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PMA2012 was one of the most enjoyable and rewarding 
conferences I have attended in recent years. With a 

broad range of presentations and speakers, it really felt as 
if the conference moved the discussion about performance 
measurement and management on to a new level. While there was 
the usual array of papers on measurement frameworks, including 
the balanced scorecard, it felt as if there was a greater richness in 
the material presented. Participants moved beyond questions of 
what and how to measure, to topics such as performance directed 
culture, the role of technology in 
enabling performance measurement 
and management and a much more 
explicit discussion of the relationship 
between people and performance.

There were several themes that 
emerged during the conference that 
were particular interesting, including:

1. The issue of timelines - several presenters explored the ways in 
which performance measurement systems evolve in organisations 
over extended periods of time - a key theme to emerge was the 
need to take a long term view and expect setbacks and transitions 
over the years.

2. The role of technology - the concept of big data has become 
incredibly topical in recent months - and technologies is a 
precursor to big data. We are capturing and making available 
ever greater volumes of data (ideally converted to information and 
insight). In a world where 12 terabytes of tweets are created daily 
via Twitter and 500 years of video are watched daily on YouTube - 
it is clear that the volume, variety and velocity of data is changing.

3. Measurement in different contexts - a number of papers talked 
about measurement across networks of organisations. Increasingly 
firms are coming together to pool their capabilities to deliver 
products and services. In doing so they have to move beyond the 
boundaries of single organisations and think about measurement 
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PMA Conference Best Paper Awards

At this year’s PMA conference in Cambridge we had some 175 delegates 
from 38 countries presenting and discussing 88 papers. As has been our 

practice in the past, we awarded two best papers supported by our sponsor 
Emerald. The PMA conference has always been the point of connection 
between theory and practice and so as per previous years we felt it fitting to 
make an award for the best academic paper and the best practitioner paper.

Judging such an award is not an easy task as there were so many good papers to choose 
from. We started with a short list of some 21 papers selected from reading all the papers 
submitted to the conference with the  judging panel comprised the conference co-chairs 
with support from our sponsors Emerald. Having selected a short list, at least one of the 
panel members attended the paper presentation to get a better feel for the paper and 
to see the reaction of the audience before a final decision was made. At the end of that 
process two really exciting papers emerged that we felt were real contributions to the field.

The winner of the best academic paper was entitled ‘The design and effects of a 
long term performance plan’ by Byung Hyun Choi, Jonghwan Kim  Kyung Tae Lee 
and  Kenneth A. Merchant from LG Economic Research Institute, University of Southern 
California, Yonsei University and University of Southern California respectively. The paper 
was intriguing as it addressed a key issue in performance measurement, how do you 
create focus on the long term and the short term? The study drew upon real data from 
inside a large Korean conglomerate enabling the authors to address theoretical issues with 
application to practice. 

The winner of the best practitioner paper was Nigel Rayner with a paper entitled 
‘Judgement Day, Or Why We Should Let Machines Automate Decision Making’. Nigel 
is Research Vice President, Gartner, Inc. and he produced a very thought provoking piece 
around the pros and cons of letting machine makes decisions on our behalf. The paper 
came with a disclaimer that it was produced under Gartner’s Maverick programme but it 
covered a lot of ground in comparing human decisions with those made in collaboration 

and solely by machines.

As usual the conference was a vibrant exchange of opinions and 
ideas and for the first time the date and venue of the next PMA has 
been announced before the close of the conference. We are all 
looking forward to being at Aarhus University in Denmark between 
25-27 June 2014. But before then there is an opportunity to catch 
up with friends and colleagues in the Southern hemisphere. PMAA 
will be holding a conference in Queenstown New Zealand between 
Tuesday 29th October and Friday 1st November 2013, and plans 
are well advanced, building on the success of PMA in Dunedin in 
2009.
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at the enterprise or network level. Several 
presenters explored the challenges this 
new context raises, as well as potential 
approaches.

4. Measurement across organisational 
boundaries - a theme which relates to 
the previous theme (measurement in 
different contexts) - but which highlights 
the particular challenges of measuring 
across organisational boundaries. These 
boundaries can exist within firms (between 
functions and/or business units) as well as 
between firms.

5. Measures and targets - a more refined discussion about the link between measures and 
targets. How to set targets? What role targets play at the aggregate level and how they can be 
used at the operational level.

6. Decision and performance architectures - the need to explore how decisions are made and 
performance architectures constructed. A short hand definition of performance architecture 
(from Alan Meekings) is who comes together with what information to make which decisions. 
The crucial point here is that measurement systems are not reporting systems. We should move 
beyond measurement systems that involve reporting data up to the centre and instead focus on 
developing measurement systems that enable the right decisions and actions locally.

7. Performance directed culture - to enable local decision making and action, we also have 
to consider creating a performance directed culture. Encouraging locally engagement and 
autonomy to allow those closest to the frontline to take appropriate decisions and actions.

No doubt this short list misses many points that others found interesting, but I hope it illustrates 
the breadth and depth of conversations that took place at PMA 2012 and I do hope you be able 
to join us at PMA 2014.

Andy Neely
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Thumbs Up for PMA 2012 - A Participant’s Perspective
Alan Meekings, Landmark Consulting

When Angela Walters asked me if I’d be willing to contribute a participant’s perspective on PMA 
2012, I was delighted to accept this task, as I found this year’s conference in Cambridge 

thoroughly enjoyable and helpful. Indeed, I’m already looking forward to attending PMA 2014 in 
Aarhus. Why so enjoyable? Mainly because:

• The conference was exceptionally well planned and organised – for 
which many thanks to everyone involved.

• Fitzwilliam College proved to be a great venue – apart, perhaps, from the 
hot, humid conditions in some of the presentation rooms, for which we 
can only blame this year’s bizarre weather in the UK. I know we Brits are 
famous (or infamous) for constantly talking about our weather. However, 
we’ve certainly had lots to talk about this year.

• The gala evening at Anstey Hall was truly memorable, complete with a 
stunning flying demonstration of birds-of-prey (and despite heavy rain 
that evening, for which, again, we can only blame this year’s truly awful 
weather in Britain).

• All the sessions ran to time, hence making it possible to move 
between presentations without any fuss. Also, it seemed to me that the 
presentations had been carefully themed and scheduled with a view 
to minimising the need to switch rooms between sessions. Again, I 
congratulate the organisers for their excellent planning.

Why so useful? Mainly because:

• The conference provided a great opportunity for informal discussion and 
networking face-to-face, rather than electronically. I personally found this 
really helpful.

• The mix of academics and practitioners seemed especially helpful and 
productive this year. I found myself speaking to several people whom I’d 
wanted to speak to for ages but had never quite got round to contacting 
previously.

• Some genuinely groundbreaking material was presented.

I left the conference with a strong sense that the field of organisational 
performance management stands poised to take another significant 
step forward in terms of enabling organisations to become more agile (in 
response to increasing complexity and pace of change in the external 
environment), while concurrently improving effectiveness and efficiency 
internally (in an age of austerity). The analogy of patting one’s head while 
rubbing one’s tummy comes to mind. In this context, I thought Andy Neely’s 
closing remarks were particularly perceptive.  As best I can remember, I think Andy highlighted five 
key themes, roughly as follows (my words, not Andy’s, of course):

1. Moving beyond a focus on designing ‘strategic management systems’ and ‘measures linked 
to strategy’ towards designing and improving how performance information is actually used in 
practice. This implies enabling the right people to look at the right performance information at the 

right time in the right way and for the right reasons, alongside appropriate authority for people 
to take action and appropriate visibility and feedback on the decisions and actions taken. I think 
Andy’s headline for this point was something like “making measurement work”. I also agree with 
Andy that this constitutes “another bit of the jigsaw”.

2. The importance of looking at organisational performance from a ‘whole system’ perspective. 
This implies not only managing performance across departmental and functional boundaries but 
also ensuring that differing levels of management integrate and interrelate, both upwards and 
downwards.

3. Making performance information available for exploration, ideally ‘at the speed of thought’. 

4. The challenge of distinguishing between technology as an enabler (being pulled-through either to 
support changes in the way the work gets done or in the way the organisation is managed) or as a 
fundamental driver of beneficial change and improvement.

5. The distinctive value of longitudinal studies in the field of organisational performance 
management. This seems to be an area where practitioners could really help academic members 
of the PMA by opening up opportunities to study interventions longitudinally over time.

I believe PMA 2012 will be seen, with the benefit of hindsight, as having enabled a significant step 
forward in thinking in the field of organisational performance management. 

What more could be asked of any conference?

The other good news is that the venue and dates for the next PMA Conference have already been 
confirmed, fully two years in advance, namely Aarhus University (in the lovely city of Aarhus in 
Denmark) from 25-27 June 2014. With these dates in mind, I’m personally committed to contributing 
something (hopefully useful) at PMA 2014 on the behavioural aspects underpinning effective 
organisational performance management.  Looking ahead towards Aarhus in 2014, might there 
be some opportunities for improvement, seen from a participant’s perspective and building on the 
experience of PMA 2012 in Cambridge?  Here are my personal suggestions:

•	 How to publish either a printed book of PMA conference proceedings or, at least, an e-book 
version.  
In the past, attendees at PMA conferences received a printed book containing all the papers 
submitted. In contrast, what participants received this year was a memory stick containing the 
papers in electronic form.  Personally, I really valued the opportunity to ‘skim read’ through 
hundreds of papers in the printed book of PMA proceedings, with a view to identifying those 
papers most relevant to me that I really needed to read.  Opening files electronically, one-by-one, 
just to check if they may possibly be relevant, really doesn’t work for me. I can’t help thinking 
there has to be a better way of making papers available at PMA 2014 that doesn’t cost a boatload 
of money.

•	 How to have more debates and discussion forums at PMA 2014.  
If this means having less keynote presentations, then I personally would be happy with this trade-
off.  I believe that, if we’re really going to harness the power of bringing together so many experts 
and people interested in the field of organisational performance management, then we need to 
move from passively sitting listening to presentations towards actively debating key issues too. 

Overall, I thought PMA 2012 was a great conference and I’m now looking forward with eager 
anticipation to PMA 2014 in Aarhus.



4 5

Perspectives on Performance - Volume 10, Issue 1

Perspectives on Performance - Volume 10, Issue 1
H

ow
ar

d 
D

re
sn

er

P
ro

fe
ss

or
 G

er
ha

rd
 S

at
zg

er

PMA Conference – Fitzwilliam College, University of Cambridge – 11-13 July 2012

The 2012 PMA Conference was held in Fitzwilliam College, University of Cambridge.  This 
conference brought together 170 delegates from many different academic and practitioner 

fields with a common focus of understanding and developing the field of Performance 
Management.  The three keynote addresses echoed the breadth and scope of the conference 
theme; Performance Management: From strategy to delivery.

The first keynote speaker Howard Dresner, Chief Research Officer, Dresner Advisory Services, 
provided an engaging presentation around the importance of ‘Creating a performance-directed 
culture’.

Dresner’s main proposition was that a 
performance–directed culture was the primary 
determinant of Business Intelligence success 
(or failure), and used the effective analogy of 
a school orchestra to demonstrate the ‘out of 
sync’, combative and resistive culture often found 
within underperforming organisations.  From 
this starting point Dresner considered various 
organisational cultural positions, and introduced 
his Performance Culture Maturity Model (PCMM).  
A detailed exposition of the model was used 
to build a compelling case for what Dresner 
described as the ‘Four essential forces’; business 
advocacy, data literacy, visionary leadership 
and organisational activism. Having laid down a 
theoretical basis Dresner then provided a detailed 

discussion around the application of the PCMM to four case organisations of different sizes 
and sectors.  Each of the four organisations was assessed using the PCMM, their longitudinal 
cultural development mapped, and a performance–directed culture index calculated. Dresner 
concluded his presentation with a review of the use of PCMM from a larger data set, and offered 
this approach as way to fully realize a performance–directed culture; Dresner finally using the 
contrasting analogy of a perfectly synchronized symphony orchestra to make his point.  Overall, 
Dresner provided an enthralling and detailed exploration of cultural factors, and their impact on 
organisational performance.

The second keynote speaker was Professor 
Christopher Hood, Gladstone Professor of 
Government, University of Oxford.  Professor Hood 
chose to pose the question, “Four decades of 
reform in Whitehall: Did they create a Government 
that works better and costs less?”

Having posed this rhetorical question, Hood 
provided a detailed and robust analysis of 
various sources of UK Government performance 
data.  Much of this data has been generated by 
successive UK Governments to substantiate 
their claims of better fiscal control and tighter 

management of UK Government functions and departments.  In a style that contrasted well 
with the first keynote speaker, Hood provided a master-class in robust quantitative research 
analysis, and demonstrated the epitome of academic tenacity when dealing with public domain 
Government data. Hood provided several examples of where, despite the performance data often 
changing across different elected UK Governments, it was possible to pull together the many 
strands of performance data in a meaningful way. In his closing summary, Hood returned to his 
initial question, and offered a convincing and eloquent proposition that despite the weight of 
publicly available Government data over these timescales, there is relatively little evidence which 
actually supports the claim by successive Governments that they are doing better than previous 
incumbents. Over all a highly detailed analysis of complex and potentially perilous subject area.

The final keynote speaker was Professor Gerhard 
Satzger, Karlsruhe Service Research Institute, and 
Director of Business Performance Service Europe at IBM, 
speaking on ‘Service Analytics - Contributions of Service 
Research to Performance Management’.

Satzger started by considering the potential of service 
analytics in terms of increased data availability, and 
pointed to the relatively recent surge in its interest over 
the last two years.  Citing recent research, Satzger 
reported that organisations using analytics were likely 
to outperform their industry peers by a factor of more 
than 2:1, yet respondents felt they were only achieving 
about half of the potential.  The message was clear; 

using ‘big data’ generated through analytics is changing how organisations think and respond to 
market development.  Having provided a strong foundation argument for the potential of analytics, 
Satzger then focused on applications in service and innovation environments.  Adopting a ‘Service 
Dominant Logic’ position, Satzger then considered the potential movement towards models and 
systems of co-creation, and emphasizing the necessity for analytics as a central support for such 
movement.  In concluding his keynote address, Satzger offered a customer relationships example 
and framework, indicating the potential of analytics to identify factors and drive competitive 
performance. Overall, Satzger delivered a powerful message; the appropriate use of more data, 
though novel analytical applications, will enrich our ability to manage performance and ultimately 
improve our competiveness.

The three keynote speakers, and their presented materials, not only demonstrated the breath of 
technical and managerial perspectives across the continuum of performance management, but 
perhaps more importantly the different academic and practitioner stances which, when taken 
together, provide the many different facets of Performance Management we all find fascinating yet 
so challenging. 

Dr Richard Greatbanks, Centre for Performance Measurement and Management 
University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand and PMA Australasia.

Review of Keynote Presentations

P
rofessor C

hristopher H
ood
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MOST EVERYTHING WE DEFINE AS ‘BEST PRACTICE’ TODAY DOESN’T SUIT THE WAY 
OUR BRAIN WORKS! 
David Bovis

The world of Neuroscience is turning up some interesting facts. Yet for the vast majority of 
organisations heavily invested in the currently accepted approach to change, this new science 

threatens to be very disconcerting indeed.

One example of this ‘New Science’ that threatens to turn current beliefs about ‘What works’ on it’s 
head, is the process of Neurogenesis (The on-going process of change in our brain).

Elizabeth Gould, a professor of psychology at Princeton University & RSA winner of the Benjamin 
Franklin Medal, awarded for the discoveries made using new neuronal imaging techniques in 
Human brains, details this process in a talk entitled ‘How Does Experience Influence the Brain’. 
http://www.thersa.org/events/video/archive/elizabeth-gould 

Psychology and Neuroscience

Referencing this and my own studies into Psychology and Neuroscience over the last 10years, 
I think it’s safe to suggest that the capacity to change our brains (and thus our minds / beliefs / 
reactions / behaviours / performance [& organisational performance through teams of individuals] 
etc.) is directly related to the consistent experiences we have of the world through our senses - 
feeding into our brains. 

This is of course influenced by the Physical surroundings, our own emotional position / self 
concept (psychology) and the ‘social rules / conditions’ we accept and adopt at cultural & 
philosophical levels.

If we take the data presented by Elizabeth Gould and do the Maths, it’s also reasonable to 
conclude that the maximum rate of change to our existing neural construct happens when we 
are exposed to completely different Physical, Emotional and Social surroundings. This ‘maximum 
rate of change’, occurs at approx. 12% / month. (Proven in the Hippocampus and Olfactory bulb 
based on studies to date).

However, people going to work are of the same psychological disposition as they were previously, 
the physical conditions they experience (layout / routes taken / smells / sounds etc.) are the same 
and the social rules (policy / control mechanisms / process / attitudes / command and control / 
hierarchy) remains the same.

So, the rate of change in the brain, even when going through a ‘Change program’ or receiving 
‘Training’, has little chance (certainly less than 12% / month) of real physiological change at a 
neural level when it’s only a few physical attributes (layouts / colour coding / new instructions 
/ new equipment) in our surroundings or some new data (.ppt based training / policies / e-mail 
based communications etc.) that constitutes the new experience

.... quid pro quo .... 

if our brains don’t change through a lack of Physically / Emotionally / Socially changed stimulus, 
our behaviours / performance doesn’t change and the performance of teams and organisations 

doesn’t change.

To realise real ‘Sustainable’, ‘Cultural’ change (with employee engagement), development 
programs have to be considered at Physical, Emotional and Social levels. This necessarily 
requires the Executive and Leadership teams understand the direct connections between their 
own beliefs, behaviours and organisational outcomes, in such detail that this knowledge effect’s 
a change in those beliefs (worldview / opinion about what works), and thus their behaviours 
& the resultant social conditions they create, which will either enhance or detract from the 
organisational performance improvement they desire.

In addition, those ‘social conditions’ created by ‘Leadership beliefs’, will inform the emotional 
aspect of individuals (where psychologically we have to acknowledge that ‘control’ [among 
other factors] has a negative impact on confidence and a ‘freedom to act’; thus, at a complex 
neurological level, leadership ignorant of ‘control issues’ has a negative impact on ‘Innovation’. 
(Another ‘buzzword’ the current approach fails to understand with sufficient depth ... i.e. 
innovation is negatively impacted by stressor hormone release impacting Brain Derived 
Neurotropic Factor (BDNF), glucose energy being diverted to the Amygdala (Emotional control 
centre / defence mechanisms / fight or flight) etc. etc. 

It is at this level we ‘NEED’ to understand change in respect to Human Factors, if ‘Change’ is to 
be effective and / or efficient.

Once we address change at this level, then and only then can programs like ‘Lean and Six 
Sigma’ have any chance of realising the significant benefits proposed by those with a vested 
interest in selling the approach.

This is enlightening and nothing short of a revelation, but of course, there are millions of people, 
companies and political parties around the world who are invested in the current belief that 
‘best practice’ is ‘best’; so for those people, faced with significant change to their beliefs, this 
is also, ‘potentially’, disconcerting and immensely challenging, probably to a point of denial. 
(Which is another subject, requiring a much bigger article on psychology, cognitive dissonance, 
kin altruism, self deception, blame as part of our defence mechanisms, guilt, fear of failure and 
rejection etc.).

Conclusion

So in summary, & considering the title of this short observation on change, we might conclude 
much of ‘best practice’ approaches change around the wrong way. With new technology and 
new scientists breaking new ground, we’ve found the way to do it better, we’re just not yet doing 
anything about it, and we’re not doing anything about it because of the psychological opposition 
we will exercise to avoid a new truth, ironically, this is one aspect of human behaviour which 
undermines organisational change that this new science could help us understand, if only we 
could become ‘open’ to it ... Simple!

If you want to address change in yourself, your team or your organisation at a depth that will 
actually realise sustainable, cultural change, contact me via my website www.duxinaroe.com

‘Best Practice’ Doesn’t Suit the way our Brain Works!
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Customers versus Employees’ Satisfaction as a Multiple Objective Performance [MOP] 
Measurement Tool 
Maged S Morcos, Professor of Operations and Project Management, BUE

According to Peter Drucker (1974):“The focus of the organization must be on performance. 
The spirit of organization is high performance standards, for the group as well as for each 

individual. The organization must indicate in itself the habit of achievement.” Additionally 
performance measurement tool should be used to measure the success or fail of the strategies 
adopted. Tonchia (2000) in his paper about linking performance measurement system to 
strategic and organizational choices mentoned that there are two fundamental dimensions of this 
environment: a) the internal one (that is the organization of the firm) and b) the external one 
(that is the market where the firm competes and from which it derives its strategy). His work dealt 
with the links between the PMS (in terms of its characteristics and indicators) as also agrred by by 
Neely et al (1995) and the strategic and organizational choices made by manufacturing firms.

Focue of this Work

The method described in this paper suggests the modeling and selection of the appropriate 
long-term organizational performance management strategies (strategy packages) among 
the organizational management three levels using customers versus employees’ satisfaction 
levels as a Multiple Objective Performance [MOP] measurement tool. The learning organization 
concept with its six characteristics as decribed by Daft (2000) can work as a good catalyst for 
defining possible performance management strategies. Only three of the six learning organization 
characteristics are used in this paper. Empowering employees, Encouraging team-based 
approach and Enhancing leadership ability among the three management levels (top, middle and 
lower) as three possible multiple performance management strategies and their combinations 
(i.e. packaging) while attempting to maximize customers versus employees satisfaction levels (as 
multiple objectives) is handled with some detail in this paper. The paper applies this method in a 
case study for improving the strategic management and performance management processes of 
a hotel operating in the Egypt. The benefit of this work can be seen in its dual effect of specifying 
long-term performance management strategies and in defining appropriate business performance 
measurement tool based on both customers [Cs] versus employees’ satisfactions [Es].

Packaging Learning Organization Characteristics as Organizational Performance 
Management Strategies

To increases organizational performance it is suggested to apply six learning characteristics as 
refered by Daft (2000) on the three management levels of the organization: top, middle and lower 
in a performance management strategies packging format. These strategies are organized in 
a way that can be referred to as the 6E’s as each strategy starts with the letter E. For example 
strategy Package [P1] could be as follows P1 = S1.1, S2.1, S3.1 and so on until all combinations 
are prepared. This means that strategic managers should attempt to: Empower Employees 
at top management level [S1.1], to Empower Employees at middle management level 
[S2.1] and to Empower Employees at lower management level [S3.1] in order to manage 
performance. For a matrix with six strategies at each level 216 packages can be obtained [i.e. 6 x 
6 x 6 = 216] as a total.

Modeling Organizational Management Strategies Using Customers versus Employees 
Satisfactions as a Multiple Objective Performance [MOP] Measurement Tool 

In this context, performance [Pr] is viewed as a direct function of the interactive effect of 

customers satisfaction [Cs] and employees satisfaction [Es] i.e. Pr = ƒ (Cs, Es). This concept 
stems its origin from the famous Management Grid developed some years ago by Blake and 
Mouton (1985). The Grid with its extreme points have two concerns one towards production on 
the horizontal scale and in the same time they have concern for people on the vertical scale. In 
this work, this idea of the Management Grid but with small differences and with a special purpose 
goal that helps achieving the aim of this work is employed. It will be called the Performance 
Management Grid where the horizontal scale is assigned to customer satisfaction level [Cs] 
instead of concern for production in the original grid. The vertical scale will be assigned to 
employee satisfaction level [Es] instead of concern for people in the original grid. To compute 
performance level of the organization, based on being a function of Cs and Es, a diagonal line is 
drawn to represent that level of performance achieved. Managers can compute the Performance 
Level [Pr] of each package from the formula: Pr = SQRT (Cs^2 +Es^2) based on a linear direct 
relation of both satisfaction levels as illustrated later in Figure 2. The formula is based on the 
idea of getting the length of diagonal line in a right-angled triangle with two vertical dimensions. 
Strategic managers of the organization have to compare some of the packages to select the 
appropriate for implementation in real application. This comparison can be easily done using 
the powerful method of the Efficient	Frontier	[EF] as illustrated later in Figure 2. This concept 
that is used in Portfolio Management was developed by Nobel Laureate Markowitz (1952). It is 
a graphical method that compares alternatives together on two scales (vertical and horizontal 
scales). The idea of this method is applied in a case study at the end of this paper. 

Applying the Model in a Hotel Management Problem Operating in Egypt

1- The Problem

The management at a newly opened luxurious five Stars hotel on the Nile of Cairo, Egypt, 
had realized the importance of establishing empowerment by managers and employees at 
the different managerial levels. Accordingly, interview sessions were conducted by the author 
with some managers in the executive [TM], departmental heads [DH] and departmental heads 
assistant management levels [DHA] to obtain as much information as possible regarding this 
issue. The interview revealed the need for enhancing managers’ abilities to be more empowered 
to make reliable decisions each in her/his area of responsibility. By finding the approach to solve 
such possible problems managers at the hotel can prevent their negative effects which can 
appear in the form of bad morale among employees and increase their dissatisfaction towards 
work and in dealing with their superiors. The consequences could be unpleasant, as this will 
definitely affect the long run performance of managers and their departments and might increase 
the turnover in these levels of management. Indirectly this would increase areas of customers’ 
dissatisfaction that can affect the reputation of the hotel leading to business failure.

2- Model Development and Data Preparation 

Using the Multiple Criteria Decision Making [MCDM] approach which incorporate in its process 
the Simple Multi-Attribute Rating Technique [SMART] with its value function as mentioned earlier, 
managers at the hotel can define the alternatives of performance strategies then Empowering 
employees, Encouraging team-based approach and Enhancing leadership ability.  Then they 
define multiple objectives considered important for evaluating each possible strategy (Customers 
Satisfaction [Cs] & Employees Satisfaction [Es]). Setting important weights of each objective 
is then performed followed by Packaging the strategies and calculating aggraggate scores of 
each package. Evaluating every option (package strategy) using the efficient frontier graphical 
method and comparing the value of performance [Pr  = SQRT (Cs2 + Es2)] of each package 

Customers versus Employees’ Satisfaction
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Customers versus Employees’ Satisfaction Cont..
P1, P2, P3, P4, P6, P8, P10, P11, P19, P20, P22, P24, P26 and P27. By inspection we can see 
that four Packages 21, 19, 20 and 3 fall on the efficient frontier among those fourteen packages. 
They show dominance over all other packages of less Cs versus Es levels, which do not fall on 
the efficient frontier. To select from the four we need to inspect the Cs level versus Es level of 
each package and calculate the Pr value of each package. Accordingly, from the efficient graph 
and from Pr calculations the best package to implement its strategies will be Package 21 with 
its combined strategies S1.3: Enhance leadership ability at Top executive level, S2.1: Empower 
employees ate Department head level and S3.3: Encourage Team-based at DHA level. As can be 
seen package 21 shows the appropriate package to be adopted as a performance management 
strategy with Cs = 97 points, Es = 92 points yielding a performance level of Pr level of 133 
points with 8 points difference only from maximum performance benchmark of 141points. If 
management of the hotel implement the strategies S1.3, S2.1 and S3.3 properly and with good 
control, they can ensure the achievement of the above level of performance with customers and 
employees satisfaction levels, thus to a great extent they can ensure success in future business 
performance. 

Importance of this Work

The benefit from applying this new performance measurement method is in its dual effect. First 
it helps managers identify the set of reasonable performance management strategies. Second, 
managers can select the appropriate package of strategies based on weighted outcome of 
the scores given to each objective (Cs and Es). Computing the performance level (Pr) of each 
package is then performed and detailed on the efficient frontier. The central idea of this works 
stresses that both Cs versus Es can work as a performance measurement tool in the same time 
that they are objectives to be satisfied by the organizational strategic managers to achieve future 
high performance level among its level of management. 
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continues the process. The process is to find the high scores strategies for each objective in 
each management level and assign the weights to them. The process of computing the scores 
for the objective is illustrated in detail in Figure 1. For three strategies at each level, the number 
of grouping or packaging will be twenty-seven packages (i.e.3 x 3 x 3 = 27). The difficulty in 
analyzing those twenty-seven strategies can be solved using an Excel sheet. For example 
Package 1 for example is a combination of S1.1= empower employees at Top, S2.1= empower 
employees at DH and S3.1= empower employees at DHA. The rest of the packages are done in 
the same manner.

3- The Model Solution (Evaluating and Presentating the Achievement Scores for each Strategy 
Packages) 

The scores achieved by each strategy for each objective is the next step in the analysis. This 
is simply involves adding package’s weighted value scores together to obtain a measure of 
the overall benefits which that package has to offer. This is called a weighted overall score for 
each package. The process of evaluating choices is based on a method called aggregate value 
function method.  The next step can be done graphically using the efficient frontier method as 
shown in Figure 2. 

Findings of the Study

By inspecting the efficient frontier curve drawn in the fourth quadrant (top right) of the 
performance grid in figure 2 it will be found that the packages to be really considered by the 
management of the hotel fall in the fourth quadrant (top right). These are fourteen packages 
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A model to build agile organizations for superior innovation and growth
Lukas Michel, www.AgilityINisghts.com, Zug, Switzerland

To win in an increasingly dynamic, ambiguous, and volatile environment, leadership teams in most 
industries must be agile – flexibly react to early signs and act on them quickly.  In the increasingly 

complex operating environment of an organization where stakes on even small decisions are high, 
leaders need to rely on employees at the periphery to make decisions.  Hence, an agile organization 
needs good decision making at all levels tapping into the full potential of its people.  Rather than to 
embark on ongoing and disruptive change processes, leaders need to build organizations for people 
to cope with the challenges of an uncertain future.  Typical organizations are anti-change burdened 
with rigid leadership hierarchies with structures and information systems that are not aligned needs 
and culture with an inertia that resists new ideas.  The task is to create an environment where people 
focus on purposeful, value adding tasks, and share what they know to unlock creativity and accelerate 
growth (Nold, 2011).  This involves change in culture, leadership, and systems as reflected in leadership 
interactions, principles, routines, and decision making tools.  The challenge is to bridge the needs of 
people to make superior decisions with an institutional framework that enables good decision making at 
scale.  The purpose of this paper is to demonstrate the Performance Triangle as a model to help leaders 
establish that bridge. 

Agility-Discussion and Analysis

Lisa Haneberg (2011) defined agility as “our capacity to be consistently adaptable without having to 
change. It is the efficiency with which we can respond to nonstop change”. (p. 51) In Corporate agility: a 
revolutionary new model for competing in a flat world, Grantham, Ware and Williamson (2007) suggested 
that prosperity in the 21st Century volatile economic environment depends on firm’s ability to continuously 
evaluate market conditions, reexamine and revise corporate strategies, and reallocate resources quickly.  
Doz and Kosonen (2008) in Fast Strategy: How strategic agility will help you stay ahead of the game 
suggested an organizational model intended to do much the same thing, that is, create an organization 
with the ability to move quickly to adapt to continuous change and volatility.  Hugos (2009) observed that 
centralized control typical of classical hierarchal structures are ill suited for fast-paced environments.  
Centralized control may yield increased efficiency predictable and stable business climates but in the 
complex volatile business world of the 21st Century corporate responsiveness is more critical to success 
than efficiency.  Gary Hamel (2012) argued in What Matters Now: How to Win in A World of Relentless 
Change, Ferocious Competition, and Unstoppable Innovation that innovation is at the core of an agile 
organization.  Leaders must build organizations that are dedicated to meeting human needs and values 
in order to enable people to use their full potential and creativity.  The need for fast and effective decision-
making, effective use knowledge embedded in people, and innovation are recurring themes throughout 
the literature on corporate agility, adaptability, and change.  It is the quality of the decision-making 
process that enables firms to have Flexible Footprints described as the ability to reconfigure as needed 
to take advantage of new value opportunities as windows of opportunity open. (Maitland & Sammartino, 
2012). 

We have built on these prior models to propose a Performance Triangle composed of three primary 
elements: systems, leadership, and culture that incorporates and expands on prior models to promote 
corporate agility.  At the heart of the Performance Triangle are people who power the system by 
contributing their unique skills, expertise, and experience.  The Performance Triangle frames the 
requirements for higher agility and speed as the measures of success in the new era. 

As such, superior decision-making is the distinguishing capability of an agile organization.  Essential 

The Performance Triangle
abilities include to sense 
early warning signs of 
changes in the internal 
or external environment, 
the ability to identify and 
distill relevant information 
and to react quickly 
to make an impact.  
Decisions are made 
by people. This is why 
people are at the center 
of the Performance 
Triangle.  Everything 
else revolves around 
people and enables 
organizations to get the 
most from people at all 
levels.  People throughout 
the organization are 
responsible and want to 
contribute to making the 
firm successful.  Agile 
organizations facilitate 
self-determination, self-
control, self-initiative, and responsibility rather than traditional command and control techniques that 
have been shown to be rigid, inflexible, and slow reacting.  

The Inner Game (Gallwey, 2000) provided techniques for people to cope with higher order challenges.  
Doubts, stress, fear, biased focus, limiting concepts or assumptions distort our thoughts, decisions, 
behaviors, and actions.  These interferences as an infinite array of personal and organizational 
conditions introduce noise that degrades communication and ultimately the decision-making process.  
Awareness, choice, and trust help people to focus their attention on what counts.  Focus requires 
an environment where individuals and the collective are aware and compensate for distortions and 
noise.  The result is flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) – the state where performance and creativity are 
at a peak.  Reaching a 
state of flow throughout 
an organization must 
be a primary objective 
at all levels of an agile 
organization.  Interactive 
leadership and diagnostic 
systems (Simons, 1995) 
enable the Inner Game 
and ultimately flow.  In support of this, leaders need to design and use routines, tools, interactions, 
and rules enabling them to relate people, to collaborate, and focus on a common purpose.  In an 
agile organization, decision-making needs a different design.  Volatility introduces new, unanticipated, 
opportunities and threats.  Effective responses in the face of the unknown necessarily require new 
creative and untried ideas.  An organization’s ability to respond becomes a function if the ingenuity of 
people, the ability of the organization to harness that ingenuity, and the available resources.  
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The Performance Triangle.. Cont
The Performance Triangle illustrates an organizational design and philosophy than connects the 
knowledge and talents of people that are needed to make effective and timely decisions within an 
organization.  

Success stands at the top of the Performance Triangle representing the ultimate purpose of 
management.  Culture of the organization creates shared context, enables or inhibits knowledge 
exchange, and defines the boundaries of collaboration. A vibrant culture establishes shared context 
(Von Krogh, 2000) as the common ground with a shared agenda, language, thought models, 
relationships, and purpose.  An infected culture is one of the main road blocks to knowledge transfer in 
an organization (Ruggles, 1998).  This characteristic makes culture a sort of organizational bottle-neck 
that constrains the amount and quality of knowledge sharing limiting the creativity of people and their 
ability to act on things.  Leadership is at the lower left corner of the Performance Triangle.  Effective 
leaders in agile organizations must interact with people on a personal level, relate to others to facilitate 
meaningful collaboration, and establish a supportive work environment (culture) based on trust.  In the 
broadest sense, leadership is embodied by effective communication and interaction with others at all 
levels throughout the organization.  Systems are located at the right corner of the Performance Triangle.  
In the Performance Triangle, systems represent the institutional framework with rules, routines, and 
tools that set the stage for rigorous and disciplined leadership.  

Through time viruses may be unintentionally and unknowingly introduced into the organization 
poisoning the culture, allow faulty leadership, or promote erroneous systems.  When this happens 
senses are likely to be on mute, mistrust prevails, and tight rules prevent people from capturing 
opportunities.  As such, people face an adverse ‘outer game’ – challenges beyond their abilities.  
Challenged by both, the inner and outer game, performance takes a break and people are unable to 
apply their full potential.  

Changes in the external environment have consequences for the internal setup of an organization (Katz, 
1987).  It is obvious that organizations in a dynamic environment must place more value on initiative, 
freedom to act, innovation, and risk taking as compared to organizations in a stable environment with 
control, plan, incentives, and the allocation of resources (Kilmann, 1985).  Hence, leaders need to ask 
themselves what best setup enhances the agility of their organizations.  

The challenge for a CEO is to create a meaningful dialogue with their business team captains.  
Discussions around culture, leadership, and systems tend to be like ‘eating a soup with chopsticks’, lots 
of talk with few results.  A diagnostic helps to reexamine the standard and makes learning a process 
that addresses the governing variables.  Diagnostics help explain the world as it functions and to 
establish a starting point for constructive dialogue.  

AgilityINsights Diagnostic-Introducing our assessment tool

The AgilityINsights Diagnostic™ is a comprehensive but easy to use assessment tool to review the 
capability of an organization to adapt in an ever-changing business environment.  Developed over a 15-
year period and used by over 100 firms the diagnostic has proven useful in helping executives identify 
key gaps in their organizations.  Plotting data from 50 organizations with an average of 20 participants 
in each company suggest the existence of meaningful and significant relationships (All p-values smaller 
than 0.05) between culture, leadership, systems, and success. 

The strongest positive correlation in our sample is between systems and leadership giving an early 
indication that these attributes of the Performance Triangle can drive effective decision-making.  High 
scores suggest productive conversations with employees on direction, performance, beliefs, and 
boundaries.  The 1:1 relationship means between culture and systems indicate that organizations with 

superior systems are likely to have a productive culture.  Every system is a bureaucratic intervention.  
Systems are necessary to support effective management and leadership and to help establish and 

maintain a healthy culture.  There is a positive relationship between systems and leadership.  Small 
changes in systems have a significant effect on leadership and, without systems, there is no leadership 
(Low intersection point).  The challenge of any organization is to create a positive environment that 
encourages people to work together to share what they know and collaborate effectively.  A productive 
culture increases the probability of success.  Nold (2012) showed that firms with higher levels of 
credibility, fairness, respect (collectively trust), pride, and camaraderie significantly outperformed 
comparable firms in the same industries in value creation, operational performance, and growth rate.

Significance	and	implications	

Agility and speed in decision-making become essential capabilities to cope with volatility and uncertainty.  
The Performance Triangle consisting of culture, leadership, and systems that enable people to achieve 
flow describes a model and philosophy to facilitate corporate agility.  The starting point for implementing 
the Performance Triangle concept is to diagnose the current state of the culture, leadership and 
systems along with the people to identify gaps between what executives THINK is going on and what is 
ACTUALLY happening.  This process requires deep introspective and meaningful dialogue to understand 
patterns of behavior and attributes that current exist within the organization.  Asking difficult questions 
to stimulate critical thinking and honest evaluation becomes a key first step in the process.  We suggest 
that true solutions that are effective, timely and long-lasting result from self-mentoring as an outcome of 
exploring people-centric aspects of the organization.  The Performance Triangle with the AgilityINsights 
Diagnostic™ helps CEOs to assess the culture, leadership, and systems along with the flow of people.  
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Remit of the PMA newsletter
The PMA aims to be the world’s leading academic –practitioner collaboration in the area of performance 

measurement/management. Our membership spreads across people from all sectors of the economy 
and at different stages of their professional and/or academic careers.  
 
The PMA newsletter reflects this goal and is thus composed of work from different author backgrounds- 
academic, practice and the postgraduate student community. The items in the newsletter reflect various 
types of work from discursive, informative and work-in-progress to full blown and rigorous articles, with the 

aim to promoting tailored knowledge sharing across the diverse membership base. 

PMA 2014 to be held in ‘Beautiful Denmark’
Can you name at least one thing that the University of Cambridge and Aarhus University have in 
common?  Perhaps the most obvious answer to that question is that the two universities are co-
sponsoring the 2014 Performance Management Association conference. PMA 2014 will be held 25-27 
June 2014 in Aarhus, Denmark, a vibrant city of more than 300,000 situated on the Baltic Sea. The 
theme of the conference is “Performance Management: Designing the High-Performing Organization”. 
A non-exhaustive list of sub-thematic topics includes

• Performance-Driven Continuous Relevancy - Performance-Driven Continuous Responsibility

• Strategic Performance Management - Linking Creativity & Performance

• Performance-Driven Innovation for Sustainability - Performance-Driven Sustainable Innovation

• Disciplinary & Functional Performance Perspectives - Performance-Driven Sustainability 

• Balanced Scorecard Variations & Innovation - Design for Sustainable Excellence

• Performance, Design & the Big Data Challenges - Business Intelligence & Analytics

• Performance-Drive Enterprise Agility - Sustainable Enterprise Excellence

• Integration of Financial, Societal & Environmental Performance

Newsletters leading up to PMA 2014 will provide additional information about the conference, Aarhus 
University and its Interdisciplinary Center for Organizational Architecture, the city of Aarhus, and a “fun 
fact” that may be a trivia item or information about sites in or near Aarhus.

As a first fun fact, can you name at least one additional thing that the University of Cambridge and 
Aarhus University have in common?

Denmark’s Queen Margrethe II attended both universities and there we have it, a sort of royal 
recommendation and invitation to join us in Beautiful Denmark for PMA 2014.


