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This paper aims to study the result of BSC implementation in Public Sector
especially MoFA of the Republic of Indonesia and the impacts of BSC to MoFA’s
performance indicators. The study used content analysis combined with the
descriptive method in processing the data. Secondary data used were MoFA’s
performance documents “Laporan Kinerja Tahunan” (LKJ) within 2014-2016. The
result implied that BSC implementation has improved the number of MoFA’s Key
Performance Indicator (KPI) significantly. It also affect human resources
management situation. Moreover, the implementation of BSC has improved
performance achievement of the MoFA’s KPI. However, the limitation of this
paper is that the data used in this study is only secondary data about MoFA’s
performance. The LKJ was submitted in order to fulfil the accountability
obligation, and the achievement were mostly claimed by MoFA itself. This study
give evidence of BSC implementation in public sector in Indonesia, a developing
country. It suggests that public institution need to consider BSC implementation
seriously, due to public performance improvement.

2018 FIA UB. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

accomplishments to business unit objectives. Thus, a
shared vision and shared performance model, structured

Balanced Scorecard (BSC) is intended to translate an
organization's mission and strategy into a
comprehensive set of performance measures that
provides the framework for a strategic measurement and
management system. It should be used as the
cornerstone of a management system that communicates
strategy, aligns individuals and teams to the strategy,
establishes long-term strategic targets, aligns initiatives,
allocates long- and short-term resources, and provides
feedback and learning about the strategy (Kaplan and
Norton, 1996:18).

The Balanced Scorecard provides a representation of
the organization's shared vision. The objectives and
measures on the Balanced Scorecard should clarify and
communicate a vision that mobilizes and focuses the
organization. The Balanced Scorecard communicates a
holistic model that links individual efforts and
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around the Balanced Scorecard, provides an essential
element for a strategic learning process (Kaplan and
Norton, 1996:20).

Even though the BSC concept at the beginning is
designed for private companies which emphasis its
business on profit earning, BSC is also valuable for
public sector. There are seven possible reasons why
governments should implement BSC. They are:
demonstrating  accountability,  attracting  scarce
resources, creating a focus on strategy, producing
information, self-preservation, driving changes, and
inspiring trust (Niven, 2003:39-42).

Performance improvement of public-institution is
desirable. Fryer et al (2009:491) suggested that
regarding performance management in public sector,
there are still major problems and the expected
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improvements  in  performance,  accountability,
transparency, quality of service and value for money
have not yet materialized.

BSC might be the answer in improving
organizational performance. Some studies reported the
improvement of public organization’s performances due
to the implementation of BSC. Dimitropoulos et al
(2017:375) reported the achievement of citizen’s
satisfaction from athletic services reported in Greece
local government sport organization after the BSC
implementation. An application of BSC in the form of
Public Sector Scorecard (PSS) had also testified that
PSS is an effective framework in helping public and
third sector organizations monitor and improve their
services and focus on delivering desired outcomes
including value for money (Moullin, 2017:454).

To implement BSC in public sector, some adjustment
from the original concept is needed. Niven (2003:33)
presented those adjustments, for example, by moving
the organization mission to the top of diagram. This
adjustment is necessary because of the difference
between private and public sector orientation. Mission
achievement is the main concern of public sector
organization.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Indonesia (MoFA) is one of government institutions that
has already implemented BSC. Other institutions using
the Balanced Scorecard (BSC) approach to improve

their performance measurement system are the
Indonesian Ministry of Finance, the Corruption
Eradication Commission (KPK), the Indonesian

Ministry of Marine and Fisheries (KKP), and the Audit
Board of the Republic of Indonesia (BPK RI) (Budiarso,
2014:5).

BSC in MoFA is a part of effort to reach good
governance. It is under the strategic goal of “Good
organization and governance under the Key
Performance Indicator (KPI) of “Grade of MoFA’s
Bureaucracy Reformation Progress™.

Although BSC concept has existed for about a
decade, there are still few studies about how the BSC
implementation process, challenges or result in public
sector, especially in developing countries such as
Indonesia (Budiarso, 2014:7). Thus, this paper tries to
figure out what had happened after BSC implementation
in MoFA as one of public institution in Indonesia.

The purpose of this research is to study the result of
BSC implementation in Public Sector especially MoFA
of the Republic of Indonesia and how the BSC bring
impacts to MoFA’s performance indicators. The
research question which will be guidance for this study
are:

a) What changes has BSC brought implementation in
MoFA’s performance management?; and

b) Does BSC implementation improve
working performances?.

MoFA’s
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2. Theory

2.1. The Balanced Scorecard (BSC)

As previously mentioned, BSC translates an
organization's mission and strategy into a
comprehensive set of performance measures that
provides the framework for a strategic measurement and
management system. It measures organizational
performance across four linked perspectives: financial,
customer, internal business process, and learning and
growth (Kaplan and Norton, 1996:18).

[

Financial
Objective

Measure|Targets| Initiative

"To succeed
financially, how|
should we
appear to our
shareholder”

Customer T Internal business process
Objective| Measure|T: itiati Vi Objective| Measure|Targets| Initiative
"To achieve our oo Ly Mo satisty our
vision, how strategy shareholders
should we and customers
appear to our with business”
customers?"
Learning and growth
Objective| Measure Targets| Initiative
"To achieve our
vision, how will
we sustain our
ability to change
andimprove"
Figure 2.1. Balance Scorecards: Translating Vision and

Strategy — Four Perspective
Source: HBR January February (Robert Kaplan, 1996)

Figure 2.1 describes how the vision and strategy is
translated to the four perspectives. To be more detail
about the four perspectives of the scorecard, they are
explained as follow:

a) Financial perspective: because the final objective of
an enterprise operation is to make profit for
shareholders, the BSC retains an emphasis on
achieving financial objectives.

b) Customer perspective: the loyalty of the customer to
their suppliers is so critical that “customer
satisfaction” becomes one of the core outcome
measures and long-term strategy.

c) Internal business process perspective: in this
perspective, executives will identify the key
processes in which an organization must excel to
meet the above objectives.

d) Learning and growth perspective: to face the serious

change of competition environment and meet the
long-term goals, the companies should continually
improve their capabilities to achieve the internal
process improvements, customer satisfaction, and
ultimately financial success.

Common benefits of implementing BSC, mentioned
by its user, are summarized by Niven (2003:39-42) as
follows:

a) Demonstrate Accountability and Generate Results

“To be accountable and demonstrate results, you
need to accurately measure the true performance of
your organization. Simply counting people served or
dollars spent won’t cut it in today’s environment.
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You need to demonstrate advancement on the high-
level, mission-based objectives that your constituents
are requiring you to provide. The Balanced
Scorecard with its focus on mission and strategy and
broad view of performance allows you to do just
that”.

b) Attract Scarce Resources (Funding and Employees)

“By developing a Balanced Scorecard, reporting
progress on achieving your strategic objectives, and
proving your efficiency and effectiveness, you can
ensure the migration of scarce resources to your
organization, department, or agency”.

Create a Focus on Strategy

“.The Balanced Scorecard allows you to focus on
what really matters, the few critical drivers of
success that power your strategy and lead to the
achievement of your mission... To achieve
demonstrated results, attract resources, and prove
your accountability, you absolutely must keep your
eyes on your strategy at all times.”

d) Produce Information, Not Data

“The Balanced Scorecard resides exclusively in the
information domain. It does so by measuring only the
critical few drivers of organizational success. A
Balanced Scorecard that contains 50 or 60 measures
probably has abundant data, but I’ll take a Scorecard
that has 10 or 12 measures for real information
value.”

Self-Preservation

“The Balanced Scorecard allows you to demonstrate
quality results at efficient prices—that is, if you’re
not afraid to cast a bright light on your current
processes. The Scorecard also helps you do that by
pinpointing the vital few processes that really drive
customer outcomes.”

f) Drive Change

“..The survivors of any species are not necessarily
the strongest. And they are not necessarily the most
intelligent. They are those who are most responsive
to change.” This quote can be aptly applied to any
modern organization as well. Measurements from a
Balanced Scorecard can help drive the change you
need to meet your desired outcomes.

g) Inspire Trust

“..The Balanced Scorecard can help you demonstrate
accountability and attract scarce resources to your
organization. The driver of both those outcomes is
enhanced trust: trust from the community, trust from
your funders, and trust from your employees. The
benefits of increased levels of trust are by no means
limited to the intangible.”

For public sector, there are some factors which is
related to BSC implementation in a public organization.
The decision on not adopting or abandoning the BSC
implementation process was essentially due to the
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existence of other systems which already provide some
of the data that could be provided by the BSC (Quesado,
Guzmén, & Rodrigues, 2014:217). Bobe et. al. (2017:
1251) found that the implementation of a trans-
organizational use of the BSC as a sector-level planning
and performance evaluation system for organizations
interlinked through sector-wide strategic goals. The
politico-ideological context facilitated the emergence of
a relatively novel role for the BSC as a trans-
organizational system.

There are several studies about the experiences of
public sector organizations implementing BSC concept.
A study by Wilson, Hagarty, & Gauthier (2003, p. 62)
mentioned that to be successful, performance
measurement must become an integral part of strategic
planning procedures and management processes. The
Scorecard should be viewed as a key management tool
in telling a performance story on strategy
implementation. Chan (2004:219) suggested that among
the 14 municipal governments that have implemented
the balanced scorecard, their administrators reported
positively about their experience and felt that the
balanced scorecard could be a useful management tool
for their organizations. Greatbanks and Tapp (2007:870)
found that scorecards have had a positive effect on
Customer Service Agency section of Dunedin City
Council (CSA) performance, although it is difficult to
identify their contribution precisely. Team managers felt
many of the excellence targets would not have been
achieved without the focus and transparency inherent in
the scorecards. In other study, the advantage of BSC is
providing a reason to clarify organizational strategy; to
improve how this organization works and to develop a
new role for the controller. The BSC project provided an
opportunity to innovate (Dreveton, 2013:135).

For public sector, some challenges might emerge in
the implementation. Umashev & Willett (2008:394)
pointed out that the effectiveness to scorecard
significantly related to some factors, deficiencies in
effective communication through failures of leadership,
training, feedback and adaptation systems, low
employee empowerment and inadequate incentive
structures.  Northcott & Ma’amora Taulapapa
(2012:180) in their study mentioned those challenges are
lack of a perceived strategic orientation within public
sector organizations, the necessary modification of the
BSC to suit an organization’s context, BSC causality
may be particularly poorly understood and under-
developed in the public sector.

3. Research Methods

Using a combination of content analysis and
descriptive study approach, this paper provides new
evidence of BSC implementation in public sector
institution, specifically in Indonesia. It explore how the
concept influence performance management in the
institution and how the performance indicator are
affected both in the measurement and achievement.

Content analysis is used to examine secondary data.
BSC concept embedded in MoFA’s strategic planning is
examined using this method. The public-sector-adaptive
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concept of BSC is compared to MoFA’s strategic
planning concept.

Descriptive study is suitable to explain a situation
which is not yet understood. It can describe the simple
statistical situation of data which is being studied. This
method is employed especially regarding the
understanding of performance achievement trend in
MoFA.

Secondary data is collected from MoFA’s
performance reports in 2014 of which BSC had not been
implemented, and from 2015 when BSC was firstly
implemented in MoFA, and 2016 when there was a
revision in the strategic planning of MoFA. Other
documents related to strategic planning determination
and other related achievements of MoFA in 2014-2016
also studied to comprehend the more detailed factors
influencing MoFA’s performance.

4. Results and Discussion

The study aims to comprehend the result of BSC
implementation in MoFA of the Republic of Indonesia.
It is also intended to learn how the BSC affects MoFA’s
working performance.

From the Performance Documents of MoFA (2014-
2016), | made a summary of the Key Performance
Indicators (KPI), targets, and achievements. This was
done in order to compare the KPI and the performace
achievements side by side. However, since the KPI of
2014 was different from 2015 and 2016, so the
comparation only be done by the overall performace
achievement. To  simplify the  performances
presentation, the tabel below only shows the KPI code.

Table 4.1. Summary of The Key Performance Indicators
(KPI), Targets, and Achievements from 2014-2016

2014
COGE ‘ Target |Ar.hie\remen'

2015
CODE | Target LAdliEVEmEI’I‘

2016

CODE | Target [Achi
Stakeholder Perspective
T.11 83% 106,46%
T12 20 106, 25%
T.1.2 7 144,44%
T12 = 56,52%
55.211 | BL,75% | 124,00%
55.212 | 83B0% | 110,24%

Perspedive
89% 111,90%
78 85,90%
25 64,00%
23 21,74%
74% 140,00%
74% 97,51%

55.1 )
55.2
55.3
55.4
55.5
55.5

T1.1
T12
T1.2
T1.2
§5.211
55.212

92,92%
102,16%
112.05%
93,47%
83,84%
86,99%

55.6 6
GVERALL

97,52%

§5.2.1.
95,568 i

Top99 | 100,00%

[521. [Top | “oom |
i Process Perspective
943 106,38%
BE8% 136,94%
92% 104,07%
B85% 111,44%
8% 86,42%
74,69% 112, 89%
1086 171,66%

Process Perspective
93% 104,36%
B86% 129,26%
905 107,01%
91% 121,15%
79% 124,46%

67,69% 123,00%
1086 228,17%

§5.11.6
§5.11.1
§5.11.2
§5.11.3
55.1.1.4
§5.115
55117

55.116
55.111
55.112
55.113
55.114
55.115
§5.117
Leaming And Growth
55.3.11.1| 6%
553112 75

553113 58

55.3.1.1.4 15
55.3.1.1.4( 345
55.3.115 95%

OVERALL

Learning And Growth Perspective
553111 50% 11,11%
553112 60 114,58%
553113 65 68,92%
S53114| 15 80,00%
55.31.14 3,35 99,10%
55.3.1.15 95% 91,69%
OVERALL 93,89%

Source: Analytical result, 2017

B102%
98, 60%
91,72%
124,00%
96,23%
97,25%

102,16%

After the BSC implementation, the most obvious
changes existing in the performance documents were the
number of KPI. In 2014, before BSC implementation in
MoFA, there were only seven major KPI for MoFA
performances. In 2015 (after BSC implementation), the
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KPI transform to be 20 KPI wtih three major BSC
perspectives: Stakeholder, Bussiness Process, and
Learning and Growth. Figure 2 present the detail
summary of the shift of KPI and performance
achievements in MoFA.

From the figure, we can comprehend that each
perspective consists of six to seven KPI. In the
Stakeholder Perspectives there were seven KPI of which
the KPI targets were vary between persentages or
number. Bussiness process perspective also consists of
seven KPI with the percentage-form for all performance
targets. From the learning and grow perspective, there
were six KPI. Their performance targets were
determined by persentage, number, or index.

For more detail, seven KPlIs of 2014 are as follow:
a)
b)

c)

SS.1 Index of Indonesia’s role and leadership in the
ASEAN society (KPI 1);

SS.2 Index of Indonesia’s diplomacy role in handling
the multilateral issues (KPI 2);

SS. 3 Index of Indonesia’s cooperation in various
fields with countries and organizations in the Asia-
Pacific, Africa, America and Europe (KPI 3);

SS. 4 Index of diplomacy in the area of law and
international treaties (KPI 4);

SS. 5 Percentage of problems/ cases completed of
Indonesian citizen and Indonesian legal entity abroad
(KPI 5);

SS. 5 Index of protocol and consular services (KPI
6); and

SS. 6 Index of positive image of political and
international relation accomplishment from domestic
and international society (KPI 7).

KPIs of 2015 are as follow:

a) T.1.1 Level of
international world;

b) T.1.2 Number of accredited countries which achieve
the target of escalation of trade value with Indonesia
(KPI-1);

¢) T.1.2 Number of accredited countries which achieve
the target of escalation of foreign infestations value
to Indonesia (KPI-2);

d) T.1.2 Optimum beneficial value of economic,

finance, and development through international

relations (KPI-3);

SS.2.1.1  The

implementation of

domestic stakeholders;

SS.2.12 Index of public service and public aspiration;

S§S.2.1 Rank of Public Service Innovation by

Ministry of  Apparatus Empowerment and

Bureaucracy Reformation;

SS.1.1.6 Percentage of implemented foreign policy

recommendation;

i) SS.1.1.1 Index of maritime and border diplomacy;

d)
e)

f)
9)

Indonesian influence in the

e)

percentage
international

of  follow-up/
agreements by

f)
9)

h)

j) SS.1.1.2 Percentage of Indonesian recommendation

and initiatives which are accepted in every ASEAN
meetings;

SS.1.1.3 Index of Indonesia’s role in the international
society;

SS.1.1.4 Index of economic diplomacy;
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m)SS.1.1.5 Index of services and protection for
Indonesian citizen and Indonesian as well as diaspora
empowerment;

n) SS.1.1.7 Percentage of deviation for the effectiveness
of the formulation and implementation of foreign
policy;

0) SS.3.1.1 Percentage of officials who have met
standard of competence;

p) SS.3.1.2 Grade of MoFA’s bureaucracy reformation
progress;

g) SS.3.1.3 Index of employee satisfaction;

r) SS.3.1.4 Index of information security;

s) SS.3.1.4 Index of Indonesian e-government rank; and

t) SS.3.1.5 Percentage of budget and performance
realization.

The KPI of 2016 were a little similar to the 2015.
Almost all of KPI existing in 2015 also consistently
appear in 2016. Only one KPI that was changed in 2106
using the code of T.1.2 KPI-3, from “Optimum
beneficial value of economic, finance, and development
through international relations” to become “Number of
accredited countries which achieve the target of
escalation of foreign tourist number visiting Indonesia.
The target set for the T.1.2 KPI-3 was exaclty the same
in 2015 and 2016. The display below present a side-by-
side comparison of overall performance of MoFA from
2014-2016:

2016
102,16%
104,00%
102,00%
2014

95,56%

100,00%
2015
93,89%

98,00%

96,00%

54,00%

92,00%

90,00%

88,00%

Figure 4.1. a side-by-side comparison of overall performance

of MoFA from 2014-2016
Source: Analytical result, 2017

From figure 4.1, it is implied that the overall
performance achievements of MoFA in 2014-2016 were
fluctuated. In 2014, MoFA achieved 95.56% overall
performance, while in 2015 the overall performance
achievement was slightly declined to 93.89%. However,
in 2016 the performance increased dramatically to
102.16%. It can be concluded that over the periods of
2014-2016 MoFA had achieved high performances
achievements regardless the implementation of BSC.

Table 4.2. The Mean and Variances of all KPI’s
Achievements from 2014 - 2016

2014 2015 2016
Mean 95,56% 101,19% 103,33%
Variance 0,007735 0,189075 0,112364

Source: Analytical result, 2017

Table 4.2 presents the mean and variances of all
KPI’s achievements throughout 2014-2016. Mean for
2014 performance was 95.56% which also equals to the
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overall performance stated in the performance report.
Performance data in 2014 had the variance of 0.0077.
This means that the performance achievements of each
KPI in 2014 had small variation from the average
number which was 95.56%. Mean of 2015 and 2016’s
performance achievements were in succession 101.19%
and 103.33%. Further, the variance for both years were
0.189 and 0.112 respectively. This small variance shows
that overall KPI achievements of both years close or
relatively similar to the average performance
achievement. It emphasises that MoFA had high
performance achievements throughout 2014-2016 and
the performances were increased after the
implementation of BSC. This finding in line with
Greatbanks & Tapp (2007) finding.

One interesting finding to be presented from MoFA’s
performance documents is that financial perspective
from BSC concept does not explicitly mentioned.
Indeed, the financial persepective is inclusively appear
in the Learning and Growth persepective as the last KPI
from the list. It means that MoFA has adapted the
perspective into the public-sector character of MoFA
which do not emphasise Finance aspect as the major
concern of the organization but more concern about
customer perspective. In this case, it is named as
stakeholder perspective.

Other improvement due to BSC implementation is
the competency-based placement for MoFA’s employee.
In 2015 this KPI was targeted for 50%, means that
MoFA targeted that 50% of its employee are competent
for they position, however only 11% ot the target was
achieved in that year. Surprisingly, in 2016, the
achievement reach 81% of 60% target, means that there
were about 48% of MoFA’s employees were placed in
line with their competency. This finding shows that BSC
implementation has improved human resources
management situation in MoFA. This is expected to
improving employee’s  satisfaction  within  the
organization. The finding is similar to what Greatbanks
& Tapp (2007) found in their research in New Zealand.

One KPI which attracted my attention was the last
KPI of stakeholder perspective “Rank of Public Service
Innovation by the Ministry of National Development”.
In 2015 this KPI achieved the performance of 100%,
however in 2016 the achievement was 0%. Indeed, it is
explained in the document that the reason of the
unachieved target was due to the limited preparation
time for the inisiated programs and new requirement
about minimum one year excecution of the programs
proposed to be competed which made it impossible for
MoFA to fulfil this criteria. What we can learn from this
case is that in some circumstances there will be
situations that performance target can not be achieved
due to situational difference. BSC is a tool to improve
the performance, but it is not absolut to determine the
performance improvement.

However, some interesting fact we could
comprehend from the table is that the high performance
MoFA achieved in the 2015 didn’t trigger it to
significantly increase its target in the following year. For
example, in the Table 4.1, we can see KPIs with code
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SS.2.1.1 and SS.2.1.2 were targeted 74%, and were
achieved more that 100% for SS.2.1.1 and almost 100%
for SS.2.1.2. However, in 2016, both KPIs were only
targeted for around 80% and achieved the performance
of more than 100% in 2016. Other example are for the
KPIs with the code of SS.1.1.5 which were targeted
67,69% in 2015 and achieved the performance of 123%.
In 2016 SS.1.1.5 was targeted with slightly increase to
74,69%. The performance achieved in 2016 was about
112% for the KPI. For the KPI code SS.1.17, since the
KPI is formulated with deviation, so MoFA wants to
keep the deviation maximum of 10% in 2015 and 2016.
Performance achievement for this KPI in 2015 and 2016
above 100%. It means that MoFA successfully maintain
the deviation below 10%.

The findings implies that BSC implementation is a
strategic step to improve working performace. In this
case, there were more comprehensive KPI existed in
MoFA’s performance documents and they trigger to the
improvement in many aspects of MoFA, one of which
was the human resources management. This finding
suggest that public sector institution need to seriously
consider to implement BSC in their performance
system.

5. Conclusion

Scholars suggest the BSC implementation in public
sector in order to improve public sector performance.
This concept has helped private sector in building
sustainable performance management system. With
certain  adjustment,  public  sector institution
implementing this concept is predicted to have the
similar benefit such as sustainable performance
improvement. However, there are only few evidences
showing the the result of BSC implementation in public
sector.

This study shows and concludes the improvement of
MoFA'’s performance after the implementation of BSC.
The increase of KPI numbers after BSC implementation
shows that BSC has made MoFA’s KPI become more
comprehensive applying the four BSC perspective:
customer/ stakeholder, business process, learning and
growth, and also finance. Better human resources
management situation was also one of indirect impact of
BSC implementation in MoFA.

Nevertheless, the secondary data, processed in this
study, only shows limited information of the process and
result of BSC implementation. It also presented
performance achievements which were mostly claimed
by MoFA. Further research involving the key actors of
BSC implementation in public sector organization could
give more comprehensive understanding regarding the
process, the impact in daily activities, and the challenges
of BSC implementation in public sector.
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