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Measure the most critical processes and improvement for better solution is key indicator 
to survive in competitor market. Performance management and Knowledge 
Management provide a best solution for continuous improvement. The paper assess & 
reviews the enabling factor of Coca Cola Enterprise (CCE) Ltd for the implementation of 
the distributive knowledgeable management system with performance measurement 
tool (balance Scorecard) for continuous Improvement. The study has been carried out 
by conducting literature review, questionnaire survey, structured interviews and case 
study. On the basis of outcome of the research strategies, the framework has been 
devised for implementation. The Distributed Knowledgeable Performance Management 
System (DKPMS) has been implemented using database. The different factors have 
been analyzed on suitable sample data and certain conclusions have been derived 
using proper statistical methods. In the nutshell, DKPMPS depicts optimistic effects on 
employee & customer satisfaction, mission, vision, values & Strategy etc and move 
CCE towards business excellence, optimization centric environment and on continuous 
improvement.  

 

Field of Research:  Performance Management (PM), Knowledge, 
Management, Distributed Systems 
 

 

1.0  Introduction 
 

Performance measurement (PM) is the process of quantifying past action (Neely, 1998).  
It is the process of ensuring that an organization pursues strategies that lead to the 
achievement of overall goals and objectives (Nanni et al., 1990). PM is a key agent of 
change (Brignall, 1991). PM plays a vital role in maintaining attention on changing 
customer requirements and competitor actions. Performance measurement is a key 
factor in ensuring the successful implementation of an organization’s strategy 
(Fitzgerald, 1991, Neely 1998). The use of key performance indicators (KPI’s) at the 
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organizational level is based on the critical success factor (CSF) concept (Rockart 
1979).Balanced scorecard, originally developed as tool for performance measurement 
at the organizational level, has been expanded to include critical success factors 
(Kaplan and Norton 1993). The main aim is knowledge sharing, knowledge creation and 
knowledge conversion/innovation. KM promotes an integrated approach to identifying, 
capturing, retrieving, sharing and evaluating an enterprise’s information assets (Skyrme, 
D.J., 1997-9). The Information Technology is energizing the growth of such skill, making 
it easier to expose intellectual property and handling the collection and distribution of 
rights knowledgeable information (Skyrme, D.J., 2002).  In the era of technology and 
data base DKPMS is the best approach to achieve excellence level in organization. 
Manufacturing and distribution distributive knowledge management along with 
performance management is the only way to meet the requirement of the customer and 
society. 
 
Two frameworks, one for effectiveness of DKPMS evaluation and development 
according to different enabling factors and second one for the implementation of the 
DKPMS has been developed. DKPMS is used for collecting, analyzing, reporting, and 
making decisions regarding all performance measures within a process with complete 
history of the particular processes. The effectiveness of the DKPMS has impact in 
transforming the culture of quality management. DKPMS provides quality information 
that will have timeliness, clarity of purpose, correct and precise, provide information, 
and reflect process visibility and culture of continuous improvement. Coca-Cola 
Enterprises Ltd, a UK subsidiary of Coca-Cola Enterprises Inc. Coca-Cola Enterprises 
Inc. is the largest bottler and manufacturer of Coca-Cola brands in the world. In Great 
Britain, Coca-Cola Enterprises Ltd manufactures approximately 240 million cases of 
product every year, 6 manufacturing sites, 7 distribution sites, largest plant in the world 
at Wakefield. CCE adopt TQCCMS (Total Quality Coca-Cola Management System), 
dedicated to attain consistent improvement. The aim of the study include to obtain the 
effects of DKPMS implementation on business performance in coca cola and to drive a 
DKPMS implementation System for coca cola.   
 

2.0   Performance Measurement 
 

Performance Measure means to measure costs, quality, quantity, cycle time, efficiency, 
productivity, etc., of products and services. Measurement of performance normally 
based on quantitative (report) base in which targets and objectives are established and 
accessed. Measurement is an organization wide phenomenon and such measure are 
inter-dependent and their aggregate contribution will reflect the effectiveness of the total 
company’s effort (Zairi, 1993). Performance measurement is not simply concerned with 
collecting data but also associated with predefined performance goal or standard. 
Performance measurement is better thought of as an overall management system 
involving prevention and detection aimed at achieving conformance of the work product 
or service. 
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3.0   Balanced Scorecard  
 

Balance Scorecard is an important approach for measuring and managing the most 
critical processes in organization. Scorecard covers all aspects of the organizational 
behaviors and the stakeholders according to growth, legislation, market, competitors, 
product growth, customer expectation, customer   satisfaction, etc (M. Schneiderman, 
1998). The balanced scorecard methodology, as with most performance management 
methodologies, requires the creation of a vision, mission statement and strategy for the 
organization. There are the fundamentals for extracting the appropriate set of BSC 
metrics from the near infinite list of possibilities that still exist even after the vital few 
processes are identified.  Finding those leveraged internal process measures is key in 
achieving a successful BSC implementation (Michael Bourne, 2001). 
 

4.0  Research Methodology 
 

The research strategies adopted include literature review, interviews, questionnaires 
and the case study. Therefore the strategy adopter is qualitative as well quantitative in 
nature. Distributive knowledgeable performance management and the continuous 
improvement through IT as enabler is conducted through literature review. What are the 
effects of PMS (DKPMS) implementation related to enablers on CCE performance is 
basically the verification according to CCE so for this questionnaires strategy is 
adopted. Structure interviews are exploratory in nature to find out what the key 
requirements according to customer are and how strategy and process are related with 
each other. Interviews also define the priority of the CCE processes according to 
different prospective and Balance Scorecard. Case study has been used to develop a 
DKPMS according to frameworks, enablers, key customer requirements, customer 
strategies, processes priority and Key performance indicators. Research methodology 
adopted in this research is basically qualitative and quantitative in nature.  
 

5.  Proposed Frameworks for Performance Measurement System 
 

DKPMS implementation is based on the two way structure equation Frame working 
technique. Path of the framework and the structure framework are estimated 
concurrently and discretely. DKPMS implementations have two kinds of variables: 
Independent and cause variables PMSI1, PMSI2, PMSI3, PMSI4 and dependent and 
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effect variables BPC1, BPC2, BPC3, and BPC4. In first the framework (Figure 1) shows 
the independent variables assessment about the DKPMS related to PMS 
implementation. The Second framework (Figure 2) shows the independent and 
dependent variable assessment between the DKPMS implementation and Employee, 
Customer satisfaction, and CCE Strategies. Framework (Figure 1) contains 4 
independent variables DKPMS, employee & customer satisfaction. Employee 
satisfaction measured by 0-10, DKPMS has seven items, customer satisfaction 
measured by two items and strategy of CCE contains five items.  These four dependent 
variables are represented as BPC1, BPC2, BPC3, and BPC4, respectively.  
Figure 1: Framework of Performance Management System for DKPMS Implementation  
 

 
 
 

PMSI1: PMS implementation has a positive effect on employee satisfaction.  
PMSI2: PMS implementation has a positive effect on DKPMS 
PMSI3: PMS implementation has a positive effect on customer satisfaction.  
PMSI4: PMS implementation has a positive effect on strategic business performance. 
BPC1: Employee satisfaction has a positive effect on DKPMS.  
BPC2: Employee satisfaction has a positive effect on customer satisfaction. 
BPC3: DKPMS has a positive effect on customer satisfaction 
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BPC4: DKPMS has a positive effect on strategic business performance. 
BPC5: Customer Satisfaction has a positive effect on strategy 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2: DKPMS and Enabling Factor Framework 
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L1: Leadership & Top Management has a positive effect on strategy. 
L2: Leadership & Top Management has a positive effect on Employee. 
SQM1: Supplier has a positive effect on DKPMS. 
VPS: CCE Planning has a positive effect on DKPMS.  
EVA1: Performance Appraisal has a positive effect on DKPMS. 
PCI: Process has a positive effect on DKPMS. 
QSI: Quality Management System has a positive effect on DKPMS. 
EP1: Employee Empowerment has a positive effect on employee. 
RR1: Motivational Factor has a positive effect on employee. 
CF1: Customer focus has a positive effect on customer. 
BP1: DKPMS has a positive effect on Safety and Environment. 
BP 2: Employee has a positive effect on customer. 
BP 3: Safety and Environment has a positive effect on customer.  
BP4:  DKPMS has a positive effect on strategy.  
BP5: Customer has a positive effect on strategy  

 

6.0  DKPMS Implementation Factor Results 
 
DKPMS implementation is evaluated by using the two way structure equation Frame 
working technique. Path of the framework and the structure framework are estimated 
concurrently and discretely, which is two phase analyses.  “Many researchers are now 
proposing a two-stage process of structural equation Frame working”. Hair (1992) 
According to this study total questionnaires reply are only 75; therefore two-way 
approach is used for estimation. “The procedure can be formulated as one of estimating 
the coefficients of a set of linear structural equations representing the cause and effect 
relationships hypothesized by researchers”. Joreskog and Sorbom (1996) DKPMS 
implementations have two kinds of variables: Independent and cause variables PMSI1, 
PMSI2, PMSI3, PMSI4 and dependent and effect variables BPC1, BPC2, BPC3, and 
BPC4.  In first the framework (Figure 1) shows the independent variables assessment 
about the DKPMS related to PMS implementation. The Second framework (Figure 3) 
shows the independent and dependent variable assessment between the DKPMS 
implementation and Employee, Customer satisfaction, and CCE Strategies. According 
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to Hair (1992), “estimating a path analysis Framework with LISREL is entirely 
straightforward. LISREL treats the Framework as a system of equations and estimates 
all the structural coefficients directly”.  
 

6.1  DKPMS and PMS Implementation Framework 
 
In the PMS Implementation related to DKPMS framework use an independent variable 
and has value by means and factors of all the items. Framework (Figure 1) contains 4 
independent variables DKPMS, employee & customer satisfaction. Employee 
satisfaction measured by 0-10, DKPMS has seven items, customer satisfaction 
measured by two items and strategy of CCE contains five items.  These four dependent 
variables are represented as BPC1, BPC2, BPC3, and BPC4, respectively. Correlation 
matrix is used as input matrix for these variables in estimating the hypothesis of this 
framework. Table 1 contains the Statistical summary of 5 variables and all variables 
have normal distribution because skewness and kurtosis value do not exceed 1. The 
PMS Implementation framework has nine hypotheses that all are estimated 
simultaneously. All variable and nine hypothesis confirmation, goodness of fit index and 
the significance level are displayed in table 1, 2, & 3 and Figure 2. 4 hypothesis are 
strongly significant by the T-value is greater the 2.30. Two hypothesis are moderately 
confirmed by the T-value is greater than 1.60. PMS Implementation on customer 
satisfaction, employee satisfaction and DKPMS is not confirmed because T-value is 
less than 1.20. 

 
Table 1: Statistical Summary of Five Variables 
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Summary Statistics for Continuous Variables 
Variable   Mean  St. Dev.   T‐Value  Skewness  Kurtosis  Minimum Freq.  Maximum Freq. 

EMP Sat   0.634     2.955     2.896     0.935    ‐0.342   ‐0.090    11    2.823     1 strongly significant 

DKPMS    0.315     2.555     2.472     1.268     0.301   ‐0.032    13    1.679     1 strongly significant 

CS    1.044     2.071     4.247     0.671    ‐0.656    0.079     9    3.386      1 strongly significant 

SBP    0.808     1.994     3.543     0.939    ‐0.345    0.055    11    3.083     1 strongly significant 

PMSI    5.139     3.416    5.824    ‐0.002    ‐0.086    2.298     1    7.980     1 strongly significant 

 

Eigenvalues and Eigenvectors 
                     PC_1       PC_2       PC_3       PC_4       PC_5            

Eigenvalue        2.33       1.57       0.37       0.17       0.13 

% Variance       51.01      34.40       8.02       3.66       2.92 

Cum. % Var       51.01      85.41      93.42      97.08     100.00 

EMP Sat        0.421     ‐0.422      0.752      0.099      0.264 

DKPMS        0.160     ‐0.207     ‐0.495     ‐0.013      0.828 

CS          0.437     ‐0.622     ‐0.404     ‐0.154     ‐0.484 
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Table 2 Regression for the Five Variables 

 

Table 3 Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

 
 

Maximum Likelihood Estimate 
COEFFICIENTS    STD                T‐value              GFI 

PMSI    0.06744      0.03679           1.83290           0.06682  Fair fit    Moderately Significant    

PMSI1    0.19519                  0.55051           0.35456           0.02292 Fair fit     Week Significance 

PMSI3    0.56629                  1.05672           0.53589           0.59203  Poor Fit     Week Significance 

PMSI2    0.08003                  0.18536           0.43175           0.66592  Poor Fit     Week Significance 

PMSI4    0.04571                  0.03909           1.16953           0.24219  Poor fit      Week Significance 

BPC1    0.18455                  0.14848           1.24289           0.01391 Good fit      Moderately Significant  

BPC2    0.54930                  0.22018           2.49477           0.01260 Good Fit     Strong Significance 

BPC3    0.64991                  0.22281           2.91684           0.00354 Good Fit     Strong Significance 

BPC4    0.44251      0.20681           2.13963           0.03238 Good Fit      Strong Significance  

BPC5    0.77914                  0.12221           3.37548           0.00129 Good Fit      Strong Significance 

Decision Table for Number of Factors 
Factors      Chi2   df      P       DChi2 Ddf     PD      RMSEA 

   1          2.55   5    0.769     19.82   5    0.001    0.000 

   2          0.67   1    0.413      1.88   4    0.757    0.000 

Estimated Regression Weights  
    Parameter      Estimate    RMR     z Value   P Value 

    PMSI          3.6044         1.2245      2.9436    0.0032  Partially acceptable 

    EMP Sat     0.4548         0.4476      1.0161    0.3096 Acceptable 

    DKPMS     0.2125         0.7299      0.2911    0.7710 Acceptable 

    CS              ‐0.2692        0.4908     ‐0.5486    0.5833 Acceptable 

    SBP            0.8464         0.7052      1.2002    0.2301 Acceptable 
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Figure 3 Performance Management System Implementation (DKPMS) and Overall 
Business Performance5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

6.6  DKPMS and Enabling Factor (EF) Framework 
 
Distributive knowledgeable performance management system with enabling factor 
framework contains 11 hypothesizes (Figure 3) that are evaluated simultaneously by 
LISREL. The framework contain 11 EF independent variables are constructed by 
summing the mean score of L1, L2, SQM1, VPS, EVA1, PCI, QSI, RR1, EP1, ES, and 
CF1. The framework also contains four dependent variable Employee and customer 
satisfaction, CCE strategy and DKPMS. Employee satisfaction measured by 0-10, 
DKPMS has seven items, customer satisfaction measured by two items and strategy of 
CCE contains five items. The Dependent variables of the framework are BP1, BP2, 
BP3, and BP4 respectively. Correlation matrix is used as input matrix for these variables 
in estimating the hypothesis of this framework. Table 4 shows the statistical summary of 

                                                            
5 T‐values & Z‐Value are in parentheses. 

**A t‐value larger than 1.60 corresponds to p<0.05. 

*A t-value larger than 2.326 corresponds to p<0.01 
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the 14 variables and all variables have normal distribution because skewness and 
kurtosis value do not exceed 2.  
The PMS Implementation framework has nine hypotheses that all are estimated 
simultaneously. All variable and nine hypothesis confirmation, goodness of fit index and 
the significance level are displayed in table 4, 5, 6 & 7 and Figure 4. Three hypothesis 
are strongly significant by the T-value is greater the 2.30. Five hypothesis are 
moderately confirmed by the T-value is greater than 1.60. DKPMS Enabling factors 
leadership, Strategy and PMS Evaluation are not confirmed because T-value <1.20  
 

Table 4: Summery Statistics for the 14 Enabling factor and DKPMS Variables  

 

 

Table 5: Correlation Matrix for DKPMS and Enabling factor Framework 

 

Summary Statistics for Continuous Variables 
Variable   Mean  St. Dev.   T‐Value  Skewness  Kurtosis  Minimum Freq.  Maximum Freq. 

LED    0.602     0.940     2.867     1.647      1.970    0.000    12    2.920     1 strongly significant 

SQM    0.299     0.545     2.455     1.970       1.739    0.000    14    1.984     1 strongly significant 

VPS    0.840     1.080     3.478     0.582        1.665    0.000    12    2.600     1 strongly significant 

EVA    0.767     0.984     3.487     0.578        1.643    0.000    12    2.450     1 strongly significant 

PCI    0.943     1.251     3.370     0.868       0.482    0.000    12    3.900     1 strongly significant 

QSI    0.863     1.546     2.497     1.309       0.222    0.000    15    4.020     1 strongly significant 

EP1    0.047     1.647     2.843     0.971     1.142    0.000    14    3.840     1 strongly significant 

Correlation Matrix                   

LED        SQM        VPS        EVA        PCI        QSI  EP        HRM         RR         TD         CF        SSE  RES         DKPMS 

 LED  1.000 

SQM  0.366      1.000 

VPS  0.791      0.730      1.000 

EVA  0.730      0.656      0.952      1.000 

PCI  0.765      0.560      0.924      0.907      1.000 
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Table 6: Maximum Likelihood Estimation for DKPMS and Enabling factor Framework 

 

 
The Coefficient of the enabling factors are listed in table 6 according to figure 3 are 
strongly, moderate and weekly confirmed. Employee Satisfaction related to customer 
satisfaction and Safety & Environment related to customer satisfaction and customer 
satisfaction related to CCE Strategy are not confirmed. All Enabling factors and DKPMS 
hypothesis confirmation, goodness of fit index and the significance level are displayed in 
table 4, 5, & 6 and Figure 4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

PMSI Implementation Constructs and Overall Business Performance 

PARAMETERS  COEFFICIENTS   STD     T‐Value    GFI 

L1    0.02451    0.16915    0.14490    0.08479 Fair Fit 

L2    0.09134         2.50569        0.03645     0.03092 Good Fit 

SQM1    0.01374        0.08139       0.16877      0.05598 Good Fit 

VPS    0.24613        0.14058        2.75086        0.07997 Fair Fit 

EVA    0.30136        0.02410      0.004321      0.03200 Good Fit 

PCI    0.39915         0.24569        1.62458        0.10425 Poor Fit 

QSI    0.04053        0.15024       2.26978        0.05733 Good Fit 

EP1    0.22146         0.12418       1.78331       0.07454 Fair Fit 

RR1    0.05896        0.04439      1.62826       0.18409 Very Poor Fit 
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Table 7: Goodness of fit index for DKPMS and Enabling factor Framework 

 
 

 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (L1) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

    Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square    5.6423          14         0.4030 

    Pearson Chi‐square   5.6423          14         0.4030 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function     28.7722 

    Akaike Information Criterion  32.7722 

    Schwarz Criterion     34.3241 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (L2) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

    Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square    6.8527          2         3.4263 

    Pearson Chi‐square                   6.8527          2         3.4263 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function      31.8922 

    Akaike Information Criterion    59.8922 

    Schwarz Criterion                      70.7556 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (SQM1) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

    Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square  1.6892         18         0.0938 

    Pearson Chi‐square                   1.6892         18         0.0938 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function      38.4467 

    Akaike Information Criterion    42.4467 

    Schwarz Criterion                       44.4382 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (VPS) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square   6.6353         14         0.4739 

    Pearson Chi‐square                   6.6353         14         0.4739 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function     31.3746 

    Akaike Information Criterion   35.3746 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (BP1) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

    Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square    50.5358      18         2.8075 

    Pearson Chi‐square                   50.5358      18         2.8075 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function      75.2965 

    Akaike Information Criterion     79.2965 

    Schwarz Criterion                       81.2880 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (BP2) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

    Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square    0.2754        18         0.0153 

    Pearson Chi‐square                  0.2754         18         0.0153 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function      28.9446 

    Akaike Information Criterion    24.9446 

    Schwarz Criterion                       22.9532 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (BP3) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

    Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square    1.7482        18         0.0971 

    Pearson Chi‐square                   1.7482        18         0.0971 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function       8.0142 

    Akaike Information Criterion     12.0142 

    Schwarz Criterion                       14.0057 

Goodness of Fit Statistics (BP4) 

    Statistic                                    Value          DF          Ratio 

    Likelihood Ratio Chi‐square     1.7668        18         0.0982 

    Pearson Chi‐square                    1.7668        18         0.0982 

    ‐2 Log Likelihood Function        8.2266 

    Akaike Information Criterion     12.2266 
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Figure 4: Evaluation Framework of PMS Implementation and DKPMS 
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6.7 Results Interpretations Of The PMSI, Enabling Factors And 
DKPMS  
 
One of the most interesting parts of conducting empirical research is to interpret the 
research findings. Caution should be exercised in interpreting the results obtained from 
statistical data analysis. Madu (1998) In Questionnaires survey there is small no of 
sample for the evaluation of the framework may reduce the power; therefore results to 
be considered in this situation are generalized. It is important to bear in mind the 
following issues because questionnaires survey has some week issues.  

• The Questionnaires respondent position and knowledge/education might affect 
the results according to their responsibilities or nature of the job. 

• Results might be affected by the tend to answer the question that would show 
their attitude in positive or negative way. 

Therefore structure and literature are used to interpret the questionnaire and nais 
interpretation might be avoided.  
 

6.7.1  DKPMS & Enabling Factor  
 
The performance measurement system implementation, according to DKPMS, is 
evaluated by frameworks and has positive effects on employee, customer, society and 
CCE Strategy. Following enabling factors discuss in detail explanations of the DKPMS 
implementation. 
 
Leadership and Top Management 

 

 
The leadership & top Management shows optimistic effect on employee, customer 
satisfaction, and Strategy and DKPMS implementation. Leadership actively participates, 
involve and empower employee in quality management activities. Leadership arranges 

Variable LED is censored below 
Mean = ‐0.400 (0.285) 

 Standard Deviation = 1.949 (0.152) 

LED =  ‐ 62.544   + 7.535*EVA + 12.784*PCI + 6.855*QSI ‐ 12.169*EP+ 6.591*CF + 6.146*RES ‐ 
0.0330*DKPMS + Error, R² = 1.00 
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sufficient, facilities for the training and development of employee. Leadership actively 
focuses on product quality rather than yields. Leader participation in performance 
management activities and performance related concept and skills is highly significance. 
Leader positively encourages employee involvement and empowerment is also highly 
significance. Employee learning and education have moderate significance. 
 
Supplier  

 

Supplier related issues shows optimistic effect on PMS implementation and DKPMS. 
Involve supplier in quality related and PMS issues and supplier produce high quality 
products. CCE consider high quality supplier and long term cooperative relationship with 
continuous learning and innovation. 
 
CCE Planning 

CCE  

Vision and one year plan on DKPMS. However according to CCE generate own 
strategy and plan related to DKPMS and involve and empower employee in DKPMS 
strategy, Quality policy, PMS goal, and PMS improvements activities. Every employee 
must know the CCE DKPMS plan and vision and top management effectively 
encourage employee to concentrate DKPMS and improve DKPMS, reduce cost, and 
satisfy customer and Product quality. 
 
PMS Implementation (PMSI)  

 

Performance management system implementation is highly significance on Employee 
satisfaction (P>1.0), DKPMS and moderate significance in customer satisfaction and 
strategy (P>.05). Therefore PMS implementation has positive effect on DKPMS, 

PMSI = 3.604 + 0.455*EMP Sat + 0.212*DKPMS ‐ 0.269*CS + 0.846*SBP+ Error, R² = 0.113 

 Standerr  (1.426) (0.521)         (0.850)    (0.572)    (0.822)     

Variable VPS is censored below 
VPS =  ‐ 3.314 + 0.585*EVA + 0.483*PCI + 0.0252*QSI ‐ 0.931*EP + 0.509*CF+ 0.858*RES + 0.590*DKPMS 
+ Error, R² = 0.993 

 Standerr     (2.444) (0.307)     (0.237)     (0.220)      (1.064)    (0.792)      (0.670)     (0.435)                         

Variable SQM is censored below 
SQM =  ‐ 0.0000115 + 0.0166*EVA + 2.212*PCI + 1.903*QSI ‐ 4.259*EP+ 3.862*CF ‐ 1.794*RES ‐ 
0.285*DKPMS + Error, R² = 1.00 

 Standerr     (0.0108)    (0.00144)    (0.00270)   (0.00157)   (0.00485)   (0.00195)  (0.00413)   (0.000137)          
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Employee and customer satisfaction. Performance management implementation 
activities could improve product quality, employee commitment and involvement and 
continuous improvement.  
 
Process  

 

Process Control and Improvement have week significance related to PMS 
implementation, CCE Strategy and customer satisfaction. (P<.01). CCE must pay 
attention on process capability, requirement and implement process management 
system (BSC) effectively and efficiently so that CCE use BSC extensively for process 
management and control thus the use of PMS tool (BSC), CCE have positive effect in 
product quality, and customer/employee satisfaction. 
 
Society, Safety and Environment (SSE) 

SSE  

have strong significance on strategy, processes have the value (P >1.0). SSE also have 
week significance on employee satisfaction, resources, and customer focus (P <.01). 
SSE has positive effect on PMSI and DKPMS and established their own SSE system 
according to society and international standard. The hypothesis SSE has positive 
effective on product quality thus evaluation between SSE and product quality have been 
biased to a some degree 
 
Employee Empowerment 

 

Employee show positive effective DKPMS, customer satisfaction, PMS implementation 
and has strong significance (P>1.0). “Participatory management Frameworks are not 
appropriate for cultures with large power distance”. Adler (1991) Employee participation 
and involvement are encouraged in possible modification, suggestion in continuous 
improvement.  Top management involves employees in functional cross functional 

EMP Sat =  ‐ 5.174 ‐ 0.473*DKPMS + 1.893*CS + 0.451*SBP + 0.358*PMSI+ Error, R² = 0.646 

 Standerr     (3.395) (0.671)    (0.773)    (0.991)     (0.320)      

SSE = 3.497  ‐ 0.205*SBP + 0.448*PCI + 0.298*QSI + 0.480*EP ‐ 0.0902*CF  ‐ 0.114*RES 0.819*DKPMS + 
Error, R² = 0.440 

 Standerr  (0.0760) (0.194)     (0.171)     (0.160)     (1.218)    (0.898)    (0.0486)    (0.522)                        

DKPMS =  ‐ 6.026 + 2.138*CS + 0.528*SBP + 0.305*PMSI ‐ 0.499*PCI+ Error, R² = 0.643

 Standerr     (3.883) (1.348)    (0.877)     (0.324)      (0.548)         
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teams and encourage in PMS implementation and development of DKPMS for 
continuous improvement  
 
 
 
Motivational Factor 

  
Motivational Factor shows optimistic effect on employee participation, DKPMS and has 
strong significance value (P>1.0).  Motivational Factor activities effectively inspire 
employee pledge to performance improvement is moderate significance. “Argued 
persuasively that the focus on individual performance and related evaluation and reward 
practices causes major dysfunctions and organizational ineffectiveness”.  Deming 
(1986) “It is very important for having a successful PMS implementation in company if 
the contribution made by all employees toward PMS implementation is clearly linked to 
rewards”. Jenner (1998)  
The Motivational Factor deeds can motivate employees to enhance their commitment 
and involvement in deployment of DKPMS 
 
Training and Development 

 

Employee education and training has positive effect in employee evaluation & 
participation, quality system management resource management and also DKPMS 
development and development, questionnaires shows strong significance level with 
DKPMS, employee participation and PMS improvement (P>.05).  According to 
Kassicieh and Yourstone (1998), “PMS training is a key to successful implementation of 
PMS along the dimensions of cost reduction and profit increase”. CCE have introduce 
different DKPMS training program and Six Sigma training program for various 
operational employees according to their job requirement.  
 
Customer Participation 

TD =  ‐ .37447343D‐07 ‐ 0.00000312*EVA + 0.00000307*PCI + 0.00000615*QSI+ 0.0000129*EP ‐ 
.21049332D‐06*RES + 1.00*DKPMS + Error, R² = 1.00 

 Standerr     (0.000422)      (0.00105)        (0.000922)       (0.000885)     (0.00133)      (0.000269)          
(0.00175)                        

Variable RR is censored below 

RR =  ‐ 0.00000777 + 0.571*EVA ‐ 2.130*PCI ‐ 0.808*QSI + 1.062*EP+ 0.705*CF + .95844302D‐07*RES + 
0.837*DKPMS + Error, R² = 1.00 

 Standerr     (0.0110)     (0.00167)   (0.00452)   (0.00177)   (0.00691)   (0.00273)  (0.00447)           (0.00165) 
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Hypothesis customer Participation has week significance value related to DKPMS, PMS 
implementation and employee participation and satisfaction (P<.05). CCE have specific 
customer and have specific feedback system in order to collect customer complaints, 
customer feedback will be based not only specific customer and it’s in general way and 
in order to pursue customer satisfaction. 
 

5.5.2.1 Consequence of Employee  
 
Distributive Knowledgeable Performance Management System 

 
Employee shows optimistic effect on DKPMS and strong significance level (P>1.0). 
Employee satisfaction effects directly the customer, product quality and performance 
management and improvement system. Employees are the key enablers of the CCE 
strategy to deliver right product on right time and maintain market place. 
 
Effect of DKPMS 

 

Hypothesis DKPMS development and deployment has positive effective with strong 
significance value (P>1.0). DKPMS shows positive effect on CCE strategy, Process and 
Satisfaction of Customer and employee. CCE’s strategy of continuous improvement will 
be improved on the basis of safety and Environment and PMS implementation. CCE 
can gain returns from their efforts to DKPMS. 
 
Effects of Customer  

Estimated Censored Regression 

PMSI = 3.604 + 0.455*EMP Sat + 0.212*DKPMS ‐ 0.269*CS + 0.846*SBP+ Error, R² = 0.113 

 Standerr  (1.426) (0.521)         (0.850)    (0.572)    (0.822)     

CS =  ‐ 0.275 + 0.864*EMP Sat + 1.185*DKPMS + 0.160*SBP ‐ 0.0608*PMSI+ Error, R² = 0.614 

 Standerr     (1.664) (0.342)         (0.559)    (0.755)     (0.235)       

Estimated Censored Regressio. 

DKPMS =  ‐ 6.026 + 2.138*CS + 0.528*SBP + 0.305*PMSI ‐ 0.499*EMP Sat+ Error, R² = 0.643 

 Standerr     (3.883) (1.348)    (0.877)     (0.324)      (0.548)         
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Customer has strongly significance related to DKPMS, employee, CCE strategy and 
enabling factors of DKPMS (P>1.0). “It is far from certain that market share and 
customer satisfactions are positively correlated”.  Fornell (1992) However in the long run 
its best way the customer satisfaction goes with CCE Strategy, “The economic returns 
from improving customer satisfaction are not immediately realized”. Anderson (1994). 

7.  DKPMS Implementation 
The DKPMS is implemented to provide the facility to the organizations having their 
network of department and intends to manage the whole network from its head. 
Through this software the performance Management system (Balance Score Card) 
related to any Site can be available. Distributed Knowledgeable Performance 
Management System has different functions, some main include operation about KPI, 
New Prospective, BSC Reports, Distributive BSC System, Final PMS Reports, KPI’s 
Search Facility, Distributed QFD, Distributed BSC.  The tools for implementation are 
JDK, EJB, Java Swing, Oracle and WebLogic. The architectural of DKPMS is shown in 
figure 3. 

Figure 5: Distributive Knowledgeable Performance Management architecture view 
 

 

Ordinary Least Squares Regression. 

  SBP = 1.217 ‐ 0.0164*EMP Sat + 0.0774*DKPMS + 0.0634*CS + 0.0833*PMSI+ Error, R² = 0.123 

 Standerr  (0.431) (0.168)          (0.266)     (0.180)     (0.0808)     
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8.0  Results 
 

The study finds out some practical implication: First, PMS implementation shows 
optimistic effect on employee satisfaction, customer satisfaction and CCE strategy. 
Second, leadership must show their commitment and involvement in development and 
deployment of DKPMS with employee training and development for continuous 
improvement. Third, it is not necessary that all CCE enabling factors present to ensure 
the success of DKPMS deployment finally, in this study some hypothesis are not 
confirmed, disconfirmation do not imply these paradigm are unimportant. CCE should 
identify the problem area and implement Performance management tool for continuous 
improvement. 
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Figure 6: Process Priorities for Operational Excellence 
 

 
Figure 7: Process Priorities for Product Leadership 
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Figure 8: Process Priorities for Customer satisfaction 
 

 

 
9.0  Conclusion 
 

Four paradigm of performance management system implementation are acknowledged 
for CCE; DKPMS, Employee satisfaction, customer satisfaction and Strategy. Several 
conclusions have obtained from the evaluation of frameworks and development of 
BSC, few are listed follows: (1) PMS implementation has positive effect on CCE 
Performance and continuous improvement. (2) PMS implementation has positive 
effects on employee & customer satisfaction, mission, vision, values & Strategy; (3) 
Leadership & top Management has positive effects on employee & customer 
satisfaction & Loyalty and mission, vision, values & Strategy; (4) Employee 
participation, Empowerment, Motivated factors have positive effects on employee 
satisfaction & Loyalty; (5) Customer services has positive effect on CCE Performance, 
Production, utilization, line performance and manufacturing; (6) Vision and Strategy 
has positive effect on distribution, overheads, yield and targets; (7) performance 
management shows optimistic effect on strategy & continuous improvement; (8) 
Customer participation shows optimistic consequence on customer satisfaction.; (9) 
Employee expectation and contentment shows optimistic effects on attendance, labors 
utilization, CPVD; (10) Product quality shows optimistic effects on CPMU and process 
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capability; and (11) Cost performance has positive effect on manufacturing, packaging, 
Warehouse performance, cost per case/pallets. 
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