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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to explore the ways that the balanced scorecard (BSC) can be adapted to
incorporate environmental performance in a health care context.

Design/methodology/approach – This research adopts a qualitative approach that uses an in-depth
case study including semi-structured interviews and document review. Interviews are conducted with
individuals working within a regional public hospital and health service organisation in Australia. The
research is informed by stakeholder theory.
Findings – The participants identiﬁed a number of approaches to incorporating environmental dimensions
within the BSC: fully integrated, partially integrated, a separate additional perspective and differentiation
based on the origin of the environmental activities and events. These ﬁndings conﬁrm the contingent nature
of the selected model and reinforce the importance of organisational vision and environmental strategy as
formative factors.
Research limitations/implications – This research provides a starting point for future research to
reﬁne the proposed models and evaluate their viability and relevance in other contexts.
Practical implications – This study provides motivations for managers to engage with the BSC as an
effective performance measurement system, which can be developed and adapted to incorporate important
environmental elements of organisational performance.
Social implications – This study reveals the importance of difference between endogenous and
exogenous environmental activities. As concerns around the environmental consequences of organisational
activities continue to grow, opportunities for institutions to reassure stakeholders of their sustainable
practices are increasingly critical.
Originality/value – This study presents preliminary evidence on the suitability of various models for
integrating environmental dimensions within the BSC. The ﬁndings provide a valuable contribution to
literature on performance measurement systems in the healthcare sector.
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Introduction
The healthcare industry affects all of the society, and it is now increasingly important
because of an ageing community (Mavlutova and Babauska, 2013). From an economic
perspective, the healthcare industries’ fundamental role is to deliver social outcomes (Soysa
et al., 2016). As organisations in this sector provide services continually, this creates the
potential for large amounts of energy consumption, greenhouse gas emissions, carbon
dioxide emissions and waste disposal relative to other industries (Shapiro et al., 2000; Blass
et al., 2017). For instance, US healthcare facilities produce about 6,700 tonnes of waste each
day (Zimmer and McKinley, 2008). These same organisations generate a substantial degree
of US carbon dioxide emissions and greenhouse gas emissions (Kaplan et al., 2012). These
emissions produced by healthcare providers represent 8 per cent of total US greenhouse gas
and 7 per cent carbon dioxide emissions (Chung and Meltzer, 2009). In the Australian
context, Victorian public healthcare providers are classiﬁed as the second largest emitter of
greenhouse gas emissions, which contribute 20 per cent of public sector emissions in
Australia (Victorian Auditor-General’s Ofﬁce, 2012). As a result, such organisations are
implicated in causing negative environmental outcomes in relation to air quality, water,
natural resources and human health.
Healthcare organisations are responsible for their environmental activities to a broad
range of stakeholders (Hoque, 2006) and Australian hospitals are under pressure to reduce,
manage and monitor their environmental activities (Naylor and Appleby, 2012).
Consequently, Australian public sector organisations have become increasingly conscious
of the need to improve their environmental performance (Adams et al., 2014). The act of
properly identifying stakeholders is considered a starting point to designing the
performance measurement system (Neely et al., 2002). For this reason, Kaplan and Norton’s
BSC performance measurement system is based around the stakeholder theory (Kaplan and
Norton, 1992). This theory evaluates organisational performance against the expectations of
the various stakeholders (e.g. shareholders, employees, customers, suppliers, governments
and communities) that have interest in the organisation’s activities (Hubbard, 2009).
However, although the BSC is a viable mechanism to monitor hospitals’ performance, the
original four perspectives (ﬁnancial, customer, internal business processes and learning and
growth) do not explicitly include measures for environmental activities.
Managers require relevant and reliable environmental information to inform and support
their decisions (Burritt et al., 2010). This need for relevant and reliable environmental
information requires the use of accounting tools that support organisational managers in
understanding and monitoring environmental activities (Christ and Burritt, 2013). The aim
of using these accounting tools is to provide a clear picture about organisational
performance and reporting for all stakeholders (Hoque, 2006). As stakeholder theory
provides a multi-dimensional approach for organisation performance measurement
(Kaplan, 2008), many sustainable balanced scorecard (SBSC) scholars have based their
studies on the stakeholder theory (Hubbard, 2009; Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016). This
study builds on this research by explicitly recognising that stakeholder demands inﬂuence
the design of performance measurement systems and this effect is emphasised in the context
of health care.
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Limited empirical studies have been conducted to examine ways that the environmental
dimension may be comprehensively incorporated into the BSC (Länsiluoto and Järvenpää,
2008, 2010; Van der Woerd and van Den Brink, 2004; Dias-Sardinha and Reijnders, 2005;
Dias-Sardinha et al., 2002). Länsiluoto and Järvenpää (2008) investigated how environmental
activities were embedded within the BSC in a Finnish food manufacturing system. Their
study found that measures for environmental elements were embedded within the internal
process perspective. In the Italian food and tourist industries, Van der Woerd and van Den
Brink (2004) suggested that ﬁve perspectives are necessary (customers and suppliers,
ﬁnanciers and owners, society and planet, internal process and employees and learning). In
Portugal organisations, there is evidence that the BSC contains sustainability, stakeholders,
internal process and learning and growth perspectives (Dias-Sardinha et al., 2002; DiasSardinha and Reijnders, 2005). Meanwhile, Journeault (2016) proposed four perspectives for
Canadian non-proﬁt organisations: sustainable perspective (social performance), external
stakeholder perspective (ﬁnancial and environmental performance), internal business
processes, skills and capabilities perspectives. The current study uses insights from these
studies to explore the perceptions of key internal stakeholders in a large Queensland
hospital to understand how environmental performance can be reﬂected in the
organisation’s BSC. The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides
the literature review. Section 3 discusses the relevance of stakeholder theory as a conceptual
framework to interpret the ﬁndings of the study. Section 4 explains the research method,
whereas Section 5 outlines the empirical ﬁndings and discussion. The conclusions are
presented in Section 6.
2. Literature review
2.1 Environmental performance indicators
Environmental performance refers to managing an organisation’s environmental aspects
(e.g. fuel consumption, water consumption and environmental impacts [e.g. air pollution,
natural resource depletion and water pollution; Feldman, 2012]]). The deﬁnition of
environmental performance has been expanded to “cover a wide range of areas such as
waste management, emissions to air, land and water, and the existence of environmental
management systems” (Sutantoputra et al., 2012, p. 52). Environmental performance
management systems are a group of different organisational management practices that
establish, measure and monitor organisation’s environmental impacts (Martín-de Castro
et al., 2016). These systems include the organisational processes which minimise unwanted
environmental outcomes on the natural environment (Dangelico, 2015). Disclosing
environmental information voluntarily provides stakeholders with a level of assurance
that the organisation is responsive to environmental concerns (Martín-de Castro et al., 2016).
The disclosure of environmental information may include data about the organisation’s
environmental proﬁle, environmental initiatives or environmental performance indicators
(Sutantoputra et al., 2012). The focus of this study is the link between environmental
performance indicators and the BSC. However, it is important to note that the measurement
and disclosure of environmental information are rapidly evolving and organisations make
choices about how to report these factors. Performance associated with environmental
indicators can be reported in a separate report, an annual report, the organisation’s website
(Sutantoputra et al., 2012) or in the BSC (Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016). There are also
reporting initiatives, such as the Global Reporting Initiative, which are designed to help
organisations manage and report on activities that affect environmental sustainability
(Vigneau et al., 2015).

Environmental performance, from an accounting perspective, can be reﬂected in a group
of ﬁnancial and non-ﬁnancial indicators. These indicators capture the beneﬁts and costs of
consuming natural resources such as energy, land or water (Hubbard, 2009). This
performance can be measured through monetary environmental information (e.g. dollars)
and/or physical environmental information (e.g. kilowatt-hours; kWh). The physical
information incorporates the volume of energy, water and materials consumed, whereas
monetary data speciﬁes environment-related costs and beneﬁts (Lee, 2011). It is likely that
some stakeholders prefer monetary environmental information, whereas others prefer
physical environmental information (Bennett et al., 2011).
Monetary environmental costs encompass an organisation’s payments in relation to
environmental damage and protection (Hansen et al., 2009), whereas environmental revenue
is that gained either from sales of recyclable materials (Qian et al., 2011) or grants, subsidies
and awards (Gale, 2006). Explicit recognition of the potential cost savings generated through
environmentally sensitive activities enables organisations to increase their proﬁtability
through efﬁciency savings (Shapiro et al., 2000). In addition to these efﬁciency beneﬁts, an
organisation’s good environmental performance can be a source of increased revenue via
enhanced community recognition. Langﬁeld-Smith (2015) considered these reputational
beneﬁts to be another motivation for adopting environmental management accounting.
As organisations serve different stakeholder groups, their operational activities affect the
community in multiple ways (Hoque, 2006). A hospital has a responsibility to satisfy the
ﬁnancial and non-ﬁnancial expectations of various stakeholders including shareholders,
employees, customers/patients, suppliers, governments and communities (Clarkson, 1995;
Donaldson and Preston, 1995). In order for healthcare organisations to meet these
expectations, there is growing recognition of the need to report the environmental effects of
their operational activities to their stakeholders. Consequently many types of organisations
in Europe are now “required to report their carbon emissions to both governments and
customers” (Journeault, 2016, p. 217). Generally, the ability to create good relationships with
all its stakeholders is considered an essential element of long term organisational survival
(Clarkson, 1995; Perrini and Tencati, 2006).
2.2 The role of the balanced scorecard in the healthcare sector
Since the beginning of 1990s, many accounting techniques such as BSC, economic value
added, fair values creation and target costing have been introduced into the management
accounting ﬁeld (Cooper et al., 2017). However, BSC is one of the most popular performance
measurement approaches (Cooper et al., 2017). Indeed some commentators suggest that the
BSC is a major innovation in the recent history of management accounting (Busco and
Quattrone, 2015). Kaplan and Norton (1992) developed the BSC model to address the over
reliance on ﬁnancial measures in traditional management accounting systems. The BSC is a
multi-dimensional accounting instrument for evaluating performance and analysing
alternative measures with an essential concentration on achieving an organisation’s
strategic goals (Alewine and Stone, 2013). The BSC may enhance performance measurement
judgments by providing decision makers with a comprehensive set of ﬁnancial and nonﬁnancial indicators (Humphreys and Trotman, 2011). It is argued that this provides a more
complete picture on the organisation’s activities (Hall, 2011).
Proponents of the BSC suggest that, in addition to the ﬁnancial measures, other nonﬁnancial measures (customer, internal business process and learning and growth) have a
signiﬁcant role in organisational performance (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, 1996a; Aidemark,
2001). Thus the BSC is not solely a collection of critical indicators (Möller and Schaltegger,
2005), rather it highlights a balance between a set of inputs and outputs, current
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performance driver indicators (lag indicators) and future performance driver indicators (lead
indicators), and includes objective and subjective measures that are useful for internal and
external stakeholders (Hansen et al., 2009; Atkinson et al., 2012). The BSC also assists to
effectively “operationalize managerial discourse concerning goals, missions, values and
strategies” (Cooper and Ezzamel, 2013, p. 290). Furthermore, use of the BSC enables
managers to share their strategy with all organisational members (Cheng and Humphreys,
2012).
During the past two decades, the use of the BSC in the public sector has received
attention in the accounting literature (Hoque, 2014; Bobe et al., 2017; Aidemark, 2001).
Throughout this period, there has been increasing pressure on public healthcare
organisations to improve performance (Adams et al., 2014). Consequently researchers have
recently noted an increase in the application of BSC to the health sector (Trotta et al., 2013).
Smith and Loonam (2016, p. 407) noted that healthcare organisations are increasingly using
the BSC to “attain greater strategic performance measurement”. Another reason suggested
for this resurgence is that the BSC takes into account patients, healthcare processes and
professional staff development, as well as ﬁnancial outcomes (Aidemark, 2001).
Furthermore, the BSC can accommodate the complexity of healthcare companies by
providing a multidimensional system to measure and manage organisational effectiveness
(Trotta et al., 2013).
Although speciﬁc support for the utilisation of the BSC in healthcare organisations
occurred as early as 1994 (Grifﬁth, 1994), the use of this model did not become widely
evident until the end of the 1990s and the beginning of the new century (Bisbe and Barrubés,
2012). However, the public sector has complex social and political contexts and performance
measurement that adequately captures these multiple dimensions is difﬁcult (Hoque, 2014).
Financial outcomes do not always provide adequate insights into whether a government
organisation is achieving its mission (Kaplan and Norton, 2001). Consequently, the
organisation’s mission must be considered at the highest level of its scorecard (Kaplan,
2001).
In the public healthcare sector, the relationship between the ﬁnancial perspective and
customer perspective is interchangeable and reciprocal. For example, the general public, as
tax payers, pay taxes to government departments that then allocate funds to receiving
agencies (hospitals), which is the ﬁnancial perspective. Subsequently, the tax payers receive
beneﬁts as customers when treated in hospitals. In this context, tax collection is seen as
necessary to provide beneﬁts to the community (Soysa et al., 2016). It is not an objective of
governments to generate proﬁt but rather to maximise the efﬁcient use of public funds
(Kaplan and Norton, 2001). Within the public healthcare industry the internal business
process perspective of the BSC identiﬁes the critical internal processes, which are important
for the achievement of the intended outcomes of the other perspectives (Figge et al., 2002).
This perspective frequently reports indicators that reﬂect the efﬁciency and effectiveness of
the agency (Butler et al., 2011). The learning and growth perspective of the BSC contains
indicators about the capabilities and competences among employees (Aidemark, 2001).
Healthcare organisation must continually assess their future needs and ensure that its
intellectual capital and human resources, components of the learning and growth
perspective, are sufﬁcient to sustain its future survival (Epstein and Wisner, 2001).
It is clear that BSC perspectives should reﬂect the characteristics of health organisations
(Aidemark and Funck, 2009). Therefore, several studies have been conducted to identify
BSC perspectives in health organisations. For example, in Sweden, Kollberg and Elg (2011)
determined ﬁve BSC perspectives: patient/customer, process, development/future, employee
and production/economic. A study conducted in a public Australian healthcare organisation

by van de Wetering et al. (2006) found four perspectives: clinical business process, patient,
quality and transparency and information systems. These researchers observed that just
two of the perspectives, clinical business process and patient, are similar to the original BSC
perspectives (van de Wetering et al., 2006). In Hong Kong, public health organisations still
use perspectives similar to the original BSC perspectives (Yuen and Ng, 2012). Meanwhile, a
recent African study revealed that community, ﬁnancial, internal business process and
capacity building are perspectives in the BSC of African health providers (Bobe et al., 2017).
Therefore, it is evident that there a multiple ways of reﬁning the BSC to accommodate the
healthcare context. In regard to environmental performance, it is likely that healthcare
organisations will seek to innovate and creatively adapt the BSC to incorporate appropriate
indicators which support their organisational attributes and strategy.
2.3 Incorporating the environmental dimension into the balanced scorecard
There is little consensus as to the best method of incorporating the environmental dimension
within the BSC. Johnson (1998) argued that the environmental perspective is already
incorporated within the existing four BSC perspectives. Kaplan and Norton (2001) implicitly
supported Johnson’s assertion when they included social and environmental responsibility
as part of internal business process perspective. They argued that organisational value is
created through internal business process. Furthermore, Butler et al. (2011) supported
Johnson’s suggestion that major changes to the BSC structure are not required. Figge et al.
(2002) also supported the argument that environmental issues are automatically embedded
within the BSC’s cause and effect links. However, their argument contrasted the cause and
effect links and advocated for the creation of a separate SBSC, which requires the
environmental and social issues to be represented in a standalone perspective of BSC. This
is an attractive option for organisations that want to incorporate environmental issues
without revamping the original BSC (Butler et al., 2011). However, some commentators
argue that this approach does not adequately capture the links to creating ﬁnancial value
(Journeault, 2016). Moreover, Figge et al. (2002) stated that the SBSC is an extension of the
previous approaches and cannot be considered an independent method. As a result, this
approach may provide little beneﬁt to organisations wishing to implement a sustainability
strategy (Journeault, 2016).
The model in which a ﬁfth perspective is embedded within the BSC is considered the
simplest approach (Butler et al., 2011) to incorporating the environmental dimension. A key
beneﬁt of this approach is that this may draw decision makers’ attention to environmental
responsibility as a core organisation value (Epstein and Wisner, 2001). This helps
organisations to connect their environmental initiatives with ﬁnancial value creation
(Journeault, 2016). Although this approach has been accepted by some commentators
(Hubbard, 2009; Butler et al., 2011), Kaplan and Wisner (2009) found that providing a
separate environmental perspective is not effective unless decision makers receive
additional information about the strategic importance of the environmental measures. In
addition, the poor connection between the existing BSC perspectives and the additional
perspective brings a high risk of failure (Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016). Overall, adding a
ﬁfth perspective remains somewhat controversial (Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016) and this
makes “its role and contributions ambiguous” (Journeault, 2016, p. 216). It may be easy for
managers to ignore the extra perspective and continue to focus on the four traditional
perspectives, therefore providing little contribution to achieving the organisation’s
environmental goals (Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016).
In summary, the extant literature outlines two main arguments for integrating the
environmental measures into the BSC. The ﬁrst argument was developed by Figge et al.

Environmental
dimension

657

MEDAR
27,4

658

(2002) and involves three models: integration of the environmental measures in the four BSC
perspectives, additional ﬁfth non-market perspective and development of a separate
environmental and social scorecard. The ﬁrst model argues that integration of the
environmental issues in the BSC perspectives is appropriate for environmentally orientated
organisations and provides opportunities to increase ﬁnancial outcomes (i.e. the
organisation’s success within market) (Figge et al., 2002). The second recommended model is
adding a ﬁfth non-market perspective which recognises additional aspects such as
customer, socio-cultural, legal sphere, etc. (i.e. the organisation’s success from outside
market) (Figge et al., 2002). The ﬁnal model promotes differentiating the environmental and
social issues and developing a separate environmental and social scorecard (Figge et al.,
2002). However, it is important to observe that this model is an extension to the original two
approaches (Figge et al., 2002).
Butler et al. (2011) rearranged the above argument. Their approach commences with
adding the ﬁfth perspective, then developing a separate SBSC, and ﬁnally integration of the
environmental issues throughout four BSC perspectives. The ﬁfth perspective model is
considered most appropriate for organisations with high-proﬁle exposure to sustainability
issues (Butler et al., 2011). However, in some cases, organisations do not have a BSC or they
have BSC but they do wish to change the existing BSC (Butler et al., 2011). In this case,
Butler et al. (2011) recommended the development of a separate SBSC as the second option.
Such an approach includes sustainability measures (ﬁnancial, social and environmental) in a
separate BSC. Finally, “the integrated approach works well for companies that have a BSC
in place and are willing to evolve that scorecard to reﬂect sustainability practices” (Butler
et al., 2011, p. 5).
A number of differences are evident between the works of Butler et al. (2011) and Figge
et al. (2002). For example, Butler et al. (2011), in their ﬁrst model, considered that the
organisation’s success (ﬁnancial or comprehensive success) is the main driver to integrate
the environmental and social issues in the BSC. Meanwhile, Figge et al. (2002) stressed that
developing a separate environmental and social scorecard is not an independent approach
because developing a separate environmental and social scorecard cannot be achieved
without ﬁrst achieving integration as well as a ﬁfth perspective. In contrast, Butler et al.
(2011) stated that the sustainability strategy, availability of BSC and the desire to change are
the main drivers to adopt a speciﬁc approach. Therefore, their argument commences with
adding ﬁfth perspective. Furthermore, they also suggested that a separate SBSC is an
independent approach.
It is evident that the potential integration of an environmental dimension into the original
BSC is an important and complex question in the management accounting discipline
(Thomson et al., 2014). Researchers have considered various ways of incorporating the
environmental dimension into the BSC (Johnson, 1998; Kaplan and Norton, 2001; Figge et al.,
2002; Hansen and Schaltegger, 2016, 2017; Journeault, 2016; Bieker and Waxenberger, 2002;
Bieker, 2003; Butler et al., 2011; Kaplan and Norton, 2004; Kaplan and Wisner, 2009; Möller
and Schaltegger, 2005; Hubbard, 2009; Dias-Sardinha et al., 2007, 2002; Hansen et al., 2010).
Recently, Hansen and Schaltegger (2016) conducted a review of 69 studies that proposed
models and examined ways of incorporating the environmental and social issues within the
BSC. They classiﬁed the models into several typologies:
Adding a sustainability perspective only (additional perspective); partial integration into existing
perspectives; full integration into existing perspectives and integration across existing
perspectives while simultaneously adding a dedicated perspective (extended model) (Hansen and
Schaltegger, 2016, p. 209).

However, there remains little empirical evidence that explores the experience of healthcare
providers in regard to integrating environmental indicators within the BSC. Given the
growing recognition of the environmental impacts of healthcare activities and the resultant
need to satisfy stakeholder information requirements, it is necessary to fully understand the
application of the BSC in this context. This gap in the literature gives rise to this study’s
research question:
RQ1. How can the balanced scorecard be adapted to incorporate environmental
performance in a healthcare context?
3. Stakeholder theory
In qualitative research, a theory “can connect pieces of research data to generate ﬁndings
which ﬁt into a larger framework of other studies” (Stewart and Klein, 2016, p. 616). It also
can help to code the data for thematic analysis (Stewart and Klein, 2016). Stakeholder theory
was used to interpret and inform this research. The use of stakeholder theory is well
established in social and environmental accounting research (Chiu and Wang, 2015). This
theory acknowledges that business responsibilities include both shareholders’ and nonshareholding stakeholders’ interests (Alniacik et al., 2011). Accordingly, stakeholder theory
recognises that organisational actions are inﬂuenced by multiple stakeholders and that
organisations attempt to manage competing stakeholder demands (Garvare and Johansson,
2010).
From a stakeholder theory perspective, modern performance measurement systems such
as the BSC can be considered as a mechanism to more fully recognise the interests of an
organisation’s stakeholders (e.g. employees, communities, suppliers, customers and
governments). Kaplan and Norton (1996a, 1996b) attempted to include the majority of
stakeholders in their BSC model. Expectations of shareholders and customers are explicitly
integrated in the ﬁnancial perspective and customer perspective. Stakeholders such as
suppliers and employees are implicitly addressed through internal business
processes perspective and learning and growth perspective. This emphasis on stakeholder
interests reinforces the relevance of the BSC in a healthcare context because public sector
reforms inﬂuenced by new public management have promoted the need for such
organisations to be accountable for creating public value. In this environment, the success of
public sector organisations is dependent on “satisfying stakeholders according to their
deﬁnition of what is valuable” (Bryson, 2004, p. 25). In this context, the BSC is a ﬂexible
model, which can be used to build comprehensive and multi-dimensional performance
measures that accommodate multiple stakeholder expectations.
The healthcare sector has a complex and reciprocal relationship with stakeholders.
Stakeholders in this context include internal stakeholders, as well as multiple external
stakeholders such as government bodies, research organisations, community organisations
and the general public. Inadequate attention to environmental performance may degrade the
relationship between organisations and their stakeholders’ interests (Buysse and Verbeke,
2003; Sutantoputra et al., 2012). However, prior research has recognised that the BSC is an
important tool which assists public healthcare managers to fulﬁl their organisational
mission and demonstrate organisational effectiveness to multiple stakeholders (Zelman
et al., 2003; Behrouzi et al., 2014; Gonzalez-Sanchez et al., 2017). Collectively, such studies
underlie the importance of stakeholder theory in exploring performance measurement
systems in public sector organisations.
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4. Research method
ABC is a large public healthcare provider in Queensland, Australia[1]. It provides services
across an area of approximately 90,000 square kilometres (34,750 square miles) and delivers
clinical services to approximately 280,000 people. This represents 5.2 per cent of the
Queensland landmass and 5.7 per cent of the Queensland population. It has 29 facilities
(such as hospitals, outpatient clinics, aged care facilities, etc.) and 5,000 staff. The
researchers have chosen this case study for two key reasons. First, this hospital uses the
BSC for performance measurement purposes. In addition, this organisation is currently
investigating ways to update their BSC to incorporate sustainability into its performance
measurement system.
This research adopts a qualitative approach that uses an in-depth case study consisting
of semi-structured interviews and document analysis. Case study research is an appropriate
research method for understanding the dynamics of performance measurement within a
hospital (Vesty, 2004). The research interview is considered one of the most important
qualitative data collection methods (Qu and Dumay, 2011). Qualitative researchers aim to
understand subjective human experience (Gilgun, 2005) and the selection of interview
participants is a critical decision in qualitative research (Kuper et al., 2008). This is because
the knowledge of the participant is a key source of understanding the phenomenon under
study (Kuper et al., 2008). An ideal participant is an individual who can provide rich
information pertinent to the research question (Sargeant, 2012). Hence, a qualitative
researcher must choose participants who have knowledge relevant to the research aim
(Devers and Frankel, 2000). Morse (2000) suggested that quality participants should have
experience in the topic and available time to share with the researcher, and be willing to
relate their experiences to the researcher.
There is little consensus about when to cease interviewing in qualitative studies
although Creswell (2018) suggested that saturation point is reached when subsequent
interviews generate no new ideas or concepts. However, Hennink et al. (2017) argued that
saturation should be seen as a multi-dimensional concept which incorporates both code
saturation and meaning saturation. Their discussion explicitly recognises that it is common
for code saturation to occur relatively early in the interview process whereas meaning
saturation often requires additional data. In this study, interviews continued until the
authors were conﬁdent that the data collected captured the key relevant themes pertinent to
the research aim (code saturation). After analysing the transcripts from these interviews the
researchers conducted three further interviews to add depth and richness to the data set.
These interviews provided the researchers with the opportunity to assess the relevance of
prevalent codes by collecting new perspectives which clarify or enrich the emerging issue
(Hennink et al., 2017). As per the stopping criterion principle advocated by Francis et al.
(2010), each consecutive interview was interrogated to assess its contribution to the existing
data (Fusch and Ness, 2015). After conducting 16 interviews, the researchers were conﬁdent
that the richness of the data can explicitly address the research aims.
Thematic analysis was used to identify key themes and recognise connections between
them. Thematic analysis demonstrates which themes are signiﬁcant in the description of the
phenomenon under study (Joffe, 2012). It is a useful and ﬂexible approach to deal with a
complex phenomenon such as health care (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Documents such as
annual reports, strategic plans and websites were also analysed. This phase provided a
comprehensive understanding of the organisation and its activities and was critical to
establish the manner in which the case study organisation was using the BSC. This also
allowed the researchers to ascertain the extent to which the environmental dimension was
incorporated into the existing BSC. The document analysis revealed that managers were

using the BSC to monitor and evaluate their organisation performance. Furthermore, there
was little evidence that the existing BSC included any environmental information and
measures. This motivated the researchers to explore managers’ perceptions about possible
initiatives to incorporate the environmental information into the BSC.
A total of 16 interviews were conducted with individuals across various organisational
designations (A, B and C). Group A consists of managers, ﬁnancial controllers and accounting
staff. Group B includes operational staff involved in maintenance, engineering infrastructure
and facility services. Group C refers to nursing and medicine staff. The interviews were
conducted throughout 2018 and typically lasted between 30 and 60 min. Table I provides
details of the participants. Interviewees were carefully selected to ensure that a cross section of
the organisation was captured to reduce the potential for bias in responses (Sargeant, 2012).
This approach is designed to increase the validity of the research ﬁndings, as it allows the
researcher to be conﬁdent in the “accuracy of the ﬁndings” (Creswell, 2018, p. 199). This type of
triangulation can be seen as a validity check (Golafshani, 2003; Mathison, 1988).
Prior to the interviews, an executive summary, information sheet and consent form were
sent to the participants. A sample of interview questions is provided in the Appendix. All
interviews were conducted at the participants’ ofﬁce. Interviews were audio recorded for
transcription purposes and to improve the reliability of the research ﬁndings. Reliability of
qualitative research is “established through accurate data recording and transcription” (Lewis,
2015, p. 474).
In this study, the authors used a thematic approach to analysing the data. Data analysis
was informed by the following steps (Braun et al., 2019):
 Familiarisation: After each interview, the ﬁrst author reviewed the audio recording
to concentrate on absorbing the participants’ responses. At this stage, preliminary
notes of each interview were taken. The interviews were then sent to a transcription
service. The transcriber was asked to transcribe the interviews verbatim. Once the
completed transcripts were received, the same author read the transcripts several
times and compared these to the preliminary notes. These steps were conducted to
ensure that the author had a thorough understanding of the evidence that had been
collected;
 Generating codes: This stage involved the researcher organising the data into
meaningful blocks of information. This allows the researcher to begin to generate
meaning from the data. In this study, an inductive orientation was adopted which
allowed the data to reveal the codes.
 Constructing themes: This phase developed useful themes from the codes. To do
this, all codes were explored to identify the key characteristics of the data. The

Group A
Management, finance and
accounting staff (MFAS)
Participant code
Position
MFAS1
MFAS2
MFAS3
MFAS4
MFAS5
MFAS6

Senior level
Senior level
Middle level
Middle level
Junior level
Senior level

Group B
Operational staff (OS)
Participant code
Position

Group C
Nursing and medicine staff (NS)
Participant code
Position

OS1
OS2
OS3
OS4
OS5

NMS1
NMS2
NMS3
NMS4
NMS5

Senior level
Middle level
Middle level
Middle level
Middle level

Senior level
Middle level
Middle level
Middle level
Middle level
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researchers looked for patterns in the codes which led to the development of
“coherent clusters of meaning” (Braun et al., 2019, p. 855). The use of thematic
mapping informed this stage and helped visually represent the important
conceptual meanings.
Revising and deﬁning themes: Using the initial list of themes, the researchers then
revisited these themes and reﬂected on them within the context of the research
question (Jason and Glenwick, 2016). This process resulted in some themes being
disregarded and others being combined because they portrayed similar concepts
(Braun et al., 2019).

The researchers used NVivo as a coding tool. NVivo provides an efﬁcient way of organising
and collating data. The data were initially sorted into three main groups (A, B and C),
according to the background of the interviewee. Researchers then coded each interview to
develop themes and sub-themes. The authors then independently rechecked the codes
(Gibbs, 2008) and analysed the data in detail. Various searches were undertaken on the data
to identify relevant connections and compare participant responses. The query tool was also
used to help identify pertinent information.
5. Findings and discussion
Participants in this study reported that a number of different approaches could be used to
incorporate the environmental performance indicators within the BSC in their organisation.
These approaches tended to reﬂect the models proposed by the existing literature. However,
there was little agreement as to which method is most appropriate for the organisational
context. There was also evidence that a number of contingent organisational factors
inﬂuence internal stakeholder perceptions about how to fully report the environmental
impacts of organisational activities. For some participants, it was important that
endogenous and exogenous environmental events are differentiated. This resulted in the
suggestion of an additional model in which internal environmental aspects are
accommodated within the ﬁnancial perspective of the BSC and a separate perspective for the
effects of climate change is implicated. The remainder of this section reviews the interview
ﬁndings in details and outlines the proposed methods for reﬁning the BSC.
5.1 Model 1: Full integration
Participants in this study reinforced the understanding that organisational strategy is the
ﬁrst step of identifying how to incorporate environmental performance within the BSC. This
reﬂects the literature which emphasises that it is critical to create an understanding of the
organisation’s mission and strategy (Lipe and Salterio, 2000). Therefore, choosing the most
suitable model for incorporating environmental performance into the BSC is contingent on
the vision and strategy of the organisation. As two participants elaborated:
It really depends on how we want position ourselves as a business – [. . .] so coming back to the
vision and strategy (MFAS3).
I think that the balanced score card follows our strategic [direction] and that’s why we try to
connect it to the strategy. If we were to improve our environmental strategy and include it in our
strategic plan, our balanced scorecard should feature some of our strategies to do with the
environment. Whether its own thing or incorporated within one of these (MFAS2).

This approach is consistent with creators of the BSC, Kaplan and Norton (1996a,
1996b), who asserted that managers need to review their mission statement ﬁrst and

then they can develop their vision and strategy (Kaplan and Norton, 2001). According
to Möller and Schaltegger (2005) and Johnson (1998), reporting environmental
performance under the BSC does not simply involve adding environmental measures.
This ﬁnding is also consistent with Möller and Schaltegger’s conclusion (2005) that
suggests effectively embedding environmental performance within the BSC requires a
reconsidered vision, new design and new data. In other words, “structure follows
strategy” (Chandler, 1990, p. 14). This is supported by participants who argued that it is
necessary to explicity acknowledge the organisational strategy for environmental
considerations before connecting it to the BSC.
Strategy can also translate to specifying management’s desired associations between BSC
perspectives (Hansen et al., 2009). This requires connecting the environmental indicators with
other ﬁnancial and nonﬁnancial measures (Johnson, 1998). Some participants such as MFAS3,
OS2, MFAS5 and NMS5 advocated integrating environmental indicators throughout existing
BSC perspectives. For NMS5, the direct relationship between the environmental indicators and
other BSC indicators is an important reason to follow a full integration approach[2]:
Certainly environmental factors and environmental repercussions have direct or indirect
inﬂuences into all four. [. . .] It is probably a component of all four customer, ﬁnancial, internal
and learning and growth (NMS5).

Other participants acknowledged that environmental performance is not evident in the
strategic priority areas for their organisation. Accordingly, they also favoured the full
integration approach:
At this point in time our core vision statement is, “caring for the community’s healthcare
together,” of which I feel the environmental perspective falls under the existing perspectives.
Having the resourcing to train every single employee in being environmentally aware is not one of
our core priorities. [. . .] We’re embedding it in our existing strategies rather than making it a
standalone (MFAS3).
It probably sits across a number of those [four existing perspectives]. [. . .] It shouldn’t be a thing
on its own. It should be integrated with a number of activities that we’re doing (OS2).
We probably would not focus on the environmental aspect as a single thing. It would probably
feed into one of our other dimensions. I don’t think we’d create a new one. It’s probably more
around processes. [. . .] It wouldn’t necessarily be a separate dimension (MFAS5).

The above insights resemble Butler et al.’s approach (2011) that states this tactic is suitable
for organisations which do not wish to undertake major revisions to their BSC. Furthermore,
this approach implies that integration within the existing BSC perspectives can adequately
capture stakeholder expectations regarding environmental performance.
5.2 Model 1: Partial integration
Commentators have acknowledged that full integration is not always suitable for all
organisations (Journeault, 2016). This was also reﬂected in this study, as some participants
reject full integration and advocate adopting the partial integration model[3]. In this study,
this generally involved two positions. The ﬁrst position argues that the environmental
measures should be reported under one of the existing perspectives. However, the second
position states that integration of the environmental issues within two of the existing
perspectives is more practical.
Some participants such as NMS5 and MFAS4 concentrated on the starting point of the
environmental activities. From their perspective, they argued that environmental
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performance is essentially created by internal processes. For this reason, they suggested
that environmental measures should be included under the internal business process
perspective. As the participants explained:
If you were to put them into one basket where it has the most inﬂuence, I would say it’s probably
within internal perspective (NMS5).
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[The environmental dimension] would map back to probably the right processes. [. . .] So, the
right processes–, under our planning objective we have a strategy to identify and respond to
environmental risks and ensure sustainability (MFAS4).

A key argument underlying this approach is that complying with national regulations on
the environment is an essential part of value-creating processes (Kaplan and Norton, 2004).
Accordingly, organisations need to re-design internal processes to reﬂect environmental
standards (Marchi et al., 2013; Campbell et al., 2018) and create value for its stakeholders
(Kaplan and Norton, 2004). This link between external environmental standards and
internal business process is also supported by other researchers (Lang-Koetz et al., 2008;
Buytendijk and O’Rourke, 2008). Sands et al. (2016) found that direct relationships existed
between environmental performance and value creating activities within the internal
business process perspective. The authors concluded that their results provide support for
the feasibility of integrating environmental, social and innovation-orientated value-creating
process into the internal process of the four-perspective BSC model (Sands et al., 2016).
An alternative approach was also recognised by Kaplan and Norton (2004) who noted the
relevance of the learning and growth perspective which focuses on three areas: human
capital, information technology capital and organisational capital. Comments from some
participants in this study reﬂected this potential approach:
We could do it within the staﬀ [perspective]. Otherwise when we get to other processes I think it’s
very diﬃcult. I think it has to be done at a higher level (NMS4).

This model is consistent with Henriques and Sadorsky’s (1999) observation, which states
that improving environmental outcomes relies on employees’ participation (Henriques and
Sadorsky, 1999). For example, highly trained and experienced engineers are “the key to
ensuring that the process is efﬁcient and that improvements are continually identiﬁed”
(Wynder, 2010, p. 236). This will ensure that the BSC can generate successful outcomes
(Sinha, 2006). However, in relation to BSC design, this point of view has received limited
attention in the literature.
Overall, there was notable support for the suggestion that environmental performance
would be best captured in the ﬁnancial dimension. However, these participants also noted
that there was considerable potential for individual bias to inﬂuence the structural design of
the BSC:
It depends on who you’re talking. So everyone has their own bias [. . .] So if you’re talking to an
accountant, they’d say go straight into the ﬁnancial section of the plan. If you’re talking to an
environmental scientist they’ll say it’ll be part of the overall healthcare strategy, or something
like that so it just depends on what. [. . .] So, for someone like me I’m very ﬁnancial focussed and
numbered. [. . .] For me I would put in the ﬁnancial section of it (OS4).
I often think of the balance scorecard with what we’ve currently got, it’s purely driven by the
ﬁnance team in collaboration with us as the service manager group, but it’s largely built around
ﬁnances and what track we’re on to achieving those outcomes that we need to achieve with the
ﬁnances that we’ve got (NMS3).

A further two participants also proposed the ﬁnancial perspective as the optimal dimension
for integrating environmental performance. However, their argument varied from their
colleagues and emphasised the potential to gain ﬁnancial beneﬁts from environmental
activities.
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[For example,] clinical waste is often looked at in terms of from a ﬁnance perspective. What is it
costing us? [. . .] [Therefore,] the obvious one that crops out is sustainable resources (NMS3).

Although many participants supported the inclusion of environmental performance in one
BSC perspective, there was some support for integration in multiple perspectives. These
participants recommended leveraging the natural link among internal business processes
perspective and learning and growth perspective to report the environmental position:
Deﬁnitely the right processes because a lot of the environmental stuﬀ we come around process
management [. . .] and resources. Resource management around– you’ve got to have experts in the
ﬁeld to understand what you’re trying– for instance, if you put this into a balance score card
you’ve got to have someone who understands what– so, the resources to understand what you’re
putting in there, to interpret– they can educate people on what we’re actually looking at. And then
those experts too can formulate processes in order to manage the [environmental issues] (NMS1).
The environmental factor is somewhere between internal process and innovation. [. . .] The
growth and learning, you should be looking at the next emergent technology and new
methodology that you’re going to become more environmentally friendly. [. . .] We are sending
these people here to learn about this. [. . .] Better thinking people that will be having the learning
and growth driving the new innovations in internal process. [. . .] Growth and innovation will
drive the internal process (OS5).

This approach has some recognition in the existing literature and Sands et al. (2016)
investigated the direct relationship between the learning and growth perspective and
internal processes perspective. In particular, environmental performance was linked with
several human capital components of the learning and growth (autonomy, effective goal
commitment, training to safety and health performance and employment practices [within
the regulatory and social processes] were identiﬁed (Sands el al., 2016). From an internal
stakeholder position, these ﬁndings appear to link environmental performance with speciﬁc
organisational activities or processes. This point of view may reﬂect the understanding that
“the inﬂuence of each stakeholder on the ﬁrm is dissimilar, and the expectations of different
stakeholders are diverse and sometimes conﬂicting” (Helfaya and Moussa, 2017, p. 1063).
5.3 Model 2: Additional ﬁfth perspective
There was evidence that some participants believe a new environmental perspective was
warranted in this organisation. The literature suggests that a BSC design needs to have a
mature environmental strategy to effectively link the environmental measures with other
ﬁnancial and nonﬁnancial measures (Johnson, 1998). Hence, these participants suggested
that the lack of institutional emphasis on environmental performance means that it is
inappropriate to utilise the full or partial integration approach:
Environmental is never going to be a priority unless you make it on the balanced scorecard, make
it the 5th one. So [. . .] it should be an additional 5th line if you want it to be important. Because
while it’s one of the 4 it will never be a priority (MFAS6).
If we want to position as an environmentally sustainable corporate citizen and that’s our main
positioning statement then that would be further argument to have it as its own standalone
sphere (MFAS3).
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It would raise more awareness if it was a separate one. That’s probably why I thought it would be
good by itself because at the moment if you put it under one of these things it may be lost
(MFAS2).

This supports the literature that suggests that organisations in the early stage of dealing
with the environmental issues (such as this case study) may be best to consider this
approach as a means of raising the proﬁle of environmental activities:
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It would stand out more because we don’t do anything now. We are quite obviously omitting
anything to do with factors to do with the environment and any of our reporting. We don’t do any
reporting on the environment now in a balance score card type of thing (MFAS2).

These viewpoints indicate an addition of a ﬁfth perspective can be used to signal that the
organisation carefully considers the environmental consequences of its activities. This may
be seen as a way to promote the organisation’s ability to receive support from its
stakeholders (Dobbs and Van Staden, 2016).
5.4 Model 3: New perspective for climate change coupled with other environmental aspects
integrated into the ﬁnancial perspective
The third approach identiﬁed in this study deviates from the extant literature and
represents a signiﬁcant development in the design of environmental performance
measurement. This approach is based on explicitly differentiating between endogenous and
exogenous environmental elements. With regard to endogenous environmental elements,
the organisation is responsible for activities such as energy consumption, water
consumption, waste production, etc. Managing these environmental concerns is necessary to
ensure organisational efﬁciency and improved ﬁnancial outcomes. According to traditional
BSC design, the ﬁnancial perspective reﬂects activities that support performance towards
the organisation’s desired ﬁnancial results. Accordingly, participants in this study explicitly
recognised that ﬁnancial beneﬁts which derive from the organisation’s endogenous
environmental activities should be reported under the ﬁnancial perspective:
For electricity, water, waste, looking into those issues the main thing is looking at our own
eﬃciency. We get a nice beneﬁt that we’re being a good corporate citizen but the real reason we’re
looking at that is because we want to save money. When we use less water, when we want to use
less electricity, we want to make less waste and in the end we get a ﬁnancial beneﬁt from that. I
think those parts ﬁt in the ﬁnancial part (OS1).

However, it was also argued that the organisational activities affected by exogenous
environmental events such as climate change and microbiological phenomenon may be best
reported separately. This approach explicitly acknowledges that these events affect the
organisation’s ability to operate effectively and therefore a ﬁfth perspective should
separately recognise the institutional consequences of exogenous environmental elements:
Climate change, to me, it’s a little bit diﬀerent. I’m a bit more interested in business continuity
because let’s say for example in this part of the world climate change results in higher frequency
of ﬂood events and in the ABC area ﬂood all the time – more often and we can’t move patients
between hospitals or we can’t get food supplies into hospitals. Those sorts – that eﬀects whether
we can continue business. So, there’s business continuity eﬀects. [. . .] I think [. . .] things like
climate change could almost be a ﬁfth dimension (OS1).

This argument provides motivation to further explore the institutional consequences of
explicitly recognising the source of environmental events: endogenous and exogenous.
Endogenous elements such as energy consumption, water consumption and waste
production are controllable and occur on an expected basis. Conversely, other elements such

as climate change and microbiological phenomenon are uncontrollable and occur randomly
and unexpectedly. As a result, incorporating these non-homogeneous elements within the
same performance measurement system may distort the interpretation of organisational
results. This possibility has yet to be fully considered in the literature either within or
beyond the hospital sector.
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6. Conclusions
This study was conducted in the Australian public healthcare sector. The ﬁndings suggest
that healthcare providers recognise the critical nature of environmental performance in
creating value for both internal and external stakeholders. In regard to developing a
performance measurement model based on the BSC, we identify four potential BSC
approaches: partially integrated model, fully integrated model, an expanded model with ﬁve
perspectives and an integrated model coupled with a separate climate change perspective.
The study provides some support for proponents of the fully integrated approach (Johnson,
1998; Figge et al., 2002). In addition, proponents for the partially integrated approach receive
support for their view. In this study, partial integration is implicated in two potential
models. First, the organisation links the environmental dimension to one of three
perspectives: internal business process, ﬁnancial or learning and growth. Another option is
to integrate the environmental measures in both the learning and growth perspective and
internal business process perspective. There is little reference in the literature about this
dual perspective approach and this is worthy of further exploration.
The addition of a separate ﬁfth environmental perspective is favoured by some
participants. This is consistent with the work of Butler et al. (2011). In this study,
participants argued that integration approach (partially or fully) undermines the importance
of environmental issues. Therefore, an additional ﬁfth perspective provides an effective
vehicle to promote the visibility of environmental issues. This study also provides a novel
contribution by highlighting the potential need to separate endogenous and exogenous
environment elements when designing the BSC. Also of interest is the ﬁnding that there was
no support for an entirely separate SBSC.
The study has explored ways to integrate environmental performance measures into the
BSC. It is evident that environmental performance measurement is heavily contingent on the
organisational environmental strategy. Furthermore, there is evidence that internal
stakeholders appreciate the role that environmental performance plays in regard to satisfying
external stakeholders. It is clear that participants understand the need for healthcare services to
demonstrate the creation of value across various dimensions. However, there is also a
recognition that not all stakeholders have the same power to inﬂuence organisational decisions
(Harrison et al., 2010). This may contribute to the varying perceptions in regards to how to
integrate environmental performance in the BSC. According to stakeholder theory, the
integration of environmental indicators in the BSC can be seen as a tool to demonstrate
organisation environmental responsibility to some stakeholders (Hansen and Schaltegger,
2016; Hubbard, 2009). Participants in this study noted that the relative visibility of
environmental performance measures may reﬂect the perceived importance of various
stakeholders (Herremans et al., 2016). Such ﬁndings may encourage organisations to clearly
identify their target stakeholders before developing a bespoke BSC. In addition, the proposed
development of a separate organisational scorecard to reﬂect exogenous factors reﬂects the
participants’ understanding that not all institutional practices are controllable. Potentially, this
separation may be interpreted as a means of moderating stakeholder expectations.
This study provides impetus for future research that explores the development of the
BSC in healthcare organisations. The stakeholder theory provides a relevant interpretive
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framework for understanding how these organisations attempt to address internal and
external stakeholder expectations. How this translates into the practice of environmental
performance measurement requires further investigation. The ﬁndings reinforce
Journeault’s (2016) claim which acknowledges the best approach to incorporating
environmental performance in the BSC remains an open question. Future research is
required to explore comprehensively the implications associated with explicitly recognising
endogenous and exogenous environmental events as separate organisational inﬂuences. In
addition, it is necessary to identify the barriers to incorporating the environmental
dimension into the BSC, particularly in public sector contexts.
Notes
1. In accordance with ethics approval to conduct the study, the name of the hospital has been
changed to ensure its anonymity.
2. Full integration approach refers to integrating environmental indicators throughout existing BSC
perspectives.
3. Partial integration approach refers to integrate the environmental indicators within one or more
BSC perspective(s) but not all BSC perspectives.
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Appendix. Indicative interview questions
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To what extent does your organisation use the BSC?
Can environmental elements be reported within the hospital’s BSC?
Can you describe your experience in regards to potential ways of incorporating the
environmental dimension into the BSC in your organisation?
Should the environmental dimension be subsumed under the existing perspectives of the
BSC?
There is some evidence that suggests that incorporating environmental measures under
one or more existing perspectives undermines the signiﬁcance of the environmental
issues. Can you make a comment on this statement?
Where should the environmental elements appear in the BSC in your organisation?
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