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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the effect of decision makers’ cognitive and affective 
aspects in decision making, especially when a firm implementing Balanced 
Scorecard (BSC). Cognitive aspect deals with decision makers’ cognitive 
capabilities and characteristics in utilizing all kinds of BSC measures, including 
common and unique measures. Affective aspect deals with negative emotions that 
often present in interpersonal relationships. There were three hypotheses being 
tested in a laboratory experiment using 2x2x2x2 mixed-subjects design. 168 
Accountancy and Management graduate students from Gadjah Mada University 
were randomly assigned in one of eight treatment cells. 

The results show that common and unique measures do have statistically 
significant effects on performance evaluation judgment and bonus allocation, and 
decision makers place greater emphasis on common than unique measures. These 
findings consistent with prior research that suggest sample with BSC knowledge will 
be able to utilizing both kinds of BSC measures. Although there were no statistically 
significant support for affect effect, this study provide important evidences for the 
BSC adopters to consider the makers’ cognitive (and affective) aspects if they want 
to pursue effective Balanced Scorecard.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Swa Sembada’s (2005) survey result concluded that Balanced Scorecard 

(BSC) concept were being adopted by many Indonesian companies and was known 

as the second most popular strategic management concepts. Being BSC adopters 

mean that organizations use financial, customer relation, internal business process, 

and learning and growth performance measures (Kaplan and Norton, 1996b). 

Chosen performance measures were those that best reflected organization, business 

unit, and its individual members’ objectives and strategies, that probably similar 

and/or different one another. As performance and strategy determinants, adopting 

this large set of BSC measures could be relatively complex and costly.  

We will conduct an experimental research (in BSC implementation context) 

to investigate the effect of decision makers’ cognitive and affective aspects in 

making performance evaluation and bonus allocation judgments, that will be 

adopted from Lipe and Salterio’s (2000) and Kida et al.’s (2001) instruments. Kida 

et al.’s (2001) instruments will be used to extent Lipe and Salterio’s (2000) research, 

which only investigate decision makers’ cognitive aspect. Cognitive aspect deals 

with decision makers’ cognitive capabilities and characteristics in benefiting all BSC 

measures, and affective aspect deals with negative emotions that often present in 

organizational interpersonal relationships. Affect effect need to be considered, 

beside cognition effect, because Allred et al. (1997), Betancourt and Blair (1992) in 

Kida et al. (2001) indicates that interpersonal relations will often generate affective 

reactions, including in BSC context which is conditional on team interactions 

(Kaplan and Norton, 1993; Hughes et al., 2005). 

Lipe and Salterio (2000) found cognition difficulty in using BSC unique 

measures, and Kida et al. (2001) found decision makers’ affective reaction effect in 

judging capital expenditure alternatives. Affective reactions such as anger, 

frustration and disappointment were associated with avoidance tendencies to 

cooperate, although that alternative had higher expected values in financial sense. 

Accountancy and Management graduate students from University of Gadjah 

Mada Yogyakarta participated in a laboratory experiment. This sample was different 

with Lipe and Salterio’s (2000) sample which had not enough BSC knowledge, 

experience or background. Those sample ignored BSC unique measures which 

actually reflected business unit’s unique strategy. In this research, Accountancy 
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students represent BSC knowledgeable decision makers (from Management 

Accounting lectures) and Management students have enough decision making 

background. This knowledgeable sample is likely to be able to benefiting all BSC 

measures, both common and unique measures, in making performance evaluation 

and bonus allocation judgments. Beside that, affective reactions that elicit from 

interpersonal relationships are also likely to influence their judgments. 

Cognitive and affective effects in BSC decision making were important to be 

investigated. First, because BSC has become of a widely advocated management 

tool with “best practices”, including in Indonesia (Swa Sembada, 2005). If decision 

makers could be able to benefiting all BSC measures, it will indicate the 

effectiveness of BSC implementation. Second, the researcher wants to add empirical 

evidences about the importance of objective performance evaluation and rewards 

system to avoid superiors’ negative emotion effects when they evaluate their 

subordinates. 

The next section of this paper presents literature review and hypotheses 

deve-lopment. The third and fourth sections describe the experimental method and 

present of the results. The final section discusses the implications and limitations, of 

the study. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

Balanced Scorecard as Strategic Management Tool 

In changing business environment, performance measurement focusing only 

financial aspects is not enough. Financial measures (traditional) such as profit, return 

on investment, or return on asset have three major drawbacks (Hsu, 2005): (1) 

operational results oriented, but not the processes, (2) lacks forecasting function, and 

(3) it could made management focusing too much on the short-term financial effects 

and turn down the projects that brings long-term profits for the company. Traditional 

financial assessment also could not fully comply with business strategy (Maisel, 

1992 in Hsu, 2005). Thus, it may become an obstacle for company to improve its 

competitive advantage and profitability, and to implement its policy.  

As strategic management tool, Balanced Scorecard (BSC) overcomes the 

traditional performance assessment drawbacks, functioning as modern performance 

measurement tool and be able to blend business strategies into management system 

(Hsu, 2005).  BSC is a set of measures that gives top managers a fast but 
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comprehensive view of the business from its four perspectives, which include 

financial and operational measures (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, 1996a; Pandey, 

2005). BSC puts vision and strategy at the center and provide answers to four basic 

questions: (1) how do customers see us? (customer perspective), (2) what must we 

excel at? (internal business process  perspective), (3) can we continue to improve 

and create value? (learning and growth perspective), and (4) how do we look to 

shareholders? (financial perspective). Thus, the BSC reflected the balance between 

short- and long-term objectives, between financial and non-financial measures, 

between lagging  and leading indicators, and between internal and external 

performance perspectives, which created to capture organization strategy. The four 

basic questions being answered in 4 major steps of BSC implementation, which 

consist of (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, 1996a, 1996b): (1) clarifying and translating 

the vision and strategy, (2) communication and linking, (3) business planning and 

target setting, and (4) strategic feedback and learning. 

Several research show that BSC has become of a widely advocated 

management tool with “best practices” in the world, and many of large companies 

adopt it such as Analog Device, Inc., Advanced Micro Devices (AMD), Apple 

Computer, Philips Electronics, Tata Steel, Rockwater, Metro Bank, Pioneer 

Petroleum, National Insurance, and Kenyon Stores  (Kaplan and Norton, 1996a; 

Hendricks et al., 2004; Pandey, 2005). Philip Electronics, a multinational company 

for example, used BSC to streamline its complex processes and structure. It has a 

three-tier BSC: strategic review card, operation review card, and individual 

employee review card. Every BSC included financial, customers, processes and 

competence perspectives. (Pandey, 2005). 

There are many benefit being offered from BSC implementation, including 

(Hendricks et al., 2004; Pandey, 2005): (1) increase in customer focus, (2) focus on 

creating intangible and intellectual capital, (3) re-engineering of fundamental 

business processes, (4) the emergence of a new corporate culture emphasizing team 

effort among organizational functions to implement the firm’s strategy, (5) create 

business excellence and growth, (6) align strategy to operations at all levels of the 

organization, and (7) real-time review. 
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Cognitive Aspect and Balanced Scorecard 

Every individual in each organization is different one another. One of 

important difference dimensions is self-concept. Viktor Gecas defines self-concept 

as a concept that have been had by an individual about himself physically, socially, 

spiritually or morally (Kreitner and Kinicki, 2000). A self-concept can be had only if 

a person had thinking capability, and this capability need cognition function. 

Cognition is every knowledge, opinion, or belief about environment, about 

person, or about somebody’s behavior (Kreitner and Kinicki, 2000). There were 

several cognition types that relevant with individual behavior in organization, such 

as anticipating, planning, target setting, and evaluating. This cognition differences 

will then create company’s intellectual asset, including in developing and 

implementing organization, division or individual scorecard.  

Kaplan and Norton (1996a) argue that the important strength of the BSC is 

that each business unit in the organization will have its own scorecard specifically 

tailored to the unit. Every scorecard probably will contain certain generic financial 

and non-financial measures, beside unique measures that not every unit adopts it 

(because it represents unique strategy from that business unit). Variation in every 

business units’ scorecard could make the BSC as relatively complex and costly 

measurement system. Difficulties may evolve when superior managers evaluate their 

subordinates. Thus, it is important to understand how cognition affects use of the 

BSC in order to understand how managers’ cognitive capabilities and characteristics 

may limit the BSC’s potential benefits.  

Lipe and Salterio (2000) divided the 4 kinds of BSC measures into 2 

categories: (1) common measures, that been adopted by more than one business 

units (divisions), and (2) unique measures,  that differ one division from another. In 

this experiment, adopted from Lipe and Salterio (2000), both of PT. Busana Wanita 

Modern’s divisions (Busana Remaja and Busana Kerja) had common and unique 

BSC measures, which considered be able to represent their performance. Common 

measures for both divisions were quite similar, but their unique measures were 

different. Of course, it is because of the target customers for Busana Remaja and 

Busana Kerja is quite different and the sales methods are also different. Table 1 

presents one division’s BSC. 

 
Table 1 
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Slovic and MacPhillamy (1974) found that people weighted the common 

measures heavily that unique measures. They argue that it is because common 

measures are easier to be used in comparison tasks. In Roberts et al.’s (2004) 

opinion, common measures domination was appeared for at least three related 

reasons: (1) they form a smaller subset of the total information, and it is cognitively 

easier to retain and process less, rather than more, information, (2) not only it may 

result in less total information, but also it may result in fewer categories or types of 

information to process, and (3) common measures are the only information available 

to directly compare the managers. Based on the above, we will test the following 

alternative hypothesis: 

H1a:  Balanced Scorecard’s common measures will affect performance evaluation 

judgment. 

Lipe and Salterio’s (2000) result consistent with Slovic and  MacPhillamy 

(1974). They found that superior managers use common measures but underuse or 

disregard unique measures when doing performance evaluation. Dilla and Steinbart 

(2005) argue that Lipe and Salterio’s (2000) result was caused by participants’ BSC 

experiences lackness. BSC implementation will succeed if participants get an 

extensive background training and knowledge on the BSC. Dilla and Steinbart 

(2005) extent Lipe and Salterio’s (2000) research by using knowledgeable sample, 

Accountancy undergraduate students who have learned about designing and 

implementing BSC. Their results conclude that knowledgeable sample has the 

ability to use both common and unique measures when they made performance 

evaluation and bonus allocation judgment.  

In this study, we use quite similar sample with Dilla and Steinbart’s (2005) 

sample, which is Accountancy and Management graduate students who had enough 

knowledge and experience in decision making. In addition, Accountancy graduate 

students also had learned about BSC in Management Accounting classes. By this 

sample, we suggest that they will be able to use both BSC common and will not 

disregard unique measures in their decision. Based on this argument, we will test the 

following alternative hypothesis: 

H1b:  Balanced Scorecard’s unique measures will affect performance evaluation 

judgment. 

Research on multi-attribute judgment tasks by Kivetz and Simonson (2000), 

Markman and Medin (1995), Slovic and MacPhillamy (1974), and Zhang and 
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Markman (1998, 2001) in Dilla and Steinbart (2005) indicate that decision makers 

use both measures that are common across alternatives and measure unique to each 

alternative, but place greater weight on the former. One reason for this that it is 

easier to compare alternatives on common measures because the attribute values are 

represented on the same scale. This enables the decision maker to directly evaluate 

the relative ranking of each alternative. In contrast, comparing alternatives on unique 

measures is  more complex. The decision makers need an absolute scale for each 

unique measure, in order to be able to evaluate performance on that dimension. In 

addition, the relative importance of each unique attribute must also be established in 

order to evaluate whether superior performance on unique attribute A is worth more 

than attribute B. Based on the above, we will test the following alternative 

hypothesis: 

H1c: Balanced Scorecard’s common and unique measures will affect performance 

evaluation judgment, but decision makers will place greater emphasis on 

common than unique measures. 

The BSC was originally introduced as a performance measurement tool 

(Kaplan and Norton, 1992), but has subsequently been offered as a means of 

implementing and monitoring strategy (Kaplan and Norton, 1996b). Moreover, BSC 

proponents argue that its usefulness as a strategic management tool is enhanced 

when it is linked to compensation decision (Frigo and Krumwiede, 2000; Kaplan 

and Norton, 2001 in Dilla and Steinbart, 2005; Pandey, 2005). One type of 

compensation decision involves bonus allocation. The above arguments about the 

effect of BSC common and/or unique measures on performance evaluation judgment 

are likely valid for bonus allocation judgment. This leads to the next alternative 

hypotheses: 

H2a:  Balanced Scorecard’s common measures will affect bonus allocation 

judgment. 

H2b:  Balanced Scorecard’s unique measures will affect bonus allocation judgment. 

H2c: Balanced Scorecard’s common and unique measures will affect bonus 

allocation judgment., but decision makers will place greater emphasis on 

common than unique measures. 

 

K-INT 11



SIMPOSIUM NASIONAL AKUNTANSI 9 PADANG                           

Padang, 23-26 Agustus 2006  8

Affective Aspect and Balanced Scorecard 

We have been brought up to believe that rational decisions will not be 

interfered by emotion, because the presence of emotional considerations can result 

in dysfunctional decision behavior (Sutherland, 1992 in Kida et al., 2001). However, 

the research findings do not full support the above statement. Beside cognitive 

aspect, affective aspect also has important functions in decision making because 

both aspects are interacting mental functions (LeDoux, 1996 in Kida et al., 2001).  

Affect is a general term that have been introduced by Fiske and Taylor 

(1991) in Kida et al. (2001) and Moreno et al. (2002) to refers to reactions such as 

evaluations, emotions and moods. Evaluations are relatively simple positive and 

negative reactions that an individual has toward a target. Moods are general positive 

or negative affective states that an individual brings to a task and are therefore 

typically not a reaction to specific data. Emotions refer to a complex assortment of 

affective reactions that go beyond simple positive/ negative reactions. For example, 

emotions include responses such as anger, happiness, frustration, joy, and anxiety.– 

could have a positive or negative valence.  

Affective reactions often presents in interpersonal relationship. In the BSC 

context, as example, Kaplan and Norton (1993) indicate interpersonal relationships 

in every scorecard construction, which usually involving a facilitator and a group of 

6 to 12 executives. Consensus about the organization’s mission and strategy is 

needed, and then group defining the right critical success factors. Group then 

identified 4 or 5 measures for each of the four BSC perspectives, and at the end, 

there will be 16 to 20 measures. Next, subordinate managers are included in group to 

give suggestion and critiques about the chosen critical success factors and measures. 

As a whole, developing scorecard activities is an interactive process that could 

consume 30 months period.  

Conflict may present in every phase of BSC implementation. This could be 

caused by individual cognition differences and/or affective reactions differences. In 

a capital budgeting experimental research, Kida et al. (2001) found that decision 

makers consider both financial data and affect when evaluating capital investment 

alternatives. Negative emotional reactions (anger, frustration, and disappointed) that 

elicit from interpersonal relationships create avoidance tendencies to cooperate, 

although that alternative had higher expected values in financial sense. Moreno et 

al.’s (2002) result support Kida et al. (2001).  
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Research findings from Kida et al.’s (2001) simple capital investment cases 

(investment evaluations were based on their net present value), highlight the effect 

of affective aspect in rational decision making. However, in BSC context, the effect 

of affective aspect is unknown. It is because of when implementing BSC, with 

complex and related each other measures, a company is likely to install tracking and 

monitoring system that will be use for performance evaluations and/or rewards 

allocation. This system may give no space for affective aspect to take part in rational 

decision making. Based on this conflicting argument about the effect of affect, we 

will test the next null hypotheses: 

H3a: Affective reactions, especially negative emotions, will have no effect in 

making performance evaluation judgment using Balanced Scorecard. 

H3b: Affective reaction, especially negative emotions, will have no effect in making 

bonus allocation judgment using Balanced Scorecard. 

 

METHOD 
Sample and Task 

One hundred and sixty eight Accountancy and Management graduate 

students from Gadjah Mada University participated in this experiment. They 

represent Indonesian managers which have adopted BSC concept. Each treatment 

cell contains minimal 15 students, as recommended by Cowles (1974) in 

Christensen (1988), and every student will be randomly assigned to one of eight 

treatment cells. The experiment took place during a regularly scheduled class 

sessions and participation was voluntary. 

Participants were asked to assume the role of a senior executive of PT. 

Busana Wanita Modern (BWM), a firm specializing in women’s apparel and also 

implementing BSC.  Their tasks are evaluating the performance of the both division  

managers from the two BWM’s largest division (Adi Wijaya as manager of Busana 

Remaja (BR) division and Toni Gunawan as manager of  Busana Kerja (BK) 

division. BR is a retail division specializing in clothing for the urban teenager; and 

BK is a division that sells business uniforms directly to the clients. Every division 

has 16 BSC measures, 4 in each perspective (section). Eight of the measures, two in 

each section, were common to both divisions; the other eight measures reflected the 
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unique strategy of each division. Table 2 displays a sample BSC for Busana Remaja 

division.  

 

Participants got divisional performance measurement reports (including 

target and actual division’s performance). In addition, half of the sample was given 

affect trigger information to elicit their negative emotional reactions, which is 

additional information about participant’s past personal experience with one of 

manager division (Toni Gunawan, manager of BK division). 

Table 2 

After reading the case, participants made two sets of judgments. First, they 

evaluated the performance of each divisional manager, using a 101-point scale 

anchored at 0 = reassign and 100 = excellent. Second, they allocated a Rp. 50 

million bonus to the two managers. After making both judgments, participants 

answered a series of questions designed to collect demographic information and 

measure their perceptions about the task (including BSC and emotional reactions’ 

manipulation checks). 

 

Experimental Design 

The experiment employed a 2x2x2x2 mixed-subjects complete design. The 

four factors consist of three between-subjects factors (Common, Unique, and Affect) 

and one within-subjects factor (Division). As a whole there were eight treatment 

cells, which are described in Table 3.  

 

 Table 3 

Common factor indicates the particular pattern of performance for the two 

divisions based on their common measures. Thus, BR division could perform better 

on the common measures than BK division (Com-BR), or BK division could 

perform better on the common measures than BR division (Com-BK). Similarly, 

Unique factor indicates the particular pattern of performance for the two divisions 

based on their unique measures. So, BR division could perform better on the unique 

measures than BK division (Uniq-BR), or BK division could perform better on the 

unique measures than BR division (Uniq-BK).  

Affect factor indicates the existence or no existence of affect trigger events 

(NA or A) that elicit negative emotional reactions such as frustration and anger. 

Affect trigger is aimed to led the participants believe that one of the managers being 
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evaluated (which is Toni Gunawan) was quite arrogant and condescending in 

interactions. The participants had been: (a) underestimated, (b) not respected  for 

“only” meet the past project’s deadline, and (c) told to learn from him if they wanted 

to be successful in the company (because he claimed himself as a key player). The 

last factor (Division) represents BR and BK managers, Adi Wijaya and Toni 

Gunawan respectively, that will be evaluated by each participants. 

 

Variables Measurement and Analysis Tool 

Performance evaluation score and Rupiahs of bonus allocation were 

measured and used to find out whether the decision makers (participants) using BSC 

common and/or unique measures and/or affective reaction in their judgments. If 

common measures affect these performance evaluation judgments, we will observe 

an interaction of division and common measures. If unique measures affect these 

performance evaluation judgments, we will observe an interaction of division and 

unique measures. The relative magnitude of the division by common and division by 

unique effects will be assessed by eta-squared values (Huck, 2000; Dilla and 

Steinbart, 2005). Eta-squared values were calculated by dividing the sum of squares 

for each interaction by the total sum of squares for the division within-subjects effect 

(Kirk, 1995 in Dilla and Steinbart, 2005). Greater eta-squared value, greater the 

relative effects. If affective reaction impact performance evaluation judgments, we 

will observe an interaction of division and affect. Beside that, from bonus allocation 

judgments we will observe the main effect of Common, Unique and Affect factor. 

Repeated measures ANOVA and three-way ANOVA will be used to analyze the 

data.  

 

RESULTS 

Data Collecting Results 

The post-experimental questionnaire contained three questions that served as 

manipulation checks. Responses to these were the same 11-point scale used for 

reporting understanding of and familiarity with the BSC. From 168 participants, 7 

people give wrong answer or not complete and 33 person fail in answer the 

manipulation checks. Final sample were 128 participants (76,8%) recognized that 

BR and BK divisions were targeting different markets (mean=2,99), employed some 

different performance measures (mean=3,42), and that it was appropriate for them to 
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use some different performance measures (mean=3,52). All three means were 

greater than the scale midpoint (p<0,000). Final sample consists of 60 male and 68 

female. Sixty one were Accountancy graduate students and 67 were Management 

graduate students. Mean (standard deviation) for age and work experience were 

28,68(5,468) and 4,55(4,77) years, respectively. 

Table 4 describes descriptive statistics (minimum, maximum, mean, and 

standard deviation) for dependent variables: (1) performance evaluation score for 

Adi and Toni, and (2) Rupiahs of bonus allocation for both managers.  

 

Table 4  

 

Before testing the hypotheses, there were several ANOVA assumptions 

testing. Statistically, the findings show: (1) there were no effect from extraneous 

variables (age and work experience as covariate), (2) there were no significant 

correlation between independent variables, and (3) there were the homogeneity of 

variances. Every testing results show p-value>0,05.   

 

Hypotheses Testing Results 

The first hypotheses will test the effect of BSC common measures (H1a) and 

or unique measures (H1b) on both division managers’ performance evaluation. 

Statistically significant interaction between Common and Division factors will 

support H1a, and interaction between Unique and Division will support H1b. Null 

hypothesis of H1c will be rejected if eta-squared values are higher for the division 

by common effect than for the division by unique effect. The second hypotheses 

testing quite similar with the first hypotheses, but it measure bonus allocation 

variable.  Null hypotheses will be rejected if there were main effects of Common 

factor (H2a), Unique factor (H2b), and the eta-square value for Common factor is 

higher than the eta-square value for Unique factor (H2c). The third null hypotheses 

will be rejected if there were significant interaction between Affect and Division 

factors on performance evaluation judgment (H3a) and bonus allocation (H3b). 

Table 5 and 6 show the hypotheses testing results.  

In table 5, panel A, there were significant interaction between Common and 

Division (F=32,262, p<0,000) and also significant interaction between Division and 

Unique (F=5,663, p<0,05). Eta-squares  are higher for the division by common 
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effect (0,183 or 1550,776/8477,147) than for the division by unique effect (0,032 or 

272,225/8477,147). In other word, null hypotheses of H1a, H1b and H1c are 

rejected. However, null hypotheses of H3a is fail to rejected because there was no 

significant interaction between Division and Affect (F=0,405, p>0,1).  

Further, panel B of table 5 shows that when common measures favor Busana 

Remaja (BR) division, the BR manager’s evaluations are 8,215 points higher on 

average than Busana Kerja (BK) division manager. When common measures favor 

BK division, the BK manager’s evaluations are 1,461 points higher on average than 

BR division manager. When unique measures favor BR division, the BR manager’s 

evaluations are 5,185 points higher on average than BK division manager. Affect 

group had wider evaluation scores differences than non-Affect group (3,940 versus 

2,918).  

In table 6, panel A, there were significant main effects from Common 

(F=25,821, p<0,000) and Unique (F=10,614, p<0,01) factors, which indicate that 

participants use both common and unique measures in allocating bonus. Eta-square 

for Common (0,161) is higher than for Unique (0,066) main effects. However, there 

was no significant Affect main effect (F=0,139, p>0,1).  Thus, null hypotheses of 

H2a, H2b and H2c were rejected, but not for H3b. 

Panel B of table 6 shows that the mean BR bonus allocation is Rp. 

29.238.462,- when common measures favor BR, as opposed to Rp. 24.534.392,- 

when common measures favor BK (a difference of 4.704.070). In contrast, the mean 

difference in BR bonuses when unique measures favor BR as opposed to BK is 

2.734.839 (28.269.231 – 25.534.392). The results therefore support H2c, which 

predicts that decision makers will use both common and unique measures when 

making bonus allocations, but will place greater emphasis on common measures. 

Affect group also had wider evaluation scores differences than non-Affect group 

(4.164.180 versus 3.497.268).  

 

 Table 5 

 

 

 

Table 6 
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CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RESEARCH ISSUES 
Conclusions  

This BSC experimental research, adopted from Lipe and Salterio (2000) and 

Kida et al. (2001) shows several statistically significant results about the effect of 

cognitive aspect. First, there was BSC common measures effect in making 

performance evaluation judgment This result consistent with Lipe and Salterio’s 

(2000) and also Dilla and Steinbart (2005)’s findings that argue common measures 

have heavier effect in managers’ decision making. Second, there were consistency 

with Dilla and Steinbart’s (2005) results which claimed that decision makers who 

understand about the BSC theory and structure, like this research sample, will be 

easier to incorporate both common and unique measures when comparing and 

evaluating each department’s performance. Third, BSC common and unique 

measures effects also appear in bonus allocation judgment. This also consistent with 

Dilla and Steinbart’s (2005) results, including the higher Common factor relative 

magnitude.  

However, there were no statistically significant supports for the affect effect 

of affective aspect in both judgments. Although there were several participants with 

affect trigger case scored higher to division manager that did not elicit their negative 

emotions, but affect factor did not impact significantly. These results were not 

consistent with Kida et al. (2001), which argued that decision makers are also 

considering their affective aspect in decision making. 

Empirically, this research shows the effect of cognitive aspect in making 

performance evaluation and/or bonus allocation judgment. With BSC extensive 

education, training and experience, decision makers’ capabilities and characteristics 

will be able to using both common and unique measures. In addition, unequal 

weighting of BSC measures should be avoided because it may limits BSC 

effectiveness as a performance measurement tool.  

Although there was no support for affect effect, it does not mean that 

negative emotions (which often present in interpersonal relationship) will not affect 

rational decision making using BSC at all. The complexity of BSC structure maybe 

limits that effect, but not eliminates it. An objective performance measurement and 

reward system should be maintained properly to avoid this negative emotions 

dominate the decision makers’ judgment.  
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Limitations and Research Issues 

There were several limitations from this research. First, using graduate 

students as Indonesian managers’ proxy limit its generalization. Considerations in 

using graduate students were caused by their theoretical background in decision 

making and/ or BSC knowledge, that then suggest their ability in identifying and 

benefiting all kinds of BSC measures. Second, this research was using intact 

equivalent design, with the experiment took place during a regularly scheduled class 

sessions. This data measurement way result in 40 unusable sample data (33 of it 

because of wrong answered manipulation checks). Although there were no random 

sample, but participants were randomly assigned in every treatment cells. Future 

research could pursue external validity by replicating this experiment across setting 

and subjects.  

Third, there were no significant evidence to shoe the affect effect in both 

participant’ judgments. It suggested because of the mechanism and time of the 

experiment cannot elicit emotional reactions from the sample. Future research could 

investigate the non-existence causes of affective reactions such as gender, working 

experience, cognition style, and another; or extent this affect factor by including 

positive emotional reactions as well. Other factors that suggested by other researcher 

could be considered, such as group discussion (Hughes et al., 2005), 

Disaggregated/Mechanically Aggregated method (Roberts et al., 2004) or using 

invoking process accountability (Libby et al., 2004), to find out the ways for 

reducing common measure bias tendency.  
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Table 1 
Common and Unique Performance Measures for 

Busana Remaja and Busana Kerja Divisions’ Balanced Scorecard 

Type Busana Remaja Division Busana Kerja Division 
Financial Measures: 
     Common 
     Common 
     Unique 
     Unique 

 
Return on sales 
Sales growth 
New store sales 
Market share relative to retail space 

 
Return on sales 
Sales growth  
Revenues per sales visit 
Catalog profits 

Customer-related 
Measures: 
     Common 
     Common 
     Unique 
     Unique 

 
 
Repeat sales 
Customer satisfaction rating 
Mystery shopper program rating 
Returns by customers as a percent of 

sales 

 
 
Repeat sales 
Customer satisfaction rating 
Captured customers 
Referrals 

Internal Business 
Process Measures: 
     Common 
     Common 
     Unique 
     Unique 

 
 
Returns to suppliers 
Average markdowns 
Average major brand names per store 
Sales from new market leaders 

 
 
Returns to suppliers 
Average markdowns 
Orders filled within one week 
Catalog orders filled with errors 

Learning and Growth 
Measures: 
     Common 
 
     Common 
     Unique 
 
     Unique 

 
 
Hours of employee training per 

employee 
Employee suggestions per employee 
Average tenure of sales personnel 
 
Stores computerizing 

 
 
Hours of employee training per 

employee 
Employee suggestions per employee 
Percent sales managers with M.B.A. 
degrees 
Database certification of clerks 
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Table 2 
Busana Remaja Balanced Scorecard 

 
Measure Target Actual % Better 

than Target 
 
1 
 
2 
3 
4 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
2 
3 
4 
 
 
1 
2 
3 
 
4 
 
 
 
1 
2 
3 
 
4 
 

Financial: 
Return on sales (divisional net income/divisional 

sales) 
New store sales (% sales from stores opened in 2005) 
Sales growth ([sales 2005 – sales 2004]/ sales 2004) 
Market share relative to retail space  (sales/total teen 
 wear retail square footage in 5 mile radius of stores) 
 
Customer-related: 
Mystery shopper program rating (100-point scale to 

the store and personnel’s appearance, the demeanor 
of the personnel, the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the check-out system, among other things) 

Repeat sales (%sales from repeat customers) 
Returns by customers as a percent of sales  
Customer satisfaction rating  (from a customer survey) 
 
Internal Business Process: 
Returns to suppliers due to quality problems 
Average major brand names per store  
Average markdowns (discounts) required to sell 

stocked merchandise 
Sales new items designated by head buyer as market 

leaders  
 
Learning and Growth: 
Average tenure of sales personnel (in years) 
Hours of employee training per employee 
Stores computerizing key functions identified by top 

management 
Employee suggestions per employee 
 

 
24% 

 
30% 
35% 

Rp.80 
million 

 
 

85 
 
 
 

30% 
12% 
92% 

 
 

6% 
32 

16% 
 

25% 
 
 
 

1,4 
15 

85% 
 

3,3 

 
26% 

 
32,5% 

38% 
Rp86,85 

million 
 
 

96 
 
 
 

34% 
11,6% 

95% 
 
 

5% 
37 

13,5% 
 

29% 
 
 
 

1,6 
17 

90% 
 

3,5 

 
8,33% 

 
8,33% 
8,57% 
8,56% 

 
 
 

12,94% 
 
 
 

13,33% 
3,33% 
3,26% 

 
 

16,67% 
15,63% 
15,63% 

 
16,00% 

 
 
 

14,29% 
13,33% 

5,88% 
 

6,06% 

 
 

Table 3 
Experimental Conditions – 2x2x2 Between-Subjects Design 

Common 
Com-BR Com-BK 
Unique Unique 

 
 

Affect 
Uniq-BR Uniq-BR Uniq-BR Uniq-BK 

No existence of 
Affect (NA) 1 2 3 4 

Existence of 
Affect (A) 5 6 7 8 
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Table 4 
Descriptive Statistic for Dependent Variables (n=128) 

 Adi’s 
score 

Toni’s 
score Adi’s bonus Toni’s bonus  

Minimum 
Maximum 
Mean 
Standard deviation  

30
100

75,188
9,829

40
90

71,734
11,853

15.000.000
40.000.000

26.923.177,08
5.968.600,49

10.000.000
35.000.000

23.076.822,92
5.968.600,49

 
 

Table 5 
Experimental Results for Managers’ Performance Evaluations (n=128) 

Panel A: Results of 2x2x2x2 Repeated Measures ANOVA of Evaluations of the Performance of 
Busana Remaja and Busana Kerja Divisions’ Manager. 

Variable df SS MS F p 
Between Subjects: 
Common 
Unique 
Affect 
Common x Unique 
Common x Affect 
Unique x Affect 
Common x Unique x Affect 
Error 
 
Within Subjects: 
Division 
Division x Common 
Division x Unique 
Division x Affect 
Division x Common x Unique 
Division x Common x Affect 
Division x Unique x Affect 
Division x Common x Unique 
x Affect 
Error 
 

 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

120 
 
 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
 

1 
120 

 
0,851 

15,769 
711,979 

18,986 
199,007 
424,283 
127,591 

20.889,730 
 
 

717,851 
1.550, 776 

272,225 
19,451 
3,120 

20,123 
125,060 

 
0,340 

5.768,201 

 
0,851 

15,769 
711,979 

18,986 
199,007 
424,283 
127,591 
174,081 

 
 

717,851 
1.550, 776 

272,225 
19,451 
3,120 

20,123 
125,060 

 
0,340 

48,068 

 
0,005 
0,091 
4,090 
0,109 
1,143 
2,437 
0,733 

 
 
 

14,934 
32,262 
5,663 
0,405 
0,065 
0,419 
2,602 

 
0,007 

 
0,944 
0,764 
0,045 
0,742 
0,287 
0,121 
0,394 

 
 
 

0,000 
0,000 
0,019 
0,526 
0,799 
0,519 
0,109 

 
0,933 

Panel B: Performance Evaluation of the Busana Remaja and Busana Kerja Divisions’ Managersa 
Measures: Favor BR Favor BK BR-BK 
Common  BR 
                 BK 
 
Unique      BR 
                  BK 
 
No Affect 
Affect 
 

77,446 (9,237) b 
72,857 (9,948) 

 
76,031 (9,887) 
74,318 (9,771) 

 
73,148 (11,377) 
77,045 (7,803) 

 

69,231 (11,008) 
74,318 (12,221) 

 
70,846 (12,926) 
72,651 (10,661) 

 
70,230 (12,533) 
73,105 (11,115) 

 

8,215 
-1,461 

 
5,185 
1,667 

 
2,918 
3,940 

 
a  Evaluations made on a 101-point scale, with 0 labeled “Reassign” and 100 labeled “Excellent” 
b Panel values are mean (standard deviation). Common measures appear on both divisions’ BSC but Unique 
measures appear on only one divisions’ BSC. Favor BR (BK) indicates the measures were higher for the BR  
(BK) division than BK (BR) division.  
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Table 6 
Experimental Results for Managers’ Bonus Allocation  (n=128) 

Panel A: Results of 2x2x2 ANOVA of Bonus Allocations of Busana Remaja and Busana Kerja 
Divisions’ Manager. 

Variable df SS MS F p 
Between Subjects: 
Common 
Unique 
Affect 
Common x Unique 
Common x Affect 
Unique x Affect 
Common x Unique x Affect 
Error 
 

 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

120 

 
7,344E+14 
3,019E+14 
3,962E+12 
2,366E+13 
7,747E+12 
3,256E+13 
4,757E+13 
3,413E+15 

 
7,344E+14 
3,019E+14 
3,962E+12 
2,366E+13 
7,747E+12 
3,256E+13 
4,757E+13 
2,844E+13 

 
25,821 
10,614 
0,139 
0,832 
0,272 
1,145 
1,673 

 
0,000 
0,001 
0,710 
0,364 
0,603 
0,287 
0,198 

Panel B: Bonus Allocation of the Busana Remaja and Busana Kerja Divisions’ Managersa 
Measures Busana Remaja  (BR) Busana Kerja (BK) 
Common  BR 
                 BK 
 
Unique      BR 
                  BK 
 
No Affect 
Affect 
 

29.238.462 (4.995.394,5) 
24.534.392 (5.982.887,7) 

 
28.269.231 (5.896.951.6) 
25.534.392 (5.763.418,1) 

 
26.748.634 (6.333.671,3) 
27.082.090 (5.659.262,3) 

 

20.761.538 (4.995.394,5) 
25.462.608 (5.982.887,7) 

 
21.730.769 (5.896.951.6) 
24.465.608 (5.763.418,1) 

 
23.251.366 (6.333.671,3) 
22.917.910 (5.659.262,3) 

 
a  Table value are in Rupiahs. Participants allocated a Rp. 50.000.000,- bonus pool. 
b Panel values are mean (standard deviation). Common measures appear on both divisions’ BSC but Unique 
measures appear on only one divisions’ BSC. Favor BR (BK) indicates the measures were higher for the BR  
(BK) division than BK (BR) division. 
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