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ABSTRACT  
  
Title:  Scorecard use and Strategic Alignment in Non-Profit Organizations 
- a case study of UNICEF Supply Division  
 
Level: Final assignment for Master Degree 
 
Author: Markus Ors 
 
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ernst Hollander 
 
Date: 2009 April 
 
Aim: Based on a case study of UNICEF Supply Division (SD), this thesis seeks to 
investigate how non-profit organizations use scorecards and if the use of scorecards in 
non-profit organizations results in strategic alignment. 
 
Method: The theoretical framework for this case study consists primarily of the strategic 
performance management tool known as the Balanced Scorecard, which consists of 
interlinked measures, derived from the organization’s strategy. For the case study, 
primary data, both qualitative and quantitative, was collected by means of semi structured 
interviews with members of senior management and a survey which was sent out to the 
whole organization. Abductive reasoning was applied in the analysis. 
 
Result & Conclusions: The case study organization’s scorecard focuses mainly on a 
selection of process measures and is perceived by staff and management as a good 
diagnostic tool for processes. The organization thus has implemented a more operational 
adaption of the scorecard. A weak match between the organization’s strategy and selected 
measures in its scorecard in combination with limited incentives for achieving set targets 
suggest that strategic alignment is likely to be low. 
 
Suggestions for future research: The scope of the thesis is limited to UNICEF Supply 
Division. Comparative studies of other UN agencies would increase the reliability of the 
study. Future research may also try to address, more in-depth, how non-profit 
organizations can implement more strategic, as opposed to operational performance 
management systems. 
 
Contribution of the thesis: While the findings of this study mirror prior findings on 
Balanced Scorecard use in the non-profit sector, it has given the case study organization 
valuable insight on important measurement parameters, strategy mapping and other areas 
of improvement. 
 
Key words: Performance Management, Strategic Alignment, Balanced Scorecard, Non-
profit organizations,  
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1 Background 
Over the past couple of years, the amount of money donated to humanitarian emergency 
relief has increased. This can be attributed to the increasingly pervasive and global media 
coverage of conflict zones  and natural disasters, such as the tsunami which hit South 
East Asia in 2004 or Hurricane Katrina which hit the gulf coast in 2005, and perhaps also 
to the availability of monetary resources which are a result of a long uninterrupted 
economic boom in the industrialized part of the world (www.nptimes.com) (note: this 
was written before recession.). Yet donors are becoming more selective with their 
contributions. Especially after the emergence of private charity, contributors tend to be 
more informed and conscious of how their donations are being spent and they are 
interested in seeing that their donations actually reach recipients and are not used up by 
heavy administration (Niven, 2002). With web-sites such as charitywatch.org and 
charitynavigator.org, it is easier for donors to get an overview of how various non-profits 
use their donations. In such an environment, non-profits are forced to examine their 
managerial practices in search of methods which ensure they are able to continue meeting 
the needs of their constituents in a cost-efficient way. Non-profits are increasingly 
turning to performance management to face this challenge (Niven, 2002).  

1.1 About the author 
Since graduating from Handelshögskolan in Gothenburg in 2001, I have worked in the 
area of finance, accounting and financial reporting, mainly for American private sector 
organizations. Disregarding the dichotomy between long term and short term profitability, 
all organizations I have worked for in the private sector have strived in one direction: that 
of profitability and shareholder wealth. My career has revolved mainly around measuring 
and improving measurement systems of that profitability and shareholder wealth. About a 
year ago, my career took a change in direction when I started working for UNICEF 
Supply Division (SD). Profitability and shareholder wealth is no longer the main agenda 
and the measurement tools as I know them therefore become radically different. Whereas 
most decisions in the private sector can be made on the basis of financial cost-benefit 
analysis, non-profits base their decisions on premises other than profitability. Where the 
private sector organizations have one general goal in common, non-profits have different 
and at times multiple goals they strive for. In my experience, an advantage of striving for 
profitability is that it is somewhat easier to measure. From sales, to technology 
implementation projects to staff morale surveys, most things in the private sector can be 
converted into dollars and cents and thus decision impact on the profitability objective 
can be measured. However, the goals and objectives of many non-profits are not as easily 
measured. So how does one go about measuring progress in non-profits and how does 
one know that decisions and organizational efforts are in line with the non-profit 
objective(s)? Asking myself these questions, I grew more curious about my new 
organization, especially after being exposed to the organization’s Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs), a set of measures which serve to indicate the overall performance of 
the organization. I started wondering what impact my work effort may have on the KPIs, 
and if my work effort and the work efforts of my coworkers were aligned with the overall 
objectives of the organization, as captured by the KPIs. Asking my office surroundings 
questions about the KPIs, what they measure and how they are used, the answers I got 
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made me think of the Balanced Scorecard, a concept with which I had worked in the 
private sector. Brushing up my knowledge on Balanced Scorecard theory, I decided that 
UNICEF SD would make a good case study in which to investigate how a non-profit 
goes about planning and implementing its strategy and measuring its performance. 

2 Research question 
Comparing UNICEF SD’s KPIs to a scorecard which keeps track of the overall 
performance of a non-profit organization, the research question of this thesis is: 
 

o How do non-profits use scorecards and does the use of scorecards in non-profits 
result in strategic alignment? 

2.1 Note on abbreviations 
The United Nations (UN) is a world of abbreviations, some shared with the rest of the 
world, some used strictly internally. When writing a thesis on a UN-agency, it is 
unavoidable that some of these abbreviations be used. In this thesis, abbreviations will be 
written out in full the first time they are used and the abbreviation will be noted in 
brackets. From that point onwards, the abbreviation will be used. For a full overview of 
all the abbreviations used, please refer to Appendix 3.  
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3 Methodology 
In this section, the methodology chosen for this thesis will be presented. It will be 
explained why this approach was chosen and what advantages and disadvantages come 
with it. The purpose of the chosen approach, is to best answer the research question. 

3.1 The Case Study as a research method 
Merriam (1994) defines the case study as research of a specific occurrence, e.g. a 
program, an event, a person, an institution or a social group. According to Merriam 
(1994), the questions to be asked while investigating the subject matter, the degree of 
control and how the end result is envisioned are factors which should be considered while 
deciding if the case study is an appropriate research method. Yin (1994) argues that the 
case study is the best approach to obtain a deep understanding of a subject within its real 
life context. Yin (1994) divides case studies into single case designs and multiple case 
designs: In the single case design, only one unit is studied as opposed to the multiple case 
design. He points out that generalization of results, from either single or multiple case 
designs, is made to theory and not to population. However, multiple cases strengthen the 
results by replicating the pattern-matching, thus increasing confidence in the robustness 
of the theory. Yin (1994) also argues that there are three typical purposes which may 
justify a single case design: 
 

1) The case is critical in relation to prevailing theories, models, presumptions or 
practice. 

2) The case is unique or extreme 
3) The case is indicative of a new phenomenon 

 
The author of this thesis wishes to enhance his understanding of Balanced Scorecard 
theory for non-profits, in realistic settings, which is why case study was chosen as 
research method. Given time and resource constraints, the author of the thesis has 
decided to choose a single case design. From researching the theoretical framework and 
the organization of UNICEF SD, the author is of the opinion that there is a fitting match 
between the case and prevailing theory which is adequate for comparison. The author 
further believes that UNICEF SD’s case is unique in many ways: the mere size of the 
operation, including some 250 staff and an annual administrative budget exceeding $30 
million makes it into a large non-profit by most standards (managementhelp.org), the 
composition of staff is highly international and UNICEF SD is a part of the UN system 
which has an impact on both the organization’s culture and the way it operates. 
Furthermore, performance management is a fairly new phenomenon for the non-profits in 
an increasingly stiff competition of donor funds (Niven, 2002), which makes it interesting 
to see how a specific organization is approaching the challenge.  
 
Merriam (1994) describes the end product of a case study to be primarily descriptive, 
interpreting or evaluating. The case study of UNICEF SD is initially descriptive in terms 
of describing how the Scorecard was conceived and implemented in the organization. In 
the analysis, data from the interviews and survey is interpreted and compared to the 
theoretical framework. In the recommendation, an evaluation is made of what the 
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organization is doing well and what the organization can improve with regards to how the 
Scorecard is used and how it aligns organizational strategy. The case study of UNICEF 
SD thus matches Merriam’s (1994) description of a case study end product. 
 
There may be certain negative implications in using the case study methodology. 
Merriam (1994) argues that a case study of high qualitative nature may become too 
lengthy for decision-makers and other stakeholders to read it. Furthermore he warns that 
the case study may contain oversimplifications and exaggerations which may cause 
readers who believe that the case study accounts for a complex reality to draw incorrect 
conclusions. The case study is also highly dependant on the approach of the researcher, 
whose judgement and potential bias may adversely affect the outcome of the study. How 
these negative implications are addressed in this thesis, is elaborated on in section: 3.5.4  
Objectivity. 

3.2 Quantitative and qualitative methods   
In social science, there are two main approaches to collecting data: qualitative and 
quantitative. In quantitative research, the collected data is measurable, often 
systematically standardized and easily presented in short space (Sayre, 2001). This 
method is primarily based on questionnaires which provide both advantages and 
disadvantages depending on the phenomenon under study. An advantage is that it is 
relatively easy to reach many respondents, giving the researcher a significant amount of 
data which in turn leads to the possibility of generalization. However, the quantitative 
method often assumes that the respondents are able to describe the situation or the reality 
in pre-set given answers which puts strong limitations on the collected data such as 
reaching underlying factors, like attitude and feelings. Hence, additional unknown 
knowledge may not be detected (Andersen, 1998). Qualitative research methods on the 
other hand, are focused on rich- and in-depth detailed data. This is often applied in 
research that deals with feelings, intentions, behaviour, motives and thoughts. In addition, 
the qualitative method is defined as a process in which understanding is created. The 
researcher works with relatively few respondents, which on the other hand are intensively 
studied and thereby a significant amount of detailed information is generated. A 
disadvantage of this approach is that it reduces the ability to generalize since the response 
is neither systematic nor standardized (Andersen, 1998). Kruuse (1998) argues that there 
is a tendency to view case studies as strictly qualitative. According to Andersen (1998), 
however, when making a case study both qualitative and quantitative methods may be 
employed.  
 
In order to obtain both an in-depth understanding and to derive quantifiable information 
from a broader population, both qualitative and quantitative methods are used in this 
thesis: Data for the case study has been derived internally from the organization in the 
form of semi-structured interviews, a survey and secondary data in the form of annual 
reports, office management plans and evaluation reports. The semi-structured interviews 
are mainly qualitative in nature, though they do include certain questions which are 
quantifiable in terms of how many interviewees provide the same or similar answer. The 
purpose of the semi-structured interviews is to obtain a detailed understanding of 
management’s view of how the Scorecard was conceived, how it was implemented and is 
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used at both Division and Centre level. The survey is mainly quantitative though it also 
includes an open-ended question which is not quantifiable. The purpose of the survey is 
to measure the impact of the Scorecard and organizational alignment. In essence, it can 
be said that the survey is a means of verifying qualitative data, as derived from the semi-
structured interviews, by quantitative measures. 

3.3 Methods of reasoning 
Holme & Solvang (1997) describe two methods of reasoning with regards to observing a 
phenomenon: deductive reasoning, “the route of proving” and inductive reasoning, “the 
route of discovery”. According to Andersen (1998), choosing between deductive and 
inductive reasoning will have a decisive impact on the approach of the research. He 
explains deductive reasoning as drawing conclusions about specific occurrences based on 
general principles whereas inductive reasoning is creating an understanding of the 
general principles based on empirical findings. Another way to put it, is that deduction is 
the process of deriving the consequences of what is assumed and is frequently based on 
hypothesis testing. Given the truth of the assumptions, a valid deduction guarantees the 
truth of the conclusion. Induction on the other hand, is the process of inferring probable 
antecedents as a result of observing multiple consequents (Andersen, 1998). According to 
Alvesson & Sköldberg (1994), these two ways of reasoning are commonly viewed as 
exclusive, however it may be hard to fit in all kinds of research into these two categories. 
Alvesson & Sköldberg (1994) view abductive reasoning, a third way of reasoning, as a 
combination of induction and deduction. As with inductive reasoning, abductive 
reasoning starts with empirical findings, however without ignoring theoretical 
antecedents. Analysis of empirical findings may be combined with- or preceded by 
research of existing theories, where existing theories may serve as a source of inspiration 
for discovering patterns. 
 
For this case study, abductive reasoning is applied. The author has prior knowledge and 
understanding of prevailing theories and recommendations of best practice. Primary 
empirical data has then been gathered by means of semi-structured interviews and a 
survey, the format of which have been shaped by the author’s theoretical framework. 
According to Merriam (1994), this is typical for case studies, where the researcher will 
ask questions which have been derived from the theoretical framework which 
characterizes the research area. For the author, having a theoretical framework and a prior 
understanding of the subject matter has been helpful when collecting empirical data while 
the actual collection and review of empirical data, conversely, has helped the author 
derive an improved and more practical understanding of the theoretical framework. Thus 
the approach can be likened to that which Alvesson & Sköldberg (1994) describe as a 
process which alternates between theory and empirical findings, where one is used to 
create a better understanding of the other, and vice versa.  According to Holme & 
Solvang (1997), new and exciting knowledge can be found in the area which lies in 
between deduction and induction.  
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3.4 Reliability and Validity 

3.4.1 Reliability 
The concept of reliability refers to the extent research can be repeated with the same 
outcome. High reliability means that the outcome is likely to be the same with each 
repetition, i.e. it is consistent (Merriam, 1994). According to Holme & Solvang (1997), 
high reliability is especially relevant in quantitative research, while less so in qualitative 
research as the purpose of qualitative research is more in line with creating and 
understanding of a specific occurrence as opposed to establishing statistical correlation. 
According to Merriam (1994), there is poor correlation between demands for high 
reliability and qualitative research. He argues that information retrieved from qualitative 
research is a function of the person contributing the information and the researcher’s 
ability to retrieve and process information. He further argues that as the researcher’s 
approach may vary somewhat in qualitative research, the results of the research, if 
repeated, may not end up the same. This does not render the research without value, as 
there are multiple ways of interpreting the collected information (Merriam, 1994).  
 
The case study in this thesis contains both qualitative and quantitative elements. Due to 
the nature of the case study, it is likely that, if repeated on the same organization, results 
will vary. Bryman and Bell (2003) argue that it is impossible to freeze the social setting: 
It is likely that performing the same semi-structured interviews and the same survey will 
yield somewhat different answers. Performing the research is likely to create an 
awareness of the subject matter, not only in the upper level of management but 
throughout the whole organization, via the survey, which will affect future answers to the 
same questions. As the thesis also contains an evaluating element, the organization might  
seek to make improvement between repetitions which would also affect the research 
outcome.  

3.4.2 Validity 
If the concept of reliability refers to how reproducible that which is being measured is, 
the concept of validity refers to what is actually being measured. Arbnor & Bjerke (1994) 
divides validity into three categories: internal validity, external validity and face validity. 

3.4.3 Internal Validity 
Internal validity refers to measuring that which is relevant for the research (Arbnor & 
Bjerke, 1994). To ensure as high a degree of internal validity as possible, the author has 
researched prevailing theories and ideas on best practice and shaped the questions asked 
in the semi-structured interviews and in the survey accordingly. Careful selection of 
interviewees in the organization has been made in order to obtain the most 
knowledgeable answers on the thought process behind the creation and implementation 
of the organization’s Scorecard. The same questions have been asked in all interviews the 
answers of which constituted one of the major inputs, along with the theoretical 
framework to the questions in the survey. Technical- and performance management 
jargon were deliberately avoided in both interviews and survey to avoid 
misunderstandings. Introduction to the theoretical framework was also not made to either 
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interviewees or people surveyed in order to avoid any bias that prior knowledge may 
constitute. 

3.4.4 External Validity 
External validity refers to the extent to which the results from the research can be applied 
in other contexts than the one researched. In other words, external validity refers to the 
extent to which the findings can be generalized (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1994). Merriam 
(1994) describes two points of views with regards to external validity in case studies: 
there are those who argue that findings from a specific case study cannot be generalized 
and there are those who argue that external validity can be increased by using refined 
methods of sample selection. Though careful selection of interviewees has been made, 
the selection was based on knowledge of specific organization based events and not on 
general knowledge of similar projects. Though the research is based on a general 
theoretical framework, the empirical findings are organization specific and given the 
broad variety of organizations which are lumped together within the non-profit segment, 
it can be said that the level of external validity is likely to be low. A comparison study of 
another UN-agency which operates according to similar parameters as those of UNICEF 
Supply Division, would have increased the level of external validity, at least in terms of 
applicability within the UN system. However, time and resource constraints have meant 
that this comparative study will have to be captured by future researchers. 

3.4.5 Face Validity 
According to Arbnor & Bjerke (1994), face validity is a property of a test intended to 
measure something. The test is said to have face validity if it appears to measure what it 
is supposed to measure. The researcher, research respondents and third party subject 
matter experts make a judgment call regarding the reasonableness of the research results, 
as an outcome of the research setup. In other words, face validity can be said to deal with 
the acceptance of results (Arbnor & Bjerke, 1994). According to Yin (1994), respondents 
can strengthen the researcher’s findings and thereby increase the overall validity of the 
case study. He argues that respondents should agree on facts presented in the research, 
however they do not need to agree on conclusions or opinions as presented by the 
researcher. By publishing both facts and conclusions and opinions based on those facts, 
readers can draw their own conclusions as to the amount of validity a case study has (Yin, 
1994). 
 
To increase the face validity of this thesis, a draft of the thesis has been sent to all of the 
interviewees to give them the opportunity to confirm or reject factual statements.  

3.5 Data Collection 
In mainly qualitative research, according to Andersen (1998), the researcher may be 
presented with such large quantities of data that it may be difficult to organize it. 
Andersen (1998) says that the researcher may then find it useful to use the theoretical 
framework to obtain structure. This is the approach the author of this thesis has chosen. 
 
When conducting qualitative research, there is strength in having several sources of 
information to rely on (Yin, 1994). There are several ways to collect data for a researcher 



 13 

who is conducting qualitative research such as observation, focus groups, experiments 
and interviews. A disadvantage of focus groups is that other person’s influence may bias 
the response of other participants (Andersen, 1998). To avoid such bias, primary data has 
been collected initially from semi-structured one-to-one interviews and later by means of 
an on-line survey. Semi-structured interviews were chosen in the initial stage as they 
allow for questions which were based on the theoretical framework to be asked while also 
giving enough freedom to digress and explore areas not covered by the theoretical 
framework. The survey contained multiple choice type questions which were based on 
the initial empirical findings and the theoretical framework with only one open-ended 
question to capture areas not covered by the survey.  

3.5.1 Interviewee Selection 
The purpose of the semi-structured interviews was to get management’s perception on the 
background-, purpose- and current use of the KPIs and performance management system 
in UNICEF SD. Therefore, all centre chiefs were invited for an interview as well as 
members of the Director’s Office (DO) who work closely with- and lead the 
organization’s strategy and performance management. Overall, eight interviews were 
conducted, ranging from approximately thirty minutes to one and a half hours each. The 
questions which formed the basis of the semi-structured interviews can be found in 
Appendix 1. 

3.5.2 Survey Format  
To verify the level of pervasiveness of the KPIs and the performance management setup 
in UNICEF SD and also the degree to which strategic alignment has been achieved, a 
survey was passed out to the entire office. To make distribution efficient, the survey was 
an online survey and it was distributed by means of e-mail, using an all-inclusive, 
UNICEF SD mailing list. In addition to three questions on the survey taker’s center of 
work in the organization, employment level and seniority, the survey consisted of three 
sets of statements. The three sets of statements were based on the division level strategy 
and KPIs, the center level strategy and performance measures and the individual level 
strategy and performance measures and evaluation. To each statement, the survey taker 
could strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, neither agree or disagree, somewhat 
disagree, disagree or strongly disagree. There was also an option for lack of knowledge or 
opinion as well as lack of applicability. The options which indicate opinion were rated 
from one to seven for strongly agreeing to strongly disagreeing, respectively, while the 
answers which indicate lack of knowledge, opinion or applicability were excluded from 
the data and reported on separately. The advantage of the multiple choice format in an 
online format is that it facilitates data collection and answers can be easily compared. The 
disadvantage is that data outside of the fixed response options may not be captured. The 
survey was therefore ended with an open-ended question to capture such information. In 
order to avoid misunderstandings and bias, terminology that is well familiar to UN 
employees was used and loaded questions were avoided. The disadvantage of using more 
simple terminology and adjusting the phrasing to the UN environment is that answers 
may become more generic and comparison to the theoretical framework may thus be 
weaker. The survey went through three test rounds before being distributed. To avoid 
people starting the survey and finishing when only half way through, all questions, except 
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the open-ended finishing question, were made mandatory. As the survey asked for the 
staff’s opinion, it cannot be said to measure real strategic alignment, but rather the staff’s 
perception of strategic alignment. To make the survey more accessible, the questions 
were of a more general nature, and specific questions e.g. on specific measures or targets 
were not asked. Out of a staff or around 230-250, 90 people visited and 47 people in 
UNICEF SD completed the online survey. There was no analysis made of the shortfall in 
survey. The survey questions and results can be found in: 5.10 Survey Results and 
Appendix 2 

3.5.3 Confidentiality 
The interviewees were informed that the interviews, recordings and transcripts would be 
kept confidential and not be made part of the thesis. They were also informed that 
particular answers would not be presented in a way which can be traced back to the 
individual source in the thesis. They were informed that they would be listed as sources 
in the thesis. 
 
The e-mail which contained the link to the survey, explained that the survey was 
completely anonymous. 

3.5.4 Objectivity 
Objectivity measures to what extent the researcher’s own values affect the conducted 
study (Bryman & Bell, 2003). As an employee of UNICEF SD, the author of this thesis is 
highly aware that the author is indeed one of the stakeholders of the organization and 
having been exposed to the inner workings of the organization for more than a year, may 
be subject to preconceptions or bias. Being aware of the stakeholder role, the author has 
been focused on maintaining a neutral point of view both when collecting empirical data, 
assessing and analysing data as well as presenting the data. The author has made an effort 
to collect empirical data without being partial. This has been done by: 
 

1) Only relying on data collected specifically for this research and excluding prior 
observations. 

2) In face to face interviews, there is a risk the interviewer may be leading the 
interviewee (Bryman & Bell, 2003). To ensure that interview and survey 
questions have not been leading, the author has submitted them for review to an 
unbiased third party. Answers given in the interview were not commented in any 
way which could affect the respondent’s thoughts (Andersen, 1998). The 
interviews were also recorded and transcribed. 

3) Questions asked during interviews may be steering the collection of data too 
much (Bryman & Bell, 2003). This is why semi-structured interviews were 
chosen as the primary vehicle for the initial data gathering and why the survey 
contained one open ended question. When presenting the findings, the author has 
tried to maintain a neutral tone in the language and give proportionate space for 
diverging view points in order to avoid undue weight. 

4) To the best of the author’s ability, the author has tried to abide by the important 
aspect of maintaining a neutral point of view: to assert facts, including facts about 
opinion –but without asserting the opinion. 
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4 Theoretical Framework 
In this section, the theoretical framework is presented. The theoretical framework 
consists mainly of the Balanced Scorecard theories, developed by Harvard professors 
Kaplan and Norton. The Balanced Scorecard theory was selected, partially due to 
personal experience of the author, but mainly due to its prevailing industry status: It has 
been implemented by government agencies, military units, business units, whole 
corporations, non-profit and public sector organizations. In a 1997 survey of American 
companies, 64 percent of the companies questioned were measuring performance from a 
number of perspectives similar to those of the Balanced Scorecard. It is likely that this 
percentage is even higher today (Ritzau, 19 Jan 2008)  

4.1 Balanced Scorecard 
“We can describe the Balanced Scorecard as a carefully selected set of measures derived 
from an organizations’ strategy. The measures selected for the Scorecard represent a 
tool for leaders to use in communicating to employees and external stakeholders the 
outcomes and performance drivers by which the organization will achieve its mission and 
strategic objectives.”(Niven, 2002, p.12) 
 
Niven (2002), sees the Balanced Scorecard as three things: a measurement system, a 
strategic management system and a communication tool. He thus thinks that the Balanced 
Scorecard is more than just a measurement tool: Related to the Scorecard, is a continuous 
process in which the Scorecard is used to emphasize that which is prioritized by the 
organization. The organization’s vision is made clear, and it is communicated via goals 
and associated incentives. These in turn, are used to channel efforts and resources and 
institute intermediate goals. Continuous follow-ups result in learning, and adjustment of 
processes, prioritizations and at time vision. In each step, the Scorecard is used as the 
primary communication tool (Niven, 2002).  

4.2 Introduction 
The Balanced Scorecard was introduced in 1992 by Kaplan and Norton in the Harvard 
Business Review (Lindvall, 1995). Traditionally, industry had been relying on mainly 
financial measures to indicate performance and critical voices had raised concerns that 
the financial measures were too one sided and not relevant to many levels in the 
organization. It was argued they also sacrifice long-term thinking for short-term profit 
and, in addition, only serve as lagging indicators of past effort while not sufficiently 
capturing potential for future performance (Lindvall, 1995). Kaplan and Norton (1992) 
made the analogy of the cockpit: in order to fly, the pilot relies on a number of gauges 
and indicators in the cockpit to ensure a safe and efficient flight which will reach its 
destination. According to Kaplan and Norton (1992), measuring direction alone is not 
sufficient: speed, fuel levels, cabin pressure, altitude and so forth are also necessary to 
measure. Similarly, they argue that corporate stakeholders cannot rely on financial 
measures alone to ensure that the company is going in the intended direction (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1992).   
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According to Kaplan and Norton (1992), the organization needs not only indicators to 
monitor past performance, what they call lagging indicators, but also leading indicators to 
see how the organization is geared to handle future challenges. In addition, organizations 
need to capture strategically relevant, non-financial information which will have an 
influence on financial outcome, to monitor overall organizational performance. Kaplan 
and Norton (1992) thus argue, that the financial measures is only one of four inter-related 
perspectives, all of which are equally important focus areas, from which to measure the 
organization and ensure it is reaching its intended objectives.  The four perspectives are: 
the Financial Perspective, the Customer Perspective, the Internal Business Process 
Perspective and the Learning and Growth Perspective (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). Initially, 
when introduced in 1992, the Learning and Growth Perspective was referred to as the 
Learning and Innovation Perspective, however in 1996 the Innovation part of this 
perspective was transferred to the Internal Business Process Perspective (Kaplan & 
Norton, 1996). In this paper, the 1996 definition, i.e. Learning and Growth will be used. 

4.3 The four perspectives 

4.3.1 Customer Perspective 
According to Niven (2002), being able to satisfy customer needs is fundamental to 
practically all corporations. He argues that to achieve positive financial results, both in 
the short-term and long-term perspective, corporations need to create and deliver goods 
and services which the customers perceive as adding value to their existence.  Many 
companies see themselves as geared towards their customers and several include their 
customers in their mission statements (Niven, 2002). Including the Customer Perspective 
in the Balanced Scorecard forces the organization to translate what at times can be seen 
as abstract statements into tangible and actionable measures. Therefore, it is of the 
essence to measure that which reflects what matters to the customer (Kaplan & Norton, 
1992). When choosing measure for the Customer Perspective, organizations must answer 
two critical questions: Who are our target customers and what is our value proposition in 
serving them (Niven, 2002)? Kaplan and Norton (1992) propose that factors such as time, 
quality, execution, service and price matter to the customer. Common measures in the 
Customer Perspective are customer satisfaction, customer loyalty and customer 
acquisition (Niven, 2002). 

4.3.2 Internal Process Perspective 
According to Balanced Scorecard theory, creating customer value and satisfaction as 
defined in the Customer Perspective, entails the efficient operation of specific internal 
processes within the organization, in order to serve the customers. These processes need 
to be identified and measures developed to track progress (Lidvall, 1995). To satisfy 
customers, new processes may have to be developed instead of making incremental 
improvement on existing ones. Therefore, innovation and product and service 
development are included in this perspective (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). Common 
measures within this perspective are lead times, error reports and quality and productivity 
measures (Niven, 2002). 
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4.3.3 Learning and Growth Perspective 
According to Niven (2002), organizations do not exist in a static, isolated environment: 
Competition, new technology and other changes push forward the customer expectations 
and performance requirements of the organization. Kaplan and Norton (1992) argue that 
an organization’s ability to continually improve and renew can be directly linked to its 
ability to create value: When the organization wants to achieve ambitious results for 
internal processes and customers, the Learning and Growth Perspective is the perspective 
in which the enablers of these gains can be found. The Learning and Growth Perspective 
can be said to be the foundation on which the Balanced Scorecard is built (Niven, 2002). 
Once measures for the Customer- and Internal Process Perspectives have been identified, 
the core, strategic competencies for supporting these need to be identified. Knowledge, 
motivation and availability of adequate tools are frequently the source of growth and 
therefore common measures of this perspective are employee skills, employee 
satisfaction, availability of information, alignment and capital investments (Niven, 2002).  

4.3.4 Financial Perspective 
Even though the Balanced Scorecard was created in part as a reaction against purely 
financial measures driven organizations (Lindvall, 1995), the financial measures are still 
an important component of the Balanced Scorecard, especially in the for-profit world 
(Niven, 2002). The measures in this perspective indicate whether the strategy execution, 
as detailed by the measures chosen in the other perspectives, is leading to improved 
bottom-line results:  An organization which is using significant time and resources on 
improving internal processes, may effectively add little value if these improvements are 
not translated into improved financial performance (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). This 
perspective is commonly filled with traditional lagging indicators such as profitability, 
revenue growth and economic value add (Niven, 2002). 

4.3.5 Note on the four Perspectives 
Kaplan and Norton (1996) repeatedly emphasize that the perspectives should not be seen 
as a straight jacket in which the Balanced Scorecard adopting organization should be 
constrained, but that the perspectives can, and should, be adapted to the organization and 
that new perspectives can be developed.  
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Objectives Measures Targets Initiatives

Financial

"To succeed 
financially, how 
should we appear 
to our 
shareholders?"

Objectives Measures Targets Initiatives

Learning and Growth

"To achieve our 
vision, how will 
we sustain our 
ability to change 
and improve?"

Vision 
and 

Strategy

Objectives Measures Targets Initiatives

Internal Business Process

"To satisfy our 
shareholders and 
customers, what 
business 
processes must 
we excel at?"

Objectives Measures Targets Initiatives

Customer

"To achieve our 
vision, how 
should we 
appear to our 
customers?"

 
 
Image of Balanced Scorecard. Source: Kaplan and Norton (1992) 

4.4 Linking Cause and Effect 
In addition to measuring overall organizational performance, the Balanced Scorecard is 
meant to serve as a strategic management system, where the measures selected reflect the 
organization’s strategy and the measures indicate how well that strategy is working 
(Kaplan & Norton, 1992). According to Niven (2002), “… a well designed Balanced 
Scorecard should describe your strategy through the objectives and measures you have 
chosen. These measures should link together in a chain of cause-and-effect relationships 
from the performance drivers in the Learning and Growth Perspective all the way 
through to improved financial performance as reflected in the Financial 
Perspective.”(Niven, 2002, p.21)   
 
Example 
As an example, an organization whose strategy is to pursue customer service excellence 
has, after making some research, decided that it would add value to its customers by 
providing the customers with 24h technical product support. By providing this service, 
the organization is hoping to increase customer satisfaction and retention. By increasing 
customer satisfaction and retention, revenue is expected to increase. This way of 
reasoning connects measures such as revenue in the Financial Perspective to measures 
such as customer satisfaction and customer retention in the Customer Perspective. In 
order for customers to be happy with this new service, it is expected that calling the 
technical support center will provide speedy and helpful assistance. Measuring the speed 
of service can be done by e.g. average amount of time the customer is put on hold or 
waits to be serviced and average amount of time spent on investigating and solving the 
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customer’s technical problem. Measuring if the service provided is helpful to the 
customer can be done e.g. by measuring number of calls which have ended with a 
constructive solution for the customer’s technical problem and number of calls which 
have been delegated for further assistance. This connects measures such as customer 
satisfaction from the Customer Perspective to measures such as how fast and efficiently 
technical problems are solved by the support call center in the Internal Process 
Perspective. To enable speedy and helpful service, the organization needs competent and 
motivated staff. To ensure competence, the organization invests in training which can be 
measured by e.g. number of staff to successfully have completed the training. And to 
ensure motivation, a bonus program is instated based on individual or team performance 
on the measures captured in the Internal Process Perspective. This connects measures 
such as fast and efficient call center assistance in the Internal Perspective, to measures 
such as number of staff to successfully have completed the training program in the 
Learning and Growth Perspective. In addition, it initiates cascading of measures to 
achieve organizational alignment, which will be elaborated on further on in the 
theoretical framework, and it also connects reward to performance.  
 
To achieve the above, it is important to establish a cause and effect relationship between 
measures, however establishing causality or correlation between measures is frequently 
challenging. One aspect of this challenge is to determine and distinguish between what 
measures are performance drivers, i.e. what is being done, and what are outcome 
measures, i.e. what is being achieved (Niven, 2002). According to Olve (1997), there are 
two types of cause and effect relationships used in Balanced Scorecards: the verifiable 
kind which can be confirmed by experience and/or research, and then there is the kind 
which is an expression of assumption on behalf of the strategy makers. In reality however, 
many Scorecards contain unrelated measures (Niven, 2002), a fact which is frequently 
pointed out by critics of the Balanced Scorecard as elaborated on in: 4.12 Criticism of the 
Balanced Scorecard. 

4.5 Measure properties and number of measures 
Selecting the measures is an important process in creating the Balanced Scorecard. The 
measures will tell the story of the organization’s strategy. Therefore they need to be 
linked to the strategy. Most organizations have a number of diagnostic measures, i.e. 
measures that are important in day-to-day functions, but are not necessarily strategic 
(Niven, 2002). According to Kaplan and Norton (1992), measures should be relevant and 
accurately measure what they intend to measure. Furthermore, measures should be 
quantitative and avoid relying on subjective measures e.g. such as “good” or “fair”. 
Niven (2002) also adds that accessibility and availability of data is also important: 
Developing measures for which data is not available or which require significant 
investment, may slow down the implementation or reduce the impact of the Balanced 
Scorecard. Kaplan and Norton (1992) also emphasize that to make the Scorecard 
balanced, measures should also be counterbalanced to avoid sub-optimization, i.e. that  
measures are not in conflict with each other. They further point out that to increase the 
impact of the Balanced Scorecard, measures should also be easily understood which 
makes them easily communicated. Niven (2002) thinks according to the same lines and 
elaborates: To help make measures more easily understood, and also for the sake of 
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alignment, it is vital to have common definitions of measures. Measures which are 
loosely defined will invariably create confusion (Niven, 2002). 
 
When it comes to the number of measures that should be used, management literature 
frequently points out that the emphasis should be on balance in measures, not number of 
measures (Olve, 1997). However, there are still recommendations concerning the number 
of measures: too few measures may result in oversimplification and too many may result 
in loss of focus (Anthony & Vijay, 2001). In addition, research within the field of  
Human Information Processing, suggest that humans are selective when absorbing 
information and large quantities of information may therefore weaken decision making 
process, which speaks against having a high number of measures (Schroeder & Clark, 
1998). Olve (1997) recommends that the number of measures in each perspective should 
be ten at the most, but ideally should stay between three and five. 

4.6 Translating strategy 
According to Anthony and Vijay (2001), one of the strengths of the Balanced Scorecard 
is that it presents an opportunity to understand organizational performance as a whole: 
the Balanced Scorecard can be seen as a tool to translate an abstract vision and strategy 
into concrete goals and measures which are interdependent through a cause and effect 
relationship. Yet defining what is strategy can sometimes pose a challenge, as there 
seems to be as many definitions of strategy as there are sources defining it (Niven, 2002). 
Kaplan and Norton (2004) work with a hierarchy which sees the Balanced Scorecard as a 
step in a continuum that describes what value is and how it is created. The hierarchy is: 
Mission ?  Values ?  Vision ?  Strategy ?  Strategy Map ?  Balanced Scorecard ?  
Targets and Initiatives ?  Personal Objectives ?  Strategic Outcomes: 
 

o Mission: The mission is the organization’s reason for existence, frequently 
captured by a mission statement. 

o Values: Describes timeless principles and core values that guide the organization, 
i.e. what is important to the organization. 

o Vision: Describes where the organization wants to go in the future. A vision 
statement describes what the organization wants to become, usually in a five to 
fifteen year perspective. 

o Strategy: Is the game plan of how to achieve the Vision. 
o Strategy Map: Is a visual tool, developed by Kaplan and Norton (2004) to map 

and translate the strategy into the Balanced Scorecard. Niven (2002) talks about 
Performance Objectives as a means of focusing the strategy to describe what must 
be done well in order to execute the organization’s strategy. 

o Balanced Scorecard: Ties the above together with measures and focus. 
o Targets and Initiatives: Sets the levels and goals of what the organization needs 

to achieve. 
o Personal Objectives: Sets the levels and goals of what the individual needs to 

achieve. 
o Strategic Outcomes: Satisfied Shareholders, Delighted Customers, Efficient and 

Effective Processes and Motivated and Prepared Workforce. 
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Breaking down strategy. Source: Kaplan and Norton (2004) 

4.7 Setting Targets and Prioritizing Initiatives 
Simons (2000) argues that goals and objectives can be made actionable only when 
measurement is attached to any set of aspirations. A target is something which denotes a 
desired level of accomplishment against which actual results can be measured (Simons, 
2000). Targets make the results derived from measurement meaningful and tell the 
organization whether performance is good or not. As an example, an on-time delivery 
percentage of 65% does not give an indication of good or bad performance until it is 
compared to a desired result (Niven, 2002). Targets can be set in a number of ways, 
based on historical performance, customer feed back, industry averages and 
benchmarking are some examples. Niven (2002) distinguishes between three types of 
targets: Long-Term Targets (Big Hairy Audacious Goals –BHAGs), Midrange Targets: 
Stretch Goals and Short Term: Incremental Targets.  
 

o Long-Term: The idea behind BHAGs is that they constitute a method of shaking 
up organizations by throwing them a monumental challenge which is extremely 

Mission 
Why We Exist 

Values 
What’s Important to Us 

Vision 
What We Want to Be 

Strategy 
Our Game Plan 

Strategy Map 
Translate the Strategy 

Balanced Scorecard 
Measure and Focus 

Targets and Initiatives 
What We Need to Do 

Personal Objectives 
What I Need to Do 

Strategic Outcomes 

 Satisfied  
Shareholders 

Delighted 
Customers 

Efficient and 
Effective 

Motivated and 
Prepared 
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difficult to achieve and will require considerable effort, beyond business as usual. 
Achieving Long-Term Targets may take between 10 and 30 years, but they are 
strategic as they are seen as a way of not sacrificing long-term results for the sake 
of short-term gains. Examples of BHAGs are Presidtent Kennedy’s proclamation 
to put a man on the moon, or GE’s CEO Jack Welch’s ambitious goal of 
becoming number one, or two in every market the organization services, while 
exercising the speed and agility of a small enterprise. 

o Mid-Term: Whereas BHAGs are generally aimed for the organization as a whole, 
Stretch Goals are aimed to more specific activities and they have a somewhat 
shorter time horizon, usually between three and five years. An example of a 
Stretch Goal would be to increase customer loyalty from 40% to 75% over a three 
year period. 

o Short-Term: Incremental performance targets are frequently established on an 
annual basis, using measures from the Balanced Scorecard. The purpose is to 
gauge progress towards Stretch Goals and BHAGs. 

 
The targets can thus capture the Vision in the form of BHAGs which can then be broken 
down to Stretch Goals and Incremental Targets (Niven, 2002).  

4.8 Initiatives and actionplans 
Most organizations have no shortage of initiatives and projects at any given point in time. 
However, prioritizing and distributing resources between these initiatives pose a 
challenge to most organizations (Niven, 2002). Niven (2002) proposes that the Balanced 
Scorecard serves as a guide to answer the question: is the project or initiative strategic? 
Does it help to achieve overall organizational goals? He further argues that by mapping 
initiatives to measures in the Scorecard, they can be judged as strategic or not and by 
examining the cause-and-effect relationship, initiatives can be prioritized according to 
necessity. He concludes that it may be discovered that current projects are not strategic 
and then cancellation may be considered or that certain measures in the Scorecard lack 
initiatives to be realized and therefore new initiatives need be taken (Niven, 2002). 
 
Kaplan and Norton (1992) see the Balanced Scorecard as an enabler for organizations to 
integrate its strategic planning with its budgeting process. They argue that these processes 
frequently are separate and take place in different parts of the organizations: The budget 
is frequently, perhaps due to measurability, the more important subsequent document 
however its focus is usually entirely on financial measures and there is little linkage to 
the strategic plan. Through the cause and effect linkage of the Balanced Scorecard, 
strategic targets in the non-financial perspectives can be linked to the financial 
perspective, which facilitates and enables integration of the strategic planning and 
budgeting process (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). 

4.9 Strategic alignment and cascading the Balanced Scorecard 
In their book on strategic alignment, Kaplan and Norton (2006) describe how they 
frequently watch the eight-person shells racing up the Charles River, which separates 
Boston and Cambridge. Noticing that each shell contains strong and highly motivated 
athletes, the key to success is that they row in synchronism. If the rowers, no matter how 
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conditioned and well trained, would all have individual approaches to how to achieve 
success, e.g. in terms how many strokes per minutes is ideal and which course the shell 
should follow given certain wind and current speeds and directions, the end result would 
be disaster. Rowing at different speeds, in different directions could cause the shell not 
only to travel more slowly, but also off course and at worst capsize (Kaplan & Norton, 
2006). They argue that many organizations are like uncoordinated shells. There are 
competent and capable business units, but the efforts of individual business units are not 
coordinated and frequently conflicts over shared customers or resources arise and 
opportunities for higher performance are lost for failure of coordination (Kaplan & 
Norton, 2006). Kaplan and Norton (2006) propose that to create organizational alignment, 
Balanced Scorecards need to be created for all levels of the organization, from top to 
bottom, to ensure that all employees are pursuing goals that are consistent with, and lead 
to the achievement of the organization’s strategy. To derive value from this process, all 
the Scorecards must link back to- and be aligned with overall objectives. This process is 
known as cascading. While some of the measures may be the same throughout the entire 
organization, in most cases the lower-level Scorecards will include measures reflecting 
the specific opportunities and challenges faced at that level. The proposed hierarchy is to 
go from an organizational or highest level Scorecard, to business unit level, to department 
and group level, to team and personal level (Kaplan & Norton, 2006). Niven (2002) is of 
the opinion that many workers today are knowledge workers who are looking for 
meaning and contribution to form an integral part of their working lives. According to 
him, cascading the Balanced Scorecard to a personal level, provides employees with an 
opportunity not only to measure their own work but also see how it fits in with the 
strategy of the organization and how they are contributing to the overall objectives. He 
stresses that for successful cascading, all employees must possess a solid understanding 
of the objectives and measures that make up the highest level Scorecard, in order to see 
how their respective Scorecards fit in to the organization’s overall strategy (Niven, 2002). 

4.10 Communication 
“Without credible communication, and a lot of it, employee’s hearts and minds are never 
captured.” (Kotter, 1996, in Niven, 2002, p. 63) For a Balanced Scorecard 
implementation to be effective, Niven (2002) argues that it is essential to build awareness 
of the Balanced Scorecard at all levels of the organization and to provide education on 
measures and other Balanced Scorecard concepts such as strategy, cause and effect 
linkage and so forth. Achieving broad participation in the implementation of the 
Balanced Scorecard is time consuming yet advantageous: Broad participation leads to 
greater acceptance and understanding of the organization’s strategy and the individuals’ 
contribution and will therefore increase worker motivation (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). 
Kaplan and Norton (1996) further explain that communication and frequent use are 
essential to make the Balanced Scorecard able to guide day-to-day decision making. 
Besides developing a communication plan for the implementation of the Balanced 
Scorecard, subsequent, frequent reporting and easy access to the reports are essential to 
make the Scorecard an active strategic management tool (Niven, 2002).  
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4.11 Balanced Scorecard in non-profits 
Many theories and conceptual models are created for the private sector and these may be 
difficult to apply to the public sector or on non-profits, as they do not take into account 
the specific needs and conditions in these sectors (Drucker, 1990). Marc Jegers (2002) 
also notes that there is little written on the subject and there is a lack of both theoretical 
and empirical research on the matter. However, Kaplan and Norton (2001) argue that the 
Balanced Scorecard is suitable for- and can be adapted to the non-profit organization: As 
previously mentioned, the Balanced Scorecard was introduced as a counter measurement 
system to compensate for over-dependence on financial measures. When it comes to non-
profits, focus has rarely been on financial performance (Kaplan & Norton, 2001). Marc 
Jegers (2002) is another author who points out that for decades, active financial 
controlling has been of lower priority in the non-profit sector. Given this background, 
Kaplan and Norton (2001) argue that the Balanced Scorecard is suitable as a 
measurement and strategic management system for non-profits, though it needs to be 
adapted for their purposes. 

4.11.1 Adapting the Balanced Scorecard 
Though a non-profit operates under different parameters than those of the private sector 
organization, Kaplan and Norton (2001) insist that the Balanced Scorecard concepts work 
identically in both worlds, with a few notable exceptions: 
 

1) In the private sector, the customer is both the receiver of goods and/or services 
and the provider of income. In the non-profit, this is frequently not so. For the 
non-profit, the receiver of goods and/or services is frequently not the provider of 
income, i.e. there are donors and there are receivers. Therefore, it is suggested that 
the Customer Perspective be split into two perspectives: the Donor Perspective 
and the Receiver Perspective (Kaplan & Norton, 2001). 

 
2) According to Kaplan and Norton (2001) financial measures are not as important 

for the non-profit as for the for-profit, in terms of realizing its vision. To reflect 
this, the organization’s mission is placed at the top of the Balanced Scorecard for 
the non-profit. The underlying perspectives, the Donor Perspective, the Receiver 
Perspective, the Internal Process Perspective and the Learning and Growth 
Perspective are then aligned with the mission (Kaplan & Norton, 2001). 
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MISSION

“To satisfy our customers, financial 
donors and mission, what business 
processes must we excel at?”

“To achieve our vision, how must our 
people learn, communicate and work 
together?”

“To achieve our vision, how must we 
look to our customers?”

“If we succeed, how will we look to 
our financial donors?”

MISSION

“To satisfy our customers, financial 
donors and mission, what business 
processes must we excel at?”

“To achieve our vision, how must our 
people learn, communicate and work 
together?”

MISSION

“To satisfy our customers, financial 
donors and mission, what business 
processes must we excel at?”

“To achieve our vision, how must our 
people learn, communicate and work 
together?”

“To achieve our vision, how must we 
look to our customers?”

“If we succeed, how will we look to 
our financial donors?”

“To achieve our vision, how must we 
look to our customers?”

“If we succeed, how will we look to 
our financial donors?”

 
 
The non-profit Scorecard. Source: Kaplan & Norton (2001) 
 
Just like the private sector Balanced Scorecard, the perspectives of the non-profit can be 
adjusted to fit the organization (Kaplan & Norton, 2001). As the non-profits form a rather 
heterogeneous sector, the Balanced Scorecards are likely to look very different depending 
on the organization’s activities: some non-profits have chosen to adopt the original 
Balanced Scorecard for their organization whereas others have divided their focus 
differently (Bean & Jarnagin, 2002). Regina Herzlinger (2000) proposes a different 
approach. She suggests the non-profit focuses on a set of four groups of organization 
stakeholders, in order to get an overall performance overview. The stakeholder groups 
are: Donors, Receivers, Employees and the General Public (Herzinger, 2000).  

4.11.2 Implementing the Balanced Scorecard in the non-profit 
organization 
John Sawhill and David Williamson (2001) argue that many non-profits have difficulties 
measuring progress in terms of realizing the organization’s vision. As opposed to private 
sector organizations, non-profits are likely not to measure progress in financial terms. 
There are however measures for denoting overall organizational progress. According to 
Sawhill and Williamson (2001), non-profits should focus on three areas: 
 

o Measuring how efficiently the organization is using and mobilizing resources 
o Measuring the efficiency of employees 
o Measuring how the organization is progressing in achieving its vision 
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It is likely that the two first focus areas are already being measured, e.g. in terms of 
number of members, fund raising performance and performance measures divided by 
employee numbers. However, finding performance measures for the third focus area is 
frequently more challenging (Sawhill & Williamson, 2001). 
 
Kaplan and Norton (2001) confirm that the non-profit sector seems to have acquired a 
more operational than strategic adaptation of the Balanced Scorecard. They found that 
early implementations of Balanced Scorecards in non-profits were mostly geared toward 
operational issues, e.g. increasing process efficiency. The non-profits would apply their 
current strategy and use the Scorecard to achieve its strategy more efficiently by 
improving processes and reducing cost. The Scorecards that were used were therefore not 
strictly speaking Balanced Scorecards as strategic focus on customer and value 
proposition in terms of goods and services provided were not included. However, Kaplan 
and Norton (2001) argue that it is possible to create a truly strategic Balanced Scorecard 
for the non-profit which will not only focus on operational issues but the other strategic 
perspectives as well. 
 
In order to achieve a more strategic adaptation of the Balanced Scorecard, Sawhill and 
Williamson (2001) propose that the non-profit tries to make its vision as concrete as 
possible, defining it as narrowly as possible. This will facilitate finding measures, 
however they also warn not to make the vision simplistic and the definition too narrow as 
this poses a risk of mere symptoms being addressed as opposed to the underlying cause 
of whatever issue the organization is addressing. To illustrate, they give an example: the 
vision of America’s Second Harvest was to “feed the hungry”. The chosen performance 
measure was distribution of food. The organization soon realized that measuring 
distribution only addressed a symptom as opposed to the underlying cause. America’s 
Second Harvest thus changed its vision to “ending hunger in the United States”. However, 
finding measures for this vision is somewhat more complex (Sawhill & Williamson, 
2001). Sawhill and Williamson (2001) propose establishing “micro-level goals” which 
will incrementally lead to achieving the overall strategic goals of the organization. This is 
reminiscent of creating short-term, mid-term and long-term targets for the Balanced 
Scorecard. 

4.11.3 Implementation challenges in non-profits 
When implementing the Balanced Scorecard in non-profits, Niven (2002) raises a 
warning finger. According to him, management in the non-profits need to exert 
proportionately more effort and communication when implementing the Balanced 
Scorecard, compared to their counterparts in the private sector. He continues to argue that 
in the public sector, there is frequently a distrust against private sector spawned solutions. 
Similarly, the non-profit sector shares this distrust and, in addition, many of its 
employees have little experience of- or exposure to similar efforts. According to Niven 
(2002), lack of knowledge and potential distrust can create a void which can be filled 
with negative perceptions of the measurement effort. Negative perception can manifest 
itself in insistence that a performance measurement initiative is time consuming and will 
drain resources from essential projects, which renders the effort unworthy of attention. 
Constant communication is the only way through which non-profit employees will 
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understand and embrace the project (Niven, 2002). Niven (2002) goes on to describe the 
non-profit sector as often characterized by involvement and group decision making. 
According to him, this characteristic is both beneficial to an implementation initiative, 
but it may also pose a risk: while group involvement and decision making is a great way 
of creating acceptance and buy-in, there is a risk that over-involvement and an overall 
effort to please all involved will lead to inefficient compromises and diffusion of 
responsibility. The organizational leaders must encourage input and exchange of ideas, 
while also making clear that they own the Scorecard and will make the final decision on 
what measures are critical to the organization’s ability to meet its mission (Niven, 2002). 

4.12 Criticism of the Balanced Scorecard 
Hanne Noerreklitt (2000) of Aarhus School of Business argues that what makes the 
Balanced Scorecard different from other performance management models, is the cause 
and effect relationship behind the measures and perspectives. According to Noerreklitt 
(2000), Kaplan and Norton assume that measures in the Learning and Growth Perspective 
drive measures in the Internal Process Perspective, which drive measures in the Customer 
Perspective which drive measures in the Financial Perspective. Investigating the cause 
and effect relationship between the Customer Perspective and Financial Perspective, 
Noerreklitt (2000) finds that the relationship is often weak and difficult to prove and she 
is also critical of Kaplan and Norton’s lack of definition of what is cause and what is 
effect. Noerreklitt (2000) argues that the weak definition of cause and effect, the 
trademark differentiator of the Balanced Scorecard, undermines the model as a whole. 
Noerreklitt (2000) further criticizes the lack of important organizational stakeholders, e.g. 
suppliers, in the Balanced Scorecard. She argues that even though Kaplan and Norton 
have suggested that other perspectives be added to the model, that these have not been 
taken into account in the cause and effect relationship of the Balanced Scorecard 
(Noerreklitt, 2000). Noerreklitt is not alone to criticize the Balanced Scorecard in this 
respect, Mooraj, Stella et al (1999) also point out that such important stakeholders cannot 
be left out of a strategic management tool, especially with the current focus on supply-
chain-management. 
 
The implementation method of the Balanced scorecard is also criticized for being too top-
down. A top-down driven implementation, usually excludes the involvement of the full 
organization and subsequently the broad organizational buy-in and motivation. Not 
involving the full organization is also listed as one of the most frequent reasons for 
unsuccessful Balanced Scorecard implementation (Noerreklitt, 2000). Instead, a 
combination of top-down and bottom-up should be used to implement the Balanced 
Scorecard, to ensure its level of organizational buy-in and its efficacy as a management 
strategy tool (Mooraj, Stella et al, 1999). 
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5 Empirical Findings 
In this section, the empirical findings, based on primary and secondary data, have been 
segmented into three parts. First, to give the reader a background of the organization of 
the case study, the empirical findings section starts out with a brief presentation of 
UNICEF and UNICEF SD. Second, the organization’s mission, strategy and 
measurement system are presented. This presentation is mainly qualitative in nature, is 
based on the semi structured interviews, annual reports and procedural documentation, 
and it roughly follows the hierarchical steps of Kaplan and Norton’s figure of how to 
break down strategy, in: 4.6 Translating Strategy. Third, the survey results are presented 
which is a form of quantitative assessment of the qualitative information presented in the 
second part of the empirical findings.  

5.1 UNICEF 
UNICEF was created in December, 1946, by the United Nations General Assembly. The 
purpose of the organization was to provide food, clothing and health care to the children 
of a war-torn, post World War II Europe. In 1953, the UN General Assembly extended 
UNICEF’s mandate indefinitely and UNICEF is now a permanent part of the United 
Nations system. Since then, the organization has passed some significant milestones such 
as the 1959 Declaration of the Rights of Children, receiving the Nobel Peace Prize in 
1965 and the 1989 Convention on the Rights of Children (www.unicef.org). 
 
Today, UNICEF is primarily focusing on five areas: Child survival and development, 
Basic education and gender equality, Child protection, HIV/AIDS and children, and 
Policy advocacy and partnerships for children’s rights (www.unicef.org). UNICEF relies 
on both volunteer work and employed staff and is active in some 190 countries through 
country programs and National Committees (www.unicef.org). 
 
To manage all of the above, UNICEF relies on donations and contributions from 
governments, the private sector, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and inter-
organizational arrangements. In 2007, the total income for UNICEF was USD $3.013 
million (UNICEF Annul Report 2007). 

5.2 UNICEF Supply Division (SD) 
In the Evaluation of UNICEF’s Supply Function, the Accenture Developmen Partnerhisp 
(ADP) defined “Supply Function” as series of, mainly supply chain management related, 
core business processes: planning, procurement, logistics, monitoring and evaluation and 
capacity building (The Evaluation of UNICEF’s Supply Function ). In essence, the 
Supply Function serves to get the right product at the lowest possible price to the right 
place, in the right time. The products vary from vaccines, to mosquito nets, to sanitary 
products, to education kits, to toys. The UNICEF Supply Function is spread across a 
network of offices, including 157 Country Offices, three regional offices in Bangkok, 
Dakar and Nairobi and a central headquarters, UNICEF SD, which is located in 
Copenhagen. UNICEF SD employs approximately 230-250 staff, including temporary 
staff, in Copenhagen and 10 staff in UNICEF HQ in New York. Staff is divided into two 
layers: International Professionals (IP) and General Service (GS). IP staff are recruited 
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internationally and tend to have management and supervisory functions. GS staff are 
recruited locally and tend to have operational or assistant functions. Besides being the 
central headquarters of the UNICEF Supply Function, UNICEF SD also houses the 
Procurement Services, which is a business offering by which governments, other UN-
agencies and NGOs can employ UNICEF SD’s procurement expertise, for commodities 
which are in line with UNICEF’s strategic objectives, in return for a handling fee. The 
UNICEF Supply Division organizational structure is based on eleven centers (The 
Evaluation of UNICEF’s Supply Function): 
 

Director’s Office 
(DO)

Immunization 
Center

(IC)

Water Sanitation 
Education Center

(WSEC)

HIV/Health Center
(HHC)

The Logistics 
Center
(TLC)

Procurement 
Services Center

(PSC)

Operative Centers

Human Resource 
Center
(HRC)

InformationTech-
nology Center

(ITC)

Finance,  
Management and 

Administration 
Center
(FMAC)

Supporting Centers

Quality 
Assurance 

Center
(QAC)

Contracting 
Center

(CC)

Normative Centers

Immunization 
Center

(IC)

Water Sanitation 
Education Center

(WSEC)

HIV/Health Center
(HHC)

The Logistics 
Center
(TLC)

Procurement 
Services Center

(PSC)

Operative Centers

Immunization 
Center

(IC)

Water Sanitation 
Education Center

(WSEC)

HIV/Health Center
(HHC)

The Logistics 
Center
(TLC)

Procurement 
Services Center

(PSC)

Immunization 
Center

(IC)

Water Sanitation 
Education Center

(WSEC)

HIV/Health Center
(HHC)

The Logistics 
Center
(TLC)

Procurement 
Services Center

(PSC)

Operative Centers

Human Resource 
Center
(HRC)

InformationTech-
nology Center

(ITC)

Finance,  
Management and 

Administration 
Center
(FMAC)

Supporting Centers

Human Resource 
Center
(HRC)

InformationTech-
nology Center

(ITC)

Finance,  
Management and 

Administration 
Center
(FMAC)

Human Resource 
Center
(HRC)

InformationTech-
nology Center

(ITC)

Finance,  
Management and 

Administration 
Center
(FMAC)

Supporting Centers

Quality 
Assurance 

Center
(QAC)

Contracting 
Center

(CC)

Normative Centers

Quality 
Assurance 

Center
(QAC)

Contracting 
Center

(CC)

Quality 
Assurance 

Center
(QAC)

Contracting 
Center

(CC)

Normative Centers

 
 
For a description of each individual center, please refer to Appendix 4. 

5.3 UNICEF Supply Division’s Mission 
All of the senior staff interviewed, described UNICEF SD’s mission as supporting the 
UNICEF programs in the field. The support consists mainly of providing supplies, 
through procurement but also gradually more in supporting the country office 
procurement with knowledge and expertise in the supply and procurement process. This 
reflects what is stated in the 2008-2009 Office Management Plan (OMP) of UNICEF SD:  
 
“Supply Division’s central function is to support programmes with supplies that 
contribute to the objectives of the MTSP and MDG’s and help to meet UNICEF’s Core 
Commitments for Children in emergencies by providing rapid response to emergency 
supply and logistics needs.” (OFFICE MANAGEMENT PLAN, 2008-2009, SUPPLY 
DIVISION, p.1) 

5.4 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) 
After a three day summit of world leaders at the headquarters of the United Nations, the 
General Assembly adopted the Millennium Declaration on September 8th, 2000. As part 
of the Millenium Declaration, the MDGs were adopted. The MDGs are eight 
development goals which the 189 UN member states have committed to achieving by the 
year 2015. These goals are: 
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1) Eradicate extreme poverty & hunger 
2) Achieve universal primary education 
3) Promote gender equality and empower women 
4) Reduce child mortality 
5) Improve maternal health 
6) Combat HIV/Aids, Malaria and other diseases 
7) Ensure environmental sustainability 
8) Develop a global partnership for development 

 
Each goal has a subset of targets to achieve the overall goal (www.un.org). 

5.5 Medium Term Strategic Plan (MTSP) 
The MTSP is a document which outlines UNICEF’s strategy. It positions UNICEF to 
contribute to the MDGs and other key commitments for children. 

5.6 Office Management Plan (OMP) – UNICEF SD’s Strategy 
The OMP is the document which describes the Supply strategy and contains the strategic 
objectives of the Supply Function and UNICEF SD. It is usually re-valued and re-written 
on a biennial basis, an exercise which coincides with the planning of the biennial budget 
for the organization. Both documents, the OMP and budget proposal, are submitted to 
UNICEF head quarters in New York for approval. The interviewees described the 
exercise as a participative process where all centers submit ideas and proposals which are 
discussed at a senior management level. The process is headed by the DO which also has 
final say on the OMP and biennial budget. The 2008-2009 OMP describes the 
undertaking of the 2008-2009 to be to “… Refocus the Supply Function on strategic-
essential supplies; improve delivery performance, ensure programme-supply integration, 
promote product innovation and ensure emergency response.” (OFFICE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN, 2008-2009, SUPPLY DIVISION, p.1). The OMP describes 
seventeen specific initiatives, or strategies, which will be used to implement the 
undertaking. The seventeen strategies are categorized under five so called “organizational 
shifts”. They are: 
 
Shift 1: Sharpen Programme Focus, Formulation & Strategy 
 

o 1.1 Utilize country situation analysis as a tool for strategic thinking and continued 
learning on level of engagement. 

o 1.2 Focus on Strategic-essential Supplies and provision of expertise. 
o 1.3 Employ Category Management. 
o 1.4 Streamline and make more strategic the product forecasting (supply planning) 

process. 
o 1.5 After creating the tools and architecture, conduct fit-for-purpose o strategic-

essential supplies. 
  
Shift 2: Realign Structures & Systems to Deliver Quality Results 
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o 2.1 Delivering quality results by ensuring the right distribution of staff, 
competencies and work processes. 

o 2.2 Help ensure profiles of Regional Offices focus on support, oversight and 
quality assurance of country level procurement and logistics. 

o 2.3 Provide improved technical assistance to Country Offices and Governments 
on strategic-essential supplies, supply chain issues and ensure programme-supply 
integration in programme design and planning, technical assistance and 
innovation. 

 
Shift 3: Position UNICEF as a Global Knowledge Leader for Children 
 

o 3.1 Define UNICEF comparative advantage in, and support the building of, 
capacity of government counterparts of supply knowledge, procurement and 
logistics. 

o 3.2 Promote targeted innovation for children through products, technology and 
programming. 

o 3.3 Capture, disseminate and promote best practices and ensure cross fertilization 
across sectors, countries and partners on supply chain issues. 

 
Shift 4: Enhance Partnerships for Resources & Results 
 

o 4.1 Provide Procurement Services in effective and efficient manner and consistent 
with Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. 

o 4.2 Engage PSD and support their work with the private sector on Corporate 
Social Responsibility 

 
Shift 5: Manage for Performance 
 

o 5.1 Establish a Supply Chain Community including HQ, RO & CO staff. 
o 5.2 With ITD, implement e-business solutions (in SRM, CRM, biometrics for 

internal processes). 
o 5.3 Establish and resource a change management support structure to help with 

implementation of SFE, BPR, OR and other organizational changes. 
o 5.4 Develop and refine results management tools and mechanisms and 

institutionalize their use. 
 
In addition to the above, the 2008-2009 OMPn states that cross-cutting work to lead and 
shape UN coherence on supply chain issues to ensure delivery of results for children will 
be made. The OMP also states that staff performance and moral of the global supply 
operation are essential to the achievement of results and will be promoted by a number of 
listed initiatives. (OFFICE MANAGEMENT PLAN, 2008-2009, SUPPLY DIVISION) 

5.7 Office Work Plan (OWP) 
If the OMP describes strategy on a divisional level, the OWP describes strategy at the 
center level. When the OMP has been finalized, the OWP are re-valued and re-written to 
support the realization of the OMP. The OWP may therefore contain some of the same 
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elements as the OMP, but it frequently also contains center-specific strategies for 
activities which fall outside the scope of the OMP. The responsibility for creating the 
OWP, lies with each individual center. One of the interviewees was hesitant to call the 
objectives in that interviewees center’s OWP strategic. Instead, the interviewee made a 
distinction between supportive functions and strategic functions, and as the center of the 
interviewee was viewed as supportive, not strategic.  

5.8 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 
UNICEF SD does not use the term balanced scorecard, or scorecard. Instead, the 
organization reports on a collection of KPIs. Individual centers have their own KPIs or 
other performance indicators which are not part of the divisional KPIs and are mainly 
used for internal purposes. Unless otherwise indicated, the interviewee feedback below 
refers to the divisional KPIs.  

5.8.1 Background 
As far back as all interviewees could remember, UNICEF SD had always been reporting 
on some performance measures in conjunction with the submission of the OMP to 
headquarters in New York. The initiative to select additional measures and refer to them 
as KPIs appears to have been taken some time between 1998 and 2001 and was made to 
address on-time delivery performance. Though one of the interviewees expressed that the 
KPIs were not related to the UNICEF SD strategy, most interviewees indicated that the 
KPIs supported, if not fully, then at least parts of the UNICEF SD strategy. One of the 
interviewees explained that though there is room for improvement, special effort had 
been made to link the most recent set of KPIs, the 2008-2009 version, to the OMP. 

5.8.2 Measures & Targets 
UNICEF SD has a set of twelve indicators to measure division performance. Each 
measure has been assigned an owner center, a definition, a target and reporting frequency. 
Asked why these twelve measures had been selected to gauge division performance, 
interviewee answers varied somewhat: One interviewee described the measures of the 
KPIs as being strategic for the whole division and that measures which were too center  
specific had been rejected. One interviewee described the measures as a combination of 
historical remnants, i.e. measures that had always been reported on, and newer ones 
which had come out of the OMP discussions. A common theme among the interviewees 
was that the KPIs measured the most important processes of the organization. Most 
interviewees also agreed on that on-time delivery was the most important measure. 
Answers also varied with regards to how the targets were set. While a few interviewees 
had specific knowledge on how the targets were set on certain measures, a majority of the 
interviewees said they did not know how the targets were set or guessed that historical 
performance or benchmarking were used, but they were unsure. The measures and targets, 
owner center and frequency of reporting are illustrated on the KPI table:  
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JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN

Owner 
Centre Indicator and target 

Frequency             
M= Monthly                   

Q= 
Quarterly

Score Score Score Score Score Score

1 TLC 100% rapid response orders shipped within 
48 hours of sales order release. M 44% 44% n/a 100% 59% 16%

2 DO and 
CO

85% of global throughput is for strategic-
essential supplies Q

CC 63% 38% 46% 39% 71% 83%

HHC 68% 72% 76% 85% 68% 79%

IC 45% 82% 82% 73% 77% 86%

WSEC 27% 57% 29% 65% 75% 86%

TLC 73% 73% 85% 67% 68% 66%

SD 60% 69% 75% 69% 69% 74%

CC 57% 70% 77% 77% 50% 72%

HHC 76% 67% 77% 73% 70% 79%

IC 74% 66% 82% 84% 80% 78%

WSEC 43% 62% 94% 69% 20% 91%

SD 64% 66% 84% 77% 58% 80%

5 TLC 95% of all orders picked by freight 
forwarders are delivered on-time Q

6 DO Achieve the MTSP projected value of 
Procurement Services: $500M by 2009 M $56.1 $83.2 $160.4 $196.8 $354.5 $388.7

7 HHC
Increase inspection of goods on arrival by 
consignee: 80% of ARVs' shipments to be 
inspected 

Q

8 IC
Increase inspection of goods on arrival,  by 
consignee: 80% of vaccine shipments to be 
inspected 

Q

9 QAC 
80% of complaints processed within 25 
working days from date complaint was 
received

Q

10 HRC
90% recruitment of GS staff to be 
completed within 8 weeks from date of 
advertisement

M n/a 13% 50% 50% 50% 100%

11 HRC 90% recruitment of IP staff to be completed 
within 4 months from date of advertisement M 0% 60% 0% 100% 0% 0%

12 DO 100% of audit recommendations to SD 
implemented on time Q

Definition / Required Follow-up:
Target was met. 
Target was not met, but within 80% of target (eg, if target is 80%, then .80 x.80 ~ 65%). Centre to review.
Target was not met, and not within 80% of target. Centre Chief to provide review to DO.

85% 85%

10% 8%

47% 53%

13% 28%

85%

3
95% of international procurement orders 
delivered at port of entry at or within agreed 
upon TAD

M

4 95% of all international supplier deliveries 
are delivered on-time

M                         
POs without 

Shipping 
notification

98% 96%

 
 
Not all centers own division level KPIs. If DO is seen as an operational center, the 
operational centers account for nine of the twelve KPIs. However, CC, one of the 
normative centers does have co-ownership in KPIs three and four. 

5.8.3 Performance and monitoring 
The measures in the KPIs have been assigned stop light colors to indicate current 
performance level: Green indicates that the target was met, yellow that the target was not 
met but that performance is within 80% of the target value and that the center should 
review the current performance level, red indicates that the target was not met and was 
not within 80% of the target value and that the center chief will need to review with the 
DO. When asked what incentive there was to achieve the KPI targets, two interviewees 
mentioned praise and recognition while the other interviewees said that there is no 
incentive and one indicated that achieving the targets is what is expected, while another 
said that only striving for the target is the objective. Regarding disincentives for not 
reaching targets, all interviewees mentioned the quarterly review with the DO in which 
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non-performance had to be reviewed and explained. Beyond the review, most 
interviewees did not know of any disincentive. One of the interviewees described 
UNICEF SD’s role in helping women and children as both the best incentive and 
disincentive: meeting the targets helped more women and children while not meeting the 
targets, e.g. on-time delivery, could be disastrous for women and children affected by 
catastrophes. 
 
Looking at the overall performance in the first half of 2008, two KPIs are consistently 
green: KPI number two and twelve. However, the performance level of KPI twelve is 
85% whereas the target value is 100%. It is not clear why the target is considered met. 
The remaining KPIs are mainly red, except KPI five which is yellow in the first quarter, 
KPIs three and four which are yellow, mainly in the months of March and June, and KPIs 
one and ten which are green in the months of April and June respectively. KPI six is not 
colored according to performance: 

5.8.4 Implementation and Outcome 
According to the interviews, initially, data availability for performance measures was 
limited in the organization which meant that reporting was time consuming and the data 
quality was at times low. However, with increased data availability, reporting on the KPIs 
became more timely and accurate. Perhaps as a result of this, in combination with an 
increased focus on the KPIs from the side of management, according to the interviewees, 
initial resistance in the staff towards the KPIs seems to have subsided and, like 
management, staff has found the KPIs to be a useful diagnostic tool for in-house 
processes. According to the interviewees, the implementation of the KPIs in their current 
format has been successful as staff is now more aware of performance and has a 
diagnostic tool with which to measure their performance. Some of the interviewees also 
argue that performance has indeed improved since the implementation of the KPIs.  

5.9 Performance Evaluation Report (PER) 
The PER is a document which contains both the individual’s work plan, including 
objectives and targets and the performance evaluation. The process of establishing the 
individual annual work plan is to be initiated at the beginning of the reporting period 
where supervisor and staff will list the key assignments and objectives planned for the 
period. The staff and supervisor are to review the office and center work plans and 
identify link to the individual work plan. The staff and supervisor are also to discuss and 
agree on the specific learning activities to support the enhancement of performance. After 
this, a minimum of two formal performance monitoring discussions and work-plan 
reviews are to take place before the annual performance evaluation that should take place 
at the end of the reporting period (An 11-step Approach to Performance Planning and 
Evaluation: Job Aid). Answers from the interviewees varied with regards to connection 
between the KPIs and the PERs. Some indicated that there was no connection between 
the two, while some could see a certain level of connection between the KPIs and the 
PERs while seeing an even stronger connection between the office work plans and the 
PERs.  
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5.10 Survey Results 
90 people visited and 47 people in UNICEF SD completed the online survey. Counting 
DO as an operational center, 27 respondents were from operational centers leaving 20 
responses from non-operational centers. The center with the most respondents was IC, 
where 12 staff completed the survey. In the overall survey, 18 of the respondents were IP 
staff, while 29 were GS staff. The survey consisted of statements to which the 
respondents were given the options to strongly agree, agree, somewhat agree, neither 
agree or disagree, somewhat disagree, disagree or strongly disagree. The seven options 
were given scores from one for “strongly agree” to seven for “strongly disagree”. An 
option for “don’t know/no opinion “ was also included, however it was not scored and 
reported on separately. Based on this scale, averages were calculated for the whole 
division, as well as for operational centers compared to non-operational centers and IP 
staff compared to GS staff. The table below summarizes the average response for the 
whole organization and displays the number of “no opinion/don’t know” as well as the 
percentage rate of “don’t know/no opinion” compared to total number of answers. The 
corresponding tables for GS staff compared to IP staff and operational centers compared 
to non-operational centers can be found in Appendix 2. 
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AllHouse

Response 
Average

Number of 
Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

% Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion of 
total 
responses

Division Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the OMP of UNICEF SD are. 2.61 1 2.13%
I know how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.87 1 2.13%
Achieving the goals of the OMP contributes to achieving the goals of the 
MDGs. 2.34 3 6.38%
The KPIs reflect the goals of the OMP of UNCIEF SD. 3.17 1 2.13%
The KPIs reflect how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 3.22 1 2.13%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs enables UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of 
the OMP. 3.02 2 4.26%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs inhibits UNICEF SD to achieve the 
goals of the OMP. 3.00 2 4.26%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrate that UNICEF SD has achieved 
the goals of the OMP. 3.76 2 4.26%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrates that UNICEF SD has not 
achieved the goals of the OMP. 3.67 2 4.26%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.28 0 0.00%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.75 3 6.38%
I have received formal or informal training on the KPIs. 4.38 0 0.00%
I understand how UNICEF SD's KPIs are measured. 3.45 0 0.00%
I understand how the KPIs which are relevant to me are measured. 2.89 1 2.13%

Center Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the Office Workplan of my center are. 2.49 2 4.26%
I know how my center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 2.78 1 2.13%
My center has (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures). 2.66 3 6.38%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect the 
goals of my center's Office Workplan. 3.19 4 8.51%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect how the 
center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.26 5 10.64%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  enables my center to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.02 6 12.77%
Not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  inhibits my center to achieve the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.44 6 12.77%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  demonstrate that my center has achieved the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.37 6 12.77%
Not meeting the targets of of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  demonstrates that my center has not achieved the 
goals of the Office Workplan. 3.80 6 12.77%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs 
(or other performance measures) . 3.63 6 12.77%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) 
KPIs (or other performance measures) . 4.00 6 12.77%
My center contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.22 2 4.26%
I can see a connection between my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures) and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 2.83 5 10.64%

Individual Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of my Workplan are. 1.98 2 4.26%
I have a plan for how to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.46 1 2.13%
My PER reflects the goals of my Workplan. 2.57 3 6.38%
My PER reflects how I plan to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.95 3 6.38%
Meeting the targets of my PER enables me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 2.49 4 8.51%
Not meeting the targets of my PER inhibits me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 3.14 4 8.51%
Meeting the targets of my PER demonstrate that I have achieved the goals 
of my Workplan. 2.65 4 8.51%
Not meeting the targets of my PER demonstrates that I have not achieved 
the goals of my Workplan. 3.19 4 8.51%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my PER. 3.28 4 8.51%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my PER. 3.88 5 10.64%
My work contributes to my center to achieve the goals of the Office 
Workplan. 2.00 2 4.26%
My work contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.11 2 4.26%
I can see a connection between my PER and my center's (internal) KPIs (or 
other performance measures). 3.23 7 14.89%
I can see a connection between my PER and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 3.29 6 12.77%  
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On average, regarding awareness of strategic objectives, or goals as they are referred to in 
the survey, and plans of how to achieve these strategic objectives, the respondents agreed 
more strongly to being aware of individual objectives and plans and then less and less 
strongly as the goals and plans moved first to the level of the respondent’s center and 
then to the division as a whole. As the organizational perspective grows, awareness of 
objectives and strategies is lower. IP staff consistently agreed more strongly to having 
awareness of goals and plans on all organizational levels than did GS staff and IP staff 
had significantly less “don’t know/no opinion” compared to GS staff. With the exception 
of awareness of individual goals, the same can be said for operational centers compared 
to non-operational centers.  
 
On average, responses on the awareness of goals and plans varied from an average of 
“agree”, on the individual level to being close to “somewhat agree” on the divisional 
level. Compared to awareness of goals and plans, the respondents agreed less strongly to 
if the goals and plans to achieve those goals are reflected in the performance 
measurement systems at division, center and personal level. On average, the respondents 
seemed to perceive a stronger reflection between individual goals and plans and the 
individual performance measurement system than those at the center and divisional level. 
For the center and division level, answers averaged between “somewhat agree” and 
“neither agree or disagree” whereas responses on the individual level averaged between 
“agree” and “somewhat agree”.  
 
Respondents agreed more strongly to seeing reaching the targets of the individual PER as 
an enabler to reaching the goals set in the PER, than those of the center OWP or the 
division’s OMP. The respondents were less inclined to seeing failure to reach the targets 
as having an inhibiting effect on reaching the overall goals of their PERs. IP staff tend to 
lean towards disagreeing to equating reaching the targets of the KPIs to reaching the 
goals of the OMP and conversely failing to reach the targets of the KPIs to failing to 
reach the goals of the OMP.  
 
As for awareness of individual goals being greater than those of the center and division, 
there also appears to be more of an incentive and disincentive for reaching respectively 
failing to reach set individual targets, than those of the centers and the division. Even so, 
the agreement to seeing incentives and disincentives for individual goals averaged 
between “neither agree or disagree” and “somewhat agree”.  
 
When asked about seeing connections between individual, center ad division goals and 
performance indicators, the respondents averaged between “agree” and “somewhat 
agree” to seeing connections between the center performance measures and those of the 
division, while averaging between “somewhat agree” and “neither agree or disagree” to 
seeing a connection between the individual performance measures and those of the 
division.  
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There was a higher proportion of “don’t know/no opinion” for center and personal level 
based statements than for division level based statements. The only statement which, for 
the full division, averaged into disagreement was that relating to training. The average 
response averaged between “neither agree or disagree” and “somewhat disagree” to 
having received formal or informal training on the KPIs. 
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6 Analysis 
In this section, analysis is made by comparing the empirical findings to the theoretical 
framework. 

6.1 Selection of Measures 
UNICEF SD does not refer to a Balanced Scorecard or Scorecard, but instead uses the 
term Key Performance Indicators, KPIs. The UNICEF SD KPIs consist of a set of twelve 
performance measures. Of the twelve performance measures, ten measure process 
performance, leaving two measures, KPIs two and six, to measure other areas. Kaplan 
and Norton (2001) confirmed that the non-profit sector seems to have acquired a more 
operational than strategic adaptation of the Balanced Scorecard and were more geared 
towards operational issues such as increasing process efficiency. This corresponds well to 
the selected set of measures of the UNICEF SD KPIs and to the feed back of the semi-
structured interviews in which a number of interviewees described the KPIs as an 
efficient diagnostic tool for e.g. identifying process bottlenecks. While the UNICEF SD 
KPIs thus may be an efficient tool to measure and improve processes, it also means that 
there are few or no measures for the other non-profit Balanced Scorecard perspectives 
such as the customer-, the donor- or the learning and growth perspective. Both critics, 
e.g. Noerreklit, and proponents of the Balanced Scorecard, argue that the linking of 
measures is one of the unique features of the Balanced Scorecard. As UNICEF SD’s 
KPIs focus almost exclusively on process performance, no such linking between 
perspectives is possible. Kaplan and Norton (1992) argued that an [private sector] 
organization which is using significant time and resources on improving internal 
processes, may effectively add little value if these improvements are not translated into 
improved financial performance. Similarly, it can be argued of the non-profit that process 
improvement alone is not of value if the process improvement is not carried over to the 
other Balanced Scorecard perspectives or accomplishment of the mission. If these other 
perspectives are not captured, the potential value add of process improvement cannot be 
measured. In addition, without measures for the learning and growth perspective, there 
are no enabling measures for how the process improvements are to be achieved.  
 
There are no financial performance measures in the UNICEF SD KPIs, which reflects 
Kaplan and Norton’s (2001) and Marc Jeger’s (2002) observation of low priority being 
given to financial performance or active financial controlling in the non-profits. 
According to Niven (2002), with the emergence of private charity and increased 
transparency in the non-profit segment, financial controlling and cost efficiency is 
becoming increasingly important to attract donors who are interested in the most bang for 
their donated buck and low administrative costs. 

6.2 Mapping Strategy to Measures 
According to the survey, the average employee agreed somewhat to the KPIs reflecting 
the strategic objectives of the OMP. As a complement to the survey, to analyze how the 
selected measures for the KPIs’ link to the organization’s strategy, a model which is 
similar to the Enterprise Value Map which is used by Deloitte Business Consulting, was 
used: A matrix listing the twelve KPIs on the horizontal axis and the seventeen strategies 
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of the OMP on the vertical axis, was created. At each intersection, at rating of the level of 
match between strategy and measure is given. The ratings are:  
 

o Full match: Where the measure corresponds completely to the strategy. E.g. if the 
strategy is to achieve market leadership and the measure is share of market, there 
is a full match between measure and strategy. 

o Substitute match: If the strategy in itself is not measurable or has many different 
possible measures, one may be chosen to represent the strategy. E.g. if the 
strategy is to achieve the highest quality product, pursuing quality may be defined 
as minimal deviation in the production line and this may be measured by e.g. 
standard deviation. 

o Partial match: If the strategy is two- or manifold and the measure only captures a 
portion of the strategy. E.g. if the strategy is to become the preferred supplier on 
both the retail and whole sail markets and the measure only captures one of the 
two markets.  

o Overlapping match: The measure may be capturing one aspect or outcome of 
pursuing the strategy, or there may be spill-overs between initiative and measure, 
but without direct causation or correlation. E.g. the strategic initiative is to 
become the market leader and the measure is customer satisfaction. While 
customer satisfaction may be an attributing factor to achieving market leadership, 
it does not measure actual market share and satisfaction or dissatisfaction does not 
necessarily indicate growth or loss of market share. The overlapping match 
between strategic initiative and measure can therefore be misleading. 

o No match: There is no match between the strategic initiative and measure. 
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“Focus on strategic-essential supplies” per se of strategy 1.2 of the OMP may be difficult 
to measure, but it may be likely that an increased focus leads to an increased throughput 
of strategic-essential supplies, which is why strategy 1.2, “Focus on Strategic-essential 
Supplies and provision of expertise.” has a substitute match with KPI 2, “85% of global 
throughput is for strategic-essential supplies.”.  
 
Providing procurement services in an effective manner may result in a projected value of 
$500M by 2009, as dictated by KPI 6, but reaching that value does not reflect if it was 
done in an efficient manner or consistent with the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. 
Therefore the match between strategy 4.1 and KPI 6, is seen as partial.  
 
Employing category management may cause the level of strategic-essential supplies 
throughput to increase, however the relation is not direct and therefore the match between 
strategy 1.3 and KPI 2 is overlapping. The same can be said of strategic initiative 1.4 and 
KPIs 3, 4 and 5: More efficient and strategic forecasting may result in better delivery 
performance, but the relationship between strategy and measure is not direct. A better 
matching KPI to strategy 1.4 would be to measure forecasting accuracy. Similarly, 
speedy recruitment may be helpful, but speed in- and of itself does not ensure delivery of 
quality results and it does not ensure the right distribution of staff, competencies and 
work processes. Therefore the match between strategy 2.1 and KPIs 10 and 11 is only 
overlapping.  
 
Overall, comparing the twelve KPIs to the seventeen strategies, there are 204 
intersections. Of these 204 intersections, there is thus one substitute match, one partial 
match and seven overlapping matches. There are four measures which have no matching 
links at all to the strategies of the OMP and there are eleven strategies which have no 
measures. This is partly due to the strategies being aimed at internal and external clients 
of the organization, such as country offices and governments, and there are no measures 
from the customer or donor perspectives. Given the fact that seven out of nine matches 
are overlapping, the linkage between measures and strategy must be said to be weak. The 
weak match between measure and strategy does not necessarily indicate that the measures 
are bad or irrelevant to the organization, however it indicates that the strategy is not 
reflected by the chosen measures and that strategic alignment as derived from using the 
measures is likely to be low.  

6.3 Targets and incentives 
Niven (2002) says that targets make the results derived from measurement meaningful 
and tell the organization whether performance is good or not. Looking at the performance 
levels of the KPIs between January and June 2008, performance appears to be mainly off 
target. From the interviews, it was clear that knowledge of the various target levels of the 
KPIs with regards to their basis, was low. Answers varied and some were guesses. The 
KPI which is viewed as the most important KPI in-house, KPI three which measures on-
time delivery and is divided by center, recently changed target value from 80% to 95%, 
however it was not clear to all interviewees why this increase had occurred. One of the 
interviewees explained the increase as a consequence of the older target having become 
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too easy to achieve, however performance between the centers varied considerably. The 
interviewee also explained that while some centers use mainly transport by air, which is 
fairly predictable and accurate, other centers rely mainly on sea transport, which is less 
predicable and accurate, yet they all have the same target for on-time delivery. UNICEF, 
as an organization, uses the SMART acronym (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, 
Realistic, Timed) as a guide for setting targets. To ensure that targets are attainable and 
realistic, it may facilitate setting them according to the conditions of the activity being 
measured. Knowledge about what the basis of the target is may also serve as a motivator 
to achieve the target. 
 
UNICEF is not an organization which distributes financial rewards or has a bonus system 
for performance. Knowing this, the words “incentive” and “disincentive” were 
deliberately used in both the semi-structured interviews and in the survey, to ask what 
sort of motivation there may be for achieving or avoid not achieving set targets. While 
quite a few of the interviewees said that there was no incentive for reaching targets, 
others mentioned praise and sense of accomplishment. For disincentive, the quarterly 
reviews with the DO for non-performance was mentioned but nothing beyond this and 
several interviewees indicated that enforcement of rules for consistent non-performance 
was weak. The survey responses also seemed to reflect somewhat vague connections 
between incentive and meeting the target and disincentive and not meeting the target. 
While they both average between “somewhat agree” and “neither agree or disagree”, the 
connections between disincentive and not meeting the target was weaker and closer to 
“neither agree or disagree” than that of incentive and meeting the target.  
 
Both Kaplan and Norton (1992) and Niven (2002) argue that linking rewards or 
incentives to performance is important. While bonuses and financial rewards are not at 
the disposal of UNICEF as an organization, other incentives, such as recognition and 
clarifying the benefits derived to the recipients of the work of the organization when 
reaching the targets, are available. In addition, there are several disincentives for non-
performance at the disposal of the organization. To strengthen performance behavior, it is 
equally important that the incentives and disincentives are well defined and known by the 
organization and that reinforcement is consistent. According to Niven (2002), continuous 
follow up, in combination with rewards, result in learning, adjustment of processes and 
prioritizations and at times vision. At each step, the Scorecard is used as the primary 
communication tool. 

6.4 Strategic alignment 
While the survey does not measure actual strategic alignment, it can be said to measure, 
to some extent, the perception of strategic alignment in the organization and to a larger 
extent the perception of strategic alignment within the performance management system 
of the organization. For the level of strategic alignment to be high in the organization, 
respondents would ideally agree strongly to having awareness of the strategic objectives 
not necessarily of the whole organization but at least on the individual level, knowing 
what the plan to achieve the objectives is and seeing the strategic objectives and plans to 
achieve the objectives reflected in their performance measures. They would also agree 
strongly to seeing incentives or disincentives for reaching or not reaching set 
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performance targets and they would see how their work contributes to the organization 
and would be able to see the connection between individual performance measures and 
those of their department, and those of the organization as a whole. While the average 
respondent “agreed” to knowing what their individual work goals were and to a lesser 
extent having a plan for how to achieve those goals, they agreed to an even lesser extent, 
between “agree” and “somewhat agree” that these goals and plans were reflected in their 
PER and were only able to partially agree, averaging between “somewhat agree” and 
“neither agree or disagree”, to seeing a connection between their individual performance 
measures and those of their center and those of the division. They also averaged between, 
“somewhat agree” and “neither agree or disagree”, for seeing incentives or disincentives 
for achieving individual targets. While the responses do not necessarily indicate that there 
is low strategic alignment within the organization, they indicate that the strategic 
alignment is not sufficiently reflected to- or perceived by the staff by/from the 
performance management system of the organization. There may be different underlying 
causes for this: 
 

1) Strategic alignment in the performance management system may actually be low, 
in which case it needs to be revised and adjusted. 

2) Strategic alignment in the performance management system may be high, 
however the alignment has not been sufficiently communicated or taught to the 
staff. 

3) A combination of 2) and 3) in which both the performance management system 
needs to be revised and adjusted and communication and training to staff need to 
be improved. 

 
Niven (2002) argues that management in non-profit organizations needs to exert more 
effort and more communication than their private sector counterparts. The relatively low 
reporting frequency, quarterly, and unfavorable survey response regarding training 
indicate that UNICEF SD needs to improve or increase communication and 
institutionalize training on the KPIs to make them a truly efficient performance 
management tool. The almost exclusive reliance on process based measures in the KPIs 
and the limited match between strategy and performance measures indicate that UNICEF 
SD can also improve its actual performance management system.  In addition, given the 
varying answers and interpretations of how the KPIs are to be used from the semi-
structured interviews, it is vital that management shares the same vision and 
interpretation of the performance management system in order to pass that vision on 
down in the organization. 

7 Discussion and Recommendations 

7.1 Discussion and answer to research question 
This thesis was written much as a consequence of a career change. Coming from the 
private sector, where profit and shareholder wealth dictate organizational decision 
making, the author grew curious about his new non-profit organization and how it went 
about measuring progress. Aligning the organization strategically, according to other 
objectives than profit and shareholder wealth, seemed more complex and difficult to 
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achieve. The theoretical framework and the subsequent empirical findings on UNICEF 
SD indicate that the challenges in this area are indeed greater for the non-profit 
organization than for its private sector counterpart:  
 
UNICEF SD has a scorecard which consists of historical remnant measures as well as 
newer measures which have been derived after composing the division’s two year 
strategy plan, also known as the OMP. Reflective of Kaplan and Norton’s (2001) 
assessment, UNICEF SD, like many other non-profits, has acquired an operational 
version of a scorecard: Ten of the twelve performance measures, measure process 
performance and thus strategically important perspectives such as customer, donor and 
learning and growth are missed out on. The Scorecard, or KPIs as they are referred to in 
UNICEF SD, is also used by management as a process diagnostic tool, e.g. to identify 
bottlenecks and areas for improvement, which further emphasizes the operational, rather 
than strategic performance management approach. 
 
Implementation of the KPIs seems to have gone relatively smoothly, according to the 
interviewees, and staff has come to accept and work towards the KPIs. However, Niven 
(2002) raised concerns about scorecard implementations in non-profits, which frequently 
are characterized by group decision making: while group involvement and decision 
making is a great way of creating acceptance and buy-in, there is a risk that over-
involvement and an overall effort to please all involved will lead to inefficient 
compromises and diffusion of responsibility. The relatively smooth implementation and 
speedy acceptance of the KPIs within UNICEF SD may suggest that such compromises 
were made. This may also be suggested by looking at the performance between January 
and June 2008, which is mainly off target, and taking into consideration the weak 
connection between both incentives and disincentives for performance and non-
performance respectively, as confirmed by both interviewees and the survey. 
 
In the non-profit version of the Balanced Scorecard, the Mission is at the top and by 
reaching targets in the related perspectives, the Mission is achieved. In UNICEF SD, it is 
not clear how the KPIs are linked to achieving the Mission. Though the survey reflects 
that there is a perception among the staff that the KPIs to some extent reflect the goals of 
the organization, when mapping the strategic initiatives defined in the OMP to the KPIs it 
was found that there was little match between measures and strategy. Strategic alignment 
as derived from use of the KPIs is therefore likely to be low. 

7.2 Recommendations 
UNICEF SD has established the KPIs as an active performance management system and 
implemented performance management into the daily operations and culture of the 
division. The staff is used to various activities being measured and receiving feed back 
based on measured performance. The indication is that KPIs and performance 
management have been accepted and are even seen as useful by staff, and management 
regards them as a useful tool to measure and improve processes.  To get more out of its 
performance management system, UNICEF SD should move towards turning it from a 
useful process management tool, into a strategic performance management and 
communication tool. To do this, UNICEF SD could take the following steps:   
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o Sharpen the match between strategy and measures in the KPIs. Using Strategy 

Maps, as described by Kaplan and Norton (2004) is one way of doing this. 
o Another way of connecting the KPIs to strategy is by doing what Sawhill and 

Williamson (2001) suggest: establishing micro-level goals which will 
incrementally lead to achieving overall strategic goals of the organization.  

o In addition, UNICEF SD needs to capture data and report on measures for Donors 
and Customers as well as the enabling measures in the Learning and Growth 
Perspective. Relations between these measures then need to be established. 

o Include financial measures to enable active financial controlling in order to 
achieve cost efficiency and thereby ability to attract cost aware donors. 

o Agree on appropriate basis for target levels and identify incentives and 
disincentives for not reaching the targets and actively reinforce both incentives for 
performance and disincentives for non-performance in order to avoid diffusion of 
responsibility and accountability 

o Cascade measures and incentives throughout the organization in order to achieve 
strategic alignment. 

o Teach and communicate the workings of the performance management system to 
the staff. All new staff is given an orientation shortly after starting with the 
organization. Introducing the KPIs and the UNICEF SD performance 
management system at this orientation would familiarize all new staff with the 
concept of the KPIs, PERs etc. 

o Increase use and reporting frequency of the performance management system to 
make it into an active communication tool. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Questions for semi-structured interview 
 
Introduction 
* Briefly describe the thesis subject (investigate non-profit use of scorecards (our KPIs) 
to achieve strategic alignment) 
 

1) Could you please state your name and explain your function in SD? 
2) What did you do prior to joining SD? 

 
Strategy 

1) What is SD’s reason for being, i.e. why does SD exist, i.e. what is SD’s mission? 
2) Where will SD be in 5 to 15 years from now? 
3) What is the strategy to take SD there?  (OMP –how does it work, who makes it, 

how often is it made, etc.) (Does SD have strategic objectives? What are they?) 
 
KPIs  
 
Initiation –making the initiative 

1) Where did the KPI initiative come from? What was/were the 
motive/circumstances behind? 

2) Who was informed of the initiative and how was it received? 
 
Planning and designing – designing the KPIs and planning the roll out 

1) Could you please describe the process for how the measures were selected for the 
KPIs? Why were the final KPIs chosen? Were there any criteria? Were any KPIs 
rejected? Who were involved in this process, and what were their roles?  

2) Could you please describe the process for how the targets were selected for the 
KPIs? Why were the final targets chosen? Were there any criteria? Were any 
targets rejected? Who were involved in this process, and what were their roles? 

3) The KPIs are assigned by center. What were the criteria used for this process? 
4) How was it decided what the actual KPI report would look like? Why was the 

final format selected? 
5) Was there a communication and education plan made to introduce the KPIs to the 

organization? How was this derived? 
6) Was it decided how the KPIs were to be used? How was this derived? 
7) How would you characterize the planning and designing phase of the project? 

Were there any particular challenges? 
 
Execution/Implementation –building, introducing and rolling out the KPIs to the 
organization 

1) Building the report –were there any challenges in building the report? If so, what 
were they and how were they addressed? 
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2) Introducing and rolling out the KPIs - were there any challenges in introducing 
and rolling out the KPIs? If so, what were they and how were they addressed? 

3) How were the KPIs received by staff? 
 
Monitoring and Controlling –using the KPIs 

1) How are the KPIs used today? How often are they updated and reviewed –who 
does this? 

2)  What are the consequences of the various performance levels? 
3) Do the individual centers have KPIs? How do they reflect the overall 

organizational KPIs? 
4) How do the PERs fit in with the KPIs? 
5) How frequently are the actual measures reviewed? 

 
Closing –further reflections 

1) What has changed in the organization since the implementation of the KPIs? 
2) Do you think that the KPI implementation has been successful –why/why not? 
3) What aspects of the KPIs and their use can be improved going forward? 
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Appendix 2 – Survey Results 
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GS staff

Average Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

% Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

Division Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the OMP of UNICEF SD are. 2.89 1 3.45%
I know how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 3.29 1 3.45%
Achieving the goals of the OMP contributes to achieving the goals of the 
MDGs. 2.54 3 10.34%
The KPIs reflect the goals of the OMP of UNCIEF SD. 3.25 1 3.45%
The KPIs reflect how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 3.14 1 3.45%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs enables UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of 
the OMP. 2.93 2 6.90%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs inhibits UNICEF SD to achieve the 
goals of the OMP. 2.85 2 6.90%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrate that UNICEF SD has achieved 
the goals of the OMP. 3.26 2 6.90%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrates that UNICEF SD has not 
achieved the goals of the OMP. 3.30 2 6.90%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.07 0 0.00%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.78 2 6.90%
I have received formal or informal training on the KPIs. 4.86 0 0.00%
I understand how UNICEF SD's KPIs are measured. 3.79 0 0.00%
I understand how the KPIs which are relevant to me are measured. 3.25 1 3.45%

Center Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the Office Workplan of my center are. 2.61 1 3.45%
I know how my center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.04 1 3.45%
My center has (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures). 2.64 1 3.45%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect the 
goals of my center's Office Workplan. 3.21 1 3.45%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect how the 
center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.26 2 6.90%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  enables my center to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 2.96 3 10.34%
Not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  inhibits my center to achieve the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.46 3 10.34%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  demonstrate that my center has achieved the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.38 3 10.34%
Not meeting the targets of of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  demonstrates that my center has not achieved the 
goals of the Office Workplan. 3.62 3 10.34%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs 
(or other performance measures) . 3.42 3 10.34%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) 
KPIs (or other performance measures) . 4.00 2 6.90%
My center contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.43 1 3.45%
I can see a connection between my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures) and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 2.82 1 3.45%

Individual Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of my Workplan are. 2.07 2 6.90%
I have a plan for how to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.71 1 3.45%
My PER reflects the goals of my Workplan. 2.74 2 6.90%
My PER reflects how I plan to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.93 2 6.90%
Meeting the targets of my PER enables me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 2.46 3 10.34%
Not meeting the targets of my PER inhibits me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 3.27 3 10.34%
Meeting the targets of my PER demonstrate that I have achieved the goals 
of my Workplan. 2.65 3 10.34%
Not meeting the targets of my PER demonstrates that I have not achieved 
the goals of my Workplan. 3.31 3 10.34%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my PER. 3.12 3 10.34%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my PER. 3.88 3 10.34%
My work contributes to my center to achieve the goals of the Office 
Workplan. 2.15 2 6.90%
My work contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.30 2 6.90%
I can see a connection between my PER and my center's (internal) KPIs (or 
other performance measures). 3.32 4 13.79%
I can see a connection between my PER and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 3.40 4 13.79%  
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IP staff

Average Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

% Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

Division Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the OMP of UNICEF SD are. 2.17 0 0.00%
I know how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.22 0 0.00%
Achieving the goals of the OMP contributes to achieving the goals of the 
MDGs. 2.06 0 0.00%
The KPIs reflect the goals of the OMP of UNCIEF SD. 3.06 0 0.00%
The KPIs reflect how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 3.33 0 0.00%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs enables UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of 
the OMP. 3.17 0 0.00%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs inhibits UNICEF SD to achieve the 
goals of the OMP. 3.22 0 0.00%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrate that UNICEF SD has achieved 
the goals of the OMP. 4.50 0 0.00%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrates that UNICEF SD has not 
achieved the goals of the OMP. 4.22 0 0.00%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.61 0 0.00%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.71 1 5.56%
I have received formal or informal training on the KPIs. 3.61 0 0.00%
I understand how UNICEF SD's KPIs are measured. 2.89 0 0.00%
I understand how the KPIs which are relevant to me are measured. 2.33 0 0.00%

Center Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the Office Workplan of my center are. 2.29 1 5.56%
I know how my center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 2.39 0 0.00%
My center has (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures). 2.69 2 11.11%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect the 
goals of my center's Office Workplan. 3.13 3 16.67%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect how the 
center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.27 3 16.67%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  enables my center to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.13 3 16.67%
Not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  inhibits my center to achieve the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.40 3 16.67%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  demonstrate that my center has achieved the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.33 3 16.67%
Not meeting the targets of of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  demonstrates that my center has not achieved the 
goals of the Office Workplan. 4.13 3 16.67%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs 
(or other performance measures) . 4.00 3 16.67%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) 
KPIs (or other performance measures) . 4.00 4 22.22%
My center contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 1.88 1 5.56%
I can see a connection between my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures) and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 2.86 4 22.22%

Individual Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of my Workplan are. 1.83 0 0.00%
I have a plan for how to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.06 0 0.00%
My PER reflects the goals of my Workplan. 2.29 1 5.56%
My PER reflects how I plan to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 3.00 1 5.56%
Meeting the targets of my PER enables me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 2.53 1 5.56%
Not meeting the targets of my PER inhibits me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 2.94 1 5.56%
Meeting the targets of my PER demonstrate that I have achieved the goals 
of my Workplan. 2.65 1 5.56%
Not meeting the targets of my PER demonstrates that I have not achieved 
the goals of my Workplan. 3.00 1 5.56%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my PER. 3.53 1 5.56%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my PER. 3.88 2 11.11%
My work contributes to my center to achieve the goals of the Office 
Workplan. 1.78 0 0.00%
My work contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 1.83 0 0.00%
I can see a connection between my PER and my center's (internal) KPIs (or 
other performance measures). 3.07 3 16.67%
I can see a connection between my PER and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 3.13 2 11.11%  



 52 

Operational Centres

Average Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

% Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

Division Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the OMP of UNICEF SD are. 2.52 0 0.00%
I know how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.78 0 0.00%
Achieving the goals of the OMP contributes to achieving the goals of the 
MDGs. 2.48 0 0.00%
The KPIs reflect the goals of the OMP of UNCIEF SD. 3.15 0 0.00%
The KPIs reflect how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 3.07 0 0.00%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs enables UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of 
the OMP. 2.96 0 0.00%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs inhibits UNICEF SD to achieve the 
goals of the OMP. 2.85 0 0.00%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrate that UNICEF SD has achieved 
the goals of the OMP. 3.89 0 0.00%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrates that UNICEF SD has not 
achieved the goals of the OMP. 3.85 0 0.00%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.00 0 0.00%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.96 1 3.70%
I have received formal or informal training on the KPIs. 3.89 0 0.00%
I understand how UNICEF SD's KPIs are measured. 3.07 0 0.00%
I understand how the KPIs which are relevant to me are measured. 2.59 0 0.00%

Center Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the Office Workplan of my center are. 2.38 1 3.70%
I know how my center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 2.78 0 0.00%
My center has (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures). 2.71 3 11.11%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect the 
goals of my center's Office Workplan. 3.04 4 14.81%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect how the 
center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.09 4 14.81%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  enables my center to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.00 4 14.81%
Not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  inhibits my center to achieve the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.43 4 14.81%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  demonstrate that my center has achieved the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.48 4 14.81%
Not meeting the targets of of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  demonstrates that my center has not achieved the 
goals of the Office Workplan. 3.74 4 14.81%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs 
(or other performance measures) . 3.68 5 18.52%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) 
KPIs (or other performance measures) . 4.26 4 14.81%
My center contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.04 1 3.70%
I can see a connection between my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures) and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 2.57 4 14.81%

Individual Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of my Workplan are. 2.04 1 3.70%
I have a plan for how to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.54 1 3.70%
My PER reflects the goals of my Workplan. 2.42 3 11.11%
My PER reflects how I plan to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.67 3 11.11%
Meeting the targets of my PER enables me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 2.46 3 11.11%
Not meeting the targets of my PER inhibits me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 3.00 3 11.11%
Meeting the targets of my PER demonstrate that I have achieved the goals 
of my Workplan. 2.63 3 11.11%
Not meeting the targets of my PER demonstrates that I have not achieved 
the goals of my Workplan. 3.04 3 11.11%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my PER. 3.25 3 11.11%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my PER. 3.83 3 11.11%
My work contributes to my center to achieve the goals of the Office 
Workplan. 2.04 1 3.70%
My work contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.22 0 0.00%
I can see a connection between my PER and my center's (internal) KPIs (or 
other performance measures). 3.36 5 18.52%
I can see a connection between my PER and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 3.30 4 14.81%  
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Non-Operational Centres

Average Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

% Don't 
Know/No 
Opinion

Division Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the OMP of UNICEF SD are. 2.74 1 5.00%
I know how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 3.00 1 5.00%
Achieving the goals of the OMP contributes to achieving the goals of the 
MDGs. 2.12 3 15.00%
The KPIs reflect the goals of the OMP of UNCIEF SD. 3.21 1 5.00%
The KPIs reflect how UNICEF SD plans to achieve the goals of the OMP. 3.42 1 5.00%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs enables UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of 
the OMP. 3.11 2 10.00%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs inhibits UNICEF SD to achieve the 
goals of the OMP. 3.22 2 10.00%
Meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrate that UNICEF SD has achieved 
the goals of the OMP. 3.56 2 10.00%
Not meeting the targets of the KPIs demonstrates that UNICEF SD has not 
achieved the goals of the OMP. 3.39 2 10.00%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.65 0 0.00%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of the KPIs. 3.44 2 10.00%
I have received formal or informal training on the KPIs. 5.05 0 0.00%
I understand how UNICEF SD's KPIs are measured. 3.95 0 0.00%
I understand how the KPIs which are relevant to me are measured. 3.32 1 5.00%

Center Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of the Office Workplan of my center are. 2.63 1 5.00%
I know how my center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 2.79 1 5.00%
My center has (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures). 2.60 0 0.00%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect the 
goals of my center's Office Workplan. 3.35 0 0.00%
My center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance measures) reflect how the 
center plans to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.47 1 5.00%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  enables my center to achieve the goals of the Office Workplan. 3.06 2 10.00%
Not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  inhibits my center to achieve the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.44 2 10.00%
Meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other performance 
measures)  demonstrate that my center has achieved the goals of the 
Office Workplan. 3.22 2 10.00%
Not meeting the targets of of my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures)  demonstrates that my center has not achieved the 
goals of the Office Workplan. 3.89 2 10.00%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my center's (internal) KPIs 
(or other performance measures) . 3.58 1 5.00%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my center's (internal) 
KPIs (or other performance measures) . 3.67 2 10.00%
My center contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 2.47 1 5.00%
I can see a connection between my center's (internal) KPIs (or other 
performance measures) and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 3.16 1 5.00%

Individual Level - Please respond to the following statements:
I know what the goals of my Workplan are. 1.89 1 5.00%
I have a plan for how to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 2.35 0 0.00%
My PER reflects the goals of my Workplan. 2.75 0 0.00%
My PER reflects how I plan to achieve the goals of my Workplan. 3.30 0 0.00%
Meeting the targets of my PER enables me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 2.53 1 5.00%
Not meeting the targets of my PER inhibits me to achieve the goals of my 
Workplan. 3.32 1 5.00%
Meeting the targets of my PER demonstrate that I have achieved the goals 
of my Workplan. 2.68 1 5.00%
Not meeting the targets of my PER demonstrates that I have not achieved 
the goals of my Workplan. 3.37 1 5.00%
There is an incentive for meeting the targets of my PER. 3.32 1 5.00%
There is a disincentive for not meeting the targets of my PER. 3.94 2 10.00%
My work contributes to my center to achieve the goals of the Office 
Workplan. 1.95 1 5.00%
My work contributes to UNICEF SD to achieve the goals of the OMP. 1.94 2 10.00%
I can see a connection between my PER and my center's (internal) KPIs (or 
other performance measures). 3.06 2 10.00%
I can see a connection between my PER and UNICEF SD's KPIs. 3.28 2 10.00%  
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Appendix 3 – UN Abbreviations 
 
ADP  Accenture Development Partnerships 
ARV  Antiretroviral 
BPR  Business Process Review 
BHAG  Big Hairy Audacious Goals 
CO  Country Office 
DO  Director's Office 
FMAC  Financial Management and Administration Center 
GS  General Service 
HHC  HIV and Health Center 
IC  Immunization Center 
ITD  Information Technology Division 
IP  International Professional 
ITC  Information Techology Center 
MDGs  Millenium Development Goals 
MTSP  Mid Term Strategic Plan 
NGO  Non-Governmental Organization 
OR  Other Resources 
OIC  Officer in charge 
OMP  Office Management Plan 
PS  Procurement Services 
PSC  Procurement Services Center 
QAC  Quality Assurance Center 
RO  Regional Office 
SD  (UNICEF) Supply Division 
SFE  Supply Function Evaluation 
SRM  Supply Relationship Management 
TAD  Target Arrival Date 
TLC  The Logistics Center 
UNICEF United Nations Children's Fund 
WSEC  Water, Sanitation and Education Center 

Appendix 4 – The Centers of UNICEF SD 

Director’s Office (DO) 
The DO provides leadership and oversight of all SD activities. Besides the general 
management function, the DO includes the Emergency Coordination Unit, which 
coordinates SD response to emergencies, the Risk Assessment Unit, which assists in 
evaluating and reporting on procurement and logistics related risks, the Business Analysis 
and Statistics Unit, which reviews business processes and provides procurement data and 
statistics, and the Knowledge Management Unit which was created to concentrate on 
knowledge management, including help with documentation of procurement expertise. 
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HIV/Health Center (HHC), Immunization Center (IC) and Water, 
Sanitation and Education Center (WSEC) 
The three procurement centers, HHC, IC and WSEC are responsible for the entire 
procurement process of selected commodities, from receipt and screening of requisitions 
to issuing purchase orders as well as contracting and providing technical and customer 
service.  

Contracting Center (CC) 
The CC provides oversight of all procurement conducted within UNICEF SD and serves 
as one of the normative centers, with legal and contracting expertise. 

Quality Assurance Center (QAC) 
The QAC is responsible for setting and ensuring quality standards for both product 
quality and processes. The QAC is also responsible for maintaining and enforcing 
process procedures and documentation. 

Procurement Services Center (PSC) 
The PSC coordinates cost estimates to the PS customers and monitors the PS orders. 

Finance, Management and Administration Center (FMAC) 
FMAC provides financial and accounting services for the rest of the house. 

Human Resource Center (HRC) 
HRC is in charge of recruitment and staff training. 

The Logistics Center (TLC) 
TLC manages logistics solutions and is in charge of all the operations which take place 
inside the 25.000 square meter warehouse in Copenhagen, which is provided rent free by 
the Danish government.  

Information Technology Center (ITC) 
ITC oversees all SD hardware and software. 
 
The OMP divides the centers into categories. Operational centers are: HHC, IC, WSEC, 
PSC and TLC. Normative centers are: QAC and CC. Supporting centers are: FMAC, 
HRC and ITC.  (OFFICE MANAGEMENT PLAN, 2008-2009, SUPPLY DIVISION) 
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