeling van GCM Karakteristieken

1 Niet op niveau

2 Nog niet op niveau

30p niveau

4 Boven niveau

5 Ruim boven niveau
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[image: image8.png]Overall Beoordeling

1 Niet op niveau

2 Nog niet op niveau

30p niveau

4 Boven niveau

5 Ruim boven niveau

Scroll naar de rechterkant van het scherm voor het geven van de beoordeling.

Overall opmerkingen van Beoordelaar

Overall opmerkingen van Medewerker





[image: image46.png]Tussentijdse evaluatie

‘Gebruik onderstaande ruimte voor feedback en opmerkingen dii voortkomen uit de tussentidse evaluatie van de afgesproken doelstelingen uit e balanced scorecard, ot nu oe geleverde prestalies en voortgang Lo.V.
individuele ontwikkelingsplannen.

Opmerkingen van Medewerker

Opmerkingen van Beoordelaar
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[image: image47.png]Beoordeling van AO Competenties

Categoriegn Opmerkingen
Bedrifsgericht

Resultaatgericht evel3
Erop gericht om te leveren wat beloofd is en ervoor te zorgen dat de resultaten op tid,

binnen budget en volgens de afgesproken kwaliteitsnormen geleverd worden.

Kiantgericht evel3
Er op gericht om uitstekende lange-termijn relaties met klanten op te bouwen

gebaseerd op een goed inzicht in hun behoeften en de vaste wil te voldoen aan hun
venwachtingen

Gericht op winstgevendheid evel2
Gericht op het behalen van de commerciéle targets van Atos Origin en het zien én

benutten van kansen om de business te laten groeien.

Sociaal

Communicatief evel3
Communiceert duidelijk, beknopt en met passie met als doel om te overtuigen en te
beinvioeden; vraagt om feedback, luistert en toont begrip voor de mening van anderen.
Gericht op samenwerking evel3
Gericht op samenwerken door anderen te betrekken bij het maken van doelen en

plannen, door kennis te delen, door een positieve bijdrage te leveren aan teambuilding

en door steeds op zoek te zijn naar mogelijkheden tot samenwerking over de grenzen

van functies en afdelingen heen.

Mensgericht evel2
Respecteert de verschillende houdingen, behoeften en inzichten van collega's, erkent
andermans bijdragen door het regelmatig vragen van feedback; helpt mensen zichzelf

te ontwikkelen en te groeien en draagt bij aan het plezier in het werk in algemene zin.
Persoonijke Effectiviteit

Integriteit level2
Is een rolmodel voor anderen door het uistralen van professionaliteit, commitment,

toewijding, integriteit en eerlikheid

Persoonijke ontwikkeling evel2
Gericht op het dooriopend evalueren en verbeteren van de persoonlike vaardigheden

en het zoeken van uitdagingen om persoonlike ontwikkeling en groei te stimueren.
Enthousiasmerend evel3

Legt een duidelijke visie neer van wat bereikt kan worden, inspireert anderen, streeft
doelen krachtig en vasthoudend na.
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	CONFIDENTIAL
	Bonus Score Card 
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Beoordelaar: Medewerker:

Naam van Beoordelaar: Naam van Medewerker

Datum: Datum:





	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Name:
	
	
	Business Unit:
	Managed Operations

	Function:
	
	
	Personnel id:
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bonus Criteria
	Target
	Weight
	Target Bonus
	% Target
Realization
	Earned Bonus

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Financial
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Operating Margin
<own level>
	EUR 9,825 M
	15%
	EUR 1.167 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	Operating Margin
<one-level-up>
	Eur 49,511 M
	15%
	EUR 1.167 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	External Revenue
Atos Origin NL
	EUR 1.044,187 M
	15%
	EUR 1.167 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	Operating Margin
Atos Origin NL
	EUR 120,041 M
	15%
	EUR 1.167 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Financial Target
MWS Revenu
	MWS Rev. = FC1 = 75%
FC1 + 5%= 100%
FC1 + 10%= 110%
FC1 + 15% = 125%
	10%
	EUR 778 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	Financial Target
MWS IFO
	MWS IFO = FC1= 75%
FC1 + 10%= 100%
FC1 + 25%= 125%
	10%
	EUR 778 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	Gereedkomen aantal offertes
(per. 1 sept - 31 dec.)
	>= 15 = 80%
>= 20 = 100%
>= 25 = 110%
>= 30 = 125%
	10%
	EUR 778 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	Te realiseren upselling TCV in € K.
(per. 1 sept - 31 dec.)
	TCV>= 750K = 80%
TCV>= 1.000 K = 100%
TCV>= 1.200 K = 110%
TCV>= 1.500 K = 125%
	10%
	EUR 778 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	 
	100%
	EUR 7.780 
	0%
	EUR 0 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maximum Bonus
	Bonus Percentage x 
No of Months x Base Salary x Parttime Percentage
	20% x 12 x EUR 4.051 x 100% =
	EUR 9.722 

	Target Bonus
	80% x Maximum Bonus
	80% x EUR 9.722 =
	EUR 7.778 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(Fulltime) Base Salary:
	EUR 4.051 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Parttime Percentage:
	100%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Bonus Percentage:
	20%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Number of months:
	12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Date
	Signature
	
	

	HRM Director (for approval)
	 
	 
	
	

	
	 
	 
	
	

	
	 
	 
	
	

	
	 
	 
	
	NL
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� Cover photo:  http://library.creativecow.net/articles/wilson_tim/win-mac/balance.jpg


� Photo: http://michaelsavoni.files.wordpress.com/2008/10/balance-beam1.jpg


� From this point the abbreviation BSC may be used instead of Balanced Scorecard


� Based on Cobbold and Lawrie (2002)


� Source for the information in this paragraph: Corporate Factsheet (Appendix A) & www.atosorigin.nl


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.atosorigin.com/en-us/about_us/Company_Profile/Corporate_Values/default.htm" ��http://www.atosorigin.com/en-us/about_us/Company_Profile/Corporate_Values/default.htm� 


� http://www.atosorigin.com/en-us/about_us/Company_Profile/Corporate_Values/default.htm
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