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ABSTRACT

Performance Management System (PMS) is a lean reare&g tool that an organization
uses to ensure efficient flow of a product or sevit seeks to ensure that resources are
well balanced and utilized throughout the variousctions of the organization and the
teams involved thoroughly understands their expedtgut viz a vis the output.
Glaxosmithkline (Gsk) embraced PMS three yearsiagoew to be the most efficient
supply chain in the pharmaceutical category.

The main objective of this study was to determinéical Success Factors (CSF) that
have driven the implementation of this system at. &pecifically, was to find out what
has been achieved so far and the challenges thanipagion is facing in the

implementation of this system.

The finding from this research point out that valju®position, zonal understanding,

tiered accountability, standard work and root cgusdblem solving are the key drivers

for the embedment of PMS in the organization. G: dbntrary, rapid response in real

time and transformation of lag measures to leadsorea are yet to take effect in the
organization. It was also key to note that the pizgtion has undergone challenges in the
implementation of this system key among them béiaiging resources required, cluster
best practice simulation and organization structim@nge to suit the resurging strategy,
Worthy to note that there are now key talented fgeofho are championing the various

fronts of PMS.

The main conclusion from this study is that PMS wamk best if there is focus on the
implementation of its key pillars with proper traag and development of staff who are
either directly or indirectly involved in its impigentation. This study recommends
periodic auditing of the system to ensure thathelprojects are kept on truck and if there
are any challenges, they are solved earlier witRunther, there is need to develop a

financial model to work out the payback periodludde key projects.



ABBREVIATIONS

CSF Critical Success Factors

Gsk Glaxosmithkline

KAM Kenya Association of Manufacturers
PM Performance Management

TPM Total Productive Manufacturing
TOM Total Quality Management

WCM World Class Manufacturing

WIP Work In Progress



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Traditional PMSs are frequently based on cost armhagement accounting. These
techniques were developed in the late nineteendhearly twentieth century to meet the
needs of expanding manufacturing industries. Theepts were fully formalized in the

1930s and since then have been the basis of mamufgc PMS. In recent years,

enormous changes have taken place in technologyaottiiction techniques that have
made traditional PMS (management accounting basedpnger useful. These out-of-

date techniques are at best irrelevant and at ywosstively harmful.

There are five main problems with traditional magragnt accounting techniques which
according to (Maskell, 1991) are cost distortianflexibility, hindrance to progress in

World Class Manufacturing (WCM) and subjection he heeds of financial accounting
reports are not directly related to the manufantustrategy are not meaningful for the
control of production and distribution operationsdaare irrelevant and misleading to

pricing decisions.

Traditional cost accounting is concerned with @ements. The pattern of cost elements
has changed in recent years, and this detailedysisais less important. Also, the

distinction between direct and indirect costs (aadable and fixed costs) is not as rigid
as it used to be and, as a result, traditional adsthof apportioning overheads can

significantly distort product costs.

Traditional management accounting reports do oy yrom plant to plant within an
organization and they do not change over time ambas needs change. Therefore, cost
accounting reports are usually received too lateetof value and, as a result, are usually
viewed with disdain by operations managers becthesedo not help them with their job
and can be used to blame the operations manager vet@ances are negative, Pinto J.

and Slevin (1987). Traditional methods of assesie pay-back on capital projects can



impede the introduction of WCM, and can cause marsago do wasteful and

unnecessary tasks to make the figures look goosb,Aloncentrating on machine and
labor efficiency rates encourages the productionlanfje batch quantities and cost
accounting requires a lot of detailed data that lsarcostly to obtain. Too often cost
accounts are regarded as a subsidiary ledger ahdial accounts. To be of value,
management accounting systems must be based e@mediffmethods and assumptions
than on the financial accounts. These methods afplguch issues as inventory
valuation, overhead absorption and accounting @gsriddue to these problems of
management accounting technigues, PMS based om tb&miques are considered to be

invalid for manufacturing industries today.

Other reasons why there is a need for new PMS inufaaturing industries include

customers are requiring higher standards of qudbtyer product cost and shorter lead
times. Performance, flexibility and management mnémphes used in production plants are
changing significantly. As enterprises introduce M/Gechniques, they need new
methods of PMS to control their production plaftaditional, PMS are having gaps for
the measurement of WCM practices as they do nqgilgupe business with the required

information to compete in their industry.

1.1.1 Critical Success Factors

Several definitions of CSF exist and representing of the most frequently cited

definitions, Rockart (1979) uses ideas from Dafl€61) and Anthony et al. (1972) in

defining CSF as the “limited number of areas inisfthresults, if they are satisfactory,

will ensure successful competitive performance tfug organization”. Consequently,

Rockart (1979) stresses that these particular avéastivity should be carefully and

constantly managed by a company. In a similariéesBruno and Leidecker (1984)

define CSF as those characteristics, conditionapables that when properly sustained,
maintained or managed can have a significant impad¢he success of a firm competing
in a particular industry, while Pinto and SlevirB8Y) regard CSF as factors which, if
addressed, significantly improve project implemgatachances. According to Esteves

(2004) however, both of these definitions fail tddeess the comprehensive concept



proposed by Rockart (1979), which seeks to idengfy ideal match between

environmental conditions and business charactesiftir a particular company.

1.1.2 GlaxoSmithKline in Kenya

Gsk Nairobi occupies about 33,000 square metedsraf situated on Likoni Road in
Industrial Area, and currently employs about 180pkyees. The site was originally
opened in 1960’s as an Over The Counter (OTC) nreslifactory, producing brands
such as hedex, panadol and gastro-intestinal pewtlierl995, the site was extended a
soft credit of £2.5 million to expand the NairotHG@Consumer Healthcare) site to cater
for the consolidation of manufacturing facilitiepam the acquisition of Sterling Health
by SmithKline Beecham. This, therefore enabledcthestruction of the current lucozade
and ribena fill-pack line, the installation of theeptic tetrabrik machine, the current oral

care and emulsions section and the expansion @heasing capacity.

In 2002, operations were consolidated on Likone sfter the GlaxoWellcome and
SmithKline Beecham merger and pharmaceutical lsjuiere introduced. The site
houses three business units global manufacturimty sapply, pharma and consumer
commercial. Key brands on the site are OTC medicswech as panadol range, hedex
range, gastro-intestinals; actal tums, ENO andeawsl liver salt, respiratory track.
Others include cofta, aquafresh range and extrenleanc pharmaceutical
liquids,emulsion, piriton expectorant, scotts ramge nutritional health drinks such as

lucozade energy and ribena range both in bottiet@napak packaging

Prior to merger integration, traditional approachoperational improvement was in use
to drive continuous improvement. Tools mainly useste Quality Control (QC), Total

Quality Management (TQM), and zero defects. Theéssegies were disjointed, costly
and mainly focused on cost cutting. This led to &ver increasing challenges in the

environmental arena.

The TQM is a management approach to long-termesscihirough customer satisfaction.

In a TQM approach, all members of an organizatiartiigipate in improving processes,



products, services and the culture in which theyjkwdhe methods for implementing this
approach come from the teachings of such qualagdes as Deming (2000), Ishikawa
(1985) and Juran (1967). A core concept in impleimg TQM is Deming’s 14 points, a

set of management practices to help companiesaserteir quality and productivity.

Create constancy of purpose for improving produatsl services; adopt the new
philosophy; cease dependence on inspection to \schjeality; end the practice of

awarding business on price alone instead, minirtoza cost by working with a single

supplier; improve constantly and forever every psscfor planning, production and
service; institute training on the job; adopt anstitute leadership; drive out fear; break
down barriers between staff areas; eliminate slegawhortations and targets for the
workforce; eliminate numerical quotas for the workke and numerical goals for
management; remove barriers that rob people oémidvorkmanship, and eliminate the

annual rating or merit system.

Institute a vigorous program of education and seffrovement for everyone. Put
everybody in the company to work accomplishingtthesformation. QC is a process by
which entities review the quality of all factorsvaived in production. This approach
places an emphasis on three elements such a®lsppdb management, defined and
well managed processes, performance and integrigria, and identification of records.
Competence such as knowledge, skills, experienog, cualifications. Soft elements,
such as personnel integrity, confidence, orgaromati culture, motivation, team spirit,
and quality relationships. The quality of the ougois at risk if any of these three aspects
is deficient in any way. The QC emphasizes testihgroducts to uncover defects and
reporting to management who make the decision lmwvabr deny product release,
whereas quality assurance attempts to improve taimlize production (and associated
processes) to avoid, or at least minimize, issueglwled to the defect(s) in the first
place.

Zero defects, pioneered by Crosby (1967), is anassi practice which aims to reduce
and minimize the number of defects and errorspnogess and to do things right the first

time. The ultimate aim will be to reduce the legéldefects to zero. However, this may



not be possible and in practice and what it meanisat everything possible will be done
to eliminate the likelihood of errors or defectswicing. The overall effect of achieving
zero defects is the maximization of profitabilitylore recently the concept of zero
defects has lead to the creation and developmesik&gigma pioneered by motorola and
now adopted worldwide by many other organizaticfexo defects approach has been

criticized to be very costly.

In 2002, there was merger integration between 3hith Beecham and GlaxoWellcome
to form Gsk. At the time, the organization was theeth the ever increasing challenges
of intense competitor activity, reduction in growéimd market share losses, tighter
margins and profit erosion, execution shortfalls, spite of solid business strategies
failure to sustain gains from improvement actiatiend resistance to culture change

essential to continuous improvement.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

The current industry practice has Total Produciiantenance (TPM) and Total Quality
Management (TQM) as approaches to WCM and moststrida in Kenya have used
these approaches to achieve WCM. The PMS is avalanew term in the local market,
previously Gsk has used TQM as a mode to WCM betdtope of TQM was not
addressing all the challenges the organizationdfawats drive to achieve WCM. Thus

two years ago, the organization embraced PMS.

Like any other approach to WCM, there are challesngemplementation but the benefits
are wide apart depending on the success of Implati@en. The main objective of this
study was to evaluate the role of PMS in WCM. Wiesvored to find out the net effect of
PMS in achieving WCM.

Musau (2006) on “Continuous quality improvementimetie survey a case study of
Colgate Palmolive Kenya” established that TQM inyemment initiatives did not achieve
significant improvement in quality and performankence, TQM in its entirety cannot

sustain the organization from an end to end petsfge©dero (2000) sought to establish



the existence of non-quality situations in the nirag process at Kabete Technical
Training College. She identified the root causegobr examination performance in

diploma courses and came up with improvements iMFa pre-requisite of lean sigma

1.3 Objectives of the Study

The main objective of this study is to evaluate ithle of PMS as applied in Gsk. The
specific objectives were to:

(1) Evaluate the CSF of PMS in WCM

(i) Identify the CSF that have driven PMS at Gsk

(i) Highlight the challenges in implementation BMS at Gsk

1.4 Value of the Study

The findings of this study shall contribute to PMt@rature in general and to WCM
literature in particular. This may provide someasldor other researchers to execute
more research in the field of the PMS and WCM tegples implementation.

There has not been much research on PMS techniguésmentation in WCM, in less
developed countries in general, and Kenya in pa#ic Thus, this paper contributes to

knowledge toward implementation of PMS in WCM.

A significant contribution of this study will prode guidelines for the successful
implementation of PMS in WCM by Gsk, which can bsed as a template for other
manufacturing companies and to Gsk as this isoybetimplemented in the whole supply
chain.

1.5 Scope of the Study

This was a case study approach and most of theathakastatistics were retrieved from

Gsk. Data collection was done through primary aecbsdary sources, the secondary
data sources were retrieved from company publicatitechnical documents, and sub-

annual reports of the company. Primary data waseaeld through questionnaires



administered to the staff directly involved in tlmplementation and management

processes.



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Overview of Performance Management

In order to achieve sustainable growth though oomtis improvement, business
enterprises must review their past performanceianpdement effective future plans. A

PMS helps organizations make decisions about aomtii® improvement by displaying

past performance on a timely basis. While the mebediscussing the roles of a PMS (de
Lima et al., 2009) summarizes the roles by usiffigmint perspectives, this study defines

the role of a system by clarifying its contributittna final goal in business organizations.

2.2 Performance Management Framework

To establish a rigorous “check” step in the Pl&g, Check, Act (PDCA) cycle and
optimize decisions based on performance, orgaoizstineed to choose appropriate
performance indicators. Specifically, performanudicators are quantitative measures of
business objectives. The examples of performandieators include product-by-product
sales, regional sales, customer satisfaction anphody utilization. Performance
indicators differ by organization, industry and sis. In addition, in order to align
individual performance indicators with a final go@lsiness enterprises can organize
indicators based on a PMS framework. One of thet wedi-known frameworks is the
Balanced Score Card (BSC) (Kaplan and Norton, 198a3%ed on the survey conducted
by a consulting firm, “approximately 50 percent foftune 1,000 companies in North
America and about 40 percent in Europe use a veddithe BSC” Gumbus and Lyons (
2002). Since BSC framework was proposed more thdecade ago, more detailed and
holistic frameworks have been invented. For exantpke Manufacturing System Design
Decomposition (MSDD) approach (Cochran et al., 30Qistrates relationships between
low-level tactics and high-level goals by usingesign matrix. The performance prism
(Neely et al., 2002) is equipped with the perspestiof employees and suppliers and
legislators. The value performance framework (Afedexr, 2007) clearly explains
financial indicators such as revenue growth and ebsapital. Some research combines

existing frameworks and perspective, such as tlsnbss system design decomposition



framework expanding MSDD approach (Taticchi et 2009) and the conceptual PMS

model integrating organizational views and indiabuiews (Brudan, 2010).

2.3 Review of Relevant Studies

Literature on PMS is very limited. The only readon this could be the fact that no
single best practice framework exist for the impdeation of WCM principles, as each
framework will necessitate the creation of diffar&MS (Mey, 2011). PMS and WCM
are quite new in Kenya. There is not much resedocte relating PMS and WCM in the
Kenyan industry, although there is research on WiGNhe industry mostly relating to

implementation and adoption.

According to (Ndeto, 2008), in his survey of adoptiof WCM in Kenya's
manufacturing sector gives some information onctiielenges of adopting WCM in the
Kenyan industry. The study sought to find out hawnpanies are responding to these
challenges by surveying the adoption of WCM by Kemynanufacturing companies.
The study adopted a descriptive survey and invotagd from a sample of 40 firms who
were members of Kenya Association of Manufactuke&M). The findings by Ndeto
(2008), indicated that WCM principles that wereedatas more important or most
important by most respondents included TQM, focughe customer, and focus on cost
control, policy of continuous improvement, redugedduct cost, and reducing delivery
time. In addition those that were rated less ingrarby most of the respondents included
reducing time to market, supply chain managemepttinization of existing Information
Technology (IT) systems and investments. The chgdle that were most significant to a
majority of the firms included lack of understargliof the approaches and existing
initiatives in place of WCM, nature of manufactuyifacility and attitude of the board
and staff. Other challenges that he considered Veete of communication, inability to
guantify the benefits, cost of implementation andltiple business locations. In his
conclusion he states that the reason why such eepbms not implemented is because
management fails to recognize the importance of Wakld the benefits offered because

of the lack of proper justification methodology.



A different study on the implementation of WCM praes by Ngeta (2009) confirms the
same challenges on implementation but pinpointsitle level of WCM adoption in the
industrial sector. The study investigated the lexfehdoption of WCM practices among
guoted companies in Kenya. Specifically, it asskdbe benefits and challenges that
implementers face in the implementation process.stigly found out extensive adoption
in the industrial and allied sector but lesser #édopof WCM practices in both
commercial, service, finance and investment sectorgerms of WCM practices the
study found 94 percent of firms applying WCM praes with TQM ranking highest
across all sectors. Firms realized cost reduciimpyroved product quality and reduced
lead time upon adopting the practices. However,astk@owledges that company culture

and staff attitude posed the most challenges ineémentation process.

Internationally, there is a lot research on WCM &uthonberger (2008) first introduced
the concept of WCM, the term was seen to embraeetébhniques and factors as
summarized in Figure 2.1 below. The substantialeiase in techniques can be related in
part to the growing influence of the manufactunpiglosophies and economic success of
oriental manufacturers from the 1960s onwards. Whaarticularly interesting is that
while there is a degree of overlap in some of duhiques, it is clear that relative to the
elements that were seen as constituting WCM in 18&6term has evolved considerably
(De Felice, Petrillo, & Monfreda, 2013).

In regard to PMS and WCM internationally the maststanding research is by Maskell
(1991) in his publication ‘Performance MeasurenfenWorld Class Manufacturing’. In

today’s manufacturing environment according to M#skl991), cost based measures
are no longer the only basis for decision makingnterprises. Enterprises now require
performance measures that are based along othgrettine dimensions, such as time

and quality to aid in decision making.
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Figure 2.1: Methodolgies that Have Contributed toorld Class Manufacturir

\g

=

g
.

JIT/Kanban NT/Kanban
QM TQM
AAAA oY Cellular Manufacturing T;JI\:I

MRPH Celluler Manufacturing

M

Empowerment CIh/E )

Emp oWertnent

System Managment

Training

Desing Management

T~ - g’
\=___ Innovation Strategy Corporate Strategy
\ Corporate Strategy Group Technology

\_ Batch Size Reduction Non Financial Measures
S Non Financial Measures | Simultaneous Engineering

ull/
o
o
Z=|

\ Vendor Q;lality

Suppiier Parineship

On the other hand, (Dixon, Nanni, & Vollimann, 19%pue that irrespective of tl
competitive priorities enterprises pursue, suceggskeasurement systems should st
five characteristics whic are; mutually supportive and consistent with thesitess
operating goals, obptives, CSF and programs; convey information through as few
as simple a set of measures as possible; focuseasures that customer can see; all
all members of the oagization to understand how their decisions andities affect the

entire business and support organizational learantgcontinuous improveme
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2.4 Summary of Research Gaps

As stated in the beginning of this chapter, therevery limited research on PMS in
WCM. Aside from Maskell (1991) that actually dickate a benchmark for research in
the field of PMS and WCM, the other studies con@atmore on the implementation of
WCM as a whole in different industries. Locally, &d (2008) and Ngeta (2009) both
focus on implementation and adoption of WCM in Kamyndustries. They lay out the
various success and challenges that arise fronmtplementation or adoption of WCM
in Kenyan industries. In terms of WCM principlelse ttwo studies did not go into detail

on the actual impact of the principles in the ssses of WCM.

Both studies rank TQM as the most implemented WGQCMcpple in Kenyan industries.
Ndeto (2008) goes further to enlist the other pples employed in the Kenyan
industries as focus on the customer, and focusash control, policy of continuous
improvement, reduced product cost, reducing defiiene, reducing time to market,

supply chain management and optimization exisfingylstems and investments.

An omission by both studies is the principle of PMich is an integral pillar in modern
WCM practice. Both studies do not give any indicatias to the impacts of PMS on
successes of WCM adoption in the Kenyan industAssmuch as both studies agree on
TQM as the most implemented principle, they do gigé any indication as to its direct
impact in the successes of WCM. Overall the studresgeneral in nature, they give the
general impacts and challenges and an overviewlaftad principles in general but they

do not pick any specific principle or pillar anclebrate in its direct impacts on WCM.

In light of the above, this study has looked indd3in WCM as its focus and unlike the
two previous studies mentioned examined impact d®dMNThe study looked into the
current status of PMS application, management jgest critical driving and resisting
forces toward PMS implementation in WCM and sudtgssiplementations of PMS in
WCM.

12



It is important to note that the literature poirtts the fact that lack of careful
implementation of WCM is almost certainly doomed failure as indicated by the
challenges faced in the adoption and implementationrder to successfully implement
WCM, it is necessary to view it from a strategiarpmf view. Table 2.1 below gives a

summary of review of the relevant studies done.

Table 2.1: Summary of Review of the Relevant Staidie

Research Title Research Objective  Key Findings &ebeGaps
Ndeto (2008) To find out how (i) There was lack of | (i) Methodologies
Adoption of companies are understanding of the | to manage and
WCM in responding to supply approaches and sustain

Kenyas’ challenges in WCM | existing initiatives in | improvement
manufacturing place of WCM, nature| were not well
sector and location of articulated.

manufacturing facility,| (ii) In adequate
attitude of board and | project

staff. justification

(i) Communication methodologies
challenges.

(iif) High cost of

implementation

13



Ngeta (2009)
Level of
adoption of
WCM practices
among quoted
companies in

Kenya

Benefits and

challenges that

implementers face ir

the implementation

process

()94 percent of the
firms applying WCM
practices have ranked
'TQM high across all
the sectors.

(i) Firms realized cos
reduction, improved

product quality and

adopting the practices

t

reduced lead time upgn

There was less
adoption of
WCM practices
in commercial
services, finance
& investment

sectors

Maskell (1991)

Performance

measurement for

WCM; a model
of American

companies

Measures and

methodologies used

in performance

measurement

Cost based measures
are no longer the only
basis for decision
making. Enterprises
now require PMS that
are based along other
competitive

dimensions

The researcher
did not indicate
on the approach
to use in the
implementation
of performance

measurement
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

This chapter describes and outlines the researchoa® used in order to achieve the
objectives outlined in chapter one. Specificallyis chapter describes the research
design, population of the study, sampling desigatadcollection, data analysis and

methodology employed.

3.2. Research Design

The research strategy that was used in the emipigseaarch is a case study. Cooper and
Schindler (2008) describe a case study as a powedearch methodology that combines
individual and sometimes group interviews with mecaanalysis and observation.
Researchers extract information from company broegjuannual reports, sales receipts,
newspaper articles, along with direct observatioh @mbine it with interview data from
participants. The objective is to obtain multiplerspectives of a single organization,
situation, event or process at a point in time weeroa period of time (Cooper and
Schindler, 2008). This research was concerned artln-depth study of PMS at Gsk,
unit of analysis was the functional areas involirethe implementation and use of PMS.
The case study looked out for cause-and-effectioahips, and search for explanatory
theories of the phenomena. For (Yin, 2003) thisiasibn offers the most suitable

conditions for adopting the case study as the rekesirategy of choice.

3.3. Selection of the Case Study Organization

The selection of the cases was based on two is$uestirst reason for the selection of
this case study was a matter of access. Reseamdssaovas fairly easy to obtain,
researchers stress the difficulties in obtainingeas to private companies, when
investigating organizational and internal issuesthés could undermine ‘the interests of
the powerful’. In this particular study, the resdaar was part of staff thus access to

documentation and participants was not an issue.
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The second reason for selection of this case swaly availability of data. The issues
under investigation in this study are fairly welbadimented in relation to Gsk. This

allowed for ready data that can be analyzed to@to conclusions.

Data collection was done through primary and seagndources. The secondary data
sources were retrieved from company publicatioeshrical documents, and sub-annual
performance reports of the company. Primary data eedlected through questionnaires.
In testing for the CSFs that have driven PMS, darurew schedule (Appendix I) for
senior management (heads of departments) in cheageadministered. When testing for
challenges the organization is facing in implemeotaof PMS the researcher prepared a
guestionnaire and administered it to the staff me@ in the day to day implementation
of the process.

The target population was all employees of Gsk diboth top and middle level
management. However, accessible population wasndfeom personnel directly and
indirectly involved in management and implementatiof PMS. This description
constitutes seven members of staff drawn from pmuoent, supply and planning,
production, finance, engineering, operations eroek and safety all of them were issued
with a questionnaire. Non probability sampling wased to select the specific
correspondents from the Gsk community or populatidme sample consisted of all of

Gsk staff who fit the description above.

3.4. Data Analysis

The data obtained was analyzed and presented iriothe of tables and graphs. In
determining the current status of PMS applicatiangd management practices at Gsk the
study presented data analyzed from the companyndeatis in graphs. Information
highlighting critical success factors that havevein PMS and information on the
challenges facing the organization in the impleragon of PMS was presented in tables

and graphs.
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3.5. Validity

In case study research, internal validity can kdabéished by the use of case analysis,
cross case analysis, pattern matching, assuranogeafial coherence of findings, expert
peer review, and the development of diagrams, tiition and data matrices to
demonstrate the internal consistency of the infoionacollected (Yin, 2003). This study
employed the same on the analysis of company e@ortl documents to ensure an
internal sense of validity. External validity isfued as the scope to which the research
findings can be replicated beyond the proximateassh case studies or generalizability
(Yin, 2003). This particular study, since it wassigle case study, used the thick

description of case study data base to achiewxitsnal validity.

3.6. Ethical Considerations

The principle of respect for human dignity was aled during data collection. This
principle included the right to self-determinatiand to full disclosure. Respondents’
rights to self-determination was honored becauspomdents decided independently,
without any coercion, whether or not to participgitehe study; they had the right not to
answer any questions that cause discomfort; toladiscor not to disclose personal
information and to ask for clarification about aagpect that caused some uncertainty.
The right to full disclosure was respected as asglthe respondents’ rights to participate
or to refuse to participate in the study. Tablelelow shows a summary of the research

design and methodology.
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Table 3.1: Summary of Research Design and Methggolo

Objective Data/ _ Purpose Analystls / Display
Information Technique
Evaluate CSFs of PMS| Secondary | To provide Descriptive None
in WCM data insight into
what has
already been
done
Identify the CSFs that | Primary data| Determine | Descriptive Summary
have driven PMS at Gsk the factors table of the
that have responses
influenced
PMS at Gsk
Highlight the challenges Primary data | Highlighting | Descriptive Summary
in the implementation of challenges tables of the
PMS at Gsk Gsk is facing responses
while

implementing
PMS
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CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction
This chapter deals with data analysis and discossfothe results. First, the chapter
describes the data and also discusses the CSR® 8P applied in Gsk.

4.2 Description of the Data Collected

The secondary data obtained was from the comparorddrom the period of January
2011 to August 2013. The primary data for the sdcamd third objective was collected
within the month of September 2013. The statiddissussed below are mean, mode and
standard deviation. The analysis proceeds withsarg#ive statistics of the each of the
factors of PMS.

4.3 Employees Profile

This section discusses the results of the genai@mation about the employee including
the period the employee has been in the firm, gendmployee’s status in the
organization and the education level. These chernigtits appeared to have some
moderating influence on PMS more so on the periw dmployee had stayed in the

organization.

Majority of the respondents worked at quality aasge (33 percent), followed by those
who were in operation excellence (22 percent), reegging (22 percent), finance (11
percent) and production (11 percent) as shown guregi 4.1 below. This was skewed
basically to ensure the data collected was richesthe quality department was running
TQM before the company adopted PMS.
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Figure 4.1: Functional Classification of the Qrigation
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The Table 4.1 below indicates that half of the oesjents (50 percent) were in middle
management positions, respondents in top manageanehfirst level supervisory tied
each representing 20 percent, only 10 percenhefimployees were in non-managerial

position.

Table 4.1: Employee Position in Organization

Position in Organization Frequency Percent

Top management 2 20
Middle management 5 50
First level supervisor 2 20
Non managerial position 1 10
Total 10 100

Among the overall respondents, 20 percent were le&emvhile 80 percent were male as
shown in Figure 4.2 below. Since the sample wawmnlrat random, it can be concluded
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that there were more male employees compared taléeemployees. A goodness of fit
test with regard to gender yielded a chi valy2=3.600, p=0.058) which was not
significant. Figure 4.2 below shows the classifmatof the respondents classified by
gender.

Figure 4.2: Classification of Respondents by Gender

Gender

O Male
O Female

This implies that the gender proportions in the gamas drawn did not differ
significantly from the population proportions whickere set at 50 percent (equal

proportions of male and female as expected in tpalfation).

The summary statistics from the Table 4.2 belownghtihat all respondents were in age

category 25 to 35 years.

Table 4.2: Respondents Age in Years

Age category Frequency Percent

25-35 10 100

As shown in Figure 4.3 below, university level afueation was the most common (70
percent), followed by masters’ education (20 pet)cehen secondary level (10 percent).

Going by what was discussed in the literature ryi¢ can be concluded that a large
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percentage of the employees were well educatedaasnd consequence, would not

influence PMS negatively.

Figure 4.3: Classification of Respondents by Lefdtducation

Frequency
i
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Diploma University/college Masters degree

degree

As shown in Table 4.3 below majority (60 percesftthe respondents had spent 3 to 5

years working in the organization, 20 percent hadked for 1 to 2 years, 10 percent had

worked for 6 to 10 years. The remaining 10 perdead spent over 10 years in the

organization.

Table 4.3: Number of Years Worked in Organization

Number of Years Worked FrequencyPercent

1-2 2 20
3-5 6 60
6-10 1 10
>10 1 10
Total 10 100
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4.4 Results and Discussion on the Study Objectives

The following section discusses the findings of @tedy in light of the research
objectives with respect to CSFs that have drivetsfRat Gsk, the findings relating to the
Identification of CSFs that have driven PMS at Gs& represented in Figure 4.4 and
Table 4.4 below. When asked whether employeeslylaaticulated the business goals
that are important to them, majority of respond€ts percent) responded yes and only
10 percent said no.

Figure 4.4: Articulation of Important Business Goal

Oves
| I

Table 4.4: Critical Success Factors to ArticulatidiBusiness Goals (Percent)

Critical Success Factor Strong Moderai®eak No
Effect

Level that you have translated business goals tleam 40 60

target

Level of visuals developed which trend performancéd 60

against team targets.
Role link to other functions in the organization. 01 90
Collective contribution to business level. 20 80

The aim was to determine how certain statementsridated to the identification of

CSFs that have driven PMS at Gsk were ranked byrégpondents. This includes
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translated business goals, trend performancelinidecollective contribution to business
level. The statements were structured so as teatedither effect or no effect. The
accepted responses were strong effect, moderaget,efiveak effect and no effect.
Majority of employee’s respondents had the ided there is a link in roles, with a 90
percent response to yes simply means that the thawgsa clear understanding of value

proposition, business goals and zonal understaradirgiljown in Table 4.5 below.

Table 4.5: Level of Problem Articulation

Level of problem articulation Frequency Percent
Weak effect 1 10
Moderate effect 6 60
Strong effect 3 30
Total 10 100

In summary, majority of the respondents (60 pefoeste of the opinion that the level of
problem articulation was of moderate effect. 30cpet of the respondents were of the
opinion that the level was of strong effect whiedercent felt that it was of weak effect.
The distribution had an overall mean of 3.50 asthadard deviation of 1.08 thus, there
was a moderate approach to solving out issuesegshihippen as the team interviewed
felt the rapid response to solve out breakdowns athdr related down times is yet to

take a pronounced effect.

As Figure 4.5 shows, a significant number of resigoits (60 percent ) felt that the level
of ‘lag’ translation into meaningful lead measuveas moderate while 40 percent of the
respondents felt it was strong, as such the teaowed a lack of understanding of how

their day to day activities can influence the leaehsures which they are in charge of.
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Figure 4.5: Level of ‘Lag Measures’ Translated IMeaningful Lead Measures
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When asked to explain how the team can influeneddéhd measures and when to take
corrective measures, majority of respondents (60goe) responded said they had strong
effect, 30 percent moderate effect while the remagirf10 percent) had weak effect as
shown in Figure 4.6 below.

Figure 4.6: Team Influence on Lead Measures

Weak Effect

Moderate

Effect
Strong Effect

When asked to rate the level of transformatioreafllmeasures into visible controls with
clear targets majority of 60 percent of employessgonded that the level was of strong
effect while 40 percent felt that the level wasnudderate effect as shown in Table 4.6

below. This distribution had a mean of 4.20 (strem¢ent) and a standard deviation of
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1.033. Visual controls as a key tool in a PMS hat tp be implemented in some

departments especially in QC.

Table 4.6: Level of Lead Measures Translated ingible Controls

Level that lead measul

turned into visible controls Frequency Percent
Moderate effect 4 40
Strong effect 6 60
Total 10 100

Among those who responded, the majority rated ababiconditions extend and the
standards for corrective actions as an influer@8F to a moderate extent with some
rating it to a strong extent. Most of the responslevere of the idea that there is strong
evidence that routine shop floor meeting takeseplaith very few rating it at moderate
level. This brought out the idea that there is etlshop floor meeting taking place by the
site leadership team but the standard work on hbais yet to be initiated hence the
variation in the of the level of acceptance as seem the respondents in Table 4.7

below.

Table 4.7: Management Confirmation Through Leadan&ard Work (Percent)

Critical Success Factors Stronlyloderate Weak No
effect
Abnormal conditions extend and thedO 50 10 0

standards for corrective action

Visible evidence that routine shop floor70 30 0 0
meetings takes place.

Commitment and successes from t/g9 20 0 0
shop floor

Extent of relevant parties’ engagemen0 50 0 0

throughout the process.
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Commitment and successes from the shop floor virereniost influential success factors.

Among those who responded, the situation was tetd/den those who rated extent of

relevant parties’ engagement throughout the proassa moderate success factor, and
those who rated it as a strong success factoralle #.8 below shows.

Table 4.8: Values of Management Confirmation Thiouggeader Standard Work

Critical Success Factors Mean Standard
Deviation
Abnormal conditions extend and the 3.7 1.16

standards for corrective action

Visible evidence that routine shop floor 4.4 0.966
meetings take place.

Commitment and successes from leader 4.6 0.843
standard work

Extent engagement of the relevant parties 4 1.054

throughout the process.

From the mean values, commitment and successedduautar standard work exerted the
greatest level of influence on CSF, with the highegan value of 4.6. Also, the low
standard deviation of 0.843 indicated a high chiusge around the mean of the
distribution. This implies that there was closeemgnent among the respondents as to the

efficacy of commitment and successes from leaderdstrd work as a CSF.
Extent of coaching to help teams improve perforneamas rated by most respondents as

a CSF to a strong extent. However the situation tvealsbetween those who rated it as a

moderate and weak success factor as Table 4.9 shows

27



Table 4.9: Tiered Accountability (Percent)

Critical Success Factor Strond/loderate Weak No
effect
Extent of coaching to help teamst0 30 30 0

improve performance
Team description role level and the rol&0 60 20 0

of others in solving issues in real time

Tiered accountability and procesd0 40 20 0
escalation
Role definition. 30 70 0 0

Most of the employees who responded describeddieeof their teams and the role of
others in resolving issues in real time to a modeeffect. Among those who responded,
the situation was tied between those who ratecdieaccountability and escalation
process understandability as strong success faowbithose who rated it as a moderate

factor. Role definition was rated as a moderateessfactor by most of the respondents.

From the mean values, tiered accountability, esicalgprocess understandability and role
definition exerted the greatest level of influelmeeCSFs, with the highest mean value of
3.6 as shown in Table 4.10 below. Also, the lowndéad deviation of 0.966 of role
definition indicated a high clustering around theam of the distribution. This implies
that there was close agreement among the respenaeid the efficacy of role definition
as a CSF.
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Table 4.10: Mean and Standard Deviation Valueg fered Accountability

Critical Success Factors Mearstandard

Deviation

Extent of coaching to help teams improv&5 1.354
performance
Team description role level and the role &2 1.033

others in solving issues in real time

Tiered accountability and escalatio.6 1.265
process understanding
Role definition. 3.6 0.966

All the respondents were of the idea that theradscomparison done between actual
performance and the expected performance in rewd to reveal the gaps there-of as
shown in Figure 4.7 below. This too is a CSF tlet hot been articulated to.

Figure 4.7: Performance Gap Analysis
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Majority of the respondents (90 percent) rated oactassignment and tracking of
individuals through completion as quite an embedaedess in the organization through
tiered accountability and escalation process friemdne through tier three. (See Figure
4.8)
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Figure 4.8: Tracking of actions in Tiered Accouriligb
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Definition of process and methods for choosing grenince standards was cited by the
highest percentage of individuals as being thelehgé most of them encountered in
implementation of PMS. This was followed by availitéy of training, benchmarking

against similar organizations, use of customerétalder feedback in developing
standards and coordination measures taken as showrable 4.11. Standards and
measures coverage of capacities, processes andnmgcwas the greatest challenge

encountered by every respondent.
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Table 4.11: Challenges Impending Successful Impheaten of Performance

Management System (Percent)

Yes No
Definition of process and methods for choosing guenance 89 11
standards
Availability of training to help staff 80 20
Benchmarking against similar organizations 78 22
Standards and measures coverage of capacitiegsgsexcand 10 0
outcomes
Use of customer/stakeholder feedback in developirg 30
standards
Coordination measures taken 70 30

Availability of specific measures for establishedrfprmance, clarity of definition of
measures, quantitative unit of measure definiti@s wited by the highest percentage of
individuals as being the challenge most of themoantered while doing performance

standards and targets as shown in Table 4.12 below.

Table 4.12: Performance Standards and Targetsegftgrc

Performance Standards and Targets Yes No
Availability of specific measures for establishes80 20
performance

Clarity of definition of measures 90 10
Quantitative measures unit of measure definition 80 20

The next level of analysis aims at determining \Wwhethere was any association between
CSF and challenges the organization was facingenmplementation of PMS. In order
to accomplish this, the chi square test of indepand which tests the association
between two sets of categorical variables, werepted. Only the output from the

statistically significant findings was presentedhe body of the discussion.
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Table 4.13 below contains the chi-square score(ltdyeled Pearson chi-square), the
table's degrees of freedom, and the p-value agedoidth the obtained chi-square score.
Clarity of definitions of measures had a statislycaignificant association with the level
of education, years worked in organization and l@mdevel and solving;x2=10.000, df
=2, p=0.07), ¥2=10.000, df =3, p=0.019) ang2=10.000, df =2, p=0.007). This implies
that this association did not occur by chance lagiher that there was a conscious
influence by the education and years worked in mggdion and problem solving in the

implementation of PMS.

Definition of process and methods for choosing grenince standards was statistically
significant with articulated business goals thatiarportant2=9.000, df =1, p=0.003),
Benchmarking against similar organizations was alstistically significant with the
level of translating business goals into team tafg&=5.143, df =1, p=0.023), there was
association between collective contribution to bess level with use of
customer/stakeholder feedback in developing stalsdand definition of process and
methods for choosing performance standards. Theiasi®n was statistically significant
(x2=5.833, df =1, p=0.016) angl2=3.938, df =1, p=0.047) respectively.
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Table 4.13: Test for Association

Pearson df Asymp.

Chi- Sig. (2-
Square sided)
(x2)
Value
Education level versus clarity of definition 010.000a 2 0.035
measures
Years worked versus clarity of definition 010.000a 3 0.019
measures
Problem level solving versus clarity o0f0.000a 2 0.007
definition of measures
Articulated business goal versus choosi®000a 1 0.003
performance standards
Abnormal conditions versus choosing.000a 2 0.011
performance standards
Leadership commitment and successes ver8u838a 1 0.047
choosing performance standards 9.000a 1 0.003
Action  assignment  versus  choosing
performance standards
Bench marking versus translated businé€sd443a 1 0.023
goals
Bench marking versus performancg.938 1 0.047
comparison
Bench marking versus visible evidence 5143a 1 23.0
Role rink versus choosing performanc&000a 1 0.003
standards
Collective contribution versus choosing.938a 1 0.047
performance standards
Collective contribution versus customes.833a 1 0.016
feedback
Coordination measures versus team influence 10.0@0a  0.007
Coordination measures versus lead measuet29 1 0.011
turned into visible controls
Coordination = measures  versus teaf032a 2 0.049

description role
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Summary

The main objective of this study was to evaluatertble of PMS as applied in Gsk. The
specific objectives were to evaluate the CSF of RIM&CM, identify the CSF that have
driven PMS at Gsk and what challenges the orgdnizaivas facing in the
implementation of PMS. PMS is a model an organratvillingly chooses to adopt in
order to achieve its vision. It emerged from thelg that there are critical foundations
that the organization must put in place to ensoaé this model takes off and is embraced

by all employees in the organization.

Most employees especially senior management fatt titered accountability process is
well established with 40 percent being in favorhwét strong effect another 40 percent
moderate effect and 20 percent weak effect. Thisnmehat there is a considerable
reduced communication through emails as teams molrace daily stand-up meetings
on the shop floor thus increasing Gsks’ produgtivit

Middle level management coaching by the site leddprteam was observed to be a CSF
with a combined 70 percent range from moderatdramg effect. This goes to raise the

site capability in succession management and bssioentinuity process. Gsk has yet to
rate its goals in order of their urgency, this @asily confuse teams as to what they

should focus their energies on besides causingguitied resource allocation.

Lack of a defined process and methods of choosiidopnance standards, weak
structures of staff training, non benchmarking agaisimilar organization and low
uptake of customer/stakeholder feedback in devetpptandards were observed as the

most challenging elements Gsk was facing in itsementation of PMS.
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5.2 Conclusion

Tiered accountability process is well implementdédotigh the organization where
production process flow is tracked and all theéssimpending this are urgently resolved.
However rapid response to issues has yet to tdkeheg means that even through the
process of issue reporting the response rate rieedgprove. Zonal understanding could
also play a key role in improving the rapid respotsissues since the teams could have
clear understanding how their in action is affegtithhe lead measures of the other
department in the organization.

Lag measures in the organization are yet to be fwdnslated into lead measures to
enable the teams to understand what they are itrotoof and how their actions
contribute towards organization achieve its godlkere is a significant level of
implementation of standard work that is critical gmcesses on the shop floor. More

training on PMS is required more especially onghep floor.

Employees’ behaviors should be anchored on the BN&Scan be achieved through
articulating the most important goals into theirgmmal development programs. This will
act as an enabler in perception change and with &mdes the negative perception of
PMS.

5.3 Recommendations

The role out of PMS like any other project requiseldt of discipline and the leadership
team should set the pace with which everybody igseeted to move at. Thus, the
leadership of the organization has to lead by amgte in the implementation of the
PMS. There is need to introduce periodic auditipgfesm to ensure that the organization
is on truck in its implementation process. Thislwil return expose the gaps of the
process and create an opportunity for further imgnaeent. There is need also to establish
a financial system of calculating the payback peoball the projects that go into PMS.
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PMS does not solve all the issues the organizasidacing, thus there is need to marry
the system with other models like BSC for an orgaimon to reap maximum benefits,
Yamashina H. (1994)

5.4 Limitations and Further Research

This research was limited in various aspects; aneon availability of data from key
stakeholders, the organizations’ suppliers and oocosts to have an end to end
perspective on the implementation of the PMS. Hsearch focused only on Gsk global
manufacturing business, could be more interestrttaive a view on what happens in the
consumer and pharmaceutical business of the omg#onz This could enable the

researcher have a clear understanding on the déwaplementation of the PMS.

From the results of this study, further researchnecessary in comparing the
effectiveness of different methodologies of WCM.heTareas of potential research
include a comparison of PMS with established mettagies such as TPM and the

application of PMS in the service industry suclibasks and government organizations.
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APPENDICES

Appendix |: Research Questionnaire

Section 1: Employee Organization Profile

Please tick the most appropriate functional area

1. Which functional area of the organization do ywark?
O Operations Excellence;

O Finance;

OPlanning;

OQuality Assurance;

O Engineering

Section 2: About Yourself

Please tick the most appropriate information alyoutself

2. Your position in the organization
O Top Management

O Middle Management

O First level supervisor

O Non Managerial position

3. Your Gender
O Male
O Female

4. Your age in years
O Less than 25

025-35
O 36 — 47
048 - 54

O More than 54
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5. Your highest level of education
O Diploma

O University/College degree

[0 Masters Degree

O PhD

O Other (please specify):

6. Number of years worked in organization

O Less than 1 year

O1-2years
O 3 -5years
O 6 — 10 years

O Over 10 years

Section 3: Identification of Critical Success Facts that have driven
Performance management at Gsk

7. Have you clearly articulated the business gitesare important to you?

O Yes O No

8. To what level have you translated business gonaddeam targets?

5 3 2 1
Strong Moderate Weak No
O O O O

9. To what level have you developed visuals whitlend performance against team

targets

5 3 2 1

Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O
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10. How well is your role linked to other functiomsthe organization?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

11. To what level is your collective contributiamthe business?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

12. To what level can you articulate your probleand what is being done to solve them?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

13. To what level have you translated the busimgsds aligned ‘lag’ measures into

meaningful lead measures?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

14. The team can explain how they can influenceléhd measures and when to take

corrective action?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O
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15. To what level are lead measures turned inibleisontrols with clear targets?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O

16. To what extent can you describe abnormal cmmditand the standards for corrective

action?

S 3 2 1

Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

17. Is there visible evidence that routine GEMBRemplace?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

18. Is there visibility of commitments and succedsem GEMBA and are they visible?

5 3 2 1

Strong Moderate Weak effect No effect
effect effect

O O O O

19. To what extent are the relevant parties engdgedghout the process?
5 3 2 1

Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
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20. To what extend have you used coaching totealms improve performance?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

21. To what level can your team describe their eold the role of others in resolving

issues in real time?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

22. Does your team understand the tiered accolityednd escalation processes?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

23. How well has each role been defined with clrapose and responsibility within the

tiered accountability process?

5 3 2 1
Strong effect Moderate effect Weak effect No effect
O O O O

24. Do you compare actual performance with expegggtbrmance to reveal gaps?
O Yes OO No

25. Are problems revealed, resolved and actior@®ipred according to business goals in
your department?
O Yes O No
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26. Do you assign actions to individuals and trhgm through to completion?

Section 4: Highlighting the Challenges the Organgtion is facing in the
implementation of Performance Management System
1. Do you use performance standards that refleet itttended outcomes of your

activities?

3. In determining performance standards, measanestargets for WCM:
a. Have you defined processes and methods for tigpgeerformance standards,

measures, and targets?

d. Do you benchmark (compare yourself) againstlamorganizations?
Yes .....No .....

e. Do your standards and measures cover a mixpakcd#es, processes, and outcomes?

Yes..... No ......
4. Do you use customer/stakeholder feedback tololeweur standards and targets?
Yes ..... No .....
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5. Are measures selected in coordination with ofinegrams, divisions, or organizations
to avoid duplication of efforts or setting diffetestandards and targets for the same

measure?

6. On performance standards and targets:
a. Do you have specific measures for all of yowatshed performance standards and

targets?

Thank you!
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