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Abstract: By 2030, the new Egypt will achieve a competitive and knowledge-based economy, 

characterised by social integration with a balanced ecosystem, benefiting from strategic 

location and human capital to achieve sustainable development. Consequently, prospective 

researchers are encouraged to focus on implementing the roadmap of Egypt’s 2030 strategy 

intended to be achieved for not only limited success but also continuous success (i.e. reliable 

implementation).  

 

This paper seeks to focus on Egypt’s business outlook specifically in the areas of responsible 

management with their leadership approaches and as well their satisfactions, employee 

empowerment and their satisfaction. This demonstrates the government dimension. The aim, 

as planned in the strategy of 2030, will definitely help achieve a high level of satisfaction of 

the people of Egypt. In other words, achieving high satisfaction levels for all employees and 

managers of the government (employees and managers) will lead to achieving high levels of 

satisfaction for the people of Egypt (customers).  Hence this paper suggests the design and 

implementation of a three-dimensional performance measurement framework based on 

satisfying the needs of employees (Es), management team (Ms) as the internal dimensions of 

the Government and the customers (Cs) dimension of the People of Egypt as the external 

dimension of the Government.  

 

In their famous four-perspective Balance Scorecard framework (BSC), Kaplan and Norton 

(1992) put the employees as an explicit perspective indirectly indicating that the management 

and employees, being human elements, have the same focus and interest. This paper, however, 

argues that, although employees and management represent the human element within the 

organisation’s internal affairs, it is not necessarily true that they have the same factors of 

satisfaction. This paper recognizes the fact that the management dimension—an important 

success dimension—if not analysed, defined and studied properly, will be missing. Thus, this 

paper addresses this dimension explicitly, and deals with it separately from the employees’ 

dimension, hence making a significant difference from the BSC. Additionally, in this work the 

components of the employee, management and the customer dimensions produce thirteen 

different factors influencing their behaviour and satisfaction (4 employees, 5 management and 

4 customers). They are presented in more detail and displayed in a new ICO (Input, Conversion, 

and Output) process to produce three quantitative indicators (Es%, Ms% and Cs%), which is 

not addressed as such in the BSC. Moreover, as different from the BSC, the model suggested 
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in this work employs the modified management grid and the efficient frontier as developed by 

Nobel Laureate Markowitz (1952) to produce a set of attainable satisfaction performance 

packages from which managers can select the efficient mix of satisfaction values of the three 

dimensions. The BSC framework does not address this mix and does not offer a clear numerical 

integration of its four perspectives, thus not providing an overall value of the performance level 

of the organisation. Following the famous saying that we can't effectively manage what we 

don't measure, this work produces a numerical value for performance assessment by which 

managers can review their designed system and make necessary adjustments, thus highlighting 

another important difference from the BSC.  

 

This work proposes three interrelated dimensions that represent two main perspectives. The 

internal perspective includes the employees’ and the management’s dimensions and the 

external perspective including the customers’ dimension. In this context, the term “customers” 

is used to refer to any entity external to the organisation. This paper aims to design a 

performance measurement tool that transforms qualitative satisfaction factors and measures 

into quantitative indicators that produces numerical satisfaction values of the three dimensions. 

The traditional management grid approach, with enhancement, is used with the efficient 

frontier analysis to select the efficient satisfaction performance package (Es%, Ms%, Cs%) 

needed to achieve an overall high-performance value. 

 

Additionally, the numerical case study at the end of this paper justifies the usefulness of this 

numerical framework in finding the best value of performance to be implemented by the 

organisation for satisfying not only customers and employees, as in the traditional BSC, but 

also the management team. This is believed to be a unique approach that is not covered in detail 

in literature and is considered the strength of this work. 

 

The rationale behind the designed performance measurement framework can be seen in 

developing a long-term sight by organisational management to work on satisfying their 

employees as well themselves. Thus, when managers involve staff in decisions about their 

work, encourage their collaboration, and demonstrate recognition, people respond in a positive 

way. Thus by focusing on the learning and growth of staff, trust in them, sharing of knowledge 

with them and dissemination of information to them, this leads to: 1-Ensuring good internal 

business processes, which leads to 2- Good outcomes which in turn results in 3- Satisfied and 

loyal employees (the employees dimension), which leads to 4- Satisfied management, board of 

directors and shareholders (the management dimension), which leads to 5- Satisfied customers 

(the customers dimension), which ultimately leads to 6- Increased returns, reputation and long 

term work load to the organisation. 

 

Finally, if this research on organisations and their customers will be addressed as proposed in 

this work, then in wider application, the paper can give idea to the Government of Egypt with 

their officials personal to implement this approach to ensure the satisfaction levels to the people 

of Egypt (customers) as well satisfy their needs as Government with two main dimension 

management and employees. Thus, achieving a win-win situation that ensures continuous 

success and reliable performance in all governmental systems and bodies by 2030 and beyond. 

 

Keywords: Egypt’s 2030 strategy, high satisfaction level, performance measurement 

framework, ICO (Input, Conversion, and Output) management grid efficient frontier analysis 

satisfaction performance package (Es%, Ms%, Cs%) 
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Introduction 

Over the past number of years, organisations have increasingly recognized the need to 

develop and deploy performance measurement systems. However, the question here is: how 

an organisation should design its performance measurement framework and who should be 

included as participants in making the system working and ensure the success of the 

implementation of this framework? The answer is not a straight forward one as a number of 

beneficiaries are involved; employees and management team within the organisation 

boundary and customers or other external entities outside the organisation boundary. It can 

be debated here that there is no difference between managers and employees in the context 

of organisational analysis, as managers and employees represent the human dimension of the 

organisation. Yet there is a big difference in needs, concern, focus and satisfaction of 

managers than those of other subordinates’ employees. As Allan (2000) put it: “management 

should care for the enemies-within”. He also addressed that poor employee relations are not 

consistent with motivated people. This has been proved to be true by observation of actual 

practice and from existing literature (Holloway et al., 1995, and Simons, 2000). This also 

comes in agreement with Zairi and Jarrar (2000) who mentioned that the main reason for 

managers to use data from the performance management system is to influence the behaviour 

of subordinate managers and employees. De Waal (2003) added that performance can be 

considered an outcome of both organisational and human activities. Thus, any performance 

management system which fails to address the human element needs will be deemed 

unsatisfactory by the stakeholders and will put more pressure on the organisation to change 

the system designed. Hence, managers need to recognize the different satisfaction factors in 

and out the organisation. In this sense, substantial bodies of literature explore how key 

constructs such as customer satisfaction (Parasuraman et al., 1990); employee satisfaction 

(Beer et al., 1978); innovation (House and Price, 1991); and productivity (Sumanth, 1985) 

can be measured. This paper argues that a more effective approach is to consider the aims 

and satisfaction factors of each group of stakeholders initially and then design a framework 

that recognizes and integrates those factors into a system of performance in order for suitable 

measures to be developed. 
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Customer Satisfaction Versus Employees Satisfaction – The Traditional 

Thinking 

The relationship between employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction has always been a 

traditional thinking approach for assessing organisational performance. Many researchers have 

found a direct connection between employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction. This is 

often evident when it comes to customer service. This is due to the fact that satisfied employees 

usually have more energy and feel more motivated to perform their jobs properly. Employee’s 

lack of motivation may become clear to the customer. In addition to putting only minimal effort 

into helping customers, some dissatisfied employees may even speak or behave impolitely, 

which in turn translates into disappointed and dissatisfied customers. On the other hand, if 

employees feel as an important dimension of their organisational success, employees often 

consider it more important to help establish customer loyalty and devotion. Moreover, 

employees are typically more concerned with improving their performance when they feel 

satisfied at work and well rewarded and recognised. As a result, they are then more committed 

to satisfying customers and helping their organisation succeed. When employees feel that their 

opinions are valued, they will put more effort into suggesting ways to improve products and 

services, which can lead to greater customer satisfaction. Even if their suggestions are not 

implemented, just knowing their opinions matter make employees feel as if they are an 

important fruitful dimension of their organisation, which in turn might encourage them to put 

extra effort into performing well and contribute positively in the success of their organisation. 

Customer Satisfaction Versus Organisational Satisfaction – The Proposed 

Thinking 

The previous argument seems to be true when measuring performance of organisations. 

However, there is a missing dimension that is overlooked when developing a performance 

system that aims to satisfy the customer as well as achieve the organisation’s goals and 

satisfaction. This missing dimension is the management dimension. It is not necessary that 

managers have the same interest as their employees. Hence organisational decision makers 

should not overlook this dimension.  They should study it well and attempt to integrate this 

missing dimension with the employees’ dimension to form a one-purpose, one-focus of the 

organisation with its main human components—employees and managers. This is the main 

focus of this work; hence a three-dimensional performance framework is proposed in the next 

sections. 



   

Egypt’s Future Outlook: The Search for a New Balances [BAEPS Conference: November 24, 2020]   5 

 

Qualitative Versus Quantitative Satisfaction-Performance Approaches 

Questions have been raised as to the role customer satisfaction actually plays in 

organisational performance. These questions include (i) whether customer satisfaction is 

critical to firm performance (Beckers, S. F (2017), Kumar 2016), (ii) whether satisfaction is 

more critical to selected performance metrics than others (Bharadwaj and Mitra 2016), and 

(iii) whether the satisfaction-performance field itself is not effective (Fornell et al. 2016, 

Bendle and Butt (2018)). Bharadwaj and Mitra (2016) further question whether the next 

performance studies can effectively address research issues related to customer versus 

organisation performance. They also question whether other missing issues might be 

overlooked when primary research is focused on bringing closure to the customer satisfaction 

metric. They also question whether the area could benefit from a numerical analysis of the 

satisfaction-performance evidence. To that end, a numerical-analysis would provide needed 

insights on important missing issues of satisfaction-performance effects. A numerical 

analysis would also provide a needed empirical baseline for positioning and motivating 

future research on the satisfaction-performance relationship that would include examinations 

of satisfaction’s factors with regard to the organisation and its customers. Hence, a numerical 

quantitative approach is needed to couple with the qualitative approaches to achieve the aim 

of not only satisfying the customers but also satisfying the organisation with its main 

components, employees and managers, which is the aim of this study. 

Significance and Justification for this Work  

In their famous four-perspective Balance Scorecard framework (BSC), Kaplan and Norton 

(1992) put the employees as an explicit perspective indirectly indicating that the management 

and employees, being human elements, have the same focus and interest. This paper, 

however, argues that although employees and management represent the human element 

within the organisation internal affairs, they do not necessarily have the same factors of 

satisfaction. It recognizes the fact that if the management dimension is not analysed, defined 

and studied properly, an important success dimension will be missing. Thus, this paper 

addresses this dimension explicitly, and deals with it separately from the employees’ 

dimension, hence making a significant difference from the BSC. Additionally, in this work 

the components of the employee, management and the customer dimensions produce thirteen 

different factors influencing their behaviour and satisfaction (4 employees, 5 management 

and 4 customers). These factors are presented in more detail and displayed in a new ICO 

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11747-019-00657-7#ref-CR52
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11747-019-00657-7#ref-CR11
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11747-019-00657-7#ref-CR33
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11747-019-00657-7#ref-CR11
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(Input, Conversion, and Output) process to produce three quantitative indicators—Employee 

percentage (Es%, Management percentage (Ms%), and Customer percentage (Cs%), which 

is not addressed as such in the BSC. Moreover, as different from the BSC, the model 

suggested in this work employs the modified management grid and the efficient frontier as 

developed by Nobel Laureate Markowitz (1952) to produce a set of attainable satisfaction 

performance packages from which managers can select the efficient mix of satisfaction 

values of the three dimensions. The BSC framework does not address this mix, and does not 

offer a clear numerical integration of its four perspectives, thus not providing an overall value 

of the performance level of the organisation. Following the famous saying that we cannot 

effectively manage what we do not measure, this work produces a numerical value for 

performance assessment by which managers can review their designed system and make 

necessary adjustments, thus highlighting another important difference from the BSC. 

Additionally, the numerical case study at the end of this paper justifies the usefulness of this 

numerical framework in finding the best value of performance to be implemented by the 

organisation for satisfying not only customers and employees, as in the traditional BSC, but 

also the management team. This is believed to be a unique approach that is not covered in 

detail in literature and is considered the strength of this work. 

A Three Dimensional Performance Measurement Framework Approach 

From the literature review of work done in the area of performance measurement and 

management (e.g. see, Kaplan and Norton, 1992; Ittner and Larcker, 1998; Neely et al, 2002; 

Bourne et al., 2003) it became apparent that the success and sustainability of the designed 

performance management system (PMS) depends on the method of measurement employed 

in the organisation. However, it is widely accepted that business performance is a multi-

faceted concept (Neely, 1999) and should be realized that performance exists in multiple 

dimensions and for multiple purposes. This study considers the different aspects of 

performance as dimensions, each of which provides one axis of a three dimensional matrix 

of performance measurement system into which a framework is assembled as shown later in 

Figure 4. 

Dimensions of Performance in Organisations 

This work proposes three interrelated dimensions that represent two main perspectives. The 

internal perspective—including the employee and the management dimensions—and 

 and the external perspective which includes the customers dimension. In this context, the 
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term “customers” is used to refer to any entity external to the organisation. Each dimension 

is presented next: 

1- The Employees Dimension: This dimension seeks to address the concept that 

employees within the organisation are considered important stakeholders and their 

opinions and ideas should be recognised by their managers when designing the framework.  

Otherwise the system will inevitably fail. The elements included in this dimension are 

explained below and as shown in Figure 1: 

• Aim: to define the factors leading to employee satisfaction. 

• Factors: include all elements required to achieve this aim. In this paper the elements 

mentioned by Allen (2000) will be considered. These are as follows: 1- Ability (A): 

what they know and can do (i.e. self-knowledge). 2- Motivation (M): what they will 

do (i.e recognition and trust). 3- Clarity of Expectations (E): what will be done (i.e. 

clear instructions and dissemination of information). 4- Opportunity (O): to perform 

satisfactorily (i.e. chances given to them to prove the previous three factors). 

• Outcome: The ultimate outcome expected from the above four factors is reaching an 

increasing level of satisfaction for the employees as shown in Figure 1 where the 

integration and interaction between the four factors will lead to efficient achievement 

of goals and objectives and ultimately to employee satisfaction. 

Hence from the above description, the employees’ satisfaction (Es) can be expressed in a 

formula notation as follow: Es = ƒ (A, M, E, O). 
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Figure1: The Employees’ Dimension 

2- The Management Dimension: This dimension, seeks to recognize that managers within 

the organisation also have to be considered main stakeholders, (separate from the 

employees’ dimension). It should be explicitly considered in the analysis and design of 

performance measurement systems and their opinions, ideas and concerns should be 

recognized by their top managers and superiors when designing the framework.  Otherwise 

the system will inevitably fail. The elements that are included in this dimension are 

explained below and in Figure 2: 

• Aim: to define the factors leading to management satisfaction. 

• Factors: include all elements required to achieve this aim. They are divided into two 

main factors; internal factors that focus on the internal relationship and interest of the 

organisation and the other is external factors that focus on the external affairs and 

relationships of the organisation with all the entities outside its boundary. These are 

detailed and explained as follows and as in Figure 1: 

 Internal factors: 1- Accomplishing Business Drivers (Ac): e.g. low price, high 

quality, speed delivery, etc. 2- Satisfying Board of Directors and Shareholders 

(Sb): whose interest in the organisation is achieving a competitive position and 

securing good financial status. 3- Increasing Employees Loyalty (El): and their 

long term commitment with the organisation. 4- Satisfying Employees (Es): by 

recognising their ability, knowledge, behaviour, and giving them the trust to 
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perform. 

 External factors: 5- Achieving Customers Requirement and Satisfaction (Cs): 

through integrating the previous internal factors to achieve customers’ satisfaction. 

• Outcome: The ultimate outcome expected from the above internal and external factors 

is reaching an increasing level of satisfaction for the management as shown in Figure 1 

where the integration and interaction between the internal and external factors, shown 

circled in the right side of the diagram, will lead to efficient achievement of goals and 

objectives and ultimately to management satisfaction. 

Hence the management satisfaction (Ms) can be expressed in a formula notation as follows:  

Ms = ƒ (Internal factors, External factors) and this can be decomposed into five variables 

as suggested in this work as follows: Ms = ƒ (Ac,Sb,El,Es,Cs). 

 

Figure 2: The Managers’ Dimension 

3- The Customers Dimension: This dimension, seeks to recognise that customers outside 

the boundaries of the organisation also have to be considered as main stakeholders (separate 

from the employee and management dimensions). It should be considered in the analysis 

and design of performance measurement systems and their opinions and concerns should 

be recognised by organisational management team when designing the framework.  

Otherwise, the system will inevitably fail. The elements that are included in this dimension 

are explained below and in Figure 3: 

• Aim: to define the factors leading to customer satisfaction. 
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• Factors: include all elements required to achieve this aim. In this paper the elements. are 

detailed and explained as follows and as shown in Figure 3: 1- Having Responsive 

Organisational Management (R): this is done through a committed management of the 

organisation in responding to the changing demands and requirements of the customers. 2- 

Receiving Reasonable Product/Service Price (P): through offering reasonable fair prices 

to products and/or services by the organisation. 3- Having High Quality of Products 

and/or Services (Q): through receiving continuous high quality and reliable products 

and/or services from the organisation. 4- Speed in Product and/or Service Delivery (S): 

through receiving a speedy product and/or service provided from the organisation by 

establishing a reliable scheduling system for product/service delivery. 

• Outcome: The ultimate outcome expected from the above four factors is reaching an 

increasing level of satisfaction for the customers as shown in Figure 3 where the 

integration and interaction between the four factors will lead to efficient achievement of 

goals and objectives and ultimately to customers’ satisfaction. 

Hence from the above description, the customers’ satisfaction (Cs) can be expressed in a 

formula notation as follows: Cs = ƒ (R, P, Q, S). 

  

 

Figure 3: The Customers’ Dimension 
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Integrated Three Dimensional Performance Measurement Framework 

Approach  

From the above the three dimensions can be integrated in one overall diagram showing Figure 

4 as follows: 

 

Figure 4: The Overall Three Dimensional Performance Measurement Framework 

The Rationale Behind The Designed Performance Measurement Framework 

When managers involve staff in decisions about their work, encourage their collaboration, 

and demonstrate recognition, people respond in a positive way. Thus, focusing on the 

learning and growth of staff, trusting in them, sharing knowledge with them and 

disseminating information to them leads to: 1-Ensuring good internal business processes, 

which leads  to 2- Good outcomes which in turn results in 3- Satisfied and loyal employees 

(the employees dimension), which leads to 4- Satisfied management, board of directors and 

shareholders (the management dimension), which leads to 5- Satisfied customers (the 

customers dimension), which ultimately leads to 6- Increased returns, reputation and long 

term work load to the organisation. The proposed performance measurement system with its 
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dimensions as shown in Figure 4 follows this rationale and flow of thinking to ensure a 

high overall performance value (Pr) which can be expressed in a formula notation that 

presents the three dimensions with their thirteen sub factors as follows: 

Pr = ƒ [(A, M, E, O), (Ac, Sb, El, Es, Cs), (R, P, Q, S)]  

Pr = ƒ (        Es%      ,          Ms% ,                Cs%      ) 

Putting The Framework into Work 

In order to be complete, an effective performance measurement system should raise a 

“warning flag” that something is wrong. This highlights the need to factor qualitative 

performance measures and enhance them by transforming them into quantitative indicators 

that can help provide a “warning value” needed for system adjustment (e.g. deviation from 

target performance by a certain value, say 28%). Hence a quantitative value should result 

from every qualitative dimension which will result in an integrated calculation of the overall 

performance of the organisation. The steps of the analysis are as follows: 

1- The ICO process: After defining the aim of each dimension and developing the 

satisfaction factors for each dimension, managers can sit together as shown in Figure 5 and 

through group discussion they can determine and input values of performance, that can range 

from 0% to 100%, for each factor of the three dimensions as they see them reflecting the 

actual situation in their company. In this example and for sake of explanation and using 

reasonable values, the Ability (A) of the employees is taken as either one of three 

performance values: 60%, 70 or 80%. Similarly, the other three factors are given similar 

values; Motivation of employees can be of three values: 75%, 85% or 95%. Clarity of 

expectations can be two values: 70% or 75%. Opportunity for employees to do the work can 

be two values: 60% or 65%. The next step is that managers have to rank the importance of 

these four factors as seen relevant to each dimension. After sorting the performance values 

in ascending order, the spectrum of satisfaction values as shown in Figure 5, can range from 

a minimum value of 67% to a maximum value of 80% producing an average of employees’ 

satisfaction value of 75%. Managers can then rank the importance of the employees factors 

as seen relevant to each dimension. For example, in the employees’ dimension they can rank 

the factors as follows: E (rank#1, i.e. 100%), A (rank#2, i.e.75%), M (rank#3, i.e.50%), then 

O (rank#4, i.e.25%) summing up to a value of 250%. Alternatively, managers can directly 

give various or equal weights to each factor based on their preference and as seen applied in 

their company. These ranks are then transformed into normalised weights, as follows: 

100/250 = 0.4, 75/250 = 0.3, 50/250 = 0.2 and 25/250 = 0.1) respectively as shown in Table 
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1. The two other dimensions—management and customers—are treated similarly. Table 1 

and Figure 5 show the qualitative input values of the three-dimension satisfaction factors 

with their normalised weights (as obtained from the managers of the manufacturing company 

case study presented at the end of this section). The normalised weights are then multiplied 

by the factor’s values and by using the addition rule for calculation (e.g. Es=A+M+E+O for 

the employee dimension) a list of 36 (3 x 3 x 2 x 2) weighted values of satisfaction are 

produced in a spectrum as shown sorted in ascending order in Figure 5. Similar spectrums 

are produced for the other two dimensions as in Figure 5. These satisfaction values are the 

result of transforming the qualitative factors into quantitative indicators through an Input – 

Conversion (Transformation) – Output (ICO) process as shown in Figure 5 for the 

employees’ dimension, as a detailed example, and as shown in Figure 7 later for the other 

two dimensions.  

2- Satisfaction performance decision packages: The previous ICO process develops 36 

employees’, 32 management’s and 36 customers’ satisfaction performance decision 

packages spectrum of (Es, Ms), (Es, Cs) and (Ms, Cs), as shown in Figure 4, where the 

performance Pr is a function of:  

Pr (EsMs)  =  (Es, Ms) or Pr (EsCs) =  (Es, Cs) or Pr(MsCs) =  (Ms, Cs). 

3- The performance management grid approach: The next step in the analysis is to plot a 

two-dimensional pattern of the packages using the idea of the traditional management grid 

(Blake & Mouton, 1985) as shown in Figure 6a which shows that the relative emphasis that 

a manager gives to each of two concerns: getting the work done and the people involved. 

The strength of a concern is rated on a scale from 1 to 9. However, in this work, a small 

modification is made.  By taking a two-dimensional focus, managers can plot any two 

dimensions on the two axis and, within the fourth Northern-East quadrant between points 5,5 

and 9,9 as shown in Figure 6a, they can compute the Performance Level [Pr] of any 

two dimensions, for example Es and Cs from the formula: 
22

),Pr( CsEsCsEs += . 
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Table 1: Satisfaction Factors Values for Each Dimension 

 

 

 

Figure 5: The ICO Process for the Employees Dimension Performance Framework 

4- Performance Efficient Frontier Analysis: Managers can compare the satisfaction 

packages to select the efficient combination for implementation in a real application. This 

comparison can be easily made using the Efficient Frontier [EF] method used in Portfolio 

Management developed by Nobel Laureate Markowitz (1952). It is based on preparing an 

attainable set of alternatives (packages in our case) on a graph as illustrated in Figure 6b, 

where the packages falling on the envelope (Efficient Frontier) of this set are called the 

“dominating packages”. Thus, it can be seen that package P1 should be discarded as being 

dominated by the efficient satisfaction packages P2 and P3, falling on the efficient frontier. 

A trade off can then be made between them to choose the appropriate for implementation. 
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a) b) 

Figure 6: a) Traditional Management Grid, b) Suggested Performance Management Grid 

and the Efficient Frontier 

5- The computation of the overall performance in a three dimensional format: To explain 

the process of computing the overall performance level, a case study of a manufacturing 

company operating in the Middle East region is employed as follows. 

A Case Study: Application in a Manufacturing Company 

This researched discovered, during consultancy work in the Middle East region, a 

manufacturing company that wanted a methodology that guarantees an over 95% satisfaction 

from their customers and wanted to develop a framework by which it can measure the 

performance of its operation in the market. The framework suggested in this paper was 

recommended to them and was put into practice as a good catalyst to define the satisfaction 

factors of the three suggested dimensions and to quantify the whole process for computing 

a reasonable overall value of performance. By conducting various interview sessions over a 

month period, data were gathered from different managers at three different levels; 

departmental heads, assistant department heads and operational departments and fed into the 

framework as illustrated in Table 1. Using an already developed computer program, the steps 

from 2 to 5 of the methodology were performed producing three satisfaction packages; 

(Es=75%, Ms=85%), (Es=75%, Cs=90%) and (Ms=85%, Cs=90%). Using that computer 

program, the steps from 2 to 5 of the methodology are then continued where three satisfaction 

packages; (Es=75%, Ms=85%), (Es=75%, Cs=90%) and (Ms=85%, Cs=90%) are produced 

and considered for further analysis and computations using the following formulas: 

22
),Pr( MsEsMsEs += =113.35%,

22
),Pr( CsEsCsEs += =117.15%, and 

22
),Pr( CsMsCsMs +=  

= 123.79%. Computation of the overall performance, can be done by using either one of the 
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following formulas: 22
)(),Pr( CsEsMsCsEsMs +=  or 22

)(),Pr( MsEsCsMsEsCs +=  

or 22
)(),Pr( EsMsCsEsMsCs +=  which all give value of 144.735%, or in a direct 

calculation approach using the following formula:
222

),,Pr( CsMsEsCsMsEs ++= , where 

Pr(Es,Ms,Cs) = 144.735% i.e. about 145%. The overall performance Pr(Es,Ms,Cs) and the 

three satisfaction values Es%, Ms% and Cs are presented in Figure 7 in a three dimensional 

framework. 

Interpretation and Discussion of the Results: From the previous results, it can be seen that 

this manufacturing company is deviating from the maximum performance level Pr(max) = 

173.20%, (if Es = 100%, Ms=100% and Cs = 100% respectively), by a value of 173.20- 

144.735 = 28.456%. i.e. 28.5%. Managers may need to determine if this is within the target 

performance level set earlier. They can then review the whole process and investigate which 

dimension or combination of dimensions contributed most to this deviation. Accordingly, 

adjustments can be made to rectify the problem to achieve the level of performance required. 

The overall performance Pr(Es, Ms, CS) and the three satisfaction values Es%, Ms% and 

Cs% are presented in a three-dimensional framework as in Figure 7. 

 

Figure 7: The Three Dimensional Performance Measurement Framework Methodology 
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Conclusion 

The theme of the work presented in this paper and the results of the illustrative case study 

show the importance and usefulness of the proposed three-dimensional framework in 

measuring the performance of the organisation using an approach that transforms qualitative 

satisfaction factors and measures into quantitative numerical indicators for defining the 

satisfaction values of the three main dimensions of the organisation—employees, 

management and customers. This framework is believed to be comprehensive enough to 

allow managers to investigate the process of each dimension keeping in mind an integrated 

systems approach rather than dealing with each in isolation. Nevertheless, it is a dynamic 

approach that can serve as a dual effect of specifying efficient performance satisfaction 

decision packages and in defining an appropriate and robust business performance 

measurement framework. The novelty of the paper and its difference from the BSC and other 

qualitative framework lies in its new three dimensional approach to performance 

measurement based on customers (Cs), management (Ms) and employees’ satisfactions (Es). 

It creates an explicit methodology that combines the aspirations and satisfactions of the 

management’s and employees’ dimensions within the company—rather than focusing on 

satisfying the employees’ dimension only as in the BSC - and the satisfaction of the 

customers’ dealing with the company in an effective framework. It is a reasonable framework 

that will help management in improving, adjusting or modifying the designed framework to 

adjust for any deviation from target performance values required. Additionally, it shows that 

this three-dimension framework is explicitly useful to obtain one quantitative performance 

value (Pr) through a unique process of quantification rather than getting different qualitative 

measures as produced in the BSC or other qualitative frameworks.  

The main benefit of this work is that it can positively help our country, Egypt, as it strives to 

implement the 2030 plan, if the Government takes the outcomes of these three dimensional 

approach into consideration. This can make a significant difference in employees’ positive 

loyalty attitudes towards the Government and help managers (decision makers) focus easily 

on achieving the goals and objectives of the country through achieving a win-win-win 

situation of the three main component—employee and management, as the governing 

dimensions of the Government, and the people of Egypt as the external customer dimension 

of the Government. Ultimately the people of Egypt will be satisfied with the Government 

performance and will help as an integrated component in achieving the aim of the 2030 plan 
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for more country development leading to the continuous success of our beloved Egypt.  
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