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Introduction 

The activities of firms are substantially 

impacted by the organisational 

performance. As a result, the manners and 

techniques of precisely gauging the 

performance is apparently considered to be 

a crucial significant domain of analysis for 

both firms and researchers. Certainly, in 

the past one and a half decade or so 

performance management (PM) is 

considered to be crucial for researchers in 

many domains. The mid to late nineties 

appear to be the chief time when such 

studies were conducted. Neely [63] 

envisaged that during 1994 to 1996 around 

3615 articles were printed on performance 

measurement in addition to the statistics 

that in 1996 books related to the theme 

were published at the rate of one book in 

every 2 weeks in only the USA.  

Extensive yet unrelated details related to 

PM have been presented thanks to the 

endeavours of several analysts in varied 

operational silos [58] and the domain 

currently is acknowledged to be a crucial 

element of the literature linked to 

manufacturing strategy [20].  As a result of 

this thriving PM analysis, on the other 

The current study talks about the growth of Performance Measurement (PM) in four segments: suggestions, 

structures, techniques and inter-institutional measurement of performance. The initial phase of measurement is 

a suggestion, which refers to a fragment of advice linked to the procedures or framework of measurement of the 

performance; structures can be dichotomised into a fundamental or routine typology that recommends 

structural framework advancement has surpassed procedural structure creation. The fundamental needs for a 

successful PM system are two structures – one structural and one procedural in addition to several other 

performance management means. The inter-organisational performance management may be segregated into 

supply chain and extensive performance measurement: the previous depending only on conventional logistics 

methods, while the latter includes the structural facets of the supply chain system and augments non-logistics 

aspects to its calculation domain. Ultimately, the invasion of the performance measurement literature into the 

procedures linked to the performance management is analysed, and domains for studies in the times to come 

are recommended.  
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hand, firms and researchers have to handle 

an understanding dilemma: it is 

recommended that the multidisciplinary 

attribute of the study is impeding the 

advancements in the domain of PM [58, 

64]; while the actuality is that PM is not 

the domain of a specific field has led to an 

unwillingness to let go of the operational 

frontiers when analysis on the topic is 

conducted [63]. The inferences have 

resulted in plenty of segregated PM details 

generated that may be repeated and/or 

inconsistent in character. PM is also 

developing in a significant way to deal 

with novel institutional actualities; due to 

their conflict for industrial superiority, the 

notion of performance, as it is calculated 

and assessed is experiencing a change in 

contemporary trade firms. The extrinsic 

surrounding is considered to be classified 

as the subsequent boundary of PM: in the 

times to come, it is anticipated that there 

would be a crucial rise in the inter-firm 

PM advancements –like supply chain PM, 

and, to be specific like supply chain PM, 

and more specifically, extended firm M. 

The extended firm is a creation of innate 

co-ordination in the planning, creation, 

pricing and the co-ordination of the 

individual production schedules of co-

operating liberal production firms and 

linked vendors [37]; and is the resultant 

inference of a shift from the conventional 

perspective of production firms with 

evident limits, restricted associations with 

other firms and an emphasis on intrinsic 

efficacy and success only [15]. This has a 

deep influence on PM customs in several 

firms – an influence that is also being seen 

in the PM literature.  

The aim of the study is to provide inputs 

towards the descriptive foresight of PMas 

supported by Neely [63], and additionally 

recently Marr and Schiuma [58].The 

varied character of the review that is 

subsequently conducted indicates the 

richness of the PM literature, which for 

elucidation aims, has been segregated into 

different pasts to ensure that all understand 

the growth and advancement of PM. In the 

subsequent segment, PM suggestions – the 

initial beginning of all PM initiatives are 

studied concisely; then an appraisal of PM 

structures and their segmentation into a 

structural and procedural typology is 

implemented; after this the researcher has 

analysed the systems literature. The paper 

them studies the literature related to supply 



ELK ASIA PACIFIC JOURNAL OF HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND 

ORGANISATIONAL BEHAVIOUR 

 

Volume 1 Issue 1, September (2014) 

  

 
 

www.elkjournals.com 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

chain and extended firm PM initiatives; 

subsequently the researcher conducts a 

theoretic debate of the emerging PM 

literature in the unique idea of 

performance management. Considering the 

investigative character of the current study, 

some future investigative domains are 

recommended in the inferences that 

conclude the article.  

 

2. Performance measurement 

recommendations 

 

The early developmental units of all PM 

initiatives- they may be PM structures or 

PM systems- may be regarded to be PM 

suggestions. PM commences with a 

suggestion, which is a piece of counsel 

linked to the field of PM- its means or its 

framework, for instance. When a sequence 

of these suggestions has been gathered, a 

PM structure may evolve which employs 

these suggestions as the means for 

creation. Suggestions related to PM may 

be segregated into two essential domains: 

 Suggestions for performance 

actions 

 Suggestions and subjects for PM 

structure and system planning 

 

 

While the emphasis of the first is on the 

need of good performance actions, the 

second studies the suggestions that have 

been conducted in in context to the plan 

and creation of PM structures and systems. 

Suggestions that symbolise a derivation 

from the initial essential domain are those 

that try to record the procedure of 

choosing performance actions, which pre-

presume specific choice modes have been 

established. As the process of choosing a 

specific performance method is, to a 

specific degree, a subjective procedure – 

frequently comprising of the top 

administration sitting around the table and 

selecting that particular option from 

several other options – additional studies 

are needed to analyse the real choice 

action.  A sequence of workshops and 

interviews has been recommended by 

Kaplan and Norton [38] to fulfil this aim, 

while Neely et al. [67] have explained a 

pilot procedure, which includes several 

subjective stages –right from check sheets 

to brain storming – in a 12-stage prototype 

to deal with choice matters.  
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Several of majority preferred suggestions 

related to performance modes date from 

late eighties and initial nineties when PM 

as a notion was being developed. These 

fundamental suggestions indicate what 

varied analysts intended to realise in 

context to performance means that were 

employed in firm performance 

measurement systems. Since Neely et al. 

[68] has already offered a detailed 

synopsis of several of these suggestions as 

they have emerged in the literature, they 

are not reiterated in the study. Other 

observers that Neety et al’s study excluded 

comprise of Stalk and Hout [75] who 

provide two norms for performance 

means: (1) the methods needs to be 

physical (i.e. quantitative) and 92) the 

method needs to be as innate to the client 

as likely. Band [3] recommends that 

performance methods need to: 

 Have backing from the top 

administration; 

 Comprise of personnel 

participation in their advancement 

(specific client contentment 

methods); 

 Guarantee that those methods 

employed are pertinent to managers 

and staff in executing their daily 

tasks; 

 Participate in the feedback loop 

that related them to the manager 

and performance evaluations. 

Maskell [59] recommends that the novel 

top-notch performance methods need to: 

 Chiefly employ non-fiscal 

performance methods; 

 Differ between locations; 

 Modify over time as the firm 

requires modification; 

 Are aimed towards nurturing 

enhancement instead of merely 

checking; 

Quite a varied study has been conducted in 

context to the matters needed to create 

successful PM structures and systems. The 

varied suggestions for the planning of 

structures and systems as recommended by 

different analysts in the domain are 

grouped together under Table 1. Neely et 

al. [67] has criticised that majority of the 

extant studies related to PM, and the 

writings on the planning of systems and 

structures for PM specifically, have been 
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extremely shallow. As per the above table 

it is recommended that the real serviceable 

counsel that can be constructively used for 

the PM structure/system is extremely 

infrequent. This as a result has made the 

procedure of creating a sole combined 

system which fulfils all the previously 

mentioned problems, impractical.  

 

  

Table 1 

Recommendations for the design and development of performance measurement frameworks and systems 

 

 Recommendation Researcher 

1 Should be based upon the strategic role of the company [2,9,21,24,32,42,47,62] 
2 Should be based upon multi-criteria (critical activities) [2,19,66] 

3 Criteria should evaluate group not individual work [19] 

4 Specific goals must be established and revised when met [19,28,29] 

5 Measurements should be easy to understand by those being evaluated [2,19,27,30,31,50,57,60] 

6 Data should be collected, where possible, by those whose performance is being evaluated [19] 

7 Graphs should be the primary method of reporting performance data [19] 

8 Data should be available for constant review [19] 

9 Performance should be reported daily or weekly [19] 

10 Suppliers should be evaluated upon quality and delivery performance [19] 

11 Emphasis is upon evolving, dynamic, continuous improvement and learning in PM system design [9,19,21,23,27,47,57,62] 

12 The connection between accounting and performance measurement should be cut [21] 

13 PM systems should be mutually supportive and consistent with the business’s goals, objectives, 

critical success factors and programmes 

[21] 

14 Should convey information through as few and as simple a set of measures as possible [21] 

15 PM systems should reveal how effectively customers’ needs and expectations are satisfied  [21] 

16 Focus upon measures that customers can see [21] 

17 Provide measures that allows all members of the organisation to understand how they 

affect the entire business 

[21] 

18 System consists of well-defined and measurable criteria for the organisation [29] 

19 Routines must be established so that measures can be measured [29] 

20 Feedback from PM systems should report at numerous levels of the organisation [32,72] 

21 Feedback from PM systems must be linked cross-functionally to ensure it supports and not 

inhibit strategy implementation 

[32] 

22 Should enable managers to view performance in several areas simultaneously [42] 

23 Should provide complementary non-financial performance measures alongside financial measures [44] 

24 Should measure the entire product delivery system from the supplier to the customer [53] 

25 PM system designed, so that at divisional level, the evaluation of PM standards is consistent with 

manufacturing objectives of the facility 

[53] 

26 PM system designed, so that at plant and divisional level, the evaluation of PM standards is 

consistent with the manufacturing environment 

[53] 

27 PM system designed, so that information on the strategic objectives of the firm are shared at plant 

and division level to provide organisational focus between them 

[53] 

28 PM system information on the strategic objectives of the division must be shared across functional areas to 

provide organisational focus within plants and divisions 

[53] 

29 PM system should be used to challenge strategic assumptions [8,10] 

30 PM system should be implemented in such a way that it does not induce fear, politics and subversion [67] 

31 PM systems should be designed so that they facilitate auditing [7,62] 

32 PM system design should be viewed as a co-ordination effort to understand current metrics in detail, 

to identify shortcomings and to include ongoing initiatives that affect PM 

[55] 
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3. Performance measurement 

frameworks 

 

The biggest influence on the PM literature 

has perhaps been by PM frameworks, with 

several intricate structural prototypes been 

created in many domains post the late 

eighties. The phrase framework indicates 

the effective usage of specific groups of 

suggestions: for instance, a group of 

capacity suggestions may recommend the 

creation of a structural framework (for 

instance balanced scorecard [42]) or they 

may lead to a procedural structure (for 

instance Wisner and Fawcett [77] 

framework). A performance measurement 

structure helps in the procedure of 

developing a performance measurement 

system by elucidating limits for 

performance measurement, identifying 

aspects related to performance 

measurement or perspectives and may also 

offer initial surmises into links between 

the performance measurement aspects 

[71]; two kinds may be predicted: the 

structural framework (i.e. a structure that 

defines a typology for performance 

measure handling) and the procedural 

framework (i.e. a sequential procedure for 

creating performance methods from 

policy). Basically, a structure offers us 

details related to PM instead of a 

suggestion, but less information pertaining 

to the real PM procedure compared to the 

system. One of the initial frameworks 

discussed for the procedure was that by 

Sink and Tuttle [73], which spoke about a 

six-phase process for PM in the designing 

stage. The structural performance matrix 

was put forth by Keegan et al. [46]; this 

analysed the extrinsic/intrinsic and 

cost/non-cost performance methods, while 

the inferences and causes structure – 

recommended by Fitzgerald et al. [26] – 

has at its heart performance measure 

handling typology the merit amongst 

methods of inferences and measures of the 

causes of the inferences. Lockamy III [53] 

has recommended four hypothetical 

performance measurement system 

prototypes for the aspects of cost, quality, 

lead tome and delivery by relying on the 

studies into the correlations amongst 

functional and tactical PM systems in a 

limited number of  top-notch production 

firms [79]; the structural performance 

pyramid was recommended by Lynch and 
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Cross [57]; this  focuses on the ordered 

perspective of business performance 

computation, and a 10-phase procedural 

prototype [56] to explain what requires to 

be implemented in context of PM. Akin to 

Lockamy III, Azzone et al. [2] have 

emphasised on creating structural PM 

prototypes to match particular competitive 

precedence (for instance time, cost, and the 

like); their structure tries to recognise apt 

methods depending on an 

intrinsic/extrinsic department. Procedural 

sequential framework prototypes have 

been recommended by Kaydos [45] and 

Wisner and Faecett [77], while the 

structural balanced scorecard tries to 

present the notion of generating an 

“impartial” group of methods (i.e. non-

fiscal methods “impartial” in contrast to 

fiscal methods). A tri-axis cube is put forth 

by the structural AMBITE performance 

measurement cube [11] on which three 

aspects are mapped” trade procedures, 

competitive precedence and production 

typology. A structural framework was 

created by Brown [14] which tried to 

segregate amongst input, procedure, output 

and result methods; while the structural 

PM structure of the European foundation 

for quality management (EFQM) 

comprises of two divisions – enablers and 

outcomes – which may be additionally 

segregated. The issues related to PM for 

small to medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 

were studied by Hudson et al. [35] and 

have recommended a procedural 

framework especially custom-made for 

their requirements after analysing the 

issues linked with PM for them; The 

structural performance prism was 

recommended by Neely et al. [65]; tis 

prism comprised of five weighted 

“aspects”: shareholder, contentment, 

policies, procedures, abilities and 

contribution by shareholders. A structural 

framework for PM in firms that are 

geographically displaced has been 

recommended by Yeniyurt [78]; the 

prototype employs a cross procedural and 

cross border technique and five stages of 

measurement performance: fiscal, 

consumer, intrinsic procedures, creativity 

and corporate culture/atmosphere. The 

structural merged performance 

measurement structure has been created by 

Rouse and Putterill [71] which tries to 

merge several structural frameworks, and 

comprises of a group of philosophies that 
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need to be contemplated in addition to the 

structure. These crucial PM frameworks 

have been highlighted in Table 2. As is 

evident in the table, the chief focus in PM 

structure plan has been creation of the 

structural framework, which has relatively 

outperformed the rate of procedural PM 

structure evolution. The subjective issues 

and indistinctness linked with the creation 

of processes in PM is the cause for this. 

The table also focuses that, despite the Pm 

frameworks becoming extremely intricate 

in context of computation extent ( for 

instance Sink and Tuttle [73] tries to 

compute in one operational domain 

(planning), while Rouse and Putterill [71] 

have tried to merge several structures), a 

real general PM structure has not been 

possible to develop. The endeavours at 

generating a conclusive PM structure, till 

date, have not been feasible. Endeavours at 

creating a conclusive PM structure have 

failed due to the several problems that are 

implicated; PM structures that generate an 

arranged process in context of PM are 

limited by the lack of a structural aspect to 

permit for administration and choice of 

individual performance methods; likewise, 

structural PM structures are bereft of the 

procedural aspect. Structural and 

procedural Pm structures are generally 

created separately; they merge only in PM 

systems. Structural PM Frameworks are 

limited by only being related to the 

managerial and choice aspects of the PM 

procedure. PM is also related to the 

procedural facet, which assists to ascertain 

precisely how the procedure of PM is to be 

implemented. Even those frameworks have 

recognised this flaw of earlier PM 

structures (for instance, Rouse and Putterill 

[71] are inadequately created to be 

concerned to be actually universal.  
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4. Performance measurement systems 

 

In contrast to the PM structures, there are 

limited PM systems that exist and have 

actually evolved scholastically. Majority 

of the PM systems created in firms are a 

set of best customs that have been inserted 

in different PM structures, and are 

discovered to function anywhere amongst 

extremely well actually – to extremely 

poorly. The fundamental needs for a 

successful PM system are two structures – 

one structural and one procedural; in 

addition to several other performance 

management mediums, including list of 
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methods, and the like. In the subsequent 

explanations of scholastically created PM 

systems, the procedural work of Bradley 

[11] and Medori and Steeple [62] may be 

the most symbolic of how many firms 

really resemble the notion of PM system 

plan. Three scholastic PM systems are 

studied in the current article, as being 

illustrative of the extant PM systems’ 

literature: 

 The balanced scorecard PM system 

[42]; 

 Business Process Reengineering 

(BPR) PM system [11]; 

 Medori and Steeple’s [62] PM 

system. 

 

The balanced scorecard structure relies on 

four views that surround the firm’s 

foresight and policy [42]: 

 fiscal view; 

 client view; 

 intrinsic business view; 

 Learning and growth view. 

 

A further procedural structure is offered 

with Kaplan and Norton [44], under which 

the scorecard can be used as a system 

thereby handling the enterprise’s tactics. 

This structure works in four phases: 

 ‘‘Translating the vision’’ is related 

to elucidating and attaining consent 

over a kind of the enterprise’s 

tactical belief that is functional on 

all management levels (i.e. from 

the top management to the local 

level). 

 ‘‘Communicating and linking’’ 

refers to the procedure under which 

the administrators interact about 

their tactic up and down the firm 

and correlate it to their divisional 

and personal aims. 

 ‘‘Business planning’’ refers to the 

procedure under which the firms 

merge their trade and fiscal 

designs. 

 ‘‘Feedback and learning’’ allows 

firms the ability for tactical 

learning; extant procedure 

appraisal and to identify if personal 

and divisional fiscal aims have 

been attained, while the balance 

scorecard permits a firm to keep a 

check on short-run outcomes for its 

three other views. 



ELK ASIA PACIFIC JOURNAL OF HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND 

ORGANISATIONAL BEHAVIOUR 

 

Volume 1 Issue 1, September (2014) 

  

 
 

www.elkjournals.com 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

This process is undertaken by conducting 

several interviews and workshops that 

have previously been summarized by 

Kaplan and Norton [38]. Ultimately to 

focus on the essential part, Kaplan and 

Norton [44] provided a case study of an 

engineering construction enterprise where 

in a time frame of 26 months, the balanced 

scorecard had been evolved.  The balance 

scorecard PM system by Kaplan and 

Norton chiefly comprised of a drawn out 

PM system technique (depending on a 

farsighted/tactical high level method and a 

lower more individual interview/workshop 

technique), and PM structure that 

emphasized on aims, methods, targets and 

advantages. The approach did not openly 

pre-define any performance methods, 

which depended on the system design 

methodology to frame them when the 

system procedure was being developed. 

Case study analysis is employed to 

indicate how the procedure needs to begin 

and must be followed. Additional 

researches of balanced scorecard PM 

system design can be discovered in Butler 

et al. [16] and Cravens et al. [18]. Bradley 

[11] tried to create a PM system that 

particularly dealt with the Business 

Process Reengineering procedures by 

employing the earlier stated structural 

AMBITE performance measurement cube. 

A tri-axis cube is put forth by the structural 

AMBITE performance measurement cube 

[11] on which the subsequent three aspects 

are mapped: 

 Business procedures—(first axis: 

customer order satisfaction, vendor 

supply, production, design co-

ordination, co-engineering); 

 Competitive priority—(second 

axis: time, outlay, quality, 

adaptability, environment); 

 Manufacturing environment—

(third axis: make-to stock (MTS), 

assemble-to-order (ATO), make-to 

order (MTO), engineer-to-order 

(ETO)). 

Every aspect within the cube is referred to 

being a strategic performance indicator 

(SPI). There are supposedly around 100 

varied SPIs that are within the cube, each 

including one trade procedure, one 

competitive priority and one 

manufacturing typology. These SPIs can 

be additionally segregated into lower level 
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indicators; on the other hand, the 

breakdown of each SPI will vary for each 

firm, to all modification of the 

performance indicators at the firm level. 

Figure 1 shows the (indirect) procedural 

structure for PM system design. 

Employing the firm’s policy declaration 

critical success factors (CSFs—the 

aspiration of the firm in context to a 

particular aim) and client needs (CRs – the 

aspiration of the client in context to its 

transactions with the production firm) are 

developed. Further, these CSFs and CRs 

are then fed into the AMBITE cube for SPI 

evaluation. All the CSFs and CRs are 

linked to a particular trade procedure, 

production setting and macro measure of 

performance (for instance, the CSF – 

reduce the order delivery preciseness turns 

into a SPI that includes three cube aspects: 

client order fulfilment procedure, ATO and 

time). These inferences are then put in a 

table for all CSFs and CRs. At this phase, 

a pre-decided group of performance 

measures arranged as per the trade 

procedure/ macro-measure of performance 

are presented, and for each of the trade 

procedures of the CRs and CSFs, methods 

are chosen. The ultimate phase for 

identifying the critical performance 

measures for the firm includes the 

presentation of a process design matrix 

that permits different types of links and 

relative assessment to be executed on the 

associations amongst the critical 

performance methods and the CSFs and 

CRs. This procedure permits the 

recognition of critical performance 

methods and also indicates a variety of 

details related to them which can be 

employed to re-engineer trade procedures.  
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A case study is offered by Bradley [11] to 

emphasize the manner his procedure is 

functional. Overall the PM system put 

forth by Bradley [11] comprises of the 

details that were novel to performance 

measurement at the time. The 

augmentation of a distinct, pre-described 

list of performance methods eliminates 

majority of the guess work that was 

present in other techniques, while 

performance method recognition and 

choice is in-built in the procedure. Pre-

described lists assist in lowering the extent 

of bias needed of the PM system 

procedure; on the other hand, it may lead 

to a specific loss of both technique and 

adaptability. Further, such pre-described 

lists are likely to become old, on account 

of the reason that there exists no procedure 

to revise them (for instance, if in the times 

to come new competitive priorities are 

shortlisted, the list of methods present 

must be revised to indicate them else the 

list becomes redundant).  Furthermore, the 

employment of a tactic declaration by the 

PM system to recognise CSFs and CRs 

may make it tough to link CSFs and CRs 

down to particular trade procedures or 

even to particular competitive priorities 

(for instance, a firm’s policy declaration 

may be poorly described or include several 

incorporeal or theoretical declarations). 

Ultimately the system described in the 

study (and particularly its final outcomes) 

is specifically planned to be employed 

simultaneous to the BPR procedure; this 

results in the PM system being context 

specific and tough to adjust to other needs. 
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Akin to this system, Medori and Steeple 

[62] have recommended a structure that 

supports both the planning and appraisal of 

PM systems. Their structure, in actuality, 

functions as a system: by substituting the 

need for a structural PM structure with the 

requirement that they are calculating in 

domains linked to six competitive 

priorities (quality, outlay, adaptability, 

time, delivery and future growth), and 

presenting a uniquely planned procedural 

structure for PM system plan; they are 

successive in highlighting all the elements 

of a system. The procedural PM structure 

comprises of six phases: 

1. A firm’s production tactic is 

described and the tactical needs 

(comprising of client needs) are 

recognised. 

2. Tactical needs are co-ordinated 

with the competitive priorities. 

3. Methods are then chosen from a 

distinct pre-described list of 

performance methods (this distinct 

list is not provided; on the other 

hand, it is mentioned that it 

comprises of 105, chiefly non-

fiscal methods, with total 

explanations and techniques for 

computation). The subsequent 

stage is phase 4, which is ignored if 

the firm has no extant PM system. 

4. Audit – the present group of 

methods is enlisted and contrasted 

with the novel methods that have 

been outlined in the prior phases. 

Three norms are used: 

 Present methods that are 

consistent with novel 

methods are sustained and 

used consistently; 

 Present methods that differ 

from the novel chosen 

methods are no longer 

considered pertinent or 

beneficial to a firm – they 

are abandoned; 

 New methods chosen that 

do not draw with the 

present methods are 

executed. They symbolise 

the discrepancies that are 

present in the PM system; if 

there are no specific 

discrepancies then the 

subsequent Stage 5 is 

ignored. 
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5.  Execution of methods – an eight-

step design is offered for firm 

execution of the novel methods.  

6. Regular maintenance – the last 

phase of the system depends on 

regularly appraising a firm’s PM 

system. 

 

Medori and Steeple [62] go ahead to 

clarify their PM system with a case study 

that spanned over a period of 3 months to 

be implemented in totality. The two issues 

that were recognised in the system 

included: 

 Issues that were discovered in 

correlating a firm’s policy to the 

performance measurement grid’s 

competitive priorities; 

 The distinct pre-described list of 

performance measures may 

become redundant. 

Both these issues highlighted are akin to 

the issue plaguing the PM system 

recommended by Bradley [11].  

Table 3 compares the advantages of the 

three scholastic systems, where it is 

evident that each PM methodology must 

comprise of two PM structures (structural 

and procedural), which when merged, 

generate the technique which is the base 

on which different performance measures 

such as lists of performance methods, to be 

part of the system’s limits rely on.  

Table 3 

       A comparison of performance management systems 

System  Researcher Specific 

Context 

Dimensions of 

measurement 

(structural 

framework) 

Set of steps 

towards 

system 

design 

(procedural 

framework) 

Specific measures Other 

distinguishing 

measurement 

aids 

Dynamic 

(i.e. can it 

be 

updated?) 

Balanced 

scorecard 

PM 

system 

[42] No Financial, 

internal 

business, 

customer 

perspective, 

innovation and 

learning 

Yes No (suggestions in 

case studies 

though) 

Yes (number 

of performance 

management 

tools [38-

41,43,44]) 

Yes (on-

going 

process) 

BPR PM 

system 

[11] Yes 

(BPR) 

Time, cost, 

quality, 

flexibility, 

environment 

Yes 

(implied) 

Yes (pre-defined, 

non-adjustable) 

Yes (process 

design matrix) 

No 

(process 

may be 

repeated, 

but tools 

are static 

in nature) 
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Medori 

and 

Steeple 

PM 

system 

[62] No Quality, cost, 

flexibility, 

time, delivery, 

future growth 

Yes Yes (pre-defined, 

non-adjustable) 

Yes (auditing 

step) 

No 

(process 

may be 

repeated, 

but tools 

are static 

in nature) 

By making the system restrict itself to 

some particular domain, as has been done 

by Bradley [11], provides additional 

control to the performance management 

methods that are part of the system itself; 

on the other hand when there are no 

restrictions in context of domains for the 

system, the performance management 

system’s reach is extended and there is a 

need to govern it so that it remains well-

suited to the system’s environment; this 

task becomes extremely difficult for the 

management. It is for this very reason that 

Kaplan and Norton have persisted to 

augment the basic balanced scorecard [42] 

structure and its encompassing 

performance management environment 

with several periodicals that even comprise 

of case studies [38]; the PM-dependent 

strategy comprehension [39,43,44] and 

tactical plan evolution techniques[40,41]. 

These extra methods allow the active 

character of their PM system: the systems 

recommended by both Bradley [11] and 

Medori and Steeple [62] are bereft of 

supporting performance management 

services, with the sole exception being a 

static list of performance measures that has 

been provided and the employment of the 

matrix and auditing plans that have been 

merged into their particular systems. 

 

5. Inter-organisational performance 

measurement 

 

The idea of planning a PM system that is 

custom fit as per the needs of inter-

organisational PM (in contrast to an intra-

organisational PM—the systems and 

structures discusses previously), is overall, 

an overlooked, but rapidly growing aspect 

of the PM literature. The extant researches 

pertaining to inter-organisational PM 

generally emphasise on the supply chain 

PM; extended firm PM has been 

investigated by a limited researchers 

analysing PM literature.  A supply chain 

PM system emphasises on what is 
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regarded to be conventional logistics 

performance methods (i.e. methods 

including order fill rates, error rates, 

inventory outlays, deliver time and the 

like) as recommended by Brewer and Speh 

[12]. By emphasising totally on the 

logistics control system, supply chain PM 

fails to reply to several comprehensive and 

more general queries: for instance, how 

successful are the enterprises in 

communication in the supply chain? In 

contrast to the rival supply chain, how 

does the current chain manage? How 

adaptable if the entire supply chain in 

reacting to demands for tailor-made 

packages, orders and goods? To what 

degree are choices in the supply chain 

driven by power instead of faith in one 

another? [12].  

 

These questions are dealt with by the 

extended firm PM system, which actually 

includes the structural facets of the supply 

chain PM system and augments several 

non-logistic viewpoints to its measurement 

domain (for example, intrinsic procedure 

methods, intangible methods, methods 

related to fiscal performance, and the like). 

The supply chain PM system sustains a 

conventional correlation with vendors and 

clients by asking for details pertaining to 

problems that need to be resolved 

immediately from the logistics operations 

of participating firms. The extended firm 

PM may hypothetically put forth details 

from all facets of participating firms; 

operations. On the other hand, creating an 

extended firm PM also needs the creation 

of a strong conceptual supply chain PM 

structure, thereby the two ideas are 

essential for one another. 

The idea of inter-organisational PM has 

had a very disjoint history of evolution in 

the literature. The initial researcher to 

recommend that measurement systems 

should extend competitive strategy into the 

domain of supply chain integration 

(upstream) and to align with customer 

needs (downstream) was Fawcett et al. 

[25]. In domains like new product 

development [70], quality [54] and the 

surrounding [61], the employment of 

performance methods is regarded to be a 

crucial need. Beamon [5] assessing earlier 

supply chain design prototypes, 

recommends that the frequently employed 

competitive priorities included outlays 

(and mixes of outlays: with time or client 
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reaction), followed by client receptiveness 

and adaptability. The quantitative 

character of outlays makes it attractive 

compared to other methods like 

adaptability and client reaction, which are 

qualitative in character. Beamon [5] 

assumes that it is not possible that a single 

performance method would suffice for the 

entire supply chain, and that a system of 

performance methods is needed for precise 

computation of supply chain systems. 

Kleijnen and Smits [48] have evaluated 

how economic premise has dealt with 

several supply chain performance 

methods, and has indicated that within this 

premise, these may finally be – by 

employing different aggregate scoring 

techniques – summed into one ultimate 

performance method, known to be utility. 

Holmberg [34] has recommended that the 

absence of systems thinking has inundated 

supply chain PM system design and 

creation: he recommends that computation 

actions in the supply chain need not be 

considered to be one system, but must be 

regarded to be many independent, disjoint, 

enterprise-sized systems that are finally 

handled, upon the supply-chain level, by 

the management of information exchange. 

By employing the balanced scorecard 

method, Kleijnen and Smits [48] 

hypothesise that as every firm is an 

economic—and legal— body, each must 

have its individual scorecard, while 

interaction and management within the 

supply chain needs to be employed to deal 

with the impediments developed by this 

unbiased scorecard development 

procedure. An initial structure for a supply 

chain measurement technique was 

recommended by Van Hoek [76]. This 

structure offers an initial indicator of how, 

in the supply chain method to PM, the gist 

of a measurement method may vary, based 

on the supply chain functioning setup and 

tactical method or the development of 

policies; it indicates that the supply chain 

PM systems need to be created to match 

varied degrees and that a similar size 

technique will not be suitable. Beamon [6] 

recommends that a new structure for 

supply chain PM can be the result of three 

methods: assets, output and adaptability. 

The three kinds of methods have varied 

aims, but it is crucial for general 

performance success of the supply chain 

for the three to be computed. A two-tier 

supply chain PM structure is 
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recommended by Lapide [49], which shoes 

a two-tier supply chain PM structure, 

which indicates the correlation amongst 

what the researcher knows to be the 

Executive level metrics and Managerial 

level metrics in the supply chain. The 

former are regarded to be cross-operative 

(and inter-organisational), process-based 

methods; the latter are operation-

dependent analytical methods. A three –

phase supply chain PM structure (with 

linked advice) is recommended by Dreyer 

[22], to create a successful supply chain 

PM system; and Gunasekaran et al. [33] 

have created a supply chain PM structure, 

which reminds one of the SCOR 

prototype, which employs an alternative of 

the entities design, source, make and 

deliver: the structure offers a group of 

sample supply chain performance methods 

depending on earlier studies, where they 

have been segregated into functional, 

planned and calculated headings. A six-

step cycle structure is recommended by 

Basu [4] so as to execute and maintain the 

advantages of a performance management 

system with novel methods (i.e. methods 

for the extended supply chain); while a 

procedure-dependent PM structure for the 

supply chain dependent on the six named 

“procedures” is recommended by Chan 

and Qi [17]; these procedures include: 

vendors, inbound logistics, essential 

producer, outbound logistics, marketing 

and sales, and final clients. All of the 

procedures are conditional on a 

decomposing procedure that gradually 

decomposes the procedures into sub-

procedures and activities and decomposes 

the linked objectives and duty operations 

into comprehensive recommendations. 

Computations may then be used to the 

actions, which, consequently, may be 

summed upwards into sub-procedures and 

ultimately into the essential procedures.  

The first crucial extended firm PM 

structure that has tried to surpass the 

employment of “conventional logistics 

performance methods”  only – as in the 

supply chain structures – is seen- as in 

supply chain PM structures – is seen in the 

study of Brewer and Speh [12,13]. After 

criticising the limitations of employing 

these methods that merely focus on 

logistics, they went ahead to create a four-

view prototype of the supply chain 

management procedure, which then they 

combined with the four views of the 
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balanced scorecard. The structure created 

surpasses conventional supply chain PM 

structures by developing the notion of the 

intrinsic viewpoint of the scorecard to 

encompass inter-operational and 

association viewpoints. Several of the 

methods thus generated are novel or 

untried. The second technique towards a 

successful extended firm PM structure can 

be seen in the study of the AMBIT 

technique [36]. Depending on the structure 

created under the AMBIT venture, this 

technique selects performance measures in 

a method akin to that supported under the 

BPR PM system supported by Bradley 

[11]. As per the AMBIT technique, it is 

recommended that the PM initiative needs 

to be correlated to the participating firms’ 

ERP systems, which would allow the PM 

system created to directly take help from 

the extant data, thereby hugely helping the 

computation procedure. The AMBIT 

method is an instance of a PM structure 

that depends on the strength of 

applications created earlier (i.e. the ERP 

system) to cover the main processes 

integral to the AMBIT procedure. Thus, by 

creating itself as another usage layer 

basing its details from the ERP system, 

participating firms in an extended firm will 

inevitably employ the AMBIT PM 

structure as the base for their individual 

performance method creation. 

Apart from the endeavours to create inter-

organisational PM structures as discussed 

previously, others have tried to expand 

intra-organisational PM structures into the 

inter-organisational domain. The balanced 

scorecard notion has been employed by 

Cravens et al. [18], in their evaluation of 

tactical partnerships depending on the 

earlier endeavours by Kaplan and Norton 

[44] with joint ventures. On the other 

hand, it must be seen that these endeavours 

and likewise endeavours with other PM 

structures are comparatively occasional. 

As recommended by Lee [52], interface 

actions with other firms depending on the 

employment of only intrinsic methods, 

may fail since neither of the associate may 

be dynamically computing the 

performance of those actions. Overall, 

expanding intra-organisational PM 

systems into the area of inter-

organisational PM has indicated resulted in 

hypocrisy merely to the idea of supply 

chain PM [4].  Intra-organisational PM 

systems are not planned to calculate 
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outside the frontiers of the firm 

(surpassing simple methods like delivery 

time, and the like) and employing them to 

attempt to do this streamline the inter-

organisational viewpoint. The further 

intricacies of inter-organisational 

association (particularly matters like faith 

and assistance) put new efforts on the PM 

structures that were not planned for supply 

chain PM initially.  Several impediments 

have been highlighted by Lohman et al. 

[55] while planning and executing supply 

chain wide PM systems. These include: 

 decentralised, functional reporting 

history; 

 scarce insight in unity amongst 

metrics; 

 indecision about what to calculate; 

 inadequate interactions amongst 

the reporters and users; 

 Scattered information technology 

infrastructure. 

Several of these issues may be eliminated 

by a shared platform from which all 

members of the supply chain can get 

details.  

 

6. Towards performance management 

 

Assisted by observation, a rather linear 

development of the PM literature has been 

defined in the previous segments – a 

development that, on the other hand, has 

not taken place in actuality. The 

advancement of PM as a set of suggestions 

which consequently result in PM structures 

and then PM systems does not occur due 

to investigation: it is recommended by 

Marr and Schiuma [58] that the extant 

organisation of knowledge is extremely 

varied, and requires to be advanced on a 

consistent basis so as to become more 

successful. The causes for this extreme 

variance in the PM literature need to be 

studied additionally. As a subject, PM 

needs to be developed comprehensively – 

actually, to comprehend how it has 

evolved in the one and a half decade or so, 

an investigation of its post in the unique 

notion of performance management needs 

to be executed. PM is described by 

Amaratunga and Baldry [1] to be the 

employment of performance measurement 

to impact affirmative transition in the 

institutional culture, systems and 

procedures, by assisting in attaining the 

pre-determined objectives, allocating and 
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prioritising assets, notifying managers to 

either verify or modify the extant strategy 

or programme guidelines in an attempt to 

meet those objectives. Performance 

measurement and performance 

management are subsequent to one another 

as a sequence; measurement is preceded by 

and followed by measurement, and in this 

it develops the cause for its presence [51]. 

A simplified diagrammatic version of the 

performance management as indicated by 

Smith and Goddard [74] is shown in 

Figure 2. 

Ten years ago, the PM literature merely 

showed the processes as described by the 

three inner boxes represented in Fig.2 

known to be measurement assessment and 

reaction. With the passage of time, there 

has been the evolution of a more intricate 

structure and system; hence the entire 

figure is nearly included in today’s times. 

Currently, PM has shifted to studying the 

entire firm in totality, and to a large extent 

influencing the policy. Ultimately, inter- 

organisational PM systems will influence 

the firm extrinsically – in the extrinsic 

surrounding – the ultimate border of PM. 

In the times to come there will be a crucial 

rise at the inter-organisational PM level, 

wherein the supply chain PM and 

specifically extended enterprise PM 

notions will be investigated 

comprehensively.  
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Fig. 2. Schematic representation of the performance management process [74]. 

 

 

Hence, due to the constant infringement of 

the PM into the domains that were earlier 

regarded to be the sole sphere linked to the 

performance management procedure, the 
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two literatures are more and more 

becoming similar. This development 

procedure of PM is represented in Fig. 3.  

This developmental procedure can be 

studied comprehensively (refer to Fig. 4) 

for both intra-organisational and inter-

organisational PM.  

 

 

Fig. 4. The evolution of intra-and inter-organisational performance measurement 

 

Overall both the kinds of PM have a 

similar base in PM suggestions, and a few 

of the inter-organisational PM structures 

have been employed in the inter-

organisational sphere (for instance 

balanced scorecard).  

On the other hand, inter-organisational PM 

(especially extended firm PM) is an 

intricate procedure compared to its 

counterpart that emphasises intrinsically as 

it (1) tries to combine two varying notions: 

PM and the EE ideas, for instance, thus 

resulting in the evolution of novel 

procedures (and linked issues) into the PM 

sphere; and (2) attempts to emphasise on 

extrinsic measuring ideas in addition to 

intrinsic measuring notions. 

If the developmental procedure of PM 

described previously is acknowledged, 

then several issues may continue to persist 

in the subject in the times to come. At the 

inter-organisational level, the more 

comprehensively recognised supply chain 
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PM dogma may lead to unequal 

advancement of PM systems at the intra-

organisational and inter-organisational 

levels to fulfil the needs of both intrinsic 

and extrinsic measurement tasks. 

Continual advancement of distinct 

measurement systems at this level may 

lead to repetition of data and information, 

and likely inconsistencies in merging the 

system together. At the lower level, the 

advancement of varied measurement 

systems may lead to the extra repetition 

and execution of several mismatched PM 

structures. Fig. 5 displays this procedure. 

The advancement at the PM systems level 

of a combined measurement technique 

leads to the employment of the idea of 

extended firm, which endorses the 

advancement of a single combined PM 

system that employs the minimal extent of 

structural and procedural PM structures as 

likely; refer to Fig. 6. The idea of extended 

firm PM was first supported by O’Neill 

and Sackett [69]; however it is yet one of 

the most unused facets of the extended 

firm notion. Surpassing the supply chain 

PM idea needs an extended firm thinking, 

which focuses a cooperative win-win 

strategy amongst particular supply chain 

associates, and it does not entirely rely on 

the zero-sum performance methods 

including outlays (i.e. lowest price) and 

time (i.e. fastest time), as endorsed by few 

of the analysts in the analysis above.  

Additionally, the latest approval in the 

outsourcing skills has had an un-

investigated influence on the extant PM 

systems in firms: for instance, the varied 

outsourcing has impacted performance 

methods and the undercurrents of the 

intrinsically-driven PM systems, and the 

capability of the PM system to 

successfully deal with and echo these 

modifications is not known.  
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Fig. 5. The evolution of supply chain performance measurement 
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More and more firms will be compelled to 

compute outsource abilities with extended 

firm PM, where the well-being of specific 

vendors and clients (both up and down 

stream) has more crucial significance.  

 

7. Conclusions 

 

The current study deals with what Marr 

and Schiuma [58] refer to as the “varied” 

organisation of literature related to PM, by 

offering an outline of the emergence of the 

notion of Pm, from its contemporary 

initiations to the different suggestions, 

structures and systems that have evolved 

under its backing. Additional 

developments of the PM literature are 

shown in inter-organisational PM studies, 

which is here dichotomised into supply 

chain PM and extended firm PM. Despite 

varying, the PM literature indicates 

oblivious inclination to combine with the 

distinct organisation of performance 

management research, as - all through its 

emergence it has influenced domains that 
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study impacts. The direct future of PM 

study may relatively develop in its inter-

organisational framework: since analysts 

are starting to identify the unfeasibility of 

creating an intra-organisational all-

inclusive PM answer [71], the focus is 

slowly moving to how inter-organisational 

PM will influence the study that has been 

conducted at the intra-organisational level; 

majority of the previous study may be 

useless as inter-organisational ideas may 

lead to mismatch with the present literature 

related to intra-organisational PM. The 

needs thus for future PM is an inter-

organisational PM policy – in all 

likelihood at the expanded firm level – that 

can successfully adapt to the present ( an 

preferred and employed) group of intra-

organisational PM advancements within its 

domain. In particular, a likely topic for 

future studies may comprise of responses 

to: 

 What impact has the latest rise to 

deal with several business 

functions under our power (and this 

under the direct impact of our PM 

system) as outsourced aspects (and 

thus can be computed merely by 

substitution, via inter-

organisational computation) had on 

the enterprise’s PM system.  

 Till what extent may we expand the 

intra-organisational PM systems to 

the inter-organisational supply 

chain prior to the methods failing 

and not really being computed? 

 What influence will the inter-

organisational PM system 

advancement have on the extant 

intra-organisational PM systems? 

Will there be a need to abandon 

them totally or can the inter-

organisational PM systems be 

developed to adjust for the extant 

intrinsic based systems? 

 What will be the impact of 

developing an inter-organisational 

PM by employing the systems 

thinking idea recommended by 

Holmberg [34]? Can a system be 

developed based on the 

(seemingly) opposite premise of 

divided enterprise-sized PM 

systems, which when combined 

together, develop a complete PM 

system? Can this system be 

developed in a scenario within the 
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extant supply chain of varied PM 

structures and PM systems being 

dynamically employed by the 

joining firms? 

 Is the balanced scorecard the 

obvious option for PM amongst 

firms? Can other structures be 

employed just as productively or is 

the notion of “balancing” methods 

the response for inter-

organisational PM? At this point it 

is stated by Zimmermann [80] 

while intra-organisational balanced 

scorecards sustain a” balance” 

amongst fiscal and non-fiscal 

performance methods, inter-

organisational balanced scorecards 

attempt to sustain a “balance” 

amongst intrinsic methods (i.e. the 

enterprise’s methods – “our” 

methods) and extrinsic methods 

(i.e. those that surpass the frontiers 

of the factory – in the supply 

chain).  As a result, there is a basic 

transformation in the thinking 

when the balanced scorecard is 

used in the supply chain. 

 What are the final boundaries for 

the PM field? Since PM and 

performance management come 

one behind another in a step by 

step procedure [51], how will  

inter-organisational performance 

management be apparent to 

augment the inter-organisational 

PM needs that are presently being 

created? 
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