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Abstract

If organizations cannot appraise their performance, they cannot manage their businesses. The traditional approach to
organizational performance has been to consider profitability, which is normally regarded as return on investment. However,
the study has provided a thorough view of organizational performance. Therefore, performance measurement literature has
been reviewed; which has focused on various approaches such as the performance prism, the balanced scorecard (BSC), the
performance pyramid, and the triple bottom line. The study has discussed the multi-dimensionality of organizational
performance and suggests that organizations need to incorporate both dimensions of organization's performance (subjective
and objective). The main purpose of the study was to provide a holistic view of various approaches with respect to
organizational performance.
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fyou ¢an measure performance, that means you ¢an manage the business, so performanc¢e measurement and

management are the two sides of the same ¢oin. A¢¢ording to Abu-Jarad, Yusof, and Nikbin (2010), one of the

important questions in business has been why some organizations su¢éeed, while the others fail.
Organization performance has been the most important issue for every organization, be it a profit or a not for-
profit organization. Defining, ¢oncéeptualizing, and measuring performance has not been an easy task.
Organizational performance, as a result, is des¢ribed as the extent a¢¢ording to whi¢h the organization is able to
meet the needs of its stakeholders and its own needs for survival. Therefore, performance is not suitably equated
with a Certain profit margin, a high market share, or having the best products, although these things may result
from fully achieving the des¢ription of performance.

Organizational performance is influenced by different factors that are combined in unique ways to both
in¢rease and detra¢t performance (Ramayah, Samat, & Lo, 2011). If organizations ¢annot appraise their
performance, they cannot manage their business. If organizations have to subsist and prosper in the ¢competitive
information age, they ought to use performance measurement systems derived from their strategies and
¢apabilities. Organizational performance is defined in terms of the ability of an organization to meet the
expectations of three main stakeholders ¢omprising of owners, employees, and ¢ustomers (Aluko, 2003).
According to Akroush and Al-Mohammad (2010), the ¢onstruét of organizational performance is composed of
three measures (the market, customer, and financ¢ial measures). However, the three market measures were used to
assess market performance in¢luding the organization's image, the organization's non-finan¢ial assets, and the
organization's ability to develop new services. Accordingly, three ¢ustomer measures were taken into
¢onsideration, which are: loyalty, ¢ustomer satisfaction, and the ability to attra¢t new ¢ustomers. Financéial
performance were measured using four finan¢ial components, that is, profitability, return on investment, market
share, and ¢ontribution to the organization's financ¢ial assets. He, Zhang, Li, and Piesse (2011) used a 21-item
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s¢ale to measure the respondents' assessment of the major dimensions of performance, namely financial
performance, market performance, ¢orporate social performance, and employee performance relative to major
¢ompetitors over the last finané¢ial year, rated on a 7 point s¢ale ranging from ‘poor’to ‘excellent’.

According to Uncles (2011), business performance is often taken as a dependent variable in majority of the
studies. Researchers have preferred to rely on measures of “relative performance,” but it means that the
assessment not only depends on relative measures, but also depends on whi¢h ¢ompetitors are ¢hosen (e.g., direct
or indire¢t competitors). Organizational performance is measured by four different items to mediate the extent to
whic¢h the organization is performing better than its competitors in terms of sales growth, profitability, ¢ash
turnover, risk management, and financial goal achievement (Hsiao, Chen,& Chang, 2011 ; Vytla¢il, 2010).
Measures of firm performance frequently include bottom-line, finan¢ial indi¢ators such as sales, profits, ¢ash
flow, return on equity, and growth. It is paramount to spe¢ify how an organization compares with its industry
¢ompetitors when assessing organizational performance. Hence, it is signifi¢ant to use an industry ¢comparison
approach when making firm performance assessments for organizations sampled from a wide variety of
industries (Allen & Helms, 2006). Consequently, performance appraisal is the signifi¢ant determinant of
performanc¢e management, which in turn affects the organizational performance (Indradevi, 2012).

The Multidimensionality of Organizational Performance

In studies of organizations, performance sometimes appears as an independent variable, but it is more likely to
appear on the left-hand side of the equation as a dependent variable. This emphasis is most explicit in the field of
organizational strategy, whic¢h is often defined as having organizational performance as its primary focus, but the
idea that performance is to be predi¢ted, understood, and shaped is commonplace throughout the field (March &
Sutton, 1997). The traditional approach to organizational performance assessment has been to consider
profitability, whic¢h is often regarded as return on investment. However, many researchers and academicians have
questioned the validity of return on investment as the sole ex¢lusive indic¢ator of business performance. One
major objection to the use of this proc¢edure is that short-term profits ¢an be enhanced at the expense of long-term
growth (Kroeger, 2007). Organizational performance is multidimensional in nature, because it has several
dimensions such as financ¢ial and non-financial. However, organizations often rely on profitability, but this is not
limited to profitability only. As a matter of fact, there are subjective measures, whi¢h need to be taken into
¢onsideration.

There are various frameworks such as the balan¢ed s¢ore¢ard (BSC), which is multidimensional in nature, as it
focuses on both financ¢ial and non-finan¢ial performance. However, the balanée s¢ore ¢ard (BSC) ignores the role
that various stakeholders have in the suc¢cess and failure of an organization. Therefore, the performance prism is
an attempt to over¢ome this problem by in¢orporating more multidimensional views of performance as it focuses
on five dimensions such as stakeholders' satisfaction, strategies, processes, Capabilities, and stakeholders'
¢ontribution (Neely, Adams, & Kennerley, 2002). Consequently, performanée pyramid provides a
¢omprehensive view by highlighting the dimensionality as it ¢overs both external effe¢tiveness and internal
effi¢ciency (Lyn¢h & Cross, 1991). Organizational performance is multidimensional; it is advantageous to
integrate different dimensions of performance, in¢luding financial and non-financéial indicators in empirical
studies (Fox, 2005).

Organizational performance and organizational effectiveness are used inter¢changeably; the former ¢aptures
organizational outéomes in three domains: Produét performance, financial performance, and shareholders'
returns ; whereas, the latter is broader and ¢overs outéomes specifi¢ to effi¢ient operations. On the other hand, the
balan¢ed s¢orecard methodology, widely employed by many firms as instruments for internal management
¢ontrol, ¢ontributes to the inérease in awareness to issues related to effectiveness rather than to performance
(Alexandru, 2012). There are various ¢onceptualizations with respect to the valuation of the organization. It has
been suggested that there are two measures to assess the performance, that is, effi¢iency and effectiveness. For
suppliers, managers, and investors, these two terms may be synonymous; however, each of these terms have their
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own meanings. Effi¢ien¢y deals with the input - output relationship, but the effectiveness is ¢con¢erned with sales,
output, value added éreation, and innovation (Bartusevi¢ien¢ & Sakalyté, 2013). Consequently, a dual nature of
organizational performance can be ascertained in terms of efficiency or effectiveness. Measures of efficiency
have a cost-benefit focus, comprising a ratio of some inputs and outputs, such as return on assets, return on equity,
and other financial ratios. However, the measures of effectiveness have a revenue generation focus and are
measured by variables such as market share, sales, and so forth (Katou, 2008 ; Wang & Ahmed, 2003). Kuo and Ye
(2010) suggested that due to the multidimensionality of organizational performance and effectiveness, scholars
have assessed the overall organizational performance through a number of different combinations of dimensions.

Models of the Performance Measurement System

Researc¢h on performancée measurement has gone through several phases during the last 30 years. In the 1970s,
researchers examined how organizations used management ac¢ounting systems, especially budgeting as tools for
performance measurement. In the 1980s, the fo¢us was put essentially on the budgeting proc¢ess and its impact on
performance (Gosselin, 2005). Ac¢cording to Gosselin (2005), the sCope of research on performance
measurement began to broaden in the beginning of the 1990s . There are three perspectives of organizational
performance: (a) a goal approach, in which the performance is defined by goal attainment, (b) a systems resource
approach, in whi¢h performance is defined by an organization's ability to secure s¢arée and valued resources, and
(c) a process approach, in whi¢h performance is defined in terms of the behavior of organization parti¢ipants
(Murphy, Sepehri, & Werner, 2013).

The performanc¢e measurement system is defined as the procéess of quantifying the effectiveness and effi¢iency
of actions (Zeglat, Alrawabdeh, Almadi, & Shrafat, 2012 ). A¢¢ording to Shahzad, Lugman, Khan, and Shabbir
(2012) , “It is very important for organizations to make the performanée measurement system to evaluate the
performance of the employees, which is very helpful to evaluating the achievement of organizational goals and in
developing strategi¢ plans for the organizations” (p.979). This seétion is an attempt to study some widely used
performance measurement systems:

< TheTriple Bottom Line Approach : The term 'triple bottom line approach' was developed by Elkington (1997).
However, Elkington ¢oined the term in 1994. A¢¢ording to Norman and M¢Donald, there are, in fact, very few
references to the term before this date, and many ¢laim that Elkington ¢oined it. In the last three or four years, the
term has spread like wildfire. The Internet sear¢h engine, Google, returns roughly 25,200 web pages that mention
the term. The phrase “Triple Bottom Line” also o¢¢ured in 67 arti¢les in the Finan¢ial Times in the year pre¢eding
June 2002 (2003, p. 2). A¢¢ording to Jackson, Boswell, and Davis (2011) , triple bottom line is a so¢ietal and
ecological agreement between the community and businesses. In presenting information about the company's
impact on issues impacting sustainability, there will be both positive and negative items that emerge. Triple
bottom line reporting in¢orporates presenting what the business is doing well, along with areas that need
improvement (2011, p.56).

Fauzi, Svensson, and Rahman (2010) examined that ¢orporate performance is not only limited to the finanéial
aspect, but also to the environmental and social ones. The ¢omprehension of two additional components in
measurement and evaluation of ¢orporate performance ¢an be better known by the fa¢t that responsibility of an
organization is not only generating eCconomi¢ welfare (i.e. profit), but also responsibility towards the society (i.e.
people) and the environment (i.e. planet). However, these components are often ¢alled the “three Ps” of the triple
bottom line approac¢h. Ac¢cording to Elkington's triple bottom line approach, organizational performance is
divided into three parameters, that is, e€conomi¢ prosperity (e.g. profit), environmental quality (e.g. planet), and
social justice/equity (e.g. people) (as ¢ited in Sherman, 2012). There are a large numbers of studies whic¢h have
employed the triple bottom line approach (e.g. Ar¢hel, Fernandez, & Larrinaga, 2008 ; Christen, Shepheard,
Meyer, Jayawardane, & Fairweather, 2006 ; Dixon & Clifford, 2007 ; Ekwueme, Egbunike, & Onyali, 2013 ;
Elkington, 1997; Giovanni, 2012 ; Glaser, 2006 ; Granados & Gamez, 2010; Majid & Koe, 2012 ; Meijer &
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S¢huyt, 2005 ; Milne, Ball, & Gray, 2013 ; Nganwa, 2002; Sridhar, 2012a; Sridhar, 2012b ; Tsolakis, 2004;
Wexler, 2009).

< The Balanced Scorecard (BSC) Approach : A¢¢ording to Malmi, “In 1992, Robert S. Kaplan of Harvard
S¢hool of Business and his asso¢iate David Norton developed the Balan¢ed S¢ore¢ard (BSC) approach. The
Balan¢ed S¢ore Card (BSC) was initially deséribed as a performanée measurement system ¢ontaining both
finan¢ial and non-finanéial measures” (2011, p.208). Traditionally, organizations used to measure their
performance on the basis of short-term finan¢ial measures; however, the balanc¢ed s¢ore¢ard (BSC) approach
extends the measurement of performance to ¢ustomer, internal processes, learning, and growth needs of their
people (Chavan, 2009). Organizational performance entirely ¢ould be estimated in many ways, with finan¢ial and
non-financ¢ial indicators. There are various approaches to organizational performanc¢e measurement, which
in¢lude different stakeholder's perspectives.

The balan¢ed s¢ore¢ard (BSC) is a performanée management tool for measuring whether small-sc¢ale
operational activities of a company are aligned with its large-scale objectives in terms of vision and strategy and
in¢ludes four perspectives: financial, Customer, internal processes, and innovation and learning perspective (e.g.
Chen & Mohamed, 2008; Rasula, BosiljVuksié¢, & Stemberger, 2012). Purbey, Mukherjee, and Bhar (2007)
suggested that the balan¢ed séore¢ard approach links different components of business performance
measurement to organizational strategy and integrates four important perspectives. However, the balan¢ed s¢ore
¢ard (BSC) has been ¢riti¢ized for ignoring the stakeholder's interests su¢h as ¢ompetitors, regulators, and
suppliers (e.g. Atkinson, Waterhouse, & Wells, 1997 ; Metawie & Gilman, 2005; Neely, 1995). The balanced
s¢ore ¢ard (BSC) approach is based on four perspeétives:

(1) The financial perspective,

(2) Internal business process perspective,
(3) Innovation and learning perspective and,
(4) Customer perspective.

(1) The Financial Perspective: A¢¢ording to Kaplan and Norton (1996), financ¢ial performance measures define
the long term objectives of the business unit. While most businesses will emphasize profitability objectives,
businesses with many products in the early stage of their life Cy¢le ¢an stress rapid growth objectives and mature
businesses may emphasize maximizing ¢ash flow .

(2) The Internal Business Process Perspective: This perspective focuses on internal pro¢esses which will have
the greatest impact on ¢ustomer satisfaction and on achieving organization's finanéial objectives (Abran &
Buglione, 2002).

(3) The Innovation and Learning Perspective: A¢¢ording to the Balanc¢ed Scorecard Institute (n.d.), the
innovation and learning perspective in¢ludes employee training and ¢orporate ¢ultural attitudes related to both
individual and ¢orporate self-improvement. In a knowledge-worker organization, people- the only repository of
knowledge- are the main resource. In the ¢urrent ¢limate of rapid te¢chnological ¢hange, it is be¢oming neéessary
for knowledge workers to be in a ¢ontinuous learning mode.

(4) The Customer Perspective: This perspective inc¢ludes results of customer surveys, customer profitability, and
sales from repeat ¢ustomers (Lipe & Salterio, 2000). Kaplan and Norton (2001) defined the customer's
perspective as the strategy for ¢reating value and differentiation from the perspective of the ¢ustomer. The studies
whi¢h have employed the balanced s¢orecard (BSC) approach as a part of their resear¢h in¢lude the following
authors ( Abran & Buglione, 2002 ; Chavan, 2009 ; Chen & Mohamed, 2008 ; Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Kaplan &
Norton, 2001; Lipe & Salterio, 2000; Malmi, 2001; Makkar and Kumar, 2011 ; Purbey et al., 2007; Rasula et al.,
2012).
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Figure 1. The Performance Pyramid
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Reprinted from G.P. Kurien & M.N. Qureshi (2011). Study of performance measurement practices in
supply chain management. International Journal of Business, Management and Social Sciences, 2 (4),
19-34.

Performance Pyramids

The performanée pyramid was developed by Lync¢h and Cross in 1991, which in¢ludes a hierar¢hy of financial
and non-financ¢ial performanc¢e measures. The notion of the performance pyramid is to link an organization's
strategy with its operations. This pyramid in¢ludes four levels of objectives that cover the organization's external
effectiveness (left side of the pyramid) and its internal effi¢iency (right side of the pyramid) as shown in the
Figure 1. The development of the organization's performance pyramid starts with defining the corporate vision at
the first level, which is then transformed into individual business units. Consequently, the se¢ond level starts with
business units, that is, short term strategies of profitability and ¢ash flows and long term strategies of market
position and growth (market and financial). The third level starts with the business operating system which
in¢ludes ¢ustomer satisfaction, flexibility, and productivity. Finally, four main performance measures (quality,
delivery, ¢y¢le time, and waste) are used at different work ¢enters and departments on a daily basis.

Purbey et al. (2007) ¢on¢luded that the performance pyramid system monitors performance at various levels of
an organization, as it makes distin¢t differences between measures that are of concern to external parties such as
quality, delivery, and ¢ustomer satisfaction, and measures that are ¢on¢erned within the business suc¢h as
products, wastes, and Cyc¢le time. Ac¢cording to Metawie and Gilman, “It does not, however, provide any
mechanisms to identify key performance indicators, nor does it explicitly integrate the ¢onéept of ¢ontinuous
improvement. It should be also noted that the system has not been empiri¢ally tested” (2005, p.6).
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The Performance Prism

The Performance Prism was developed in ¢ollaboration between Centre for Business Performance at Cranfield
S¢hool of Management and the Proc¢ess Exc¢ellence Core Capability Group of Anderson Consulting (Neely,
Adams & Kennerley, 2002) in 2002. With the advent of the performance prism, a number of organizations have
started applying this framework to test its applicability in the field. A¢¢ording to Neely et al., (2001), “The
performance prism is a se¢ond generation measurement framework designed to assist performan¢e measurement
selection- the vital process of picking the right measures” (p. 6). In ac¢ordanc¢e with O'Boyle & Hassan (2013),
the designers of this model use the word 'Prism’ in its title to establish a ¢onnection between performance
management and the fact that a prism is a device that refracts light. A prism ¢an reveal the hidden elements behind
something as apparently simple as white light. There are ample studies whi¢h have used the performance prism in
their research (e.g. Kurien & Qureshi, 2011 ; Neely, Adams, & Crowe, 2001; Neely et al., 2002; O'Boyle &
Hassan, 2013 ; Purbey et al., 2007). The performance prism proposes that a performanée management system
need to be ¢oordinated around five different perspectives of business performance :

(1) Stakeholders' Satisfaction : Who are stakeholders, what are their needs? Organizations exist to deliver value
to their stakeholders. Therefore, stakeholders will in¢lude investors, suppliers, employees, ¢ustomers, and
regulators.

(2) Strategies : According to Neely et al. (2002), strategies are required to fulfil the needs and desires of
stakeholders. Having first de¢ided what respective stakeholders' wants and needs are, executives must then
dec¢ide whether and to what extent they will prioritize their satisfaction in the strategies which the organization
develops to deliver the requisite stakeholder 'value' (whilst also ensuring that its own requirements are satistied
too). Delivery of long term stakeholder value ¢an be viewed as the 'destination,' whilst strategy ¢an be viewed as
the ¢hosen route to achieve that destination.

(3) Processes : What are the processes required to allow our strategies to be delivered ? Many organizations
¢onceive their business processes consisting of four different ¢ategories: Development of produéts and services,
generation of demand for them, fulfillment of demand for them, and overall planning and management of an
organization, with eac¢h ¢ategory ¢orroborated by different sub-processes (Neely etal., 2002).

(4) Capabilities : The ¢ombination of people, practice, teChnology, and infrastru¢ture together ensures the
execution of organizations' business proc¢esses (Kurien & Qureshi, 2011). Pro¢esses ¢annot work on their own,
they need certain poli¢ies and pro¢edures about the way things are done. However, the ¢apabilities are the
¢ombinations of infrastructure, people, teChnology, and people that represent the organizations' ¢apability to
¢reate value for stakeholders (Neely et al., 2002).

(5) Stakeholder Contributions : It must be kept in mind that for every stakeholder, there is a quid pro quo
(something for something) - what organization needs from stakeholders and what stakeholders needs from an
organization (Neely etal., 2002).

Subjective Versus Objective Measures of Performance

The measure of performance may be objective (available in financial statements) or perceived/subjective. The
use of subjective measure is a common practice in strategy-related research when financial statements data are
unavailable, or they do not allow for a¢¢urate comparisons amongst firms (Protogerou, Caloghirou, & Lioukas,
2012). A¢céording to Carley and Lin, “there are many indicators of performance, with little agreement as to whi¢h
is the best indi¢ator” (1997, p. 985). A¢cording to Walker, “relying on subjective (rather than objeétive) measures
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appears to be justified based on extensive prior research, which reports a strong ¢orrelation between subjective
assessments of organizational performance and their objective ¢ounterparts" (2001, p.144). Performance in an
organization ¢an be measured in two main ways: subjeétive and objective. Subjeétive measures are based on
opinion or estimates provided by the respondents, who usually are asked to assess company performance (Narver
& Slater, 1990). Objective measures are based on independently observable facts either by asking respondents to
report absolute values or by a¢¢essing se¢ondary sources (Kohli, Jaworski, & Kumar, 1993). Gosselin (2005)
¢oncluded that the use of objective finan¢ial measures are more prominent in manufacturing firms. It has also
been reported that the implementation of other approaches like integrated performance measurement systems
and balanc¢e scoreCard are very low. However, there is a need to understand effectively how different
organizations design and implement their performance measurement systems and how they are supposed to
better their ompetence in terms of organizational performance.

Jaafreh & Al-abedallat (2013), “¢lassified the organizational performance into five ¢ategories: Customer
evaluation of product and services, human resource result, supplier and partner performance, finan¢ial and
market result, and organizational effectiveness results” ( p.99). Rose, Kumar, and Ibrahim (2008) ¢on¢luded that
organizational performance is affected by external eConomi¢ factors ; subjective measures may be more
appropriate than objective measures. There are two main reasons for using subjective performance measures:
First, subjective measures are often preferred bec¢ause of difficulties of ¢ollecting objecétive performance data
from small firms. Se¢ond, there is a ¢orrelation between subjective and objeétive measures of performance (Tsai,
Edwards, & Sengupta, 2010). Business performance has been divided into finanéial (profit, profit growth, sales
growth, after tax return on assets, share prices, after tax return on sales, and industry leadership) and non-finan¢ial
(Future outlook, overall response to competition, and success rate in new product launc¢hes) indicators, whi¢h
provides a ¢lear picture of an organization (Mahmoodsalehi & Jahanyan, 2009).

Business performance is a broader ¢oncept enCompassing both financial performan¢e and operational
performance indicators. It is defined in both financial and non-finané¢ial ¢ontext; finanéial indicators of the
performance of an organization are the return on investment (ROI) and return on assets, and non-financial
indi¢ators like product or servi¢e quality, market share, ustomer loyalty, and ¢ustomer satisfaction (Zaman,
Javaid, Arshad, & Bibi, 2012 ). Consequently, marketing performance is divided into two dimensions of finan¢ial
and non-finan¢ial indi¢ators; financ¢ial indi¢ators in¢lude profit, revenue, and return on investment (ROI), and
non-finan¢ial indi¢ators ¢onsist of market share, sales volume, customer satisfaction, and ¢ustomer loyalty (e.g.
Allen & Helms, 2006 ; Al-Saeed, Rajamohan, & Upadhya, 2010 ; Dess & Robinson, 1984; Lakhal, 2009).
According to Vytlacil (2010), the use of subjective measures allows a standard way to assess performance within
organizations across different manufac¢turing sectors charaéterized by varying standards of performance and
business objectives. Organizational performance measures frequently focus on “hard” finan¢ial indicators, su¢h
as return on investment and share pri¢e, however, such measures were not considered suffi¢ient to determine the
effectiveness of an organization. Additionally, many of these measures are more applicable to private, for-profit
organizations than the publi¢ seétor. Therefore, “soft” indicators indi¢ating employee satisfaction, morale, and
attitudes along with “hard” indicators ¢an together measure the organizational effectiveness (Lai, 2012 ;
Sitlington & Marshall, 2011).

Discussion

In management research, various indi¢ators, both eConomi¢ (objeétive) and non-e¢onomic (subjeétive), have
emerged to measure organizational performancée. However, it has been diffic¢ult to operationalize the ¢oncept of
performance and there is a lack of ¢onsensus regarding the measures of performance in the management field.
Measurement of organizational performance is a ¢ontroversial topi¢. This debate is associated with traditional
financ¢ial/e¢onomi¢ measures, for example, return on investment, profit, growth, and returns sales (Leitao &
Franco,2010).

Performance is the re¢urrent theme in most bran¢hes of management, in¢luding strategi¢ management, and it
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is of interest to both academi¢ s¢holars and practi¢ing managers (Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1986). The
traditional approach to business performance assessment has been to ¢onsider profitability, whi¢h is normally
regarded as return on investment. However, many researchers have questioned the validity of return on
investment as the sole indicator of business performance. The biggest objection to the use of this ¢riterion is that
short-term profits ¢an be enhanced at the expense of long-term growth (Kroeger, 2007). Therefore, it is important
for the organizations to ¢onsider performance from a multi-dimensional point of view. Hence, resear¢hers and
academicians should in¢orporate both subjective as well as objeétive measures of performance.

Managerial Implications

Managers should not only rely on objective measures, but they need to ¢onsider the subjective measures of
business performance as well. A¢ademic¢ians and researchers ¢an capitalize from these different performance
management systems such as the triple bottom line approach, performance prism, performance pyramid, and
balanced sc¢orecard approach in order to gain the ¢ompetitive advantage. A¢¢ording to Homburg, Artz, &
Wieseke (2010), “Managers who design their performanée measurement system with the intention of inéreasing
marketing alignment should focus first on improving the strategy fit of performan¢e measures and then on
providing ¢ause-and effect-relationships™ (p.72).

Conclusion

The paper has focused on various approaches to organizational performance, including balan¢ed s¢orecard
(BSCQ), triple bottom line, performance pyramids, and performance prism. However, it has been observed that a
majority of the studies have failed to highlight the holisti¢ view of performan¢e management. Nevertheless,
highlighting and validating these management approaches is an important agenda for future research at both the
empiri¢al and theoretical level (Ri¢hards, Devinney, Yip, & Johnson, 2008). The most widely used performance
measurement system is the balan¢ed s¢orecard (BSC), whi¢h provides a stru¢tured approach for describing
improvement opportunities and threats, and transforming an organization's strategy into goals. However, there
are other competing frameworks like the performance prism (Neely et al., 2002), performance pyramid (Lyn¢h &
Cross, 1991), and the triple bottom line approach, whi¢h have gained much attention of academicians and
researchers in the management field. However, the triple bottom line approach has been a revolutionary non-
financial reporting approach that organizations have ¢ertainly ac¢epted into their Culture (Sridhar, 2012a).

There is a paucity of resear¢h with regards to the triple bottom line approach, performance pyramid, and
performance prism, because there are a few number of empirical studies whi¢h have fo¢used on these frameworks
separately (Elkington, 1997; Lyn¢h & Cross, 1991; Neely etal., 2001). The performance prism model attempts to
differentiate itself from other related frameworks such as the balanc¢ed s¢ore¢ard (BSC) approach by providing an
unequaled perspective on a measuring system that ¢an ultimately be a¢quired as a way of operating within an
industry instead of just measuring the performance of an organization. However, the balan¢ed s¢orecard (BSC)
approach is only limited to four dimensions such as finanée, customers, internal proc¢esses, and innovation and
learning. That is why different management studies tend to fo¢us on narrower aspects of performance rather than
tackling the issues with respect to the organizational effectiveness (Alexandru, 2012).

As aconclusion, it neglects the role that various stakeholders of an organization have in de¢iding the failure or
success of its strategic objectives (O'Boyle & Hassan, 2013). Despite the fact that the implementation of various
performanc¢e management systems has been greatly recommended in literature, but still, organizations are relying
on traditional finané¢ial measures (Gosselin, 2005).

Limitations of the Study and Scope for Future Research
Several limitations of the study provide additional research opportunities. The paper has fo¢used less on s¢ale

Prabandhan : Indian Journal of Management « May 2014 41



development of organizational performance as there is paucity of research in s¢ale development in business
performance. Hence, there is a great need to empirically validate the organizational performance sc¢ale. Future
researches need to ¢onsider the multidimensionality of organizational performance as there is a dearth of
empiri¢al studies whi¢h have foc¢used on the multidimensionality of performanée. Researchers ¢an also
empirically validate the frameworks su¢h as performance pyramid, performance prism, and the triple bottom line
approach in future research studies.
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