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The Sixth International Conference on Theory and 
Practice in Performance Measurement 

5-8 April 2009, Wellington, New Zealand 

“International Organisational Performance: 
New Worlds, New Thinking” 

Conference chairs:  
Prof Andy Neely, Cranfield School of Management   

Michael Ross, Performance Resources 
 

We are pleased to announce the Sixth Conference of the PMA. This will build 
on the success of the previous five international PMA conferences.  
Additionally, it aims to explore some fascinating new avenues of Performance 
Measurement and Organisational Performance with specific reference to the 

(Continued on page 3) 
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PMA board 

editors details 

The Performance Measurement Association is a voluntary network which has a multi-disciplinary 
constituency covering accounting, economics, engineering, finance, human resources, information 
technology, logistics, marketing, operations, purchasing, sales, strategy, etc.  Its development and 
continued growth, however, is overseen by a board of leading academics in the fields of 
performance measurement and management including:  
 

♦ Tim Ambler (London Business School),  

♦ Rob Austin (Harvard Business School),  

♦ Stan Brignall (Aston University),  

♦ Mike Bromwich (London School of Economics),  

♦ Bill Bruns (Harvard Business School),  

♦ Bruce Clark (Northeastern University),  

♦ Clive Emmanuel (University of Glasgow),  

♦ Ken Euske (Navel Postgraduate School),  

♦ Lin Fitzgerald (Loughborough University),  

♦ Toshi Hiromoto (Hitotsubashi University),  

♦ John Innes (University of Dundee),  

♦ Chris Ittner (Wharton School),  

♦ Bob Johnston (Warwick Business School),  

♦ Mike Kennerley (Cranfield School of Management) 

♦ Andrew Likierman (London Business School),  

♦ Jae Min (Sogang Business School),  

♦ Andy Neely (Cranfield School of Management), 

♦ David Otley (Lancaster University Management School),  

♦ Peter Richardson (Queen’s University). 

Perspectives on Performance is edited by the Centre for Business Performance at Cranfield School of 
Management.   It is the newsletter of the Performance Measurement Association, and is circulated to all 
members. The objective of the newsletter is to provide members with information regarding current and 
recent research in the field of performance measurement. For the newsletter to reflect the broad range 
of research that is currently being undertaken, the editors would greatly appreciate contributions from 
members of the Association concerning their research and other significant pieces of recent events. 
 
If you have any comments or suggestions or would like to contribute in any way please contact the PMA: 
Centre for Business Performance   Tel: +44 (0)1234 751122 
Cranfield School of Management   Fax: +44 (0)1234 754332 
Cranfield University     Email: pma@performanceportal.org 
Cranfield  Bedfordshire    
MK43 0AL,  UK 
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 PMA 2009 Conference 

uniqueness the location holds.  Unlike the previous bi-annual model held in July, this event will be 
held in Wellington, New Zealand, adjacent to Easter on the 5th and 8th April 2009, which is the ideal 
time to experience this magical country.   
 
New Worlds—New Thinking 
 
With the growing importance of the Pacific and Indian Oceans Region to world business, and the 
growing size of the Asian and Pacific membership of the PMA the location of Wellington, New 
Zealand presents the perfect location for this next PMA conference.  We are delighted to explore the 
international performance dimension here and know that it will prompt some valuable discussions 
around our understanding of how successful performance can be achieved in economies such as 
those that the ‘new worlds’ of Asia and the Pacific represent. 
 
The themes for PMA 2009 will be centred around ‘The Science and Theory of Organisational 
Performance’ and ‘The Art and Practice of Organisational Performance’.  There will be a 
selection of keynote speakers, parallel sessions and plenary sessions exploring these key themes. 
 
Call for Papers 
 
A formal call for papers will be released in the Summer, and will be looking for submissions from 
PM-related academic disciplines and will encourage submissions from practitioners, especially 
those reporting collaborative research. 
 
Location 
 
Wellington itself is often described as Compact, Cultural and Cutting Edge—we hope you will join us 
in exploring these aspects of this colourful city.  The timing of the conference has deliberately been 
scheduled to allow participants the opportunity to maximise their stay in New Zealand, by placing it 
next to the Easter vacation time.  
 
If you would like to register your interest in this event please contact PMA, details below, to ensure 
you receive a copy of the Call for Papers etc.  Please supply your name, organisation, address, 
phone, fax and email details and send them to PMA care of: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Continued from page 1) 
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Jacqueline Brown 
Cranfield School of Management 
Cranfield 
Bedfordshire 
MK43 0AL 

Fax: +44 (0) 1234 754332 
pma@performanceportal.org 
www.performanceportal.org 
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 Importance–Performance Analysis to Evaluate Airline Service Quality:  
A Case of Budget Airline in Asia  

Prof Leong Choon Chiang, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore  
 
This paper presents an importance-performance analysis of a Singapore-based budget airline. 
Questionnaires were designed and administered to 600 respondents on eight different regional flights 
in Asia. A total of 356 useful responses were collected and the data were processed and presented in 
the form of graphical IPA grids.  The findings showed that there were areas that the passengers found 
important, but the performance of the budget airline did not match up to their expectations. The 
discrepancy in the service quality perceived by the responding passengers in the survey needed to be 
addressed.  Therefore, it was recommended that the management should allocate more resources to 
make improvements within the areas of checking-in service, in-flight entertainment, price and 
convenience. 

  
The liberalization of air travel, consequential of the 1978 Airline Deregulation Act in the U.S, and the 
success story of Southwest Airlines subsequently sparked off a frenzy of new low-cost market 
entrants. At the turn of the century, Malaysian-based AirAsia began operations and since established 
as the prominent budget airlines in the region. In 2003, Singapore alone has seen three new low-cost 
carriers’ entrants in the form of Valuair, Tiger Airways and Jetstar Asia. This study presents the 
important attributes of a budget airline and its performance in terms of the attributes. It also identifies 
useful information for the management of the budget airline studied in improving its services quality. 
 
There were several popular consumer research models such as the expectancy-value theory 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), the expectancy-disconfirmation theory (Oh & Parks, 1997), SERVQUAL 
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988) and the IPA framework, that involve similar concepts. 
Quadrant analyses were becoming increasingly popular as a component of total quality management 
programs (Zikmund, 2003). One form of such quadrant analyses was the importance-performance 
analysis (IPA) framework which was developed by Martilla and James (1977). Since its introduction in 
1977, the IPA framework, as noted by Haemoon (2001), has gained popularity among researchers in 
service quality, travel and tourism, leisure and recreation education, healthcare marketing, campus 
food (Aigbedo & Parameswaran, 2004)  and banking services (Joseph, et. al, 2005) researches.  The 
concept of IPA was based on the argument that disparity between the importance and performance of 
attributes was an indicator of customer dissatisfaction. Likewise, the IPA framework could be a tool to 
assess consumer satisfaction. Finally, empirical research has also shown that customer satisfaction 
was a function of both expectations related to certain important attributes and judgements of attribute 
performance. 
 
Questionnaires 
 
Lovelock (1996) developed a list of activities in the three stages for traditional full service airlines. 
Activities in every stage contribute to part of the total customer experience. Hence it is useful to look 
into these activities to detect possible key attributes in customers’ selection of a budget airline. There 
has not been a list of activities documented for budget airlines operations. An interview was conducted 
with a senior executive of the budget airline to gain the insights regarding the important activities 
involved during pre-flight, in-flight and post-flight operations. An initial list of selection criteria was thus 
developed. In addition, focus groups study was conducted to elicit product and service attributes which 
were deemed important in the selection of a budget airline by passengers who had air travel 
experience with at least one of the budget airlines. Three focus groups of 6 to 8 members each were 
organised. In all, 600 questionnaires were handed out onboard a total of eight Budgetair flights plying 
three routes namely Singapore-Perth, Singapore-Bangkok and Singapore-Jakarta. A total number of 
responses gathered were 356, which represented a response rate of 59.3%.  
 
In the findings, ten out of thirteen attributes had mean scores greater than ‘4’ and thus were 
considered to be at least ‘fairly important’. The highest-rated attribute in terms of performance was 
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‘Service quality of cabin crew’ with a mean of 4.52. Table 1 shows the ranking, by mean scores, of the 
thirteen attributes in terms of their importance and performance. 
 

Table 1: Ranking of Importance versus Performance of Attributes Based on Mean Scores 

 
 
Plotting each of the attributes into the IPA grid using the coordinates, the initial IPA grid was formed 
and depicted below in Figure 1. For this grid, scale mean was used as the importance (Y) and 
performance (X) axes intersection point in accordance with the original IPA framework developed by 
Martilla and James (1977). 
 
Figure 1:  Scale-Centered IPA Approach 

 
* Refer to Table 1 for attribute label and coordinates 
The second IPA grid was formed using data means as the intersection-point of the X (performance) 
and Y (importance) axes. The third IPA grid was formed using the median value of the mean score of 
attribute importance and performance respectively as the intersection-point of the X (performance) 
and Y (importance) axes. For attributes that fell within the same quadrant regardless of the approach 
selected, we could conclude with confidence that the attributes indeed belonged to that particular 
quadrant. For other attributes, there was less certainty. 
 
The findings showed that Attributes 1 (Ease of ticket purchase/reservation), 5 (Comfort), 8 (Safety), 12 
(Reliability) and 13 (Overall flight experience) fell within Quadrant B using all three IPA approaches. 

Importance Performance 

Attributes Mean Attributes Mean 

Safety 
Reliability 
Comfort 
Price 
Ease of ticket pur-
chase/reservation 
Overall flight experience 
Efficiency of checking-in service 
Service quality of cabin crew 
Convenience 
Service quality of call centers 
Meals 
Promotions/Perks 
In-flight entertainment 

4.66 
4.62 
4.57 
4.56 
4.45 

 
4.43 
4.41 

 
4.35 
4.33 
4.21 
3.97 
3.93 
3.49 

Service quality of cabin crew 
Reliability 
Safety 
Comfort 
Overall flight experience 
Ease of ticket pur-
chase/reservation 
Price 
Efficiency of checking-in service 
Service quality of cabin crew 
Convenience 
Meals 
Promotions/Perks 
In-flight entertainment 

4.52 
4.03 
3.99 
3.97 
3.96 
3.81 

 
3.63 
3.56 

 
3.51 
3.33 
3.30 
3.22 
2.65 

IPA (scale-centered approach) - axes intersection-point (3.00,3.00)

5
8

12

13 41

9
211

3
610

7

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Performance

Im
po

rt
an

ce

C

A B



 

6       VOL 6, ISS 2 

Passengers deemed these attributes to be very important and the results indicated that Budgetair 
has performed up to expectations. The management’s action plan should be to stress maintenance 
of the level of service for these attributes and continue to satisfy passengers.  Attributes 2 (Efficiency 
of checking-in service), 9 (Price) fell into Quadrants A and B. The performance of Budgetair with 
regards to these attributes was uncertain but what was certain was that passengers did place high 
importance on the attributes. The management might consider concentrating efforts to improve the 
quality of their checking-in services as well as looking into possible ways to lower operating costs so 
as to be able to offer lower fares to passengers.  Attribute 7 (In-flight entertainment) fell into 
Quadrants A and C. Despite being a budget airline, passengers nonetheless expected Budgetair to 
be providing a satisfactory level of the service. Regardless of the degree of importance placed on in-
flight entertainment, the results clearly showed Budgetair has fallen short in terms of this aspect. 
 
Attribute 4 (Service quality of cabin crew) fell into Quadrants B and D. Budgetair has performed 
credibly in this aspect. The management’s best strategy would be to find ways to attract better staff 
and continue to train them in order to maintain service excellence.   Attributes 3 (Service quality of 
call centers), 6 (Meals on board), 10 (Promotions/Perks) fell into Quadrants B and C and presented 
the toughest challenge in terms of drawing conclusions. As Quadrants B and C were two extremes, 
misinterpretation of their placements could have drastic effects. Hence it was suggested that efforts 
were to be made to at least sustain performance at the current level.  Attribute 11 (Convenience) fell 
into Quadrant A, B and C. The strategy needed to enhance this attribute was uncertain judging from 
the results of the study. Furthermore, decisions pertaining to increment of flight destinations and 
frequencies were subjected to air traffic rights issues and other related issues. Hence, it was not an 
area that could be improved in the short run. The future directions of Budgetair’s development would 
be crucial in enhancing the attribute. 
 
The findings suggested that management should concentrate on attributes which had fallen in 
Quadrant A which were of high importance to passengers but the company was not currently 
performing well on these attributes. Generally, the budget airline has performed well in most of the 
attributes especially in the area of cabin crew service quality. 
 
 
References 
• Aigbedo, H. & Parameswaran, R (2004) Importance-performance analysis for improving quality of 

campus food service. International Journal of Quality & Reliability Management, 21(8), 876-896. 
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Enterprise Performance Management: The UK State of the Art 
Professor Andy Neely and Dr Bassil Yaghi 

Cranfield School of Management, Centre for Business Performance 
 
In most organisations performance measurement is a mess.  At least it is considered to be a mess.  
Stories abound of dysfunctional measurement systems that drive inappropriate behaviours and result 
in unexpected outcomes.  Hospital waiting list league tables are blamed for the rise in the waiting list to 
get on the waiting list.  Traditional financial measures are accused of encouraging managers to 
become short-termist, resulting, for example, in them delaying necessary capital investments so that 
this year’s profit targets can be met.  So much for the rhetoric, what about the reality?  Our data on the 
performance measurement systems used by organisations is remarkably sparse.  Too much of it draws 
on anecdotal success stories, purporting to provide evidence that supports particular frameworks or 
methodologies. 
 
To overcome this paucity of knowledge Oracle have joined forces with Cranfield School of 
Management to conduct the first global study or Enterprise Performance Management.  We have 
collected data from executives in five different countries – the UK, the US, Australia, Japan and China.  
This first report, in a series of such reports, presents the UK data.  Chief amongst its conclusions are: 
 
• Organisations across the UK have made significant investments in their Enterprise Performance 

Management Systems in recent years.  These investments have delivered benefit, but there is still 
considerable scope for improvement. 

• Key challenges include extracting new insights from the performance data that exist inside 
organisations and acting on these insights to drive improvements in business performance. 

• There are seven  reasons why organisations are failing to make the most of their Enterprise 
Performance Management Systems. 

• First, too many people seek performance measurement as a tactical tool rather than a strategic 
weapon. 

• Second, there are questions of buy-in and engagement, with large numbers of employees 
questioning the value of Enterprise Performance Management Systems. 

• Third, there is significant evidence that organisations are still too internally focused and many are far 
too optimistic about their relative performance. 

• Fourth, despite the investments that have been made to date, people still have concerns about the 
quality of their Enterprise Performance Management Systems.  These concerns cover measures, 
data and organisational infrastructure. 

• Fifth, the multitude of processes and procedures that exist in organisations are a cause for concern.  
How does the budgeting system integrate with the Enterprise Performance Management System?  
How well the incentives are aligned with the organisation’s key performance indicators?  Competing 
and contradictory organisational systems simply result in confusion. 

• Sixth, executives still tend to tackle these challenges themselves, rather than calling on expert 
external support.  We have built up significant knowledge over the years in how to design and 
deploy Enterprise Performance Management Systems.  Yet many organisations prefer to run the 
risk of reinventing the wheel, rather than involving the experts. 

•  Seventh, the lack of proper automation of Enterprise Performance Management Systems hinders 
organisations from achieving the full potential of their systems.  

 
So what should we do to improve our Enterprise Performance Management Systems?  A key change 
will be to move away from using measurement as a means of control.  Instead organisations should 
seek to use measurement as a system of learning, enabling a better understanding of what drives 
value creation and delivery in their business. 
 
For full details of this work contact Professor Andy Neely or Dr Bassil Yaghi, both at Cranfield School of 
Management.  a.neely@cranfield.ac.uk; basil.yaghi@cranfield.ac.uk 
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Measures of Innovation 
Praveen Gupta, Accelper consulting 

 
Innovation is measured historically in terms of new product- or service-specific sales or revenue growth, 
and items like the number of patents, trademarks, articles, and product or service versions produced. Our 
experience shows these measurements do not correlate to the innovation activity. Innovation process 
includes many process steps and dozens of possible metrics. The challenge is that people want to devise 
a set of measures that can serve as predictors of innovation. Immediately establishing too many 
measurements is unlikely to succeed; starting with a few initial measures works better as shown in Table 1. 
 
Practicing Measures of Innovation 
The initial measures must be CEO recognition (for inspiring innovation), employee ideas (for involving 
more brains) and revenue growth (to ensure economic benefits). These three measures are relatively easy 
to implement, represent elements of the innovation process, have potential to drive improvement in the 
innovation process and may help predict the mastery of the innovation in a business. 

Table 1. Initial Measures of Innovation and Business Innovation Index (BIN) 
 
What would a BIN look like in the real world? Let’s look at an example of a company of 1,000 employees 
with annual revenue of $80M in Table 2. 

Table 2: Example of BIN Measures  
 
This example shows that the BINis 28.6%, which can be improved by involving employees more through 
soliciting their ideas, encouraging more employees to develop breakthrough innovation solutions and 
having a sales team hit the road for higher sales of new products or services. Businesses can establish 
goals based on their industry position and knowledge to make them meaningful. As the organization 
advances in the innovation process and matures their innovation process, they can select additional 
meaningful measures at input, activity and output levels and revise the Business Innovation Index for its 
suitability to the organization. 
 
Personal Measures of Innovation 
In the knowledge age with access to the Internet, a networked individual is the building block of innovation. 
All discoveries occur in the human brain. The brain continually processes information by comparing stored 
and the new information. The speed of thoughts relates to how fast the brain processes the information 

Measures Initial Monthly Goal Monthly Score (% of goal accom-
plished) Measure Weight 

CEO recognition for significant, 
unique value creation (CRE) 

0.5% of employees 
per month = (% of employees * 100) / .5 30% 

Number of innovative ideas per 
employee (IPE) 

1 per idea per em-
ployee 

= (average number of ideas per em-
ployee *100) / 1 40% 

Revenue growth – % of sales for 
innovation (MRG) 

2.5% of annual 
sales = (% revenue growth*  100) / 2.5 30% 

Business Innovation Index (BIN)   = (.3 * CRE) + (.4 * IPE) + (.3 * MRG)   

Measures Company Data Company Goals Company Score Weighted Score 

CEO recognition for significantly 
unique value creation 

Number of employees 
recognized = 2 

5 employees recog-
nized per month = (2/5) * 100 = 40% =.3 * 40 = 12 

Number of innovative ideas per 
employee 

Number of ideas for 
the month = 40 

1000 ideas per 
month 

= (40/1000) * 100 = 
4% = .4 * 4 = 1.6 

Revenue growth (% of sales for 
innovation) 

$1M for innovative 
solutions 

$2M revenue for 
new products = (1/2) * 100 = 50% = .3 * 50 = 15 

Business Innovation Index (BIN)       = 28.6% 
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stored and new, thus generating an idea. An innovation is a transformation of one set of ideas into 
another set of productive ideas. Therefore, the speed at which a person can process these thoughts 
becomes an important factor in accelerating or creating innovation on demand. Applying Einstein's 
equation to the process of innovation, one can equate "E" (energy) to the value associated with 
innovation, "m" to the physical effort or resources allocated to innovation and "c" to the speed of 
thought (which can be faster than the speed of light). Restating Einstein's equation, one finds the 
following relationship:  

Innovation value = resources * (speed of thought)2, 
where the speed of thought can be described by the following relationship: Speed of 

thought = function (knowledge, play, imagination) 
The units of the innovation value can be represented by a new unit called "Einstein" (Ei), with the 
maximum value of "1." The innovation can be increased with more resources or faster generation 
and processing of ideas. The innovation value can be accelerated with better utilization of 
intellectual resources rather than merely allocating more physical resources to innovation. Table 3 
demonstrates an example of the quantification of personal innovation. 

Table 3. Assessing Personal Innovation 
 
In other words, the innovation value is equal to the resources (commitment) times a function of 
knowledge, play and imagination (KPI) squared. More than its numerical value, the equation 
identifies elements of innovation for maximizing the innovation value.  Most innovations are based 
on research, current experiments and innovative thinking. Measuring knowledge and quantifying 
combinatorial play are possible, but measuring imagination is difficult due to the complexity of 
mental processes. Therefore, imagination is transformed in quantifiable terms by understanding that 
pure imagination is a random extrapolation. Thus, imagination becomes a measurable component 
by nature of extrapolation. 
 
Conclusion 
Establishing simple measures of innovation for predicting success requires better understanding of 
the innovation process. Starting with a few, but effective measures, of innovation sets the right 
foundation for maturity of the innovation process.  
 
Bibliography 
• Gupta, Praveen, Business Innovation in the 21st Century, BookSurge Publishing, SC, 2007 
• Gupta, Praveen, Developing Process Based Measures of Innovation, 

www.realinnovation.com, 2007;  
• Gupta, Praveen, Assessing Personal Innovation, www.realinnovatin.com, 2007  

 Description Example 

Resources (R) Degree of resources or time commit-
ted 

50% (Limited time and insufficient resources) and 
50% (Limited time and insufficient resources) 

Knowledge (K) Extent (%) of knowledge based on 
research and experience 

75% (Significant knowledge and experience gained, 
some latest work is to be explored) 

Play (P) Percentage (%) of possible combina-
tions of various variables explored 

40% (Percentage of combination of variables ex-
plored mentally, experimentally or through simulation 
– work is in progress) 

Imagination (I) 
Dimension extrapolated as a percent-
age of ideal solution for breakthrough 
improvement 

66% (Selected dimension is extrapolated such that 
improvement is expected to be about 30%, which is 
about 66% of the breakthrough improvement) 

Innovation 
value (Iv) Estimated innovation level 

0.182 (Long way to find an innovative solution due to 
lack of effort and play – to accelerate, one needs to 
improve all elements of innovation) 

Comments Initial estimation of the proposed 
model -further work is required 

Innovation Value = 0.5 * ((0.75 + 0.4 + 0.66) / 3) 2 

= 0.182 Einstein  
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PM in a BSC Setting 
 Performance Measures in a Balanced Scorecard setting 

Lorenzo Lucianetti, PhD, University of Chieti–Pescara, Italy 
 
The introduction of the Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 1992) has undoubtedly contributed a “new 
impulse” towards what kind of performance measures have to be implemented within a business 
environment.  This brief article gives an initial account of the application of performance measures in 
manufacturing industries and explains their use in a Balanced Scorecard (BSC) setting. The rationale is 
that, theoretically, the implementation of the BSC should improve the adoption and the use of non financial 
performance measures. 

 
Method 
This research project is based on a large scale survey of more than 1,000 Italian large manufacturing firms 
during the second half of 2006. Organizations were asked to indicate on a seven point Likert scale – from 1 
(not at all), through 4 (moderately), up to 7 (extensively) – the extent to which they used a set of 42 
performance measures coming from academic/practitioner management accounting literature (Cima, 1993; 
Bhimani, 1993; Maskell, 1989; White 1996). Furthermore respondents were asked to indicate whether 
Balanced Scorecard was (1) not applied, (2) partially applied or (3) systematically applied in their 
organisations. 
 
Findings 
Two hundred and twenty (220) organizations returned the questionnaire completed (response rate 21%). 
Figure 1 shows the rate of adoption of BSC in Italian manufacturing companies.   

 
Next table 1 compares the means of the 
42 performance measures from 
organizations where BSC was applied 
and was not applied. Performance 
measures are clustered in two groups – 
non financial and financial – and ranked 
according to mean difference.   This 
table shows that BSC implementers use 
non financial measures to a greater 
extent than other firms except for Stock 
price, Earnings per Share, Marketing 
cost / Product cost and Return on 
Employee salaries.  

 
Specifically BSC users are dealing more with “Employee’s alignment to the strategic decisions”, “Length of 
time customer reply”, “Customer satisfaction index”, “Empowerment”, “Number of hours in training & 
adjournment & learning”, “Rate of assumption graduated employees”, “Number of suggestions per 
employee”, “Rate of new projects carried out”, “Market share (%)”, Number of warranty claims”, “Rate of 
introduction of new products”. 
 
Contributions and implications  
The results of the research project confirm that manufacturing managers are still relying on financial 
performance measures even if to a lesser degree when BSC is applied. Overall – despite the 
recommendations by academics and practitioners – the use of BSC is still low in Italian manufacturing 
industries (Lucianetti, 2007) at least if compared to the UK and the US. However these findings confirm a 
positive trend from managers dealing with the BSC to avoid an unbalanced focus on incentives relating to 
quantifiable financial statement measures (i.e. ROS, Total net cash flow, EBITDA and Total sales of 
revenues). Indeed, using only incentives which are tied to short-term performance measures can lead 
managers to focus heavily on short-term gains (Kaplan & Norton 1996; Neely 1998) rather than focus on 
drivers more suitable for long term firm value (e.g., Employee’s alignment to the strategic decisions, Length 
of time customer reply, Customer satisfaction index, Empowerment). 

Fig. 1 Rate of adoption of Balanced Scorecard (BSC) 
n=212;    (missing=8) 3. BSC 

Systematically 
applied

(43) 20%

1. BSC Not 
applied

124 (58%)

2. BSC Partially 
applied

(45) 22%
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Table 1 
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Performance Measures Firms 

applied 
Firms not 

applied 
Mean BSC 

Applied 
Mean BSC 

Not Applied 
Mean 

Difference  

N
o
n 
F
i
n
a
n
ci
a
l 
m
e
a
s
u
r
e
s 

Employee’s alignment to the strategic deci- 43 123 3.395 1.496 1.899 

mean 
difference 

more 
than 1 

Length of time customer reply 43 122 5.070 3.557 1.512 
Customer satisfaction index 42 122 4.857 3.361 1.496 
Empowerment 43 123 2.279 0.894 1.385 
Number of hours (training, adjournment, 43 124 4.767 3.468 1.300 
Rate of assumption graduated employees 43 124 3.698 2.403 1.294 
Number of suggestions per employee 43 124 2.047 0.871 1.176 
Rate of new projects carried out 43 124 3.535 2.387 1.148 
Market share (%) 43 123 5.140 4.057 1.083 
Number of warranty claims 42 124 4.524 3.452 1.072 
Rate of introduction of new products 43 124 3.767 2.726 1.042 
Rate of  employees turnover 43 123 4.628 3.724 0.904 

mean 
difference 
between 
0.5 and 1 

Number of removed products 42 123 4.143 3.260 0.883 
Length of time from order – delivery 43 123 5.395 4.561 0.834 
Temporary employees / permanent 43 123 4.930 4.098 0.833 
Number / age of patents 43 123 2.419 1.675 0.744 
Percentage of worker injuries 43 123 5.465 4.724 0.742 
Time of development of new products 43 124 3.814 3.113 0.701 
Information Technology expenditure 43 124 4.558 3.863 0.695 
Number of customers lost 43 123 3.791 3.114 0.677 
Time of Materials throughput 42 124 4.381 3.903 0.478 

mean 
difference 
less than 

0.5 

Inventory turn over ratio 43 124 5.535 5.081 0.454 
Time of planning / realized production 43 124 3.860 3.460 0.401 
Tonnage of production waste produced 43 124 5.116 4.863 0.253 
Number and length of down time 43 122 3.651 3.410 0.241 
Rate of incidence of production defects 43 124 4.907 4.758 0.149 
Level of absenteeism (in terms of hours, 43 123 5.372 5.350 0.022 
Amount of material scrap produced 42 124 4.833 5.073 -0.239 

F
in
a
n
ci
al 
m
e
a
s
u
re
s 

 Stock  price 42 122 2.524 1.090 1.434 mean 
difference 

more 
than 1 

 Earnings per share 42 123 2.833 1.545 1.289 
 Marketing cost / product cost 43 124 4.651 3.371 1.280 
 Return on employee salaries 43 124 3.256 2.097 1.159 
 Return on investment  (ROI) 43 124 5.977 5.113 0.864 mean 

difference 
between 

 Costs per damaged products / reprocessing 41 124 4.244 3.581 0.663 
 Administrative expenditure / Total sales of 43 124 5.581 4.984 0.598 
 Return on sales (ROS) 42 123 6.143 5.732 0.411 

mean 
difference  
less than 

0.5 

 Total net cash flow 43 124 6.209 5.806 0.403 
 Total sales per employee 43 124 3.651 3.435 0.216 
 EBITDA 43 124 6.372 6.169 0.203 
 Total sales of revenues 43 124 6.698 6.629 0.069 
 Cost per unit produced or delivered 43 124 5.651 5.645 0.006 
 R & D expenditure / total expenditure 43 124 3.930 3.935 -0.005 
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Narrative Reporting - Summary Report 
Tim Ambler, London Business School and Andy Neely, Cranfield School of Management 

 
Narrative reporting in public company accounts has been developing fast in response to establishment 
pressures such as the new ASB Reporting Standard and Companies Act 2006, and also the growing 
recognition that greater transparency has benefits for the companies themselves, notably for performance 
measurement and management, risk management, internal communication and coordination and investor 
relations.  As with most other commodities, more shares will probably be traded and, at higher prices if the 
company is well marketed to the City, and that in turn requires better communications and transparency. 
 
Company practice has changed from poor to average.  FTSE50 company reports marks against the ASB 
Reporting Standard from 40% to 73% with a mean for the FTSE50 of 60%.  Within this pattern of 
increasing convergence with their guidelines, which are largely advisory, the ASB has noted two main 
weaknesses: lack of provision of forward-looking information and non-financial KPIs, notably measures of 
brand equity, the intangible asset created by good marketing.  Of the 303 KPIs used by the 90 FTSE100 
companies with year ends in the eight months to July 2007, less than 7% concerned customers or brands 
or the market in any form.  55% of the KPIs were financial, i.e. the companies were reporting an average 
of 1.5 non-financial metrics each.  The other main categories were employee (19%) and environment 
(16%).  Of the 21 company reported market metrics, 12 were customer satisfaction, three were market 
share and three concerned brands.  And yet this is where the company’s cash comes from and what 
shareholders should most want to know about. 
 
Brand equity is the asset that drives net trading cash flow.  The lack of recognition of this truism is the 
problem this line of research is addressing.  Large British companies either do not recognise the centrality 
of marketing and brand equities for their future or do recognise it but fail to share the data with 
shareholders.  Much of the difficulty is semantic: terms like “brand equity” are not always consistently used 
and marketing is not widely understood.  Brand equity includes the demand that good marketing builds 
and is a proxy for the company’s prospects.  For many, if not most, companies, it is their most valuable 
asset.  It is truly extraordinary that less than 1% of reported KPIs measure it. 
 
The main, and understandable, objection to providing forward-looking information is confidentiality.  
Companies do not want to alert competitors to their future intentions and prospects.  Or even their 
forecasts for the market as a whole.  On the other hand, marketing KPIs, i.e. brand equity metrics, are 
largely known to competitors, and are typically factual indicators professionally and independently 
gathered.  A dashboard of such measures is what any Board should use to drive the business.  And what 
directors use is, where competitively reasonable, what the ASB is inviting them to include in their narrative 
reports. 
 
The purpose of this research has not been just to critique reporting practice but to provide a practical tool 
for improving it.  The ASB Reporting Standard is relatively long and complex.  The government and 
leading consultants have provided volumes of advice to go with it.  Pity the poor company secretary trying 
to cope with it all.  The Worshipful Company of Marketors, who sponsored this research, have updated 
their “Checklist” of September 2005 to a still very brief (12 pages of A5) “Framework” to summarise what is 
now expected of the narrative section of an annual report.    The original Checklist was well received and 
this development, published in December 2007, is expected to be a valuable aide memoire.  It can be 
downloaded from www.martors.org.  The centre spread which is the Framework itself and can be used for 
rating one’s own company’s compliance is set out below: 
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Narrative Reporting 
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Narrative Framework 
 

Context, Nature, Objectives & Strategies 

 
Drivers of Development & Performance  

 
Financial Position analysis and explanations  

For a full copy of this report email tambler@london.edu 
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• Markets served, e.g. current size and future prospects 
• Competitive position in markets served and future prospects, e.g. market share, ranking or 

position 
• External factors likely to impact future prospects, e.g. legal, regulatory, technological, 

economic, social, environmental 
• Corporate objectives: financial and non-financial, quantitative and qualitative goals with some 

indication of timetable 
• conomicor business model: how the business adds value, sources and usage of cash flow 
• Strategicexpansion/contraction, e.g. diversifying or changing geographic markets served, 

product categories or customer types 
• KPIs/metrics most used by the board to assess progress/performance: both financial and non-

financial 

• Sources of cash flow, e.g. profile of customers, number of end users/consumers, loyalty, churn, 
penetration, share of wallet, and user consumer attitudes, e.g. satisfaction, perceived quality, 
intention to purchase 

• Trade or channel relations (where applicable), e.g. service levels, distribution, display, trade 
customer satisfaction 

• Facilities, subsidiaries, markets served and distribution methods: key changes with impact on 
future cash flow 

• Competitive effects and performance relative to competitors, e.g. market share, relative pricing 
• Drivers likely to improve future prospects, e.g. marketing expenditure, sales force changes 
• Drivers likely to reduce future prospects, e.g. costs, impact of regulations 
• Innovation, e.g. number of new products, new products’ revenue and margin as share of total, 

R&D investment 
• Key strengths and resources, e.g. reputation, brand equity, intellectual property, employees, 

capabilities, diversity 
• Principal risks and uncertainties, e.g. how key internal and external risks are being addressed 
• Relationships with other stakeholders: which are most important, why?, implications, risks for 

cash flow 

• Accounting policies, e.g. those necessary to understand the performance and financial position, 
changes 

• Capital structure: nature, rationale, short/longer-term plans 
• Treasury policies: analysis and explanation of cash-related matters 
• Cash flows, e.g. probable cash requirements, where segmental cash flows are out of line with 

profits 
• Liquidity, e.g. working capital, current assets, current and prospective borrowing requirements 
• Profitability, e.g. sales volume, turnover, gross margins, profit ratios 
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Enable Tomorrow’s Decisions 
Enable Tomorrow’s Decisions Through Today’s Design 

Lukas Michel, i3 Performance Solutions, Switzerland 
 
Decisions drive performance. The challenge for leaders is that good decision making requires design. 
As the “big” systems in organizations, formal management systems provide executives with the 
integrated mechanism to support modern knowledge work such as understanding stakeholders, goal 
setting, action planning, motivation, alignment of efforts, coordination of activities, controlling, 
allocating resources, sharing of knowledge, and developing talent. 
 
This study reviews the triggers and design principles for management systems in organizations. It 
suggests and tests a model, developed from a combination of findings from scientific literature and 
practical experience from organizations. The test sample includes 37 companies spanning over all 
continents, a mixture of industries, small, medium and large corporations and non-profit organizations. 
The testing spans three years of research using a consistent online questionnaire and onsite 
interviews with selected organizations. The use and design of the managerial tools and practices 
(Michel, 2007) (Figure 1: The decision making tool box) is related to a set of factors, describing the 
characteristics of the various organizations, and evaluated through the results of good decision making 
(Figure 2: Decision Making Scorecard). 
 

 
Figure 1: The decision making tool box 
 
Executives address the dynamics, complexities, uncertainties and ambiguities of managing through 
formal management systems. This helps them structure accountability, delegate decision making, and 
use control systems in their organizations. Management systems not only support leaders make good 
decisions; they enable all executives to capture opportunities, address the risks in today’s knowledge 
economy and perform in a highly decentralized environment. With shared approaches to decision 
making, teams are more effective and cope with their challenges more effectively. Good decision 
making practices in teams are the prerequisites for good decisions and superior results. Such teams 
use well-designed management systems to perform.  
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Organizations with well developed decision making systems yield better overall results. While this 
sounds obvious, in practice, many organizations do not get this right. Management systems are often 
considered bureaucratic, expensive, control focused, and result in distorted behaviors. Organizations with 
superior results have good decision making practices embedded throughout their organization. They have 
overcome these barriers and build management systems chipped into the DNA of their organizations. 
Good management systems help managers and employees make better decisions. 
 

 
Figure 2: The decision making scorecard 
 
Formal management systems need design. They are a competitive advantage (Hamel 2007). As such, 
they cannot walk away, and they cannot be copied easily (Seemann and Hüppi, 2001). But, management 
systems need design (Martin, 2005) if they are to support good decision making. Hence, leaders need to 
pay attention to how their management systems are designed and used by their executive teams. 
 
Various factors (Figure 3) determine the ideal design of management systems: Regulation, life 
cycle, decentralization, structure, leadership style and industry characteristics.  
 

 
Figure 3: The systems architecture 
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Enable Tomorrow’s Decisions 
• Principle 1: Every organization needs internal controls. Their nature depends on local 

regulation and ownership requirements. For example, both owner managed organizations (such 
as start-ups) and publically traded organizations need to comply with regulatory and ethical 
standards. However, the ways these controls are designed and used differ widely.  

• Principle 2a: The life cycle stage of an organization determines the choice of the managerial 
controls. More mature and larger organizations require a full set of formal controls. As organizations 
grow, they follow four distinct life cycle stages (Simons, 1995): Entrepreneurial, functional, profit 
centers and segment stage. Along these phases and with increasing size and age, organizations 
need to complement their systems with a more sophisticated and comprehensive sets of controls.  

• Principle 2b: Strategy determines the design of the managerial controls. In particular, critical 
performance variables need to fit the intended strategy. While this is obvious, many organizations 
report that their metrics are limited to financial controls and insufficient to cope with a more dynamic 
environment.  

• Principle 3a: The decision making preferences of the dominant leader (CEO) determines the 
diagnostic use of controls, e.g. how the managerial processes are used in the organization. 
Leaders with a formal leadership style require formal processes to be effective. And, in reverse, 
organizations with an informal leadership style tend to use managerial processes in an informal way. 
The challenge for organizations is when the leadership style does not match the process used.  

• Principle 3b: Structure and the degree of decentralization determine the choice of managerial 
processes. Organizations with complex structures and a high degree of decentralization require a 
full set of managerial processes. At the same time the sophistication of the processes is likely to 
increase.  

• Principle 4a: The dominant delegation style of the leader and the degree of decentralization 
determine the use of the delegation practices. Leaders with an involving leadership style are 
more likely to “manage by walking around”. In decentralized organizations, such practices are 
formalized through performance planning and business review meetings. Organizations with a higher 
degree of decentralization benefit from the well-developed interaction capabilities of their executives. 

• Principle 4b: The nature of the uncertainties determines the choice of the dominant 
delegation practice. In most organizations the dominant interaction practice is directly related to the 
prevailing uncertainties. For example, organizations with issues on performance use performance 
conversation styles in their business reviews. Whereas, organizations in a changing environment use 
creative strategic discourse as their dominant practice.  

• Principle 5: The view of the external environment and the proposed use of formal processes 
determine the design of shared policies. Large organizations in traditional industries use policies 
such as standard operating principles to guide their managerial processes. They use highly formal 
management processes in an environment, they believe, allows for clear positioning. In contrast, 
highly innovative organizations use mental models to guide their thinking in an ambiguous world. 
They are rather informal in their approach and lead through deeply engrained proprietary 
management concepts.  

 
As interventions in formal management systems are critical and, as they are a considerable investment, 
it is recommended that leaders review the following questions:  
 
1. To fit internal controls to local regulations and owner driven ethics standards: To what extent 

do my internal controls safeguard the organizations assets in all locations? 
2. To fit the diagnostic controls to the life cycle stage, the intended strategy and the industry: 

What are the diagnostic controls needed to support the organization at its current life cycle stage? 
How do they fit the strategy? 

3. To fit the managerial processes to the leadership style, the formal approaches in the 
organization, the structure, and the degree of decentralization: What are the managerial 
processes necessary to cope with the complexity of my organization?  

4. To fit the interaction practices to the delegation style and the degree of decentralization: 
What are the interaction practices that best support the organization to cope with increasing 
uncertainty?  
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Linking scorecards to executive incentives may destroy value 
 

Remuneration committees should think twice about linking the financial and non-financial 
performance measures included in their scorecard systems to executives’ incentives. 

 
Recent research carried out by the Centre for Business Performance at Cranfield School of 
Management suggests that companies need to be cautious when developing a link between scorecard 
systems and incentives. Promoters of scorecard systems tend to suggest that the final step in 
developing these types of systems should be to link them to reward mechanisms, as this linkage will 
positively influence motivation and individual performance. However, until now, little research has 
actually examined the true impact of linking the financial and non-financial performance measures 
included in scorecard systems to rewards.  
 
Cranfield research has recently found that overall the combination of non-financial and financial 
performance measures in Executives’ short term incentive systems may be detrimental for companies 
as it has a negative effect on financial performance (assessed by return on assets and sales growth).  
 
Only some companies seem to find benefits when developing a linkage between scorecard systems 
and rewards. In particular, companies that operate in either very high or very low risk environments – as 
opposed to moderate risk environments – are able to improve their effectiveness for reaching their 
strategic goals when they link their executives’ incentives to the scorecard’s performance measures. 
The same positive effects seem to be experienced by companies that have cultural values that 
encourage flexibility, long-term focus and risk taking – as opposed to companies that have cultural 
values that encourage control, short-term focus and risk aversion. 
 
The Centre for Business Performance’s research is based on a survey and archival data (i.e. annual 
financial and remuneration reports) from 132 publicly quoted and private organisations operating in 
diverse sectors. Key learnings and potential implications of this study have been integrated into the 
Cranfield Pay for Performance programme. For further information please contact Monica Franco 
(monica.franco@cranfield.ac.uk).  

5. To fit the shared policies to industry challenges and the proposed use of formal processes: 
What are the necessary policies that help the organization deal with the higher ambiguities of 
changing markets?  

 
These design principles are the starting point for a rich discussion on the ideal management systems. 
This helps executive teams cope with a more challenging environment and it supports leaders enable 
tomorrow’s decisions through today’s design.  With well-designed decision making, leaders establish 
good decisions in their executive teams – from the center to the periphery. Well designed management 
systems enable the decision making that drives performance. 
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Lean-Disturbance Assessment Tool 
A Lean Disturbances Assessment Tool for Improving  

Manufacturing Systems Performance   
Dr. Maged S. Morcos, University of Nottingham 

 
Over the last few years, lean thinking has proven to be a well-established way to deliver sustainable 
improvements throughout an organisation. It can bring about quantifiable increases in productivity, 
efficiency and quality and help to make a company perform better. The lean manufacturing shifted the 
focus of the manufacturing engineer from individual machines and their utilization, to the flow of the 
product through the total process. As James Womack mentioned: “The development of lean thinking in 
the past has often been labeled the tool age, but to make lean deliver its full benefits, companies must 
move beyond that into the age of lean management”. Hence, it became important to develop 
manufacturing managers understanding and awareness of the possible sources of disturbances that 
adversely affect lean manufacturing and its management. Equally important is to provide managers with 
the suitable analytical tools to enable them to analyse, plan, implement, troubleshoot and manage lean 
organisation in their enterprises.  
 
The adverse effects of any sort of disturbances are major that can stop the organisation continuous flow 
of work, reduce its reputation and affect its long-term success in a fierce competitive global market. Two 
issues are addressed here: 1- the process of disturbances in manufacturing companies and how 
managers can detect, deal and manage them and the second issue is how to assess the risks 
associated with them. The second issue is the focus of this article. The first one is beyond the scope of 
this article. This issue was handled in another publication by the author, however, the factors causing 
manufacturing disturbances, resulted from that work, will only be used here as inputs to the tool 
suggested for satisfying the aim of the second issue.  This article does not claim that the tool proposed 
here is a tool for managing disturbances; however, it claims that managers need a numerical diagnostic 
tool to help them have clear insight into the areas, sources, categories or factors of disturbances. It will 
also help them realize the level and values of impacts of those disturbances and their adverse effect, if 
not taken care of, on the overall performance of the organisation. 
 
Aim of this work 
A critical issue in understanding the disturbance is in terms of its impact on production. Impact can be 
linked to the effect of the disturbance on the overall company goals and hence performance. Visualizing 
and diagnosing such impacts will inevitably help managers to efficiently identify the sources of 
disturbances and their causes and help them put a practical course of action to remedy those individual 
causes that when accumulated lead to the company’s overall disturbances. For addressing this issue 
this work describes how a lean disturbance assessment tool, developed by the author at the University 
of Nottingham as an outcome result of a UKLAI project conducted in year 2005-2006), can assist 
manufacturing management in evaluating their system performance through assessing the major 
causes of performance loss in their lean manufacturing systems. The Lean assessment tool proposed 
here was developed based on industrial interviews and survey, using a questionnaire answered by 
aerospace manufacturing experts to get their opinion about the sources of disturbances they believe 
that have bad impacts on the organisation performance. The tool aims: 1- to categorise any identified or 
predicted sources of disturbances and 2- to assess the risks associated with them in terms of their 
impacts on the overall performance of the organisation. This is done by using a reliable visualization 
and calculation method by which they can compute numerically the overall value of impact of system 
disturbances. It is believed that this tool will enable senior management to gain a positive insight, into 
which disturbances are more or less significant on realising lean manufacturing performance levels and 
to help them remedy, eliminate the reasons causing these disturbances, or deal and manage those 
disturbances in more efficient way. Hence, it is considered as a quantitative decision support tool for 
diagnosing and assessing risk associated with manufacturing disturbances. To vindicate its utility, the 
use of the tool is still under investigation and test by a major company working in the midlands in the 
UK to see its validity in improving managers awareness of the impacts of all disturbances (internal and 
external) on the company performance. A workshop was conducted later in 2006 to demonstrate its 
usefulness to leading company managers. The promising feed-backs were encouraging and the tool is 
now under further development for customization and application in the company. 
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Sources of Disturbances in Manufacturing 
For the purpose of this work, a disturbance is defined as “a change occurring internally or externally to a 
production system, which can affect the full realisation of lean manufacturing performance, and is either 
outside the control or has not been planned by the system”. This definition focuses on individual 
production system performance to unexpected disturbances or disturbances that, although foreseeable, 
are not catered for by the system. These disturbances can backfire on the part initiating the problem or 
the signal of disturbance. Examples of disturbances may include unplanned maintenance, temporary 
capacity constraints due to order mix, people absenteeism factors, tools/fixture unavailability, frequent 
(minor) changes to order schedules, and expediting activities, changing order priorities, supplier failures 
and machine breakdowns that, if not managed, will affect manufacturing system performance.  

Traditional Methods of Assessment 
Companies who first embark on the lean transformation journey have applied some of the basic tools and 
techniques such as 5-S, Standardisation and Total Production Maintenance (TPM) before proceeding to 
more advanced training in Value Stream Mapping and Supply Chains. Many companies can demonstrate 
showcase examples -often in key operational areas- of lean implementation, using the previous 
techniques, however problems still occur and effective performance is not achieved. Whilst demonstrating 
the applicability of lean to the manufacturing industry these case studies also show the limitations of a 
diagnostic approach to identify sources of disturbances in the system. The lack of a definitive tool that 
allows diagnosis of the main disturbance problems for better implementation of lean, has resulted in 
stagnations of effort throughout the industry and an accumulation of problems without real solutions to 
satisfy either the customers (external concern) or the stakeholders (internal concern). An approach to 
help managers diagnose, assess and rank disturbances effects based on their impacts on the company 
performance is proposed and explained in the next section. 
 
Identifying the Factors of Manufacturing Disturbances  
From analysis to the current literature and from survey based on industrial questionnaire survey and 
through affinity analysis (diagram) in group meetings, participants from 10 different companies with 
different experiences and positions in their companies summarised and categorised the possible sources 
of manufacturing disturbances into two main factors. These are; internal factors, caused by self-induced 
lack of process control and external factors, caused by supplier or customer, dependent on value chain 
position. Both factors are then grouped and itemised into six main headings as follows: (a) Internal 
Disturbances consisting of three main factors: 1- People issues, 2- Technology issues and 3- 
Transactional Processes issues. (b) External Disturbances consisting of three main factors: 1- Material 
supply failures, 2- Customer Demands issues and 3- New Products Introduction issues.  Other 
disturbances can exist, however, from the survey the previous six causes are thought to be enough for 
explanation of this work. Additionally, the causes leading to each factor are identified and classified either 
as common or special causes. Common causes are those that appear frequently and that the company is 
almost aware of. However, special causes are defined by being infrequent but have large disturbance 
impacts. The causes of each of the above factors are shown in Figure 1.  
 
A Lean Disturbance Assessment Tool - The Methodology 
In order to achieve an improved understanding of the effects of those disturbances issues on the 
performance of manufacturing organisations a disturbance tool is recommended. The Lean team at the 
University of Nottingham has evaluated the potential of such issue and developed a computer-based 
diagnostic lean assessment tool, by integrating two cause and effect methods commonly used in 
reliability studies for diagnostic and remedial purposes. The first cause and effect method: the Fish Bone 
Diagram (FBD) or Ishikawa diagram (for the man who invented it) is used primarily as a diagnostic 
approach where factors causing disturbances in manufacturing industries are categorised under the two 
main headings: internal factors and external factors. Within each factor, a number of causes are identified 
and presented as headings on the sub-fish bones of the main fish bone diagram. For each cause (sub-
fish bone) reasons, common or special causes, leading to this cause are presented on each sub-branch 
with their impact values (between 1 - low impact and 5 - high impact), provided by the experts of the 
manufacturing companies. Figure 1 shows the completed FBD with all its sub-fish bones for both factors 
after converting the impact values (1 to 5) to percentage values (20% - low impact to 100% - high impact) 
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Lean-Disturbance Assessment Tool Cont.. 

to help managers acquire an insight of the intensity of the resultant impact value. Although the FBD is a 
good presentation diagram, it does not give enough information about the severity and intensity of each 
signal disturbance reason and its impact on the overall manufacturing disturbance, as it is not designed 
to allow any calculations to be entered on its branches. This limitation can be overcome by employing the 
second cause and effect method: the Fault Tree Analysis (FTA) with its Fault Tree Diagram (FTD), which 
can be used both qualitatively to present the causes and quantitatively for calculating the overall impacts 
of each cause. By using the additive and multiplication rules of the fault tree analysis, the impact of each 
sub fish bone cause is calculated through the corresponding sub fault tree based on the individual values 
of impact of all reasons on each sub fish bone as shown in Figure 2. These calculations are then 
transferred to the main fish bone where a corresponding overall fault tree diagram calculates the total 
impact of both factors (internal and external) as shown in Figure 1, hence quantifying the FBD rather than 
presenting it with qualitative labels only. Managers can use this tool to interpret the severity of each 
cause and the type of factors contributing most to the overall disturbance in their manufacturing 
organisation. Accordingly, a reasonable remedial action plan for each sub fish bone (i.e. cause and its 
detailed reasons) can be proposed and implemented within a timeframe set by the team until an 
acceptable level of disturbance in their manufacturing system is achieved. 
 
Presentation and Application of the Tool 
Figures 1, 2 and 3 show some snap shots on how the Lean Disturbance Assessment Tool is developed 
and show its interactive use with Excel sheet that work as an interactive database to the whole program. 
From the diagram of Figure 1 and based on analysing the pool of values given from the industrial experts, 
it can be seen that the Internal factor total impact is calculated as 52.2% resulted from “People” impact of 
9.22%, “Technology” impact of 14.4% and “Transactional Processes” of 38.4%. However, the External 
factor total impact is calculated as 61.1% resulted from “Material Supply” impact of 28.4%, “Customer 
Demand” impact of 35.5% and “New Product Introduction” of 20.0%. Both values when aggregated using 
the FTD calculation produce a high value of 81.5%. This assumes that managers did not focus on the 
appearance of both factors (i.e. series or simultaneously relationship between both factors - the worst-
case scenario) or a value of 31.8% disturbance assuming that managers have realised their existence 
and focused on both factors together (i.e. parallel or concurrently relationship – the best-case scenario). 
The best-case scenario assumes that it is unlikely that both factors will happen simultaneously and that 
managers are still in control of their business processes. However, the worst-case scenario indicates a 
bad performing organisation and managers need to be alert of any factor to happen. Apparently, also 
managers have to focus on improving the “Transactional Process” cause for the internal factors and the 
“Customer Demand” cause of the external factor and attempt to resolve them as they give the highest 
value of impact in each case. Next, managers have to inspect other causes of each factor in sequence of 
their impact values. Thus, they have to inspect the “Technology” cause (14.4%), followed by the “People” 
cause (9.22%) in the internal factor. In the external factor, they have to inspect Material Supply cause 
(28.8%), followed by “New Product Introduction” cause (20.0%). After making the necessary quick 
remedial actions, the process is repeated until an acceptable overall impact value accepted by the 
company is reached. For continuing the analysis and explaining the calculations, the internal factor 
52.2% total impact is calculated from a separate FTD where all factors are dealt with, assuming that, if 
any one cause happened then the flow of the work will be affected and may be disturbed. The three 
causes leading to the internal factor were computed from their corresponding reasons (defined by 
experts) and presented on each corresponding FTD. As an example, Figure 2 shows how the “People” 
cause and its 9.22% impact is calculated on its corresponding FTD based on the severe assumption that 
all reasons have to appear in order that it can reach an impact of 9.22%. Management then have to 
inspect why “People” impact is 9.22% and see which of the five listed reasons contributed most to 
produce this value. Figure 3 shows a recommended action table showing that both ‘training’ and 
‘industrial disputes’ reasons contributed with 4 out of 5 (i.e. 80%) impact value. Hence, management 
should focus their efforts to resolve these problems while also attempting to reduce the other three 
reasons (sickness - 40%, holidays - 60% and accidents - 60%) and then repeat the process where these 
values should be reduced leading to improvement in the “People” cause. By repeating the same process 
for all other causes and their individual reasons for both the internal and external factors, the whole 
disturbances factors will reduce leading definitely to reducing their total impact value and improving the 
performance of the manufacturing systems.  
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Practical Implications of the Proposed Lean Disturbances Assessment Tool 
The ultimate benefit from this developed systematic, structured and diagnostic decision-making lean 
disturbance assessment tool, based on expert opinion and industrial survey in different manufacturing 
companies, can be seen in providing an early warning system for mangers of the areas (factors) of 
disturbances and their different causes (common or special). Additionally, a dynamic course of action list 
can be developed for all parties, departments and sections of the organisation that can make a holistic 
methodology to eliminate the disturbances occurring and achieve quick and reliable performance level 
that satisfy the stakeholders of the organisation internally and reflect with positive effect on their 
relationship with their customers on the external level. Not only does this tool gives a numerical 
presentation of the disturbance problems, but most importantly, it also gives management a positive 
insight of the business processes. In addition, it highlights to them any hidden reasons that can lead 
indirectly or directly to the escalation of different problems and the emerging of disturbances that can 
hinder the flow of work and affect the long-term success of their organisation. Periodic check and review 
is recommended at regular intervals in order to detect newly emerging or recurring causes, thus 
continuously improving the performance level of the organsational manufacturing systems. 
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Performance Management Model 
Performance Management Model (PMM):  

Framework for Quantitative Performance Management 
M Sarma 

Performance Management has been in place for a very long time. Statutory requirements of balance 
sheets and profit & loss statements have been in vogue as default performance measurement and 
management tools, used even now. But today with extreme competition in market place, technologies & 
methodologies changing at a much faster pace, rapidly diminishing contributions, elaborate and stringent 
compliance rules, is forcing companies to look beyond the short-term financial achievements. There is 
dire need for measuring, monitoring and managing operations at higher frequency, with lot of intelligent 
insights into business and also assessing the companies on multiple perspectives (not just financials). 
This kind of 360-degree assessment of companies is popularly known as Corporate Performance 
Management. 
  
CPM, Corporate Performance Management, as a definition came about in the year 2001, coined by 
Gartner. Today this is also known as BPM (Business Performance management) or EPM (Enterprise 
Performance management) or Quantitative Performance Management (QPM). Whatever be the 
terminology used, in essence it means the same as what Gartner defined it as:  
 
CPM is an umbrella term that describes all of the processes, methodologies, metrics and systems 

needed to measure and manage the performance of an organization. 
To succeed in today’s brutal and uncompromising business environment organizations need to design 
robust measurement systems, determine the appropriate monitoring levels and continuously analyze the 
system performance for survival and growth. This paper details the need for QPM, and the architectural 
framework for designing an effective performance management system.  
  
Performance Management Systems 
Performance Management is involved in setting goals and standards and act as a driver to business 
excellence. Performance Management is the process of assessing progress toward achieving 

predetermined goals, including information on the efficiency with 
which resources are transformed into goods and services (outputs), 
the quality of those outputs (how well they are delivered to clients 
and the extent to which clients are satisfied) and outcomes (the 
results of a program activity compared to its intended purpose). A 
Performance Management System is a system that defines and 
details out what is to be measured, how is it to be measured, how 
will measurements be monitored and analyzed. A closed loop 
architectural model called PMM (Performance Management Model) 
is proposed to help organizations in designing and developing 
effective performance systems.  
 
Figure 1: Performance management 

 
PMM– ARCHITECTURAL MODEL FOR PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 
An effective Performance Management System is essentially a closed loop system and the key steps 
described in the PMM model for designing Performance Management is as depicted below: 
 
Step1: Business Excellence:  Each company uniquely defines “Business Excellence”. To one company 
it may be financial outcomes; to others it may be market share. The same could vary with time; products 
delivered, services offered, markets served etc. One of the places, where Business excellence is stated, 
is the “VISION” statement of the organization. The statement states what the organization “will be” after a 
certain period of time. Business excellence themes are thus drawn from “VISION” statement.                             
 
Step 2: Measurement System: The second step is identification of gap between the current performance 
and desired performance. Based on the same, the target levels for excellence, the time periods for target 
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achievements, the responsibility centers for performance and the formats of visualization and 
presentation of performance are defined. The key elements for performance measurement are: 

ο Define the Organization Structure (rather Performance Structure) 
ο Enumerate the perspectives 
ο Define the KPIs and KPI attributes 
ο Define the Cause and Effect linkages 
ο Define Reports and Visualization 
ο Define Linkage to reward systems 
ο Define the data sources 

 
(A) Define the Performance Structure: This step deals with defining the structure, which is 
responsible for achieving certain targets / goals and whose performance need to be measured, 
monitored and analyzed. Typically this can be simple Organization structure. 
(B) Enumerate the Perspectives: For each structural element, as defined above, multiple perspectives 
can be defined. Perspective is a Strategic focus direction identified for measurement, monitoring and 
management. For example in an Organizational structure context, the perspectives could be Customer, 
Financial, stakeholders, community etc.  
(C) Define the Key Performance Indicators (KPI) and KPI attributes: Having defined the 
perspectives, Key Performance Indicators need to be defined for each perspective. Key Performance 
Indicator (KPI) is a particular value or characteristic used to measure an outcome of an activity. KPI’s 
form the basic building block in a Performance Management framework. KPI definition involves the 
following key attributes: 

• Defining KPI Hierarchy 
• Defining KPI Class 
• Defining the Retirement of KPIs 

       
Defining a KPI hierarchy - A KPI hierarchy is structurally a tree defining the relationship of 
achievement typically against a Goal or Critical Success Factor. The individual KPI values can be 
summed up as achievement of Goal or Critical success Factors as a formula. There is various 
hierarchies’ possible, for example: 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Define KPI Class: KPI’s can be classified based on  
Outcomes – as lead / lag KPI’s 
Category – Process KPI’s / Functional Area KPI’s etc 
Measurement input method: Absolute / % age / Formula  
KPI class definitions help users in using them as good filter criteria, while focusing on any particular 
area for analysis. 
  
Retirement of KPI Define—A time frame can be set for the KPI to remain active in the system after 
which it becomes inactive. This also helps in resetting of KPI targets. 
 

HIERARCHY 2: 

Goal major or Critical Success factor 
• KPI 1 
ο Goal 1 
▪ KPI 2 
▪ Etc 
▪ Goal 2 
▪ KPI 3 
▪ KPI 4 
▪ Etc 

HIERARCHY 1: 

Goal major or Critical Success factor 
• Sub Goal 1 
ο KPI 1 
ο KPI 2 
ο Etc 
ο Sub Goal 2 
ο KPI 1 
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Performance Management Model cont.. 
(D) Define the Cause and Effect Linkages: A Performance measurement is a set of hypotheses about 
the cause and effect relationships that exist across various KPIs. These relationships need to be 
explicitly defined, and typical relationships that exist are: 
Associate Relationship 
Additive / Subtractive Relationships 
Multiplicative Relationships 
 
Associative relationships are mere relationships depicting the cause and effect across KPI’s but however 
do not define the relationship in any quantitative terms. Relationships when defined in quantitative terms 
can be:  
Additive – if KPI 1 goes up by 10 %, KPI 2 also goes up 10 %. These are reinforcing KPIs 
Subtractive – These are negative in nature viz., if KPI 1 goes up by 10 %, KPI 2 goes down10 % 
Multiplicative – These are synergetic KPI’s viz., if KPI 1 goes up by 10 %, KPI 2 goes up a factor of 10 %    
 
(E) Reports and Visualization: Visualization is the way the data / analysis are depicted meaningfully to 
the user. The various formats for visualization could be Graphs viz., line graphs, bar graphs, charts viz., 
trend charts, pie etc., signals, traffic lights, color code schemes, Thermometers, dial gauges scorecards, 
dashboards, reports or tables. Choice of representation depends upon the ease of interpretation, 
analysis required, and depth of additional information required. 
(F) Linkage to reward systems: A good performance management system ideally is linked to a 
challenging reward system. The system must allow for various levels of performance and the associated 
rewards. The same should be possible for defining at multiple levels like individual, group level and 
company level. 
(G) Data sources: The sources for calculating the KPI/metrics values need to be defined. The sources 
need to be defined in terms of the format of data stored, accessibility methodology and time of availability 
of the data.  
 
Step 3: Monitoring System: In this step the frequency of monitoring the results viz., KPI values is 
defined with well laid out escalation rules and alerts. The monitoring frequency can be hourly, daily, 
weekly, monthly etc. based on the nature of the KPI. Performance / non-performance can be visualized 
in a number of formats like traffic signals, dial gauges etc, which are embedded in Scorecards / 
Dashboards. 
 
Step 4: Manage System: “Management by Exceptions” is an important management style, which helps 
managers to focus on critical issues thereby ensuring effective utilization of manager’s time. To manage 
situations more proactively, it would be prudent to define warning limits before the situation turns into 
crisis. Alerts can be defined by setting threshold values for each Key performance indicator, or it could 
be event based or scheduled based.  A time limit can be set for people to take action on the alerts 
raised, if no action has been taken in the defined time, escalation rules can be defined for others to take 
action. By defining alerts on threshold values managers can have sufficient time to respond to situations 
getting out of control. For a given exception raised, a series of corrective actions can be predefined 
which can help to automatically correct the exception raised thereby further enhancing the effectiveness 
of manager’s time. 
 
Step 5: Analyze System: This step in the cycle is to analyze the system performance based on the 
monitored data. KPI values by themselves reveal a portion of what is happening in the firm. To be able to 
extract the hidden patterns, trends and exceptions, it is important to subject the KPI values to rigorous 
analysis The metrics results are analyzed; root causes identified for non-performance and based on the 
same the corrective and or preventive actions are initiated and in some cases possibly the targets are 
reset.  
 
KPI analysis is dependent on analysis method chosen, the level of analysis, the periodicity or time frame 
for analysis and using what views. The different elements are: i) Define Type of Analysis; ii) Define Level 
of analysis; iii) Define Time or periodicity of analysis; and iv) Define Analysis views 
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Type of Analysis: Analyses types are the analysis methods used. Typical analysis methods are: 
Variance Analysis 
Comparative Analysis 
Ratio Analysis 
Trend analysis 
Computational Analysis 
 
Analysis Levels: Analysis level defines the level at which the analysis needs to be done.  Analyses can 
be done at: 
Individual KPI  
Across KPIs 
Individual Perspective  
Across Perspectives 
At any view like – Organization / Strategic etc.  
 
Analysis Periodicity: Periodicity: can be daily, weekly etc. 
 
Analysis Views: This step deals with defining the multiple ways (rather views) that an organization’s 
management want to measure, monitor and manage its system. Organizational Analysis Views (OAV) 
can be defined in number of ways. For e.g. this can be defined in following manner: 
Based on Organizational Structure or responsibility matrix.  
E.g. CEO / Vice presidents / General Managers / etc. 
Based on Functional Roles  
E.g. Marketing / Sales / Materials / etc 
Based on Process flow 
E.g. Strategic / Tactical / Operational Sale Order processing / Purchase order processing etc. 
Based on Management layer 
E.g. Strategic / Tactical / Operational  
 
Based on the above, target values for performance could be modified or altered to different analysis 
views. This kind of quantitative analysis gives a good insight into organization performance behavior over 
a period of time. KPI values being quantitative are easily amenable for rigorous mathematical / statistical 
analysis. This way organization’s performance can be predicted quantitatively.  
 
Step 6: Plan for future: Based on the above analysis, plans can be modified; budgets can be altered or 
re planning can be done to ensure that the organization performance is on track. 
 
This six-step process of defining Business Excellence - Measure – Monitor – Manage- Analyze - Plan, 
gives a framework for implementing a structured Performance Management System.  “What gets 
measured gets done”. The PMM model gives a methodology for designing, articulating the excellence 
parameters and gives a platform for ensuring success. 
  
Summary 
Today’s environment in which organizations are competing against each other is extremely harsh. 
Customers have become very demanding, globalization is putting the extra pressure on the system for 
healthy financial returns. One of the ways organizations can overcome this successfully is to deploy a 
successful “QUANTITATIVE PERFORMANCE SYSTEM”. Easier said than done, measurement systems 
must be cautiously designed keeping in view the end results the company is striving towards. This 
document describes in detail the “PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT MODEL” and its various constructs. 
The model acts a powerful guide for organizations to embark on a successful quantitative performance 
management system. This model can also be used as a benchmark for evaluation of software vendors 
providing the necessary automation. 
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 Embedding Cultural Values to Make Strategy Everyone’s Business: A Government 
Agency Experience 

Wayne Mlazie. Performance Improvement Coordinator, Office of the President, Botswana 
 
The business world is flooded with failure to execute strategy, such that 9 out of 10 companies 
successfully execute strategyi. Among others, one of the reasons for failure to successfully execute 
strategy is the inability for leaders and change agents to continually communicate and sustain the 
momentum needed to transform an organization for better results. However, a unique traditional 
approach in Botswana called “Lekgotla”ii seems to be the solution in ensuring alignment of all 
employees for a successful execution. This article looks at how a government department employed 
this unique traditional change management tool “Lekgotla” to develop individual objectives within a 
government unitiii to make strategy everyone’s business in the organization. The Lekgotla approach is 
a structured process in which major problems or issues that need addressing are collectively 
identified and agreed upon in an event or Lekgotla for decision making. 
 
In as much as the success of an organization in executing strategy depends on how the strategy is 
translated into actionable terms, the ability of all employees in relating to objectives as set by Top 
Management is of paramount importance. This can only be achieved through an event under one 
roof- Lekgotla- where every employee in the unit is fully engaged and involved in the development of 
individual objectives to accomplish organizational goals. 
 
Although the process of developing individual performance objectives is normally done by individual 
for the approval of supervisors, the bottom-up execution can not be clearly envisioned by most 
supervisors without the input of the frontline employees & team members from the unit. At this 
agency, a government department in Botswana, the Lekgotla approach was particularly used taking 
cognizant of three premises about personal power based on work at Innovation Associatesiv that: 1. 
Each person has a unique personal purpose; 2. What an individual holds in his/her consciousness 
tends to become real in the external world; 3. an organization’s capacity to create depends on 
individual purpose and power. 
 
In this case, the approach was used in four ways; 
1. To identify major impediments or barriers to execute day to day government unit activities. For 

example, at a process level, why does it take us longer to pay suppliers within the stipulated 
stretch target of 7 days, impacting negatively on our strategic result of being an efficient and 
effective organization? 

2. To make decision by consensus when addressing issues that affects all members of the 
functional unit in their day to day activities to overcome the barriers. A typical example would be 
agreeing on a task or solution that is highly feasible with less risk of success based on available 
resources and the capability of the team. 

3. To provide each participant with an equal voice. Our experience has shown that with a good 
facilitatorv, this has a tendency to defuse domineering staff members (especially senior officers) 
or influential employees who tend to control the discussion and dominate the process. We find 
this process to be a valuable dialogue to address and solve shared problems with the view to 
build a collective understanding of day to day issues within the unit. 

4. To empower individuals to make informed decision when choosing and committing themselves 
to personal performance objectives and associated measures and targets. 

 
This means that for an organization to realize profound organizational transformation for better results 
every participant must be fully engaged and involved in the development of individual/personal 
objectives that are in line with the functional unit strategy that supports the overall corporate strategy. 
We find this approach to be valuable because it tends to avoid duplication of activities for synergistic 
and improved organizational results. 
 
The underlying principle of the Lekgotla approach is that everyone has something valuable to 
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contribute and that the insights, agreements and commitments are shared as much as possible in 
accomplishing desired goals. 
 
At the end of each session, participants from each team/unit were asked to which degree their 
expectations were fulfilled in understanding and appreciating the purpose of Performance Development 
Plans (PDP) in executing strategy. The response was overwhelmingly positive. Although the 
performance of the agency can not be fully established at this point in time until the end of the fiscal 
year, when self-assessment and customer satisfaction survey has been carried out, pockets of 
significant improvements have been reported by both customers and employees across the agency. 
Contact: wmlazie@gov.bw; wmlazie@yahoo.com 
 
References 
• Fortune: 060302_M-Participnat’s Guide_AUS. copyright 2006 Balanced Scorecard 

Collaborative, a Palladium company. Bscol.com 
• Worldsview Consulting Team, South Africa: http://www.worldsviewconsulting.com/ 
• The lowest tier in a structure of a government department in Botswanaa: www.dpsm.gov.bw/ 
• Peter Senge’s Innovation Associates :http://www.innovationassociates.com/ 
• In this case the Facilitator takes the role of a Chief in a traditional setting: Mompati. T & Prin 

G.; “Ethnicity and participatory development methods in Botswana: some participants are to 
be seen and not heard”, Development in Practice, Volume 10, Number 5, November 2000 

Performance Management in Humanitarian Aid and International Development 
Cooperation, by Thomas M. Klein 

 (Original title: Performance Management in der humanitären Hilfe und internationalen 
Entwicklungszusammenarbeit) 

  
This issue of the OEFSE-Forum presents an overview of current performance management systems 
incorporated in development institutions and humanitarian aid agencies. The book covers current 
practice of performance management and deals with methods for agency- and organizational 
effectiveness in regards to outputs, outcomes and impact. Such systems include quantitative and 
qualitative perspectives and cover the consolidation of project and program results in order to achieve 
long-term impact for target regions and countries. Examples are national development frameworks 
(e.g. poverty reduction strategies), country performance rating systems, organizational effectiveness 
tools (e.g. the Balanced Scorecard or the Multilateral Effectiveness Framework) and different kinds of 
evaluation. 
  
The Austrian Research Foundation for Development Cooperation – OEFSE – is Austria’s largest 
information broker for questions regarding developing countries, development cooperation, and 
development policy. OEFSE was founded in 1967 and offers its services not only to all individuals 
interested in development policy, but also to public and private institutions and to business 
enterprises. 
  
The OEFSE-FORUM is a publication series for young researchers and covers master theses, 
dissertations and research papers. For mail order please refer to http://www.oefse.at/ 
http://www.oefse.at/publikationen/foren.htm#33.   Available in German language only. 
 
Vienna: Südwind 2007 - 165 pages  
ISBN 10: 3-9502306-3-7 ; ISBN 13: 978-3-9502306-3-5 
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New book on Performance Measurement… 

Business Performance Measurement: Unifying Theory and 
Integrating Practice.  

Edited by Professor Andy Neely 
published by Cambridge University Press 

December sees the publication of the second edition of Business 
Performance Measurement: Unifying Theory and Integrating Practice. 
Edited by AIM Deputy Director, Professor Andy Neely, and published by 
Cambridge University Press, the book includes contributions from some of 
the world's leading academics and practitioners working in performance 
measurement and management. Significantly updated and modified from 
the first edition, the book includes ten new chapters which provide 
comprehensive review of performance measurement from the perspectives 

of accounting, marketing, operations, public services and supply chain management.  In addition to 
these functional analyses the book explores performance measurement frameworks and 
methodologies, practicalities and challenges, and enduring questions and issues. For further details 
contact Professor Andy Neely. 

http//www.cambridge.org/catalogue/catalogue.asp?isbn=9780521855112 

CALL FOR PAPERS—MANAGEMENT DECISION 
Special Issue: Questions We Ask about Ethics in a Global Marketplace 

Inspired by the 2006 International Trade Centre Executive Forum in Berlin, which focussed on making 
trade work for the poor, in 2007, Emerald was pleased to publish a special issue of Management 
Decision, Alleviating Poverty Through Trade, to coincide with the Academy of Management's 2007 
conference theme, "Doing Well By Doing Good".  Following on from the very positive response to that 
issue, and keeping to the theme of corporate social responsibility, Management Decision will publish a 
special issue dedicated to exploring whether we can meaningfully talk about "ethics" in a global 
marketplace. 

The special issue will be edited by Rocky Dwyer and David Lamond and will appear under the title of 
"Questions We Ask about Ethics in a Global Marketplace".  It is scheduled for Volume 46, Issue 8 and 
will appear in normal print and online format, as well as on a special CD for the Academy of 
Management conference in Anaheim. 

Papers are welcomed that explore questions such as "Is it really bad to pay bribes in countries where 
that is accepted practice?", "Should business be my brother's keeper (especially if my 'brother' is in 
another country)?", and "Isn't it OK as long as it's legal?".  Conceptual papers, as well as qualitative and 
quantitative research papers, are welcomed, as they add to the knowledge base about corporate social 
responsibility and ethics in the global marketplace. 

Papers 
Submission of the full paper is required by 1st March 2008 for consideration for the special issue. All 
submissions will undergo a double-blind refereed selection process. For style guidelines please contact 
David Lamond.  Please email your papers to Dr David Larmond—daplamond@bigpond.com or Dr 
Rooky Dwyer Rocky_Dwyer@mba.athabascau.ca 

call  for papers 
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Call for Papers for Paradigm Journal 
 
Paradigm is a refereed, research based Bi-annual Journal of Institute of Management Technology 
(IMT), rated as one of the top ten business schools in India. IMT is widely recognized as a centre 
for excellence in management education, quality research and strong industry interface. Paradigm 
is devoted to promote understanding and encourage research in management issues and practices 
related to Finance, International Business, Organizational Behaviour/HRM, Environmental Studies, 
Marketing, Strategic Management, Quality, Information Technology, Operations Management, 
Supply Chain Management and other areas of management studies. The journal solicits research 
based unpublished, original papers, empirical studies, and exploratory research of interest to 
students, research scholars and practitioners of business management. The editorial policy 
encourages interest and an in-depth study of issues which carry a relevance to practical 
applications. 
 
May we invite you to contribute a paper for the issues of the journal, planned to be published 
quarterly in the year 2007.  Manuscripts should normally be of around 5000 to 6000 words and 
submitted as electronic transmission over e-mail. The paper should be accompanied with a brief 
resume of the author(s), a declaration that the paper is unpublished and has not been submitted 
elsewhere for publication.  You may access our website: www.imt.edu for submission guidelines. 
 
Dr. G.D.Sardana,  Senior Professor. – Operations Management 
Chairperson – Doctoral Programmes, Editor - Paradigm  Email: gdsardana@imt.ac.in  

International Journal of e-Business Management 
Editor-in-Chief – Dr Fang Zhao  

Publisher – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology University, Australia 
 
The International Journal of e-Business Management is an international 
refereed journal. It publishes cutting edge e-business management 
research, and provides comprehensive coverage of rigorous theoretical and 
empirical research into the emerging discipline of e-business management. 
It presents an international forum for researchers and practitioners to 
advance knowledge and promote innovation and best practices in e-
business management. The International Journal of e-Business 
Management takes a multidisciplinary approach to the development of e-
business management concepts, models, architectures, and practices. The 
journal constitutes a state-of-the-art documentation of all facets of e-
business management. 

We are currently seeking contributions that focus on new opportunities, challenges, research and 
case-studies around e-business and performance measurement and management areas. 
 
Submissions should be 4000–8000 words in length and include a 100-word abstract and brief author 
biog. Please register and send your submission online via the Journal’s website at 
http://www.rmitpublishing.com.au/ijebm.html  Submissions are accepted on the basis that they have 
not been previously published and are not under consideration elsewhere.  
 
Contributions to the International Journal of e-Business Management are evaluated by the editor-in-
chief and two external referees.  Copyright is vested in each of the contributors in respect of his or her 
contribution, provided that on re-publication, due acknowledgment is made to the International Journal 
of e-Business Management. The editorial committee reserves the right to make stylistic alterations in 
the interests of clarity.  (fang.zhao@rmit.edu.au) 

call for papers 

Perspectives on Perform
ance—

Volum
e 6

; Issue 2
 



 

30       VOL 6, ISS 2 

MSc in Managing Organisation Perofmrance 

MSc (Masters) in Managing Organisational Performance (Modular) 
Increasing Organisational Performance Capabilities 

Centre for Business Performance, Cranfield School of Management 
 

“A two year, modular programme designed to give mid-career individuals the knowledge, skills, 
confidence and experience necessary for performance management roles” Prof Andy Neely – Centre for 

Business Performance 

The individual will gain: 
•Personal development in acquiring a broad, strategic understanding of organisational performance 
•An appreciation of the theoretical underpinnings and principles applied to managing organisational 
performance. 
•An understanding of the key strategies, structures, processes and challenges involved in managing 
organisations. 
•The confidence to contextualise the management of organisational performance, critically to reflect on 
this and to select appropriate tools and techniques. The ability to use a wide range of practical skills to 
plan, manage, measure and review organisational performance. 
•Expertise in developing and implementing research projects to address pertinent organisational 
performance issues. 
 
The organisation benefits from: 
•A high-level development programme that only takes the individual away from the organisation for 
limited periods, while valuable knowledge and expertise is accrued which can immediately be put into 
practice back at the workplace. 
•An individual dissertation where the student undertakes a major problem solving or consulting research 
project chosen in conjunction with their supervisor and their sponsoring organisation. 
•A highly qualified performance manager able to advance the practice of organisational performance and 
strategically contribute to the organisation. 
•A professional performance manager who has acquired the skills and knowledge to carry out projects in 
a valid and reflective way.  
The course modules include: 
• Managing organisational performance 
• Organisational theory 
• Strategic performance 
• Decisions and action 
• Measuring organisational performance 
• Data automation 
 
These taught modules are underpinned by a Group Project and an Individual Dissertation, through which students 
have the opportunity to focus on issues of importance to their own or other leading-edge organisations.   
Details: The MSc programme is for eight 1 week periods over 2 years.  This runs from February each year. 
Applications are welcomed both from individuals who are sponsored by their organisation and from those who are 
applying independently (self funded). Enquiries about the programme should be sent to cbp@cranfield.ac.uk. 
www.cranfield.ac.uk/som/mscmop 

Taught by a team with an international reputation for researching, publishing and teaching the 
management and measurement of organisational performance, the MSc in Managing Organisational 
Performance is designed to give mid-career individuals the knowledge, skills, confidence and experience 
necessary for performance management roles. The programme provides practical and thorough research-
grounded knowledge of planning performance outcomes, managing performance, measuring performance 
and reviewing performance. The short, formal periods of learning offered by the modular approach (8 one 
week residential modules) together with extensive individual and team project work within organisations 
will be attractive to both prospective students and their potential sponsors. 

• Reward and evaluation 
• Culture and change management 
• Evidence from data and communicating insight 
• Performance improvement 
• Organisational learning 
• Review of organisational performance 
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The 4th Annual NAO Performance Measurement Conference 

The Practical Implications of CSR07 and Joint PSAs 
Thursday 31 January 2008 • Lord’s Ground, Marylebone Cricket Club, London NW8 

 
The Government has announced that, as part of this year's Comprehensive Spending Review, it is 
making radical changes to improve the framework for Public Service Agreements (PSAs) in order to 
make them more outward-looking, more streamlined, more ambitious, more collaborative, more 
motivating, more empowering and more local. These changes will be the biggest reform of the public 
sector performance measurement and management regime in a decade. The NAO, as part of its 
commitment to promote beneficial change in the delivery of public services, has been closely 
involved in the performance measurement debate. We have developed the annual NAO 
Performance Measurement Conference to give major developments in performance measurement a 
wider audience, and to bring together public servants from a variety of backgrounds to debate the 
significance of those developments. Following the success of the three previous NAO Performance 
Measurement Conferences, this year's event will focus on the practical implications of the reform 
proposals set out in CSR07 and the specific challenges that they present to those charged with 
implementing them. 
 
The issues that will be addressed include: 
• HM Government’s strategy and objectives 
• The challenges of partnership and joint PSAs 
• The thinking behind the new Delivery Agreements 
• Linkage between Departmental Strategic Objectives and PSA targets – combining financial and 

performance reporting 
• Best practice in partnership 
• The measurement challenges of CSR07 
• Localism agenda: performance measurement and accountability along the delivery chain 
• Marginalised groups: PSAs tackling inequality 
• User verdict on the changes introduced by CSR07 
 
I very much hope that you will be able to join us for this conference, and that you will circulate this 
invitation to relevant colleagues who may wish to attend. The conference will provide a unique 
opportunity to hear from leading authorities on the subject and to network with your peer group in 
central and local government. I look forward to welcoming you at this event. 
Nick Sloan, Director, Performance Measurement, NAO 
 
KEYNOTE ADDRESS:  The Rt Hon Andy Burnham MP, Chief Secretary to the Treasury 
DISTINGUISHED SPEAKERS AT THE EVENT INCLUDE: 
Lord Victor Adebowale, Chief Executive, Turning Point; Ken Beeton, Director, Public Services and 
Growth, HM Treasury; Carolyn Downs, Chief Executive, Shropshire County Council; Naomi 
Eisenstadt, Head of the Social Exclusion Task Force, Cabinet Office; Chris Giles, Economic Editor, 
The FT; Steve Grainger, Chief Executive, Youth Sport Trust; Philip Hammond MP, Shadow Chief 
Secretary to the Treasury; Peter Lauener, Director for Local Transformation, Department for 
Children, Schools & Families; Caroline Mawhood, Assistant Auditor General, National Audit Office; 
Richard McCarthy, Director General – Programmes, Policy and Innovation, Department of 
Communities and Local Government; Barbara Moorhouse, Director General, Corporate Finance, 
Department for Transport; Richard Page-Jones, Director, Prime Minister's Delivery Unit; Nick 
Sloan, Director, National Audit Office; Tony Travers, Director of the Greater London Group, London 
School of Economics  
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Annual Meeting of the International 
Association for Business & Society 
Tampere, Finland, June 26-29, 2008 

 
SOCIAL CHALLENGES OF GLOBALIZATION 

 
 
 

The theme of the IABS 2008 is the social challenges of globalization. Although globalization has 
increased economic wealth across countries, numerous problems persist at the individual, 
company, community, country, and international level. This conference will shed light on the scope 
of some of these issues, including environmental degradation, human rights, plant closings, labor 
issues, and increasing income inequities, as well as some of the possible solutions.  
 
Tampere, Finland, provides an ideal setting for this discussion. Although Finland has numerous 
competitive strengths, including one of the least corrupt societies in the world, many of its 
companies face economic and social challenges as they compete in the global economy.  
 
IABS is a multidisciplinary association which attracts worldwide scholars and executives from all the 
disciplines of management. Its research domain covers the various aspects of the interface between 
management and the social political dynamics of the surrounding society. It includes, among others, 
research on corporate social responsibility and performance, emerging social issues for business, 
business ethics, environmental affairs as well as business and government relations.   
More details at: http://www.uta.fi/laitokset/jola/conference/iabs2008/index.php 

2008 Academy of Management Annual Meeting 

August 8-13, 2008 - Anaheim, California 

Theme: The Questions We Ask 
 
 
 

Our world is awash with research ideas and empirical results. The Academy of Management alone 
publishes four journals and an annual book series.  In 2006, we published 3,540 pages of scholarly 
work. The Academy of Management Annals , a yearly publication devoted to taking stock of the work 
in our many sub-fields, is poised to add another 700 pages to the annual total. Our insights build year 
upon year. 
  
There is an unmistakable trend in the last few AOM conference themes and presidential addresses. 
We yearn to apply the knowledge we discover. Our quest for an “engaged academy” and “evidence–
based management” reveals just how much we want to share what we learn.  At the same time, it 
reveals some uneasiness about why our knowledge has not found its way into practice.  Those 
thousands of pages of scholarship contain as many questions as they do answers. Are those 
questions the right ones to be asking? What do they tell us about what is still unknown in our field?  
Come to Anaheim and let’s consider what we do not know about the world of organization and 
management – and what questions we might dare to ask. Let’s take stock of our questions. After all, 
our answers can only be as good as our questions. 
 
http://meeting.aomonline.org/2008/ 
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EURAM 2008—MANAGING DIVERSITY: EUROPEAN DESTINY AND HOPE 
Bled, Slovenia, 14-17 May 2008 

In a dramatically changing world characterized by rapid globalization, unprecedented technological 
progress, and structural, institutional, demographic, sociological and psychological shifts, Europe is 
facing new challenges and searching for adequate responses and trying to achieve the ideal of building 
and sustaining global competitiveness while maintaining social harmony. It requires huge economic 
restructuring and equally dramatic social transformation. Geographic, historic, economic, institutional, 
demographic, cultural, and social differences make Europe the most diverse, heterogeneous, and in 
some aspects also the most fragmented, region in the world. Leading and managing change in such a 
context is both an exceptional challenge but also an opportunity. 

The issue of operational excellence, standardization, and unification versus creativity and innovation, 
entrepreneurialism, and respect for culture and values is becoming increasingly important at the 
individual, organizational/institutional, and social levels as well. Creating a dynamic balance and 
possible synergies between these two apparently conflicting demands is a huge leadership and 
managerial challenge but also an intellectual one. At the same time it is also another opportunity, since 
diversity is an inexhaustible source of creativity, innovation, and breakthrough thinking. European 
management theory and practice are lagging behind in terms of their focus on diversity and their 
implications for leading and managing change and developing managerial and leadership capabilities. 
The EURAM (European Academy of Management) 2008 Conference invites you to contribute to 
bridging the gap. 

Our gathering in Ljubljana and Bled will be the first EURAM Conference organized in the CEE region. 
As an association focused on change and which celebrates diversity and fosters creativity, innovation 
and respect for culture, CEEMAN, in cooperation with member institutions the Faculty of Economics, 
University of Ljubljana, and the IEDC-Bled School of Management, will bring a perspective from the 
CEE region - the world’s largest laboratory of change. Join us in Ljubljana and Bled on 14 - 17 May 
2008 to explore and discuss these issues in a highly diverse, multidisciplinary, multi-departmental, 
multi-institutional, and multicultural environment that you will yourself create by bringing and exposing 
your own approaches, views, research methodology, tools and results, experiences, philosophy, 
tradition, and values. Diversity is the biggest European challenge but also its most fascinating 
opportunity!                               http://euram2008.org/home.asp 

 2008 Annual Canadian Evaluation Society (CES) Conference 
Sharing Heritages—11-14 May 2008—Quebec 

 
On the occasion of Québec City's 400th anniversary, the Canadian Evaluation Society is issuing a Call 
for Presentations for our Conference entitled Sharing Heritages. Presentations may be in the form of 
papers, posters, panels, or symposiums. This Call for Presentations also includes proposals for pre-
conference workshops to take place on May 11. The presentation and workshop proposals undergo a 
rigorous evaluation process to ensure a top quality conference program. 

Conference themes—Presentation proposals may address: 1) recent evaluation experiences, or 2) one 
of the Conference themes: i) Taking Stock of Your Evaluation Practices; ii) Reviewing Trends in 
Evaluative Thinking, the Factors That Influence It and Modes of Action; iii) Characterizing, Comparing, 
and Defining Evaluation Support Structures; iv) Determining the Need for a World Evaluation Heritage 
Agenda). Presentation formats—Papers; Posters; Symposiums; Panels; and Workshops 

Please submit your proposal by email, fax, or regular mail to: Sue Ryan, CES Conference Secretariat 
1485 Laperrière Avenue, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada K1Z 7S8 
Tel:               613.725.2526        Fax: 613.729.6206   Email: susan.ryan@thewillowgroup.com  
http://c2008.evaluationcanada.ca/ 
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International Forum on Knowledge Assets Dynamics 
Third Edition On Intellectual Capital Dynamics and Innovation Capabilities 

Matera, Italy June, 26th – 27th, 2008 

The IFKAD represent a cognitive laboratory and a learning platform to discuss, understand and further 
develop the relevance of the intellectual capital in today‘s economy. The third edition of the Forum will be 
focused on the exploration of the following main topics: IC and Organizational Capabilities; IC and 
Innovation and Change Management; IC and Performance Improvement; Approaches, and Techniques 
for IC Management and Measurement; IC of nations, regions, clusters; IC-based policies for territorial 
sustainable development; IC and Services. Special sessions will be organized about IC specific topics. 

 
The Forum is aimed to create an opportunity for debating and exploring latest research and managerial 
issues, cutting-edge insights, trends and challenges in the field of IC management grounding the 
organization business models and the organizational value creation dynamics. For this reason it will be 
structured in plenary sessions with keynote speakers, group discussions and round tables with 
academics, practitioners and policy makers, and parallel and special sessions. The forum is seeking to 
stimulate a conversation between presenters and participants in order to create a learning context and 
experience. To do so, differently from other events, the Forum is aimed to keep limited the number of 
participants to better facilitate and stimulate dialogue and controversies.  
 
Submissions 
Participants who wish to present their research at IFKAD 2008 must send a short abstract (max 5 pages) 
or a full paper, in Word format according to the guidelines described on the official website of the forum 
www.knowledgeasset.org/IFKAD2008, and must be uploaded through the web site no later than 
March 28, 2008. Decisions regarding paper acceptance will be based on the recommendations of a 
double blind review process. Following the Forum, selected best papers’ authors will be invited to 
resubmit their papers for inclusion in an edited book and Special Issue of international journals. Places will 
be allocated on first come first served basis. The forum participation fee is 250 Euros. The fee includes: 
Registration at the Forum; One copy of the IFKAD Proceedings; Luncheon and coffee breaks on each of 
the Forum days; and the Social dinner. 

 
The third edition of the International Forum on Knowledge Assets Dynamics is organized by the Center for 
Value Management of University of Basilicata, the Institute of Knowledge Asset Management and the 
Knowledge Management Lab of Polytechnic of Bari and it is supported by other international institutions 
such as the PMA – Performance Measurement Association, Intellectual Asset Center, New Club of Paris, 
TUT - Tampere University of Technology, and the Hong Kong Polytechnic University.  
 
Chairmen of the Forum:  Giovanni Schiuma, University of Basilicata, Italy, and Cranfield University, UK; 
and  J.C. Spender, ESADE, Spain, and Lund University, Sweden. Please complete the registration form 
available on the official web site of the  Forum:  

www.knowledgeasset.org/IFKAD2008 
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2008 International European Operations Management Association Conference;  
15-18 June, 2008, Groningen, The Netherlands 

 
The field of Operations Management is constantly confronted with new challenges and new 
applications, and increasingly has to react to changes in the globally competitive world. As new 
developments and trends are detected, our field responds and adapts to meet these external 
demands. At the same time, we continue to struggle to find and define universal laws of operations 
management and it sometimes seems that traditional “facts and knowledge” are no longer considered 
applicable. The aim of the conference is to establish what we really know and how we can use 
traditional wisdom from the field in order to be prepared for the challenges that will have to be met in 
the future. 

The following conference tracks are envisaged: 

• Critical Operations Management 

• Global Operations 

• Health Care Operations 

• History of Operations Management 

• Human Factors in Operations Management 

• Lean and Agile Operations 

• Methodological Issues in Operations 
Management 

• Operations Strategy 

• Total Quality Management and Six Sigma 

 
http://www.euroma2008.org 

• Operations Management and the Environment 

• Operations Planning and Control 

• Performance Management 

• Product Development and Operations Management 

• Retail Operations 

• Servitization of Manufacturing 

• Supply Chain Management 

• Service Operations Management 
• Teaching Operations Management 

 

Intellectual Capital Management for Service Productivity Improvement 
Session organized by: Dr. Antti Lönnqvist, Tampere University of Technology, Finland 

Services is an area of economic activity that is growing in importance. Many traditional manufacturing 
companies such as IBM and Nokia are nowadays focusing strongly on service business. A key target is to 
improve the productivity of service operations. By definition service is something intangible. Managing 
service production may require different approaches, models and tools than those designed for 
manufacturing organizations. For example, how to measure service productivity when the output is 
intangible and cannot be counted similarly to products? 

The intellectual capital research field is specialized in the challenges related to managing intangible 
phenomena. This Special Session aims to link the intellectual capital management approach to service 
productivity improvement. There are many different services and service organizations, and probably as 
many different ways to improve productivity. This Special Session aims to provide an overview to this 
theme by analyzing it from different perspectives.  

If you want to submit a paper for this Special Session, please, indicate it in your abstract or full paper by 
referring to "Special Session on Services". In addition, follow the other guidelines presented in the 
Submission section.  http://www.knowledgeasset.org/IFKAD2008/Focus/session_Tampere.asp 
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about the PMA 
The Performance Measurement Association is a global network for those interested in the theory and 
practice of performance measurement and management.  It is essentially a voluntary network which 
has a multi-disciplinary constituency covering accounting, economics, engineering, finance, HR, IT, 
logistics, marketing, operations, purchasing, sales, strategy etc. Its development and continued growth 
is overseen by a board of leading academics in the fields of performance measurement and 
management.  Members from both the academic and business communities benefit from the 
Performance Measurement Association. The ability to share knowledge and pool resources is 
fundamental, enabling members to keep up to date in a field that is developing and moving at a rapid 
rate.  The Website for the PMA can be found at http://www.performanceportal.org 

• The 4th Annual NAO Performance Measurement Conference; 31 January 2008, London, UK - Theme: The Practical 
Implications of CSR07 and Joint PSAs www.cityandfinancial.com/conferences/?sector=5&id=189 

• Building ‘best practice’ Balanced Scorecards; 4-5 March 08; 17-18 June 08; 4-5 Dec 08, UK, Training@2gc.co.uk 
• Achieving Outstanding Performance; 31 March 08, Fontainebleau, France 
• Driving Business Performance: Implementing New Metrics and Incentives; April 3-4, September 15-16, December 

15-16, 2008; California, US; irc.caltech.edu/courses/Business_Performance_Metrics_Measurement.htm 
• Performance Measurement: Beyond the Balanced Scorecard; 7-11 April 2008 and 20-24 October 2008, Cranfield, 

UK www.som.cranfield.ac.uk/som/cbp/courses/courses.asp 
• Performance Measurement & Evaluation; 22 April 08; London, UK; www.bppprofessionaldevelopment.com/ 
• Employee Performance Management Conference 2008; 7 to 9 May 2008; Sydney, Australia; 

www.liquidlearning.com.au 
• The 2008 Annual Meeting of the Production and Operations Management Society; 9-12 May, La Jolla, California, 

USA. www.poms.org/conferences/ 
• 2008 Annual Canadian Evaluation Society Conference; 11-14 May 2008—Quebec //c2008.evaluationcanada.ca/  
• Pay for Performance - Designing and Implementing a Scorecard-Based Reward System for Top Executives and 

Senior Managers; 12-13 May 2008 and 11-12 November 2008, Cranfield, UK 
www.cranfield.ac.uk/som/cbp/courses/courses.asp 

• Identifying Key Performance Outcomes; 14 May 2008; Glasgow, Scotland, 
www.qualityscotland.co.uk/training.asp?cat=Performance+Measurement&cid=QSC-EC-10037 

• EURAM 08—14-17 May 2008; Bled, Slovenia http://euram2008.org/home.asp 
• Annual Meeting of the International Association for Business & Society; 31 May-3 June 2007, Villa La Pietra, 

Florence, Italy  
• Improving Supply Chain Performance Programme; 02 June and 13 October 2008, Cranfield, UK 
• Maximising the Value of Balanced Scorecards: Achieving Successful Implementation; 9-11 June 2008, Cranfield, 

UK www.som.cranfield.ac.uk/som/executive/course/overview.asp?id=6 
• 2008 International European Operations Management Association Conference; 15-18 June, 2008, Groningen, The 

Netherlands; www.euroma2008.org/ 
• 13th International Conference on Productivity and Quality Research (ICPQR); 25 – 28 June, 2008 in Oulu, Finland 

– Theme: Productivity and Quality in Knowledge-Intensive Organization www.eanpc.org/news.php?article=13 
• Annual Meeting of the International Association for Business & Society; 26-29 June 2008, Tampere, Finland, June 

26-29, 2008 www.uta.fi/laitokset/jola/conference/iabs2008/ 
• International Forum on Knowledge Assets Dynamics – third edition on “Intellectual Capital Dynamics and 

Innovation Capabilities”; 26-27 June 2008, Matera, Italy www.knowledgeasset.org/IFKAD2008/ 
• Third World Operations Management Conference; 5-8 August, 2008, Tokyo, Japan www.jomsa.jp/ 
• American Accounting Association Annual Meeting; 3-6 August 2008, Anaheim, California 

aaahq.org/AM2008/menu.htm 
• Academy of Management Annual Meeting; 8-13 August 2008, Anaheim, California – theme: The Questions We Ask 

meeting.aomonline.org/2008/ 
•       Conference of the European Group of Public Administration (EGPA); 3-6 September, 2008, Rotterdam, 

Netherlands – Theme: Innovation in the Public Sector www.egpa2008.com/ 
•       BAM2008; 9-11 September 2008, Harrogate, UK,  bam.ac.uk/conference2008/ 
• PMA 2009: 5-8 April 2009, Wellington, New Zealand 

Pe
rs

pe
ct

iv
es

 o
n 

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

—
Vo

lu
m

e 
6

; I
ss

ue
 2

 


