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ABSTRACT 
Management concepts usually are presented as they are, that is without reference to a broader 
national economic agenda. This article argues that those management experts have most 
influence on management practices whose concepts and models serve a national economic 
agenda. Due to an increasing role of intangible assets compared to tangible assets, the declining 
costs of information and communication and the emergence of information goods, the nature of 
the firm is changing. Traditional concepts, tools and methods for management and organization 
are based on institutions in society and a nature of the firm that assume the assets of the firm to 
be tangible, the costs of information and communication to be high and that investments in 
intangible assets are subsidiary to investments in tangible assets. Since 1990 it is understood that 
intangible assets are dominant over tangible assets with respect to value creation and the value of 
the firm. This change may be reflected in some management books on the role of human capital, 
this change is not reflected in concepts, tools and methods for management and organization. 
Except in the concepts of the Balanced Scorecard, Strategy Map and the Management System 
developed by Kaplan & Norton. The reception and appreciation of these concepts however is 
mixed, and as we will argue, this seems to depend on the institutional context in a society and a 
national economic agenda. In this paper, using the concepts of Kaplan & Norton, we will outline 
some of the mechanisms at play in the influence of management experts.  
 
 
INTRODUCING THE TOPIC* 

Academic management experts, typically business school professors, have an impact on business 

students and managers, and with that on the practice of business, albeit often through the 

‘obvious unconsciousness’ of the Modern Management Tradition (Kikoski & Kikoski, 2004). The 

mechanisms for achieving impact are publications in managerial books and journals as well as 

pre- and post-experience teaching. Those experts’ impact is therefore mainly at the micro-
                                                
* Dr. Marc Baaij (RSM) was helpful in initiating and structuring this article.  
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economic level or individual organizations, and through the performance of businesses those 

experts have an indirect impact on the macro-economic level. The most obvious example of this 

bottom-up influence is the scientific management of Frederick Taylor through its effect on labor 

productivity.  More in general the contribution of the application of (new) methods for 

management and organization to the growth of the economy is acknowledged, albeit in a scant 

way (Hilmer & Donaldson, 1996; OECD, 1987). Some argue that the field of corporate finance 

and corporate strategies induced by that field, be it in combination with a new generation of 

(active) investors, made a major contribution to the restructuring of the US economy in the 

seventies and eighties, laying the foundation for the growth of the US economy in the nineties 

(Donaldson, 1994; Jensen, 2000b) In this paper we will argue that those management experts 

have most influence in organization and society when their ideas are instrumental to a national 

economic agenda, respectively are supported by a specific national institutional context.  

 
Little research exists on the role of the economic or institutional contexts in the diffusion and 

application of management concepts and methods. One example is the book Models of 

Management: Work, Authority and Organization in a Comparative Perspective by Guillén, on the role of 

national institutions, e.g. the system of industrial relations, in the adaptation of the principles of 

scientific management, institutional support for it and the way scientific management was locally 

applied in businesses (Guillén, 1994). Kanigel explains how Taylor’s scientific management was 

supported if not driven by the interests of investors like Carnegie, which also suggest the role of 

the capital market with respect to the diffusion and application of management models (Kanigel, 

1997). Sako suggests a relation between the nature of the capital markets, outsourcing and the 

occurrence of start ups (Sako, 2003). More research exists on the interference between 

management concepts and local cultures (Ball & McCulloch, 1993; Fatehi, 1996; Hofstede, 1980); 

however, culture is related to, but is to be discerned from institutions and national agenda’s. 

Kristensen suggests that the organization form sported by firms is co-determined by national 

social and institutional context, as e.g. in the case of the M-form in US firms (Kristensen, 1996). 

On the other hand, in publications like How Countries Compete there is no reference to the role of 

management theories (Vietor, 2007). Although Porter’s The Competitive Advantage of Nations 

provides a link between firm’s strategies, their context and their contribution to the growth of the 

national economy (Porter, 1990).  

 
What don’t we know yet but is important to explore 

Management concepts and models in most cases are presented as they are, that is without an 

explicit reference to the nature of the firm nor its institutional foundations. Whether and if so 
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how, management concepts and models in their working and effectiveness depend on the 

institutions of society and or a national (economic) agenda is suggested in only some publications 

(Picot, Dietl, & Franck, 2005). In books like The Knowing-Doing Gap and What’s the Big Idea there is 

no reference to the role of institutions, institutional context nor national agenda’s with respect to 

applicability of management concepts, their relevance, working etc. (Davenport, Prusak, & 

Wilson, 2003; Pfeffer & Sutton, 2000). Theories taught at business schools on corporate 

governance are based on the agency theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976), whereas the reality of 

corporate governance systems is based on corporate law, property law and labor law, which 

invariable are specific for national jurisdictions (Strikwerda, 2012).  

Due to a number of changes in society, cultural changes, demographic changes, 

technology, the media culture, both informal institutions (religion, morality) and formal 

institutions either are weakening in their role in society (Beck & Lau, 2005) or are marginalized, 

e.g. in the process of market liberalization. Other institutions, e.g. corporate law, remain 

unadapted to the increasing role of intangible assets.  Some argue that the next twenty years will 

be turbulent as a result of increasing conflicts between the realties in society and in business and 

the lagging or unadapted institutions (Randers, 2012). So the question to be asked is twofold: 

What role do institutions, including national agenda’s, play in the effectiveness of managerial 

concepts and models and will (new) management concepts and models be able to solve problems 

that for the time being cannot or for whatever reason will not be solved at institutional level?  

 Because traditional theories of management tend to restrict themselves to the level of the 

manager and the level of the firm to explain their use and influence (Davenport et al., 2003) it is 

relevant to know whether there are factors outside that scope which possible determine or 

explain the role, influence and contribution of management theories. This question is in line with 

more recent economic research explaining the role of institutions in economic processes (Allen, 

2012; Ferguson, 2012; Greif, 2006; North, 1990, 1991). Also it is in line with existing research on 

the relation between institutions and organization form and organization theories (Bechky, 2011; 

Heugens & Lander, 2009; Sydow & Schreyo ̈gg, 2009; Volberda, Weerdt, Verwaal, Stienstra, & 

Verdu, 2012)  

 
The approach in this paper 

To explore a possible relation or dependency between institutions, a national agenda and 

adoption or influence of management theories we use the case of the Balanced Scorecard (BSC). 

It is a widely known concept or management tool, with a strongly different reception in the US 

compared to Netherlands. We will explain this difference in reception of the BSC between these 

two countries in terms of a difference of national economic agenda’s.  
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Main contributions of this paper 

Our paper contributes to the debate and research on the influence of management tools and 

concepts, and thus management experts, what the role is of its (national) institutional context and 

what the role may be of a national economic agenda. The paper provides a richer explanatory 

matrix of factors with respect to the adoption, application and contribution of management 

concepts and models to the economic development of a society, compared to the management or 

firm level explanatory models.  

 
Structure of our paper 

In the next section we will sketch a background of our topic, especially the institutional context 

of management concepts and tools. Next we sketch a particular ubiquitous applied process cum 

management tool, the resource allocation process in relation to the shift from tangible assets to 

intangible assets. In the following section we present a critical description of the Balance 

Scorecard, explaining the Balanced Scorecard as an instrument in the economic agenda of the 

USA. We end our paper with a discussion on possible conclusion, but basically offering a course 

of further research to improve the relevance of management ideas and practices.  

 
     
 
 
BACKGROUND: THE NEED FOR MACRO-CHANGE  
 
In the period before the Second World War and also in the thirty years after the Second World 

War there was a wide spread acceptance of the concept of scientific management. This 

acceptance can be explained by the fact that the application of the methods of scientific 

management served the national agenda’s of various governments in terms of economic growth 

and especially to increase labor productivity as a means to increase welfare. This included 

communist countries; Lenin was a strong promoter of scientific management. The way scientific 

management was accepted and applied varied from country to country and was strongly 

influenced by local institutions like the system of industrial relations, labor laws and religion 

(Guillén, 1994). For instance, in the Netherlands in the period after the Second World War it was 

agreed on a national level between government, employers and employees that contract wages 

could be raised according to the yearly growth of labor productivity. As a consequence these 

three parties went out on international search missions to identify new methods and tools for 

management and organizations, and employers both were coerced and stimulated by subsidized 
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experiments to adopt new methods for management and organization. In terms of achieved labor 

productivity per hour this policy was extremely successful; the Netherlands was second to the 

USA in the hourly level of labor productivity until about 1990. This institutional arrangement was 

disbanded in the nineties and since the relative position of the Netherlands with respect to labor 

productivity is declining.   

 
“Economic activity, entrepreneuring, setting up and running a firm, trade, investments, takes 

place on basis of and within an institutional framework (Parson 1940:190).” (Quoted in: 

Hodgson, 1988, p. 123). The concepts, methods and tools for management as we are familiar 

with developed in the twentieth century on basis of and within the context of the Modern 

Business Enterprise (Chandler, 1977). To make our point on the influence of management 

experts using the example of Kaplan & Norton we will use a more elaborated version of the 

MBE, based on the works of Zingales and Arrow (Arrow, 1996; Rajan & Zingales, 2000). In a 

way we also build on the work of Coase, referring to his 1937 seminal article The Nature of the 

Firm (Coase, 1937), also to use the title of his article to discuss the changing nature of the firm, 

related to other publications in this field (Putterman & Kroszner, 1996; Williamson, Winter, & 

Coase, 1991). We implicitly include in this the literature on the theory of the (new) firm 

(Demsetz, 1991; Fandel, 2010; Foss, 2000; Jensen, 2000a; Rajan & Zingales, 1998; Williamson, 

2002; Zingales, 2001). 

 
On basis of this literature we summarize the nature of the firm (MBE) as typical for the economy 

of the Second Industrial Revolution to be the following:  

 
1. The MBE is shaped by corporate law, which in its turn is based on physical assets and 

only acknowledges some very specific intangible assets (e.g. patents). To protect the 
interests of the shareholders only (investments in) physical assets can be capitalized on 
the balance sheet as assets to be liquidated separately; 

2. The corporation is the legal persona in which the firm is organized, and this corporation 
is the owner of all of the assets as pertinent for the operations of the firm, also this 
corporation respectively its agents, that is management, has full control over the rights of 
alienation of the assets; 

3. The boundaries of the MBE as an economic system coincide with the boundaries of the 
physical assets of the firm, implying that trade with third parties is on basis of arms length 
complete contracts; 

4. By the combination of corporate law and labour law the MBE is based on a separation of 
capital and labour. That is, labour is no part of the firm; it is a purchased commodity. 
Subsequently, tacit knowledge (Weber’s Fachwissen) is no part of the capital base of the 
firm;  

5. In the MBE the management of the corporation, being the legal representatives of the 
corporation of the assets owned by the corporation have, on basis of this ownership, the 
right to issue instructions workers and have the power to enforce this right by the right to 
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withhold from workers the  ius utendi to the assets the worker depends on to turn his 
Fachwissen into economic value and economic power. More in general the MBE is based 
on an equilibrium between capital being dependent on labour and labour being 
dependent on capital; 

6. In the administration (planning, organizing, control) of the firm only generic, codified 
knowledge plays a role, as the economic process of the MBE dominantly is based on 
codified knowledge.  

7. Administrative techniques, especially planning and control, are based on a system of 
double loop control to effectuate a system of tight command-and-control to compensate 
for the absence of a market mechanism to enforce efficiency. The same tight command-
and-control would have sufficient control capacity to implement needed adaptations as 
required by changes in the market. The same tight command-and-control implied a 
separation of managing the long term of the firm (in R&D-departments) and the short 
term (in business units and other operational departments). It also assumed that new 
knowledge only is being created in R&D-departments.  

8. In addition to the foregoing characteristics, Chandler defined as a characteristic of the 
MBE the M-form, or multidivisional organization, or business unit organization. This 
arguably has been the most successful organization form of the twentieth century 
(Williamson, 1985, p. 279). As we will see, the M-form is not a defining characteristic of 
the nature of the firm.  

Management concepts, tools and methods as these developed in the twentieth century, did so on 

basis of the foregoing characteristics and developed within these characteristics as an institutional 

context. Economists like Marshall pointed out already at the end of the nineteenth century that 

management en organization as much are production factors as are labour, capital and land, but 

to avoid complexity in investment decisions, accounting etc., these were left out of the 

institutional arrangements.  

 

THE RESOURCE ALLOCATION PROCESS 

A most critical management process in the internal organization of firms is the resource 

allocation process (Bower, 1986; Burgelman, Christensen, & Wheelwright, 2009; Christensen, 

1997; Christensen & Bower, 2005). The resource allocation process is the process by which the 

strategy of the firm is translated into tasks, targets, allocated resources and attributed decision 

rights of business units, departments and ultimately individuals to accomplish the short term and 

long term objectives of the firm. A first formal description of this process was provided by 

Anthony in the sixties of the twentieth century (Anthony & Govindarajan, 1995; R. S. Kaplan, 

2010; Lorange & Vancil, 1977). Anthony conceptualized a system for management control, this 

being the function to translate strategy into task control, consisting of financial control (annual 

reports), business control (budgeting, difference calculations, costs analysis, etc.) and process 

control (recording transactions, general ledger, safeguarding of the assets etc.). Bower refined 

this, building on Drucker’s concept of Management by Objectives, into his bottom-up resource 
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allocation process (Bower, 1986, 2000).  Bower’s bottom-up resource allocation process most 

likely the most widely applied management method. Be it that compared to the original intentions 

and functions Bower wanted it to have, in most cases his concept has degenerated into a budget-

process, ignoring the broader functions Bower intended it to have.  

The budget process is heavily critiqued for various reasons (Christensen, 1997; Jensen, 2001). It is 

too costly, there is too much budget gaming into it, its frequency to absorb new market 

developments timely often is too low, the lead times are too long, budgets allocated for specific 

strategic targets get lost, etc. Because this budget system implicitly is based on the M-form it fails 

to produce synergies where necessary. There has been a movement to solve these problems 

under the name of beyond budgeting, but that did not prove to be an effective solution to the 

problem.  

Anthony and Bower developed their methods for strategy execution respectively within the 

context of the MBE and assuming the M-form for its internal organization. This suggests that 

their methods implicitly are based on tangible assets, subsequently on allocation available funds 

for operating capital and investment capital, the latter especially to be spent on tangible assets. 

This was reinforced in the period of the eighties under the increasing influence of capital markets 

and the rise of corporate finance, as a result of which performance management by HQ’s of 

divisions narrowed to financial performance management (Useem, 1993, pp. 7-14).  

Since 1950 there is in the USA a steady increase in the ratio of intangible investments to business 

output and since about 1980 there is a non-monotonous decline in the ratio of tangible 

investments to business output.  
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Figure  1. Business investments in the US. Ratio to business output, source: Corrado e t  a l .  Quoted in 
(OECD, 2008) see also (Nakamura, 2001).  

Porter and Wayland observed in 1992 that the competitiveness of the US economy was lagging 

some other economies, e.g. Germany and Japan, a difference they explained in terms of 

underinvestment in intangible assets and overinvestments in tangible assets (Porter & Wayland, 

1992). Porter and Wayland blamed two factors for underinvestment by US private firms in 

intangible assets. The first is that investments in M&A were thought to be easier to sell to 

investors and the capital market. The second factor is that the capital allocation model in use in 

US firms, which is Bower’s bottom-up resource allocation process, by its foundations biases 

towards investments in tangible assets and results in underinvestment in intangible assets. Porter 

& Wayland did not propose an alternative resource allocation process, but simply stated that the 

capital investment system, this is Bower’s bottom-up resource allocation process failed the US 

economy.  

In the same period the capital market noticed that the market value of public firms in many cases 

was higher as was their book value, that is Tobin’s q >1. This implied a shift from valuing firms 

on basis of book value to being based on discounted future cash flows (Copeland, Koller, & 

Murrin, 2000). Whereas in the book value of firms, due to accounting rules, the contribution of 

intangible assets to the value of the firm are left out, these are implicitly included in the economic 
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value of the firm. Although it must be noted that no adequate micro-economic theory exists to 

explain or to calculate how precise intangible assets contribute to the economic value and 

economic profit of the firm.  

 

 

THE BALANCED SCORECARD 

The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) has been pronounced by the editors of the Harvard Business 

Review to be one of the most important management tools in the USA. From our own 

experience in European firms we observed this not to be the perception with European 

managers and others involved in issues of administrating organizations, capital allocation or 

performance management. In most cases the BSC is derided as too complicated, confusing, even 

as obsolete.  

The BSC has some confusion built into it. The BSC is not a scorecard or an instrument for 

performance management. Its agenda is to see that there is a proper balance between investments 

in intangible assets and in tangible assets, a proper balance between the long term and the short 

term (R. S. Kaplan & Norton, 1996). Basically the BSC is an element in an alternative resource 

allocation process compared to Bower’s RAP to avoid underinvestment in intangible assets. A 

more proper way to present the BSC would be the scheme in Figure 2.  

 
Figure	  	  2.	  A	  more	  correct	  representation	  of	  Kaplan	  &	  Norton’s	  BSC.	  	  

According to Kaplan there was in 1992 (the year in which both Porter & Wayland’s article was 

published in the HBR and Kaplan & Norton launching article on the BSC in the HBR (R. S. 

Kaplan & Norton, 1992)) a link between Porter & Wayland’s observation and the introduction of 

the BSC as a system to manage investments in intangible assets (R. S. Kaplan, 2010).  
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The question to be asked is whether Kaplan & Norton’s BSC was effective in achieving Porter’s 

objective to correct the underinvestment in intangible assets (firm specific human capital, 

information capital, organization capital). We don’t have yet adequate research on this. There can 

be made three observations. The first is that already a trend existed of relative increasing 

investments in intangible assets (Figure 1).  

The second observation is that despite accounting rules favoring investments in tangible 

assets, US-managers have either heeded Michaels Porter call in 1992 to invest more in intangible 

assets or it has been the effect of the BSC, or both, different from European managers, to the 

effect that the US private firms invest more in intangible assets as do European firms (van Ark, 

Hao, & Hulten, 2009) (Figure  3).  

 

 
Figure  3. Differences in investments in intangible assets. (OECD, 2008).  

 

According to a study by The Conference Board (van Ark et al., 2009) this difference in 

investments in intangible assets between the USA and Europe significantly explains the 

differences in growth of the economy and growth in labor productivity between these two 
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economies. Only more recently the OECD has picked up the role of intangible assets in the 

growth of the economy (OECD, 2013).  

 
A third observation is that in general there is since about 1990 a focus on the economic profit of 

the firm and a valuation of the firm based on future cash flows. This has implied that investors, 

at least in the US, have shifted their demand for information on firms from the lagging financial 

information as published in the annual report, to leading parameters, including non-financial 

parameters. According to Kaplan the degradation of performance management to financial 

performance management in the eighties, at least so in the USA has been corrected in the 

nineties. According to Kaplan (implied in their publications, emphasized in personal 

communications) in the USA management information normative is primarily about non-

financial leading parameters and secondarily about financial lagging parameters.   

Whether these differences in investment levels in intangible assets between the USA and 

Europe can be explained by the application or not of the BSC is not known due to lack of 

specific research. One of the facts is that Bower’s RAP remained in place in many cases. Bower 

himself only in 2005 acknowledged that his RAP was inadequate to cope with intangible assets 

and even acknowledged that his revised RAP was inadequate to do so (Bower & Gilbert, 2005; 

Sull, 2005). 

At the same time it is the observation of the author that it is difficult to find a manager 

that is not familiar with the BSC, apart from an extensive secondary literature on the BSC and the 

BSC being quoted in many management publications (D. Campbell, Datar, Kulp, & Narayanan, 

2002; Epstein & Manzoni, 1998; S. E. Kaplan, Petersen, & Samuels, 2006; Kasurinen, 2002; 

Malina & Selto, 2001; Schwien, 2009; Speckbacher, Bischof, & Pfeiffer, 2003; Wegmann, 2007). 

Whether the secondary literature displays an adequate understanding of the BSC in terms of its 

political agenda as provided by Michael Porter, is to be questioned.  

Also it needs to be observed that a remarkable disconnect exists between the writings of 

Kaplan & Norton, the degree of familiarity of especially the BSC with managers and the existing 

literature on management control, especially that by Anthony and by Merchant, the authors of 

the two standard text books on management control (Anthony & Govindarajan, 1995; Merchant 

& Van der Stede, 2003). Neither Anthony nor Merchant refer to Kaplan & Norton, nor the latter 

explain that their management system as elaborated in their books Strategy Maps  and The Execution 

Premium is an alternative for the system of executing a strategy in view of intangible assets and the 

need to exploit strategies, as it is the alternative to Bower’s revised RAP, solving Bower’s 
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problem of how to deal wit intangible assets. Neither Bower refers to Kaplan & Norton, nor the 

latter refer in their publications to Bower, although Kaplan is familiar with the concepts of 

Bower.  

The issue seems to be that due to the degradation of the original concept of the resource 

allocation process to a budget process, a kind of envy exists between the school of management 

accounting and the school of management control. The school of management accounting sees 

its position in the firm reinforced by the emphasis on risk management, the increasing emphasis 

on accounting rules and by the nature of corporate governance system, which being based on 

corporate law biases toward tangible assets, but apparently more so in Europe compared to the 

USA. Also the school of management accounting is supported by a strong institutional position 

of chartered accountants and their influence on accounting rules, corporate governance and 

legislation. Executives acknowledge the importance of financial professionals trained as 

management controllers, which at least in the Netherlands is an education with a higher level, a 

broader scope and more depth compared to the trainings of management accounting or even the 

training of chartered accountant (about half of the students in courses for management control 

are chartered accountants). But the controllers have not organized themselves an institutional 

voice in the Netherlands, also because they have no legal position as have chartered accountants. 

As a result of which the critical role of the resource allocation process in the administration, 

performance and risk management in firms and institutions is not acknowledged by legislators 

and regulators (Strikwerda, 2013). This also can be ascribed to the fact that the function of 

management control never was properly developed by Anthony and under influence of the 

concept of shareholder value narrowed, especially in the case of Merchant, to financial 

performance management as a result of which management accounting, in the original concept of 

management control, an element of management control, became dominant. Many controllers 

when asked about this answer that management control is an element of management 

accounting, unintended conforming to the role of the annual report in corporate governance. 

This dominant role of the annual report in the systems of corporate governance is questionable. 

E.g. the former Chairman of the Dutch Monitoring Commission for Corporate Governance has 

stated that the strategic plan is far more critical in the supervision process and in the working of a 

corporate governance system. But for strategy there are no legal requirements, there are no 

chartered strategists as a result of which supervisors and non-executives regress to a document 

for which a legal institutions exists, which provides a formal guarantee of reliability, despite them 

knowing that the strategy, for which no formal approval mechanisms exists, is more critical for 

the success of a firm. As a result of which e.g. the Dutch Corporate Governance Code stipulate 
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the Supervisory Board to monitor the process and systems by which the annual report is being 

produced, but not the process by which the strategy is being developed and implemented, 

whereas the latter is more critical. Within this dominance of management accounting and its 

related financial performance management in Europe the BSC is used as a tool within this system 

of performance management, thus not correcting the bias in the resource allocation process for 

investing in tangible assets, as is the case in the USA.  In the USA there is a national agenda for 

economic growth as part of the policy of the US economy to be hegemonic in the world and it is 

well known what type of investments are required to achieve this (J. L. Campbell, Hollingsworth, 

& Lindberg, 1991; Mazzucato, 2013; Nye, 2014; Phelps, 2013).  Europe lacking such a policy 

therefore fails to correct the bias in the existing resource allocation process and the influence of 

accounting rules, as a result of which there is an underinvestment in intangible assets in Europe. 

Europeans have a tendency to blame US managers to be short sighted on the short term, due to 

the focus on shareholder value, whereas especially the Rijnlandse model this is the relationship 

capitalism in Europe, is claimed to focus managers on the longer term and on the going concern 

value of the firm. Related to that is that European claim superiority for their principle based 

accounting rules, over the US rule-based accounting rules. In doing so it seems to be overlooked 

that in the  USA, shareholder value (anyway replaced by Michael Porter’s shared value (Porter & 

Kramer, 2011)) and accounting rules serve a higher interest or higher values in the USA: 

entrepreneurship and economic growth. Investments in intangible assets cannot be capitalized 

but must be expensed in the period of investment, that is the short term. Apparently European 

managers are are short sighted, whereas US managers, to be judged by their investment behavior, 

are oriented on the longer term. Precisely as was intended by the introduction of the BSC. 

Apparently it requires a context to read a tool of management.  

 

DISCUSSION 

How precisely thinking, acting and decision making of executives is being influenced remains 

foggy. However, we propose that the understanding, application and effectiveness of a 

management tool as much depend on its institutional support, embedding and its relevance for a 

national agenda, as it depends on its intrinsic qualities. The influence of management experts 

therefore may not so much be determined by whether their ideas are appreciated by executives as 

individuals, but whether their ideas, concepts etc. serve a larger national or economic purpose 

and therefore are granted support by society. The latter implies that an executive embracing a 

management concept supporting a national agenda, as in the past scientific management, the M-
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form, decentralization, TQM, a specific system for resource allocation, etc. allows that executive 

to gain legitimacy in his societal context, contributing to her or his licence to operate.  

We hypothesize, for further research, that the better reception of the BSC in the USA compared 

to Europe can be explained because, be it not so explicitly presented, the BSC and the underlying 

concept of the strategy map, are embedded in a national US agenda with respect to the 

competiveness of the US economy as part of the governance of the American economy and the 

role played in that by US business schools. Such a national agenda does not exist at a European 

level, but does exist in some individual European countries (e.g. Denmark using Porter’s 

diamond for developing its economy, especially in the Jutland region). In the Netherlands in the 

period of the trente glorieuze such a national agenda did exists and supported effectively the 

adoption and adaptation to national characteristics of US management concepts and tools.  

The changing nature of the firm implies a need for changes in a number of societal institutions 

(Williamson, 2000). For all kind of political reasons those needed institutional reforms will for the 

time being not take place (Arrow, 1996). What Kaplan & Norton with their management system for 

strategy execution as the alternative for the conventional obsolete resource allocation processes 

have achieved, is a method that acknowledges the changing nature of the firm in which human 

capital, information capital and organization capital are the most important elements of the 

overall capital base, which acknowledges issues like synergies, but which can be operated within 

the existing institutional arrangements, whilst serving a national agenda. This broad scope of their 

concept comes at a price, that of presentation and understanding, resulting in much 

misunderstanding and abusive use of their concepts. It seems that the authors of the BSC do not 

bother about this, as long as the overall trend in the USA is in the right direction. They don’t 

waist time nor energy on fighting battles with obsolete accounting rules, obsolete textbooks still 

in use, it is about the big national picture of the US and the overall changing nature of the firm. 

So the case of Kaplan & Norton’s management (control) system suggests that it is possible that 

management concepts and models offer a solution to economic and investment issues where 

institutions fail. The case discussed overall suggests that the influence of management experts or 

their ideas are strongest where these serve a national interest. Perhaps that should be the object 

lesson with respect to the issue of the influence of management experts.  
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