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Abstract

The prime objective of this study was to identifie tstatus of Balanced Scorecard (BSC) adoptiorakisRn
and to what extent different organizational factsesve as barrier in the strategic adoption of B&C
administrative tool to measure performance of omgions. Different organizational theories, stgide
adoption, innovation diffusion theory and genergétesm theory were reviewed and to develop thealetic
framework these theories were considered as sigothmt. The literature related to these theoridsdin the
development of four hypotheses. All organizatiofifPakistan irrespective of type, nature and locaticere
selected to test the hypotheses. These organizatiere selected by systematic random sampling avaargle
of 287 was calculated from a sampling frame takemfKarachi Stock Exchange. After pretesting thapaeld
instrument was furthermore validated through Crehbalpha and factor analysis. The impact of diffiere
factors as barrier was tested through correlatimh regression analysis. It was found through amalyst all
four organizational factors were very strong basria the adoption of BSC. The salient nature ghoizational
factors supporting the resource based view in argéion for strategic decision for adoption.

Keywords: Organizational Performance, Balance Scorecard hargtonal barriers.

1 Introduction

The business world is becoming complex in the 2gésttury because of rapidly changing environmentiand
this scenario organizations have to manage ragdgdhthrough adaption or/and adoption processdarerand
prosperity. The process of adoption to changédsis emerged in measuring organizational performamzkin

the last decade, the top management journals drlispimg articles on the subject dealing how to elep
techniques that enable organizations to have domtrevery single aspect of performance. In theg®igations
management scholars have not only highlightedriipoitance of company’s performance but have alssee
many performance measurement systems (PMSs) likgitfcBased Costing (ABC), Economic Value Added
(EVA), Total Quality Management (TQM), Performanedsm (PP), Six Sigma (SS), Customer Relationship
Management (CRM), Balanced Scorecard (BSC) etc. ognthese systems and many others the BSC is
probably the most popular, widely acceptable PMBdianagement Tools and Trends survey conducted by
Bain & Company (Rigby and Bilodeau, 2009), BSCasaked sixth among top twenty five (25) management
tools while it stands at the top of the list amgagformance measurement tools. In that survey braage of
industries across five continents has been covémddSA, more than 60% of the Fortune 1000 commhaeve
implemented BSC (Othman, 2008); in New Zealand &&8mpanies out of top 40 Stock Exchange listed
companies are using BSC (Tapanya, 2004); the BSptiath rate is 45% in corporate India (Anand et al.
2005); practice of BSC in Pacific Asia was 5292008 (Rigby and Bilodeau, 2009); and overall isdd by
more than 40% of organizations around the worlcpBaand Dias, 2009).

No one can ignore the worldwide popularity of BS€aamanagement tool but still it is not adoptecdbser
different countries (Rigby and Bilodeau, 2009), &or instant, in Pakistan. A lot of literature isadable about
adoption of different management tools across develisciplines but resistance or rejection oftadlse has been
investigated a little (Rogers, 2003). Same kindgobrance is observed about adoption of BSC. Ndighudd
article is available to identify barriers in theogtion of BSC. There are few studies in which d#fg barriers
are identified about adoption of innovation (Hadjimolis, 1999, Madrid-Guijarro et al., 2009, Siltak, 2008),
TQM (Rahim and Whalen, 1994, Amar and Zain, 200#8i, 2010), technology (Parente and Prescott4,199
Rogers, 2000), E-Commerce (Kartiwi and MacGreg6072 Archer et al., 2008, Chitura et al., 2008,n3oim,
2010) etc. Through this study, an effort is ingtto identify the barriers (if any) within the bwlaries of an
organization in the adoption of BSC. If this toslnot enjoying the similar kind of popularity thére only
phenomenon which becomes the essence for this studpe identification of potential organizational
determinant which may serve as barrier in the adomif BSC performance measurement by organizations

2  Literature Review
2.1 Balanced Scorecard (BSC)
The BSC introduced by (1992) in the platinum jubilnniversary edition of Harvard Business Revie997)
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and is amongst the fifteen (15) most vital managendeas ever launched by the magazine (HBR, 198%.
prominent feature of BSC is its multi-dimensionalthich emphasizes financial and non-financial mess
tangible and intangible resources, internal andres focus, lagging and leading indicators andtsteom and
long-term objectives. All of these are derived fratnategy, have balance and are coupled mutuallg in
sequence of cause-effect connections where a chantiee first results changes in the second. Nogod
Kaplan encapsulated the link between strategicatibfss and measures by visually mapping callestt ategy
map (Kaplan and Norton, 1992). A strategy map arti@datause-effect connection between lagging measures
and leading drivers.

The BSC is a dissimilar PMS in the way that it @ merely an impulsive collection of measures natheas
three significant aspects that make a distinctromfother PMSs. The three aspects are: (1) desivaif key
performance indicators (KPIs) from strategy, (2)ahaing trait between KPIs and (3) the causalibkdige
between KPIs.

The first aspect is about strategic orientatioroafanizations. This is the vital prerequisite faganizations
which want to adopt BSC. According to Kaplan andthio (1996) conceptualization, strategy should hee t
core of BSC and to convert strategv

into action scorecard’s lagging an

leading indicators must be examine LEARNING AND GROWTH
by carefql thought process t« b b
transform it as an effectual PMS. | i rpemid
organizations fail to do so then th an ey

PMS cannot be termed as BSC.
The second aspect of scorecard

the concept of balance. Kaplan ar L VISION
Norton (1996) had suggested th vinkatt how ol | AND
way to establish a balance. Th et STRATEGY

balance is evitable if a scorecar
consists of key performance
indicators  (KPIs) along four
perspectives or dimensions: (1
financial perspective, (2) custome
perspective (3) internal busines
process perspective, and (4) learnir

and growth perspective (Figure 1). Source: (Kaplan and Norton, 1992)
The third aspect of BSC is on th .
subject of causality links among Figure 1. Balance Scorecard

KPIs enclosed by each perspective

internally and crosswise other perspectives. As(Baplan and Norton, 1996), to achieve targets batder
results portrayed in the financial perspective gw@ngle KPI of other three perspectives of BSChaug be
coupled as one in a pattern of cause-effect relstiip. In each perspective, few KPIs may have catfset
links among themselves however as a minimum oneiklghch perspective have to be connected to airkKPI
other perspective. The links must be explicit &stable and same pattern is apparent in the gitateaps
where the financial perspective serves as the {jpal in a cause and effect chain derived fromather three
perspectives.

2.2 Performance Measurement

If the question “what is the performance of yougamization?” is asked to any individual of an oiligation
then most immediate response one can expect franirtthividual will be in terms of profit, revenuasturns on
capital or similar financial/accounting terminologgyommonly people respond in financial or accounterms
as these measures offers instant picture of thanazgtion but if this inquiry lasts long then resgents may
include other measures as well like efficiencygeetiveness, employee learning, turnover etc. (femtial
terminology). Performance is conceived diversalywever, most commonly it is described in termsesiults
that are multi-dimensional and are divided intorgifative (financial measures) and qualitative (#fimancial
measures) terms. The multi-dimensional characierief organizational performance (Venkatraman and
Ramanujam, 1986, Murphy et al., 1996, Dess and ri®obi Jr, 1984, Chakravarthy, 1986) is very heliul
building and improving confidence of stakeholddrewt effectiveness of organization.

BSC is a multi-dimensional PMS that has incorpatateasurement of lagging and leading indicatorsedsas
combined the tangible and intangible measures. el festures of BSC are one of the important comptsnen
which boosted its popularity and acceptance wodewi

2.3 Adoption of BSC as Performance Measurement Tool
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Financial measures like profit/revenues, returnirrestment (ROI), return on sale (ROS), return gnity
(ROE), return on asset (ROA), net income (NI) etee worldwide accepted and practiced for perforraanc
measurement of organizations (Kennerley and N&€192, Kaplan and Norton, 1992, Pandey, 2005, Arand
al., 2005). In spite of the widespread usage ofahmeasures for performance measurement and dejgencle
many critical decisions on outcomes of these messuthese measures are not enough to determine
organization’s future in complex environment (Neel¥99). These traditional measures are criticibgd
numerous scholars. This criticism is multifacetdgktse measures are short-term oriented (Eccled, 2N:ly,
1999, Malina and Selto, 2001, Aryani, 2009, Kap#ard Norton, 1992); these measures are unidimertiona
(Chakravarthy, 1986, Punniyamoorthy and Murali, 20aplan and Norton, 1992); these measures aginigg
indicators and decisions based on lag indicatory ma#de organization on wrong track (Drucker, 2001,
Ghalayini et al., 1997); and these measures laekligiive persona and promotes myopic decision ngakin
(Skinner, 1986). The deficiencies and limitatioisl®ese measurement systems have urged the neevior
PMSs (Eccles, 1991, Neely, 1999).The organizatgais confidence because of a drive which giveseséimest
current management tools, strategies or framewarksnot more than perfect or at least supposedeto b
disappointing (Daft, 1978). This displeasure wittiseéng management tools (Daft, 1978) or impradiiea
performance standards (March and Simon, 1958) istezxce of substitute adoption strategies (Rogzi63,
Zaltman et al., 1973) offers an incentive to adupw tools (Damanpour, 1992, Kimberly and Evanisi@g1).
BSC is a modern management tool and worldwide azgdons are adopting this tool as traditional PNBs
insufficient to meet the challenge (Kennerley arekly, 2002, Pandey, 2005, Kaplan and Norton, 188pJan
and Norton, 1996).

2.4  Barriersfor Adoption of BSC

There are many management tools and frameworksoad&dged very swiftly whilst other stands in qudae
longer period until these are welcomed by majoritige literature is not providing any solid eviderinethis
regard because it did not identify the reasonsaiddie or delay of adoption of new ideas (Rogef)3. The
limited empirical evidences about barriers whichtriet adoption are available but researchers lthverted
opinion about what explicitly prevents organizaidn adopt these modern tools (Frambach and Schitie,
2002). Organizational strategic decision to adaphat to adopt new idea and practice is influenbgdnany
factors and this argument is well supported by oigional theory as well as theory of strategimagement.
The factors either facilitate adoption or servébagier when those factors are not present or poeses not as
certain level which can facilitate adoption. Rogé®003) has identified two sets of variables called
organizational factors and environmental factonsnil&rly, Damanpour (1991) has also provided a 0§t
variables which is classified as determinants amdierators. Kimberly and Evanisko (1981) have idiati
three sets of variables named as individual, orgaininal and contextual factors. All of the thhesve provided
similar types of variables but all of the three alahs have distributed those factors into dissimjeoups and
named them differently.

Based on types of those factors, as a startingt aoid assuming the fact that the proportion of pizgtional
factors is greater than other factors, in this il focus will remain on organizational factd@sganizational
factors of a particular organization are those ati@ristics that are believed to be significantdramce in
decision making related to strategic adoption. €hiegtors of the organization are assumed to beruitsl
control and serve as barriers in the adoption o€ BJ hese factors are discussed in literature edigiors of
adoption of new ideas and practices but their biehas discussed as barrier in this study. Theeewof these
factors on theoretical grounds is presented irfdhewing section in detail.

2.5 Organizational Complexity

Organizational complexity refers the presence dafciized professionals in the organization (Dancamp
1991) and that existence reflects differentiatiathiw different departments of the organizationeTresence of
specialized professionals in the organization isansole characteristic that point outs organizeti@omplexity
(Dooley, 2002), though this characteristic is mioidicative than any other. This concept is desctitmenumber

of different manners. For example, interconnectashcepts like specialization, professionalism and
differentiation comprised technical organizationamplexity (Zaltman et al., 1973). The four corendnsions
like hierarchical levels, functional differentiatiooccupational variety and spatial dispersion ¢ofggm and
execute organizational tasks are comprised oftstraicorganizational complexity (Mileti et al., 1B)Z Theorists
stressed organizational complexity stems from imghip or connection among different units of the
organization (Fioretti and Visser, 2006). The fielaghip and connection can possibly be observadrins of
concentration of decision making authority (certatlon / decentralization), clarification and standization of
roles of each unit (degree of formalization), difetiation of specialized skills (specializatiomn) existence of
professional knowledge (professionalism). The oizgtional future actions are dependent to contynaind
consistent nature of relationship among differamitsu The unstable relationship or least intercatedness of
units trimmed down the organization’s capacity @t administrative tools in response to environtalen
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demands (Hannan and Freeman, 1984); this incafyalboifi organization is conceptualized by Hurley and
Kaluzny (1987) as structural inertia. The struatumnertia offers the reason for organization’shifity to adopt
(not adopt) new tools as with the expansion of oizgtions the complexity increases (Kaluzny, 1987).
Therefore theoretically the possibility for an ongation to adopt new tools diminishes or reduces tb
increased organizational complexity. The fluctuatid organizational complexity between two extreraghigh
or low is dependent to the extent to which differiactors like centralization, formalization spédization, and
professionalism exist in the organization.
Centralization is the degree to which the decision making authasivings around few people within an
organization (Aiken et al., 1980). With the increas size the need to tradeoff between controlc(ditonary
power) and effectiveness rise extremely and overded flow of information also intensifies this ne@doch
and Morse, 1977). That tradeoff resulted in theatioe of new hierarchies and ultimately it increhse
complexity which serves as barrier for adoptiont Bwrganization makes a decision in favor ofctdontrol,
least participation of employees in decision makiménd less number of hierarchy levels then it uce
ambiguity and resolves conflict of adoption (Tak#ik2002, Zaltman et al., 1973).
Formalization is the degree to which the job description, rubesecedures and policies available in written form
for employees (Aiken et al., 1980, Rogers, 200&r&manian and Nilakanta, 1996) to reduce ambiguite to
lessen complexity in roles and actions. The higbreke of formality diminishes openness which disages
awareness and adoption of new tools because toagearent and employees practice inflexible policies,
regulations and procedures and limit the curiositynovel source of information (Zaltman et al., 397Less
formalized organizations provides flexibility thegcilitate adoption and individuals acknowledge eloieas
(Rogers, 2003). High formalized organizations aod likely to initiate adoption strategies but arettbr
furnished to implement those strategies (Zaltmaal.el973). The meta-analysis of Damanpour (188gpests
that there is non-significant relationship betwagloption and formalization while theoretical theseegative
relationship (Zaltman et al., 1973, Zmud, 1982).
Specialization refers to the presence of individuals having sgizeid skills necessary for an organization
(Damanpour, 1987, Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981, Sotamian and Nilakanta, 1996) or occurrence of d&ver
designations or job titles (Damanpour, 1991). Theensity of diverse specialized skills present le t
organization is also termed as complexity (Doo302). Greater the presence of job titles in thgapization
greater will be the complexity. According to Kimbeand Evanisko (1981) when individuals with vayietf
specialized skills are available in the organizattbey share novel and wide-ranging informatiorgasl to
enlarge knowledge base (Aiken et al., 1980). Tlehamge of new ideas among specialist facilitateptoh of
management tools (Aiken et al., 1980, Damanpou871®amanpour, 1991, Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981,
Taalikka, 2002). The meta-analysis of (Damanpou®91) showed the positive relationship between
specialization and adoption strategies but contrasults are also reported in literature (Subrasrarand
Nilakanta, 1996). The increased diversity in skillsd specialty of individuals promote possible Gonhfand
variety of principles and perspectives might hinderacceptance of adoptive strategies (Damanpodr an
Schneider, 2006).
Professionalism is the degree of professional capacity and knogdedf employees of organization and that
knowledge comprise of both experience and formalcation (Damanpour, 1987, Damanpour, 1991).
Professionalism is responsible in bringing morevis like seminars, trade associations meetimgsaining
sessions with professionals of outside the orgéinizato create a bridge between organization andide
world. These activities encourage exchange of meas and intensify the wish for appreciation frams level
of professionals (Daft, 1978). The disclosure ofmgeas promotes the adoption process (Damanp8r,)i.e.
professionalism is positively associated with adopstrategies (Damanpour, 1987, Sabet and Klingt®93).
According to Daft (1978), low professionalism fétailes administrative innovation while reverse tietaship is
observed with technological innovation.
Apart from nature or intensity of organizationalnguexity, it is established fact that it has relaship with
adoption strategies especially innovation adop{idamanpour, 1987, Damanpour, 1991, Ettlie et #1841
Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981). The organizatior@hplexity had shown positive relationship with atiop of
administrative tools in hospitals (Glandon and Geui995); theoretically reverse direction. In &eotstudy,
organizational complexity had found significantipgortant for adoption of LAN technologies (Ellis &,
1994).

H;: High organizational complexity serves as a barrier in the BSC adoption as administrative tool for

performance measurement.
2.6 Sack Resources (SR)
An organization’s strategic origin is mirrored metdynamics of its management of resources andatiiin of
those resources in the achievement of competitigee én hyper-competitive environment (Mahoney, 199%
this environment there are diverse roles of sladources. The roles may be: buffering or cushioaigginst
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internal & external shocks (Bourgeois, 1981, Nolata Gulati, 1997, Sharfman et al., 1988); chamgmor
facilitator to instigate strategic change (Bourgeand Singh, 1983). Scholars have described thiseg as
surplus resources (real or prospective) that peovidishion against unanticipated external envirommen
fluctuations (Nohria and Gulati, 1997) or intershbcks and apprehensions (Bourgeois, 1981). Theardther
school of thought about slack resources that thinksan incompetence of an organization becauganization
remains unable in optimal utilization of its’ resoes (Leibenstein, 1969).This incompetency mayuarice
negatively on organizational performance. AccordiogLeibenstein, 1969), slack quest those stragegind
tools which are less effective and influential limwer staff.
Slack resources permit organization the experintiemtalnew product development) and adoption of new
strategies in twofold. First additional resourcéerfinances for implantation and secondly it atbsopotential
shocks in case of failure of new strategies owfailto achieve potential benefits of strategiesnig@rly and
Evanisko, 1981). Greater the availability of slaekources, more likely will be the adoption of adistrative
strategies (Damanpour, 1991, Nohria and Gulati,619dmberly and Evanisko, 1981). According to meta-
analysis of (Damanpour, 1991) a weak relationsh#twben innovation adoption and slack recourses is
observed; amazingly not accordance to theory ($odngan and Nilakanta, 1996). This intensity of tieleship
between slack resources and adoption of new idehpractices is dependent to type of slack measured
H,: Lack of slack resources serve as barrier in the BSC adoption as administrative tool for performance
measur ement.
2.7 Knowledge Dearth (KD)
The knowledge (awareness) depicts that how muclilifaity decision maker has about benefits, functility,
core principles, implementation prerequisites amst associated with new idea or practice adop#@aitifran et
al., 1973, Johnson, 2010, McCardle, 1985). Knowdedbout new idea or practice is basically gettiotgl fof
information and compare the potential benefits witherit threats adoption of new ideas (Rogers,3200
Organizations having superior perceptive about mizgdional needs become more responsive to inféomat
acquisition and as a result probability to becorteptial adopter. Decisions about adoption of nidehs are
dependent deeply on know-how and knowledge of thdsas (McCardle, 1985). Therefore, the role of
knowledge in all phases of adoption process is irapprtant and helpful. When decision makers ampsegd to
new ideas and practices and if there is absentzibtknowledge then this knowledge deficit caraldmarrier for
adoption. Discrepancies in knowledge related to mdwas and practices under consideration underthiee
possibilities of adoption (Archer et al., 2008).
Most of the adoption strategies are based on tlaremgss of needs and the tools that can satisée theeds.
The perceived demand for new idea or practice eémibe the search for information needed for adopfidwe
literature is filled with debate and still indesisito establish the right order about knowledge ae€d, i.e.
knowledge about new idea or practice arrives fiisich crafts a need for adoption or need happeasihich
demands search of new idea or practice that hatengial to fulfill that need (Zaltman et al., 197Rpgers,
2003). In any case of this debate, once the orgtairss become aware of incapability of current erystthey
search novel management tools and develop a faeofedme of mind for those tools. The awarenes wit
reference to availability of new management totdilmdates the need among individuals in the orgaion to
adopt those tools for a particular essential neghlinvan organization or among individuals whicidaoost
searching process that enhances the awarenessrabveliimnanagement tools.
Hs: Knowledge dearth serves as a barrier in the BSC adoption as administrative tool for performance
measurement.
2.8 Supportive Domain
The literature has highlighted the fact that theme some factors helpful in creating an environnaewt can be
perceived by individual of an organization as suppe to fasten the adoption process. The cental@ach
about supportive domain is conceptualized as p&orephat individuals shared about actions, prasticand
measures of an organization (Patterson et al.,)2@sistent efforts are in progress from différscholars to
identify the set of characteristics of supportivarain that have influence on adoption and impleatén of
different ideas, systems and practices (Malik aritsdil, 1995, Patterson et al., 2005). A lot of eléeristics
that are identified but in this study these chamastics are integrated into three sets and thete are
organizational culture, organizational learning anganizational resistance for change.
2.8.1 Organizational Culture (OC)
A rich literature is available in which relationpHietween organizational culture and adoption @f itkeas and
practices is discussed (Frambach and Schillew2@e?, Claver et al., 1998). The successful orgdinizs have
the capability to captivate for new ideas and pcastas the culture offers a platform critical &mtoption - the
organizational adoption of new ideas is enfoldeaimanization’s culture (Claver et al., 1998).
The dominant prerequisites of organizational celfike shared values, encouragement for creatiwitfination
to take risk and openness have impact on adoptfonew ideas and practices by two means (Luu and
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Venkatesh, 2010). First, through the process ofafipation individuals become aware of about whethdviour
is expected and acceptable in the organizationor®ly, through behavioural exhibition of values dreliefs
which are rooted in organizational structures amananagement practices, policies and procedureshavel
impact on adoption of new ideas in workplace. Riimg enough resources (financial or human) is odeator
of such behaviour and individuals perceive this destration as important and shaped their actionacto
accordingly. The degree to which current problemss solved and supported in new manners is affelojed
organizational culture as it foster individual'sila to experience new thing, thinks differentipé adopt new
practices. When this culture prevailed in the oizion the results are evident in the form of adwpof new
systems. The lens of organizational culture throwbith organization’s vision is demonstrated ardlifating
in developing an environment essential for adopsivategies (Claver et al., 1998).
2.8.2 Organizational Learning (OL)
Being resourceful and capable at strategic levalasisive in devising strategies necessary foramesble
competitive advantage for an organization. The Kedge-based perspective is an excellent initiah{péar
exploring the relationship between organizatiorarhing and adoption of new ideas and practicegerge
studies argued that learning capabilities in orgations similar to human are missing and also Olnds
collection of learning of all individuals of an @gjzation rather it can be said precisely that sereion or
addition of individual learning. In spite of thecfathat organizations have not brains similar tonho but still
have memories and systems of cognition. These ragstge instrumental in defeating the barriers i@iggr
adoption and implementation of new ideas (Fichmaah ldemerer, 1997) as organization learn by knowdedg
exhibited by new as well as old members of orgditina
A large number of empirical findings suggested Batinsufficiency or lacking OL is a barrier in gut@on of
novel practices (Sturdy, 2004). OL is a sourcero¥ling clarification and resolution of issuesaafoption and
implementation of new ideas and practices in oggtiuns. Those organizations experiment more witheh
ideas which show the evidence of learning potestiald have ability to boost their capacity to le@ichman
and Kemerer, 1997). The propensity to adopt newsdw practices is high for those organizationschviiave
less pressure for getting more know-how (learnimg)ut new practices because these organizationshenagy
that know-how or can acquire easily and economjid&lichman and Kemerer, 1997). The organizatiobiitg
to adopt new ideas or practices is mainly dependerdrganization’s pre-existing familiarity abotibse ideas
or practices which the organization intended topad@ohen and Levinthal, 1990). Prior learning @boew
practices facilitate individuals for acquisitiondaretention of new knowledge as it offers orderednitive
schemas to individuals who can utilized it to stoesv knowledge and ease the adoption process (Catnn
Levinthal, 1990).
OL is very critical for adoption of new ideas omptices because adoption is not an easy and pathdrpe
from bugs, ambiguities, errors or misconceptiond arwell-built organizational memory permits orgaations
to surmount such obstructions (Fichman and Kemel®87). Organizations facing too much pressure for
boosting organizational memory and at the edgeosfimunication networks due to less connectivity with
existing adopters are meager to adopt new ideaaatipe.
2.8.3 Organizational Resistance (OR)
Members of an organization exhibit some sort ofdwé@ur which tries to preserve status quo wheretiesome
activity which exerts pressure for changing thatust quo and due to that activity members senke(lall,
2008). Organizational resistance is the patterbebfaviours of decision makers portrayed in termsejsfction,
denial, restraining or dismantling the new ideapraictices initiation (Agocs, 1997). The exhihitiof resistive
behaviours is: rejection of participating in cotige problem-solving activities, denial to searcin €onsensus,
restraining to sponsor new initiative, damaging npvactices and/or any more suppressive acts. The
organizational development (OD) literature refersistance to change for any implementation of nettjze
from top management is exhibition of behaviors frommbers of organization in individual capacity or
collectively in the form groups like managers of/devel (middle or lower) or supervisors or uniorkers
(Agocs, 1997). The organizational resistance (GR@lso expressive in terms of developing structanmed
operations not aligned with new practices or witdhwy resources.
The resistance to change is viewed as psychologfeiomenon because of which people resist eitlegrdre
habitual or they perceived intensity of risk asatem very high. The habit-risk collectively stremegis the
resistance for new ideas or practices and dimisishe intention to adoption of those ideas andtjex

H,: Weak supportive domain serves as a barrier in the BSC adoption as administrative tool for performance

measurement.

3 Research Methodology

BSC literature reflects that most of the reseamtien this stream is done either through field stsdonline
questionnaire surveys or case studies (Anand ,e2@0D5, Braam and Nijssen, 2008, Hoque and Jand&s), 2

12



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) g
Vol No.20, 2013 ISt

Tapanya, 2004). Following the same track of priadies, current study has also adopted a quangtatisearch
approach and questionnaire based cross-sectiomatysuaesign is chosen for this study. The survases
preferable practice because positivist researcfesur definite quantitative data analysis for riggs and
precise measures.
3.1 Target and Surveyed Population
The target population for this study is all orgati@ns of Pakistan irrespective of type (manufaotyrservices),
nature (textile, automobile cement etc.), ownerstpoblic, private), and location. There is no singl
comprehensive and central source is available whah be utilized to get the list of all businesdites
operating in Pakistan. The best possible list atgl currently is list maintained by stock exchangéere
information of listed companies is updated regylas well as that list of companies is availabledmmon
man. The sampling frame for this study is list opplation elements available on the website of Khairatock
exchange (KSE). There were total 782 organizatleted on KSE (till date January 15, 2013). The KSE
selected because it is larger stock exchange apareshto Lahore and Islamabad. In addition to tosgpanies
from all Pakistan are listed in KSE and also adarmimber of companies which are listed in Lahore or
Islamabad are also listed in KSE. The current stadypout identifying those factors, if any, ham#éience and
restrict the adoption of BSC as administrative tioolperformance measurement at organizational.lé&sthe
answer to this query reflects the intentions ofaoigation to adopt or not to adopt, therefore ogion is the
unit of analysis for this study. In each organizatia key decision maker of the organization cae gnswer to
guestions about adoption of BSC and that individuay be CEO, member of board of directors, headngf
major department. Sample organizations are seléhtedgh systematic random sampling technique hodet
organizations are select by sorting the list algtiablly and a constant interval (782/258) is determined to
select the particular organization. Total 258 oigmtions (sample size) are chosen through a formrdaided
by Krejcie and Morgan (1970).
3.2  Data Collection Method
According to information available in the samplifigme the organizations are well dispersed geodgaliy
and accessibility is main issue. The mailed sumegle is used for data collection. Two hundred afiyl éight
(258) survey forms were dispatched through Pakigtastal Service. With each survey form a detailed a
comprehensive cover letter was also sent to apjamdents along with assurance of anonymity provitted
crystal clear statement. In this type of data atiben mode, low response rate is an issue butritifngmized by
follow-up phone calls which were made after two keeeof dispatching data collection instrument
(questionnaire). In follow-up phone calls, eachpoeglent was asked about receiving of survey forfanor
ambiguities regarding survey theme or statemeangfquestion of survey.
3.3 Data Collection Instrument
The literature of adoption of innovation or factdtat serve as barriers is full of those surveyswhich
questionnaire is used as an instrument. In motitrefs researchers tried to develop new questiomrasreach
questionnaire is contextual which is based on peef study. In this study, when literature is exetl, not a
single study is available matching the purpose wfent study. To some extent, studies were availatwht
measuring the barrier for adoption of innovatioechnology, IT/IS etc. Those studies were considergd
starting point and the measures of different colesr were taken without any modification while somere
adapted. List of all measures and main sourcegieea in Table -1.

Table 1 Constructs & Sources

Measure Main Source Action Items
Adoption (Moore and Benbasat, 1991) Adapted 4
Centralization (Hage and Aiken, 1967b), (Aiken and Hage, 1971) Adopted 4
Formalization (Hage and Aiken, 1967a), (Deshpande and Zaltman, 1952) Adopted 7
Specialization (Olson et al., 2005), (Subramanian and Nilakanta, 1996) Adopted 5
Financial Slack (Nohria and Gulati, 19986) Adopted 3
Human Slack (Lokshin et al., 2009) Adopted 3
Time Slack (Nohria and Gulati, 1996). (Lokshin et al., 2009) Adopted 2
Knowledge Dearth (Hong and Kim, 2002) Adapted ]
Organizational Culture (Hurley and Hult, 1998) Adapted 5
Organizational Learning (Cho, 2000), (Hurley and Hult, 1998) Adapted 5
Organizational Resistance (Hong and Kim, 2002) Adopted 3

The scale used to measure above constructs wapdiné Likert scale. Different types of options wesrovided
according to the statements of question like “gipragree to strongly disagree” or “extremely freqtly to
extremely infrequently” or “extremely aware to @mttall aware” but in all cases the order is mairedithe same
i.e. 1 for lower level and 5 for highest level. Timethod adopted for size of the organization ialtoumber of
employees.
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3.4 PreTegting

To get assurance, to some extent, whether theigoeatre can produce desired information or nobediog to
researcher’s aspiration and aligned with literatpre-testing was done. By pre-testing not onlyvidial items
was evaluated but also the sequence of item wastesded. Total five organizations were selectadpie-
testing from sampling frame which were located @serarcher’s city. After incorporating the findingfspre-
testing, questionnaire was finalized for survey.

To find out the association between each factorB®@ adoption, Pearson correlation technique iptdb To
find out the degree of relationship each factorBSC adoption as well as to verify the proposed rhade
hypothesis, regression analysis is adopted.

4  Resultsand Data Analysis
4.1 Response Rate

Total 258 survey forms were sent and within firgelk a small number of phone calls were receivet fro
different organizations. In few calls the querié®at survey and BSC were made and they asked arssgsin
filling the survey form. In some calls, callersuséd to participate in the survey either the caregrespondent

is not in the country or organization’s policies dot allow participation in such activities. Fewllees
appreciated the effort and offers full support bpding this survey form to similar organizationdtwd industry.
After follow-up phones calls and resending survayrs in few cases, 67 forms were received withio teeks

— in total one month was allocated for data colbectEven though all promising efforts were madéntprove

the response rate, but still a response rate of 2% observed. Although the response rate is lotv bu
encouraging and is consistent with this kind ofigtin which an individual form top management igalved.
The literature is providing the evidence that thgponse rate remains low (on average 36%) wheomdspts
are from top management of an organization and nobdtata collection is either online, email or Ebdsnail
(Baruch, 1999, Van der Stede et al., 2005). Thépaase rate will remain low further when studydsducted

in Asia especially in south Asia (Azhar, 2008, Zfaet al., 2000) because companies of this regienstll
tentative to exchange information (Phillips, 1981).

42  Profile of Respondents Table 1 Respondent's Profile

Majority of the respondents are male (91%) (Tal _ characteristic Dim Frequency %
—2). Mostly respondents (73%) of the survey & Gender Male 61 91.00
highly qualified i.e. master degree holders and fe _ Female 6 200
f them are also holding MPhil degree (9%). In tl Education  Graduation 12 1799
Y ng 9 0): Master 49 73.10
surveyed sample, majority of the respondents (60 MPhil 6 9.00
are married. Majority of the respondents of tt Age 25-30 6 9.00
sample are above 30 i.e. 56% and reasonc 31-40 38 2670
representation (34%) of age group of above 40 gzg 12 2222
available in the sample. _ ‘Above 60 1 150
Experience of respondents are recorded in terms Tenurein  Less than 2 Years 19 284
two categories i.e. number of years a responden  CurrentPosition  2-5 Years 3 463
getting old in current position and total number - 3-10 Years n Lo4
ears respondents have served in differe 10-15 Years > i
y! i ” p i a More than 15 Years 1 1.50
organization at managerial positions. Responde Tenurein Lessthan5 Years 20 29.90
having experience less than five years at curr Management 5-10 Years 35 5223
position are in majority (75%). The sample 12;3}{:9”5 : ;gg
populated with those respondents i.e. 82% w Mot veare . s
haye experienc_e ranges fr_om 1to 10 year. It Company Size 100-150 8 119
quite discouraging that major portion (37.31%) 150-300 18 269
the respondents has not disclosed their curr Above 300 41 612

position in the organization to understand the

pattern of influence of decision maker. The avadatistribution reflects that senior management imaslved

in responding the survey form.

The majority of the respondents (67%) of the suraey involved in manufacturing activity while resdt the
respondents is engaged in services sector. Theritgapf the respondents are from two main cities from
Lahore (37%) and Karachi (22%) while a considerahlenber of respondents (22%) have not shared their
location. The major sector that has shown the wemlent in the survey is textile i.e. 12% and if wiag and
spinning sector is also considered a part of &xédction then this ratio increased up to 20%.ehvises the
sector who has participated significantly (12%bamnking sector. The group sharing major represent&61%o)

of respondents of the survey is consisted of tlganizations having more than 300 employees.
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All respondents (67) are non-adopters of BSC,name of the respondents has adopted BSC. The ioretat
adopt BSC in near future is also asked and meare goo intention to adopt is 2.668 (SD=0.924). Thean
score is also indicating the fact that respondeat® low intention to adopt BSC in near future.

4.3  Normality Test

To test the normality, two measures Skewness ando&is are determined and values for each construct
meeting the cut-off criteria and establishing thet that data is normally distributed.

4.4  Reliability and Validity Table 2 Reliability

The reliability of each construct and sub-constrigct

presented in Table-3. The results reflect that 1 Measures Number  Alpha
instrument used in this survey is reliable. of [tems (o)
For construct validity of the instrument bot Adoption 4 0.938
convergent and discriminant validity is establishgd  centralization 4 0,933
factor analysis. In factor analysis, all items Mes®)  Formalization 7 0.886
same construct loaded on a single factor with hi gpecialization 5 0.909
factor loading ranging from 0.600 to 0.900 whiC g pesources 8 0.807
establishes convergent validity or convergence lof Knowledge Dearth 8 0921
items to their respective theoretical defined catss Organizational Culture c 0.901
(Hair et al., 2009, Barrett et al., 2005). Simyjamot a Organizational Learning 5 0.918
single case is there where cross factor loading Organizational Resistance 3 0.870

greater than 0.30 and all items loaded on th
respective factors and it indicates the existente o

discriminant validity (Hong and Kim, 2002). The ettstatistics about factor analysis are presemtéhble — 4
which confirms the unidimensionality of each counstr The high values of item-to-total correlatiore also
supporting the convergence validity and internaisistency of constructs.

Table 3 Summary of Factor Analysis

Construct Sub Construct KMO#* Tul;rlp‘:’;:::ce Eigen Values Exp‘;:;:g'::% )
Organizational Complexity 0.865 74.30%
Formalization 9.297 21.09
Specinlization 2.282 19.75
Centralization 1.847 16.92
Professionalism 1.433 16.54
Slack Resources 0.704 82.20 %
Financial Slack 3.458 28.89
Human Slack 1.896 28.89
Time Slack 1.222 2440
Knowledge Dearth 0.867 64.97 %
5.198 64.97
Supportive Domain 0.868 75.67 %
Organizational Learning 6.805 28.85
Organizational Culture 1912 27.36
Organizational Resistance 1121 19.46
BSC Adoption 0.795 854.62 %
3.385 84.62

4.5 Organizational Factors as Barrier and Hypotheses Testing

Four hypotheses are coined and to test these hggeghand to find the intensity of factors whichriesthe
adoption of BSC, correlation and regression analgse used. The Table — 5, illustrates that adomif BSC is
significantly correlated and has positive relatlipswith slack resources (r = 0.546, p < 0.000)pWledge
dearth (r = 0.480, p < 0.000) and supportive doni@in0.483, p < 0.000). The relationship of adoptof BSC

is significant and has negative relationship witlyamizational complexity (r = -0.670, p < 0.000)The
regression estimates help to determine the intepsitesistance each factors may offer. To testiritensity of
organizational factors serve as barrier in the #dopof BSC, organizational factors like organipatil
complexity, slack resources, knowledge dearth amgbartive domain are taken as predictors while BSC
adoption is taken as criterion variable. The outpdicates that 63% (R= 0.630) variation in adoption of BSC
is explained by organizational predictors. The gabi adjustec? * reflects that a large amount of variation in
BSC adoption is due to predictors. The high vabfieF (4, 62) = 29.036 with p < 0.000 approves the
significance of the model i.e. these organizatigmaldictors have influence on adoption of BSC aaa affer
hurdles in the adoption.
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Table 5 Correlation Matrix

Variables N Mean sD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Adoption 67 2668 0923 1
2 Centralization 67 3339 0574 -0.561 1
3 Formalization 67 3437 0714 -0.552 0.565 1
4  Specialization 67 3149 0741 -0.520 0.552 0475 1
5 Slack 67 2604 0664 0546 -0.380° -0.280" -0.321° 1
6 Knowledge Dearth 67 2383 0708 0511  -0323  -0.236" -0407° 0.402° 1
7 Organizational Resistance 67 3358 0.822 -0.499 0.382° 0336~ 0285 -0.329" -0.349" 1
8 Organizational Learning 67 3254 0.875 0675 -0361 -0.330" -0451 0.529 0423 -0.441 1
9  Organizational Culture 67 3406 0917 0597 -0.216™ -0.229™  -0.456 0.433 0382 -0.310™ 0.688 1
2 < .000 (2-Tailed) *p < 005 (2-Tailed) *#* p < .01 (2-Tailed) ***p < .05 (2-Tailed)

In
Table-6, the B-value (unstandardized beta) indgcttie degree of relationship while sign of B-valeftects the
direction of relationship of predictors have wittioation of BSC. The Table-6 illustrates B-valuesatiffour
organizational factors: organizational complexiB=(—0.640, t<0.000), slack resources (B=0.291, 8320),
knowledge dearth (B=0.262, t<0.021) and suppodivmain (B=0.432, t<0.006) and values highlights thase
values are different from zero and therefore hagaificant effect on BSC adoption and serve asieai(t-
values for all predictors are <0.05); three areitpedy related while fourth predictor is negatiyedssociated
with adoption of BSC. All predictors are offeringstacles in the adoption of BSC and to check whietdictors
offering extra impediment, higheg-values are considered as indicative of this fdnt.this case the
organizational complexityBEé —0.479) is serving as big hurdle followed by supipe domain [=0.236), slack
resource {=0.209) and knowledge dearfh£ 0.201).
Table 4 Regression Analysis

Std. , Collinearity Statistics
B Error B (beta) T Sig. Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 1.696 702 2.704 009
Organizational Complexity -.640 109 -479 -5.846 .000 634 1.198
Slack Resources 291 123 209 2373 021 723 1.384
Knowledge Dearth 262 110 201 2373 021 782 1.279
Supportive Domain 432 152 236 2.853 008 823 1.215

4.6 Regression Analysisand Basic Assumptions

Basic assumptions of regression analysis are testéll of them are met. There is no issue of isallinearity
as variance inflation factor (VIF) and the recipbof VIF i.e. tolerance level is within the range. VIF < 10
(tolerance > 0.10) (Hair et al., 2009). Existen€utocorrelation is not found as the value of BinrWatson
test is 1.890 which is within range (1.5 < d < 2.Bhrough graphical examination of Normal P-P ot
scattered plot the assumption of homoscedasticiy Imecause, if across horizontal line the erromserare
evenly distributed and are scattered randomly therassumption is met (Hair et al., 2009). The lgragtween
standardized residuals

(*ZRESID) and Standardlzed Deperdent Varishle: Adoption Bependent Variable: Adeption
predicted values (*ZPRED) . /
through SPSS is plotted aloni . £ :

with histogram and probability
plot of error terms (Figure - 2).
The output histogram and shap
of probability plot predicts the
normality of error terms. The
assumption of normality of all Dependent Variable: Adeptiin
constructs is met as values ¢
Skewness & Kurtosis is within
accepted range. The minimur 3
sample size required for £l | =t A
applying regression analysis i
50 observations (Hair et al. ) , ) ) )
2009) which are as pel g Svadidind P Vil
requirement in this study. If it is
observed in terms of ratio of
observation to variables then it
should be at least 5:1 but ideally it must be gnetitan 15:1 (Hair et al., 2009). For this assuomptthe current
study has no solid arguments but if a variable Usedegression analysis is considered which isite by

Figure 2. Normality of Error Terms
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summated scored then this assumption is also mete¥ample, in first model in which adoption of B&C
taken independent variable and organizational facforganizational complexity, slack resources,videdge
dearth and supportive domain) are taken as predithen the assumption is fulfilled as the totadesvations
are 67 (> 15:1).

4.7  Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis (H;) states that high organizational complexity serassa barrier in the BSC adoption as
administrative tool for performance measurementanfregression analysis, organizational complexstyai
significant predictor (B = — 0.640, t <0.0008, = —-0.479) of adoption of BSC adoption. Organizadio
complexity is negatively correlated with adoptiohBSC (r = —0.670, p < 0.000). These values suppmt
hypothesis that high organizational complexity isaarier in the adoption of BSCHypothesis (H,) states that
lack of slack resources serve as barrier in the B&iption as administrative tool for performanceasuement.
From regression analysis, slack resources arefis@gmi predictor (B = 0.291, t <0.02f,= 0.209) of adoption
of BSC adoption. In addition to this slack resosraee positively correlated with adoption of BSG-(0.546, p

< 0.000). These values support the hypothesislaicatof slack resources is a barrier in the adoptibBSC.
Hypothesis (H3) states that knowledge dearth serves as a banrteeiBSC adoption as administrative tool for
performance measurement. From regression anakrsisyledge dearth is a significant predictor (B 262, t
<0.021,p = 0.201) of adoption of BSC adoption. In addittonthis knowledge dearth is positively correlated
with adoption of BSC (r = 0.480, p < 0.000). Thesdues support the hypothesis that knowledge desr¢h
barrier in the adoption of BSEypothesis (H,) states that weak supportive domain serves asreebar the
BSC adoption as administrative tool for performameasurement. From regression analysis, suppaltisein

is a significant predictor (B = 0.432, t < 0.0@6= 0.236) of adoption of BSC adoption. In additimnthis
supportive domain is positively correlated with ption of BSC (r = 0.483, p < 0.000). These valugsmsrt the
hypothesis that weak supportive domain is a baimi¢he adoption of BSC.

5 Discussion

A sample of 287 organizations was calculated frdistaf organizations listed in KSE. A respona&rof 26%
is observed. The profile of respondents reflectst tthe respondents of the survey to great exteat ar
representatives which have enough information aboganization and their perception which they hslvared
by participating in the survey is a useful sourmehswer the research questions. According todkelts no
response exists where adoption of BSC is reportedtetore all respondents are non-adopters of BSC
consequently the factors which serve as barriendoradopters cannot be testable for adopters 6f BS

5.1 Organizational Factors asBarriers

After searching and reviewing the earlier studiesarriers for adoption of novel ideas and prastiespecially
on innovation, no clear information is availableoabwhether barriers totally prevent adoption oesianerely
hamper or slow down the initiation or adoption efwnidea or practice.

The relationship of organizational complexity waboption of new ideas and practices is reportecthagin
literature but inconsistent behaviour of complexgyalso observed which is mainly due to type afaicand
practice to be adopted. The organizational compleid negatively associated with novel administmati
practices while is positively associated with teabgical novel ideas. The BSC is taken as admatis& tool
and its relationship with organizational complexgynegative (beta-value = —0.640, t < 0.000, r&670, p <
0.000), which is consistent with the result repaiite literature. The mean value of organizatior@hplexity is
3.215 (SD = 0.692) reflects that organizational plaxity is high which consequently create a barfiar
adoption of BSC. The high organizational complexislects the structural inertia which inhabits ption of
BSC. The inertia reduces communication and cootidimamong different departments of the organizatiad
influence the relationship between these deparsnéltie organizational complexity is a multi-dimemsil
construct and measured in terms of centralizafibeah = 3.339, SD = 0.975), formalization (Mean 433, SD
= 0.714), specialization (Mean = 3.149, SD = 0.7did professionalism (Mean = 2.929, SD = 1.037)thede
components are predictors of relationship amongderents. High values of centralization and foraatlon
reduces complexity while other two factors increesmplexity. In case of high centralization deaisimaking
authority is concentrated to few hands and whendegision makers are convinced that new adminigéradea
is not compatible or strategic fit with current anjzational setting they make a quick decisiondjgating the
new idea or by giving signal in terms of showinginterest. They even more quick decision aboutdlideas
which they have already rejected previously. Highnfalization with too much written rules, policiesd
procedures hamper and demotivate managers to eiolago against well rooted and in practice ruled a
instigate and adopt new system in the organizatiotiterature high level of specialization promatgoption of
new ideas as they bring expertise in the orgamimain spite of this the presence of too many sifnals in
the organization slowdowns or even eliminates cmattbn among professional and ultimately the cdized
decision making authorities play its role to diffuthe situation either giving decision in one of favour of
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professional or totally rule out the adoption ofwnielea. Thus the level or intensity of these festdetermines
whether these are barriers or not. From findings dearly evident that these factors are bain¢he adoption
of BSC.

The slack resources are positively and stronglyetated with adoption strategies and consistergrévious
studies results of similar nature are reported.ofding to findings both slack resources and adoptibBSC
has positive and relative strong relationship (betae = 0.291, t < 0.021, r = 0.546, p < 0.000¥cdssive
resources in the shape of finance or human whiah easily be pulled out from routine operations of
organization encourage organization to take rist arperiment by adoption of new system like BSCe Th
financial slack resources are measured in termaafft and generally the tendency to report prigfitlways
lower while to report loss in business is on higside when questions are asked about this in queestire. This
natural tendency drops the mean value of slackuress necessary for adoption. The mean value aihizgtion
slack is = 2.604 (SD = 0.664) and it describes #esslability of slack and similar kind of resubise observed
with sub-construction i.e. financial slack (Mea2.=751, SD = 0.866), human slack (Mean = 2.413=3019)
and time slack (Mean = 2.649, SD = 0.933). The &dowf BSC is very much similar to adoption of ebidea
and adoption of new idea requires slack resourmebuffering in case of failure and therefore neaitability
of slack resource diminishes the possibility of gtit;m of BSC and subsequently serves as a barrier.
Another organizational factor is knowledge deanttawareness of novel ideas and the results offélci®r are
very interesting. The general perception about BSiBat organizations are not aware of about tia$ and this
lack of awareness is a big contributor in none &idapof BSC. The knowledge dearth is ranked lowbsta-
value = 0.262, t < 0.021, r = 0.480, p < 0.000)ntladl other organizational factors that have infice on
adoption of BSC as barrier. The mean value of kedgt dearth reflects that awareness level is myt high
(mean = 2.382, SD = 0.708). The possible justificafor these kinds of results is very difficulitone can say
that until and unless the organization’s top mansge makes its mind for adoption of BSC by detemgn
necessary slack resources and support for diffafepartments, the knowledge or awareness about ®®€
not matter.

Last variable related to organizational factorsupportive domain. The adoption of new system iy veuch
dependent to different aspects like culture, ommivonal learning and resistant to face by orgditina The
results about these aspects are very much sinalgreévious results. When the culture of the orgation
encourages experimentation, risk taking and teamk wwe adoption of new system like BSC becauseeeasi
Similarly learning novel methods or processes anbdluction of new technigues to make process iefftc
facilitates adoption. In addition to this if orgaation feels that no resistance is offered from legges if they
implement new system or employee welcome new systérmduced by organization then adoption of new
system become more probable. The findings are @tedar in nature. The relationship between suppert
domain is positive and very strong (beta-value43R, t < 0.006, r = 0.483, p < 0.000). The suppertiomain
is not a single measure rather it is a multi-din@medl construct and integrated results provide supe
pedestal for BSC adoption. The mean value for stjmgodomain is 3.339 (SD = 0.503) while sub comstis
have values: organizational culture (Mean = 3.254,= 0.875), organizational learning (Mean = 3.48b, =
0.917) and organizational resistance to change iMe&.358, SD = 0.822). All values reflect thategrated
scores of these factors are high but still adoptibBSC is not happened. The possible reason ferntiay be
that these factors are supportive for post-adopttage and not as much critical for initiation 3® adoption.
If the initiation of adoption of BSC is not made tmp management then the role of these supportivenpeters
cannot be affective and observable.

The roles of all four organizational factors arerfd as barrier in the adoption of BSC i.e. highanigational
complexity, less slack resources, lack of knowle@yeareness) and least supportive domain inhabjptazh of
BSC in Pakistan.

5.2 Conclusion

Based on findings, it is established that orgaiopal factors are very much predictors of BSC aoptThe
explanatory power of each predictor is very siguifit and the sign (positive or negative) providesdirection
of influence. According to these findings it is edained that high organizational complexity, lamkslack
resources, lack of awareness about BSC and weaniaegional supportive domain serve as barrierhim t
adoption of BSC.

5.3 Implications

In this study, there are some theoretical implaradibased on this study: First of all, the factehnich serve as
barriers for an organization is identified whiche amot available in the BSC adoption literature. ddeity,
different organizational factors are currently uasdarriers for BSC adoption with an assumptia ithfactors
do not facilitate adoption of BSC then certain nsi¢y level or even absence of those factors mayeseas
barrier. Lastly, the role of each factor with adoptof BSC is evaluated at main construct level tmthake in-
depth analysis the interaction of sub-construchwadoption of BSC should be understood.
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Through this study, managers of different orgamizest can understand those factors which serve m@ba

the adoption of BSC. No doubt currently the orgatians have not adopted BSC but in near futurepf t
management has made their minds for adoption of B6@ny new system then they cope better with these
factors before initiation of BSC adoption.

5.4  Limitations

To make this study comprehensive every achievafitatds set forth so that every section of thedstu
independently establish its worth. But in spitaredticulous efforts some limitations which are ofitontrol of
researcher are observed. The response rate idoxerglthough sufficient for statistical testing kfor making
more generalization it should be improved. The mufsthe questions included in the survey are about
identifying factors facilitating adoption of BSCsitead of barriers for BSC adoption. Though an effomade
and few barriers are acknowledged but as a wheldinkings of the survey is providing an indicatidentified
factors are facilitators instead of barriers of B&{®ption.

5.5 Recommendations for Future Research

The research has set a tone and to make that tone comprehensive and crystal clearly theoretictdly
recommendations are given for future research. @adtors related to internal environment are taf@nthis
study. It is recommended that other factor relatedexternal environment may be included. Equivalent
representation of organization from all type ofustties is very much necessary to establish thieeatitity of
barriers identified in this study. Single technigeeused to collect data i.e. quantitative approachsed. As
adoption of BSC is a strategic decision so comprgive participation of top management is indispblesand

for that purpose qualitative approach like intewwimethod should also be included to get more famiiji about
barriers.
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