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PART 2: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the
manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISIONcomments Describe the areas of the framework before the researchMethodology (p. 4). Instead of just referring the reader toAppendix 1, explain each component and therelationships between components briefly in the text.Compare and contrast this framework to otherperformance management systems that are tied toorganizational mission and goals, for example, theBalanced Scorecard approach. In what ways are thecomponents theoretically drive?

Explain why this qualitative case method is valuable as anassessment for any firm’s performance managementprogram.
A major finding from the evaluation is that the incentiveswere not strong enough. This isn’t especially novel. It isproblematic in the context of this firm, and generalizableperhaps to this type of firm, but hardly a new idea in thecompensation/incentive literature. This firmunderestimated the effects of the incentive system. Why?How would you contrast this with different philosophiesof compensation—for instance, Apple stores havingexpert sales staff who are not on commission?

We have included the list of areas of the framework in the
main text before methodology along with a brief explanation
and connexions among them (Lines 121-183; pag.: 4 & 5).

Following Malmi & Brown (2008, pag.: 288) Balanced
scorecard can only be considered as an element belonging to a
broader control package. According to this, the article only
explains the choice of Ferreira’s among the alternative
conceptual frames available for studying control elements as a
package.
Nevertheless we have included a paragraph to categorize BSC
as one of the elements of a control package (Lines 102-105;
pag.: 4).
Besides, the case company didn’t have a BSC.

We agree we have added an explanation on the choice of case
method (Lines 187-192; pag.: 6).

We understand that the way the weak incentives system is
mentioned in the conclusions section may lead to understand
we considered a major finding but we didn’t, we have
rephrased this paragraph (Lines 483-487; pag.:12).

We have added a sentence explaining why the incentive
system didn’t work (Lines 420-421; pag.:10).
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How did the performance management system derivefrom the intended corporate culture (ex ante)? How did itaffect the corporate culture over time (ex post facto)? Corporate culture is not explicitly discussed in this paper,
although it may be seen as implicit in the discussion of mission
and vision. It is seen more as a contingent variable that may
influence PMS design rather than an organizational
characteristic that can be manipulated.
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Minor REVISION comments Explain how the feedback coaching process worked andhow this related to the importance of information flows.Were managers trained to be coaches and developers oftheir people? Were they measured in this regard? Whatare the more “subtle ways of motivating and coordinatingorganisational behaviour…” (p. 11)?
The so-called coaching process is not such. It is the namegiven by the company to a subjective appraisal ofsubordinates. Consequently there is no training, ormeasurement of managers in this regards. We havemodified the text to make clear this is only the name givento the report. (Lines 333-336; pag.:9)We have added examples of subtle ways of motivating inthe text (Lines 498-501; pag.:12)

Optional/Generalcomments This paper is an excellent example of understanding andanalysing performance management systems andprocesses as methods of control and, as importantly ormore so, support for employee and organizational growthand development. The paper begins with a clear overviewof the literature, presents an analytic framework, andproceeds to apply the framework to analyse the casebased on detailed interviews. The paper explains how apurpose-driven system can be valuable, but miss themark with insufficiently strong systems. The analysisshows the value to the company that was studied,suggesting the need to strengthen the reward system. Italso shows the value of this type of assessment fordiagnosing how well performance management elementsare working as an integrated system and a process thatunfolds over time.

Thank you


