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Abstract: Objective: This paper aims to explore the scientific literature in order to show how the
process of institutionalizing (incorporating) the ‘sustainability’ of the performance evaluation system
(PES) contributes to organizational performance management (OPM). Methodology: An integrative
review was carried out with the support of the ProKnow-C intervention instrument to select 39 articles
that formed part of the bibliographic portfolio (BP). The PB analysis was conducted through the
evolution of the performance evaluation (PE) area; the elaboration of the concept of OPM, which
guided this research; and the development of a ‘lens’ using the concept of the ‘sustainability’ of the
PES, from which it was possible to identify its essential aspects and use them as a basis for exploration.
With this, it was feasible to demonstrate the relationship of the ‘lens’ with the guiding concept that
allowed the elaboration of a taxonomy. Findings: In terms of the results, the evolution of a mature
theme in the literature (PE) from a new perspective and with an emphasis on the integration of
elements related to management is presented, allowing for the identification that the management
elements are incipient and little developed in the literature. The elaboration of a taxonomy made it
possible to verify that ‘learning’ is the aspect of sustainability that most contributes to OPM, that the
‘holistic/integrated vision’ element encompasses all aspects that determine the sustainability of the
PES, and that the ‘use of information’ is the common component and link between the sustainability
of PES and OPM in promoting organizational learning, supporting communication and providing it
with a foundation for decision-making. Originality: Gaps were identified in the literature that led
to the elaboration of a future research agenda for questions related to the importance of culture in
encouraging the continuous process of performance management, the relationship of organizational
learning with the context and strategic alignment, and the contribution of the human factor and
culture to the continuous improvement of organizational performance. Thus, this research offers a
new guiding perspective for OPM.

Keywords: organizational performance management; sustainability of the performance evaluation
system; integrative literature review

1. Introduction

The practice of performance evaluation (PE) guides organizational actors to achieve
objectives and to maintain or improve performance through interactive activities involving
organizational performance measurement and management [1,2]. With globalization,
changes around the world and technological advances, the context in which PE is used
has been affected, and new trends, types of business, processes and innovations must be
considered by managers [3,4]. From the perspective of measurement and management,
frameworks and performance evaluation systems (PESs) are guided by the organizational
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context and established strategies [5–7], aiming, among other functions, at continuous
improvement [8,9].

Through the use of PESs, performance information is generated and enables the
control of actions, as well as communication, in addition to monitoring, planning and
action taking [8,10,11]. For managers, it is important that the information obtained is
updated, adequate and accessible [12], which requires constant reviewing and adjusting
of the system [2,13] and the use of tools and technologies that facilitate the visibility,
communication and accessibility of the volume of information generated by the PES [14,15].
Within a dynamic and turbulent scenario, it is necessary that the PESs incorporate a variety
of performance metrics, which have the function of providing information about all aspects
that can influence organizational performance, reducing uncertainties in the environment,
and, thus, supplying assistance for decision-making [16]. It is emphasized then that the
measurement and management systems feed each other and form an interactive process in
the organizational context [1].

The first scientific academic records of the practice of measuring performance by
managers in the organizational context relate to factories using information from production
cost and productivity measures [17,18]. With changes in organizational structures and
businesses, and with the aim of keeping the organization competitive in a globalized
and dynamic market [3,4], a PES needs to be holistic in terms of both measurement and
management.

In this vein, a representative number of works have been published [19], with propos-
als for frameworks [6,7], with an emphasis on the lifecycle of the PES [20,21], and on the
consequences generated by the implementation of a PES [22–25], among others. However,
management-related aspects are incipient and insufficient [19,26]. Thus, there is a lack
of studies addressing aspects that are relevant to management in an integrated way, as
well as research that explores the prospects of PE in the long term in the organizational
context, that is, the sustainability of the PES. Holzer et al. (2019) [27] present the concept of
sustainability in the PE context and highlight its importance as a way to institutionalize
(incorporate) the use of performance information and promote the maintenance of the
system’s useful life.

Within this context, Holzer et al. (2019) [27] suggest examining the issue through
the ‘sustainability’ of the system. In this way, they present the concept of sustainability in
relation to PE and highlight its importance, as it is a way of institutionalizing (incorporating)
the use of performance information and promoting the maintenance of the system’s useful
life and the continuous improvement of organizational performance.

Prompted by the need for a means of supporting organizational performance man-
agement (OPM) and the theoretical proposal suggested by [27], the authors argue that
a synthesis of the literature, guided by the elements/aspects that form these two theo-
retical contributions, can offer insights that contribute to OPM activities, justifying an
integrative review. Thus, the objective of exploring the scientific literature emerges, in
the form of an integrative review, to show how the process of institutionalizing the ‘sus-
tainability’ of the PES contributes to OPM. For the selection of scientific articles, which
will serve as a database for the integrative analysis [28], the Knowledge Development
Process-Constructivist instrument is used [29,30].

The main contribution of this study is made theoretically through the proposal that the
‘sustainability’ of the PES is capable of helping OPM. More specifically, in this research, the
authors present a contribution to the scientific community by formulating the concept of
OPM, supported by the articles selected in the BP, which are theoretical works in the area of
PE. In addition, the authors also provide descriptions (concepts) for the aspects identified as
essential by [27] for the ‘sustainability’ of the PES. Thus, through the developed taxonomy,
it is demonstrated how, effectively, the aspects of sustainability can be used, that is, through
OPM. The integrated, holistic view is the management element that is most related to the
‘sustainability’ of the PES, and learning is the aspect of the idea of ‘sustainability’ that is
most closely related to the concept of management. In this way, through the established
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relationships and the evolution of PE, as well as by offering definitions that help in the
understanding of OPM concepts and ‘sustainability’, a new perspective of support for OPM
is presented. In addition, this analysis also represents a practical contribution, given that
the elements explored are considered essential for organizations to continue evolving and
adhering to new market trends and technologies, such as the use of the Internet of Things
(IoT), big data and other smart initiatives. It is noteworthy that this work is delimited to
the content of the selected articles and also offers a theoretical perspective.

2. Methodology

To reach the objective of exploring the scientific literature in order to show how
the process of institutionalizing the ‘sustainability’ of the PES contributes to OPM, an
integrative review of this type of literature was carried out [28], using the intervention
instrument Knowledge Development Process-Constructivist (ProKnow-C) [29–31], for the
selection of the bibliographic portfolio (BP) that served as the basis for analysis.

ProKnow-C is a structured process of selection, identification and reflection regarding
the characteristics of a strand of literature that, initially, aims to develop knowledge on
the studied topic, according to the delimitations established by the researchers, and, later,
transmit this knowledge, generated through analysis, criticism and contributions [31–33],
based on the constructivist approach. It is thus aligned to the purpose of this research.

The ProKnow-C instrument was originally designed to help a researcher who does not
have consolidated knowledge on a subject and/or who is faced with the questions: (i) where
and how to select relevant studies on the topic [34]; (ii) how he can justify his scientific
research, supported by relevant theoretical contributions [34,35]; and (iii) how to identify
research gaps and formulate scientific research questions for future work [33]. Based on
the generation of this initial knowledge, the process evolves through a constructivist bias,
guiding the researcher to establish theoretical affiliation and analyse the selected articles
and critically reflect on their alignment. Thus, the instrument is constantly growing and
updating and is now composed of five stages: (i) selection of the BP; (ii) bibliometric
analysis; (iii) a map of the literature; (iv) systemic analysis; and (v) the formulation of
research suggestions [25]. In this research, step (i), the selection of the BP, will be developed
(Figure 1). Additional information about BP selection and the characteristics of this BP are
presented in Appendices A and B.

Figure 1. BP selection process for PE. Source: Prepared by the authors.

ProKnow-C has been used in qualitative studies, such as this one, by the scientific
community, as can be seen in works by [36–41], among others.
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The research process lasted eight months, from the initial search of the databases to
the end of the article analysis. With the ProKnow-C operationalization, 39 articles were
selected to compose the BP, which are used as the data for analysis. The selected studies
can be identified in the references by asterisks at the end of each article’s reference.

The integrative literature review is a way of revisiting and criticizing publications
based on ‘lenses’ and/or theoretical affiliations with which the subject has not yet been
explored in order to generate new knowledge and perspectives. With the adoption of these
‘lenses’ and/or theoretical affiliations, the researcher reflects on and explores the literature
(critical analysis), synthesizing it and presenting it through a taxonomy, research agenda,
alternative models to the existing ones, or metatheory [28,42].

In this research, the literature will be presented in the forms of a taxonomy and a
research agenda.

Thus, in the context of the integrative review, it is necessary to indicate the theoretical
affiliation and the ‘lens’ that inform the exploration (critical analysis) of the literature. Here,
the theoretical affiliation will be that of the guiding concept of OPM, built and presented
in Section 3.2, and the ‘lens’ will be guided by the ‘sustainability’ concept of the PES, as
proposed by Holzer et al. (2019) [27].

Figure 2 shows the process adopted for the development of the literature exploration
(critical analysis). After the BP selection, the evolution of the PE area was presented,
followed by the definition of the OPM guiding concept, and, later, a ‘lens’ was elaborated
with the ‘sustainability’ of the PES concept, as proposed by [27], from which it was possible
to identify its essential aspects and use them as a basis for exploration. With this, it was
possible to demonstrate the relationship of the ‘lens’ with the guiding concept through the
construction of a taxonomy.

Figure 2. Process of validating the accuracy of integrative review information. Source: Prepared by
the authors.

The lens follows the concept of ‘sustainability’ proposed by [27] (2019, p. 139): ‘the
sustainability of performance management is understood as the process of institutionalizing
the use of performance information as a fundamental component that guides decisions
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and implies continuous adjustments and improvements’. Based on this, five aspects are
considered essential for achieving the ‘sustainability’ of the PES.

The data processing was carried out by coding the articles that make up the BP,
following the precepts of the grounded theory (GT). This methodology offers a systematic
strategy for qualitative research, allowing the creation of new perspectives based on a
grounded analysis of data [43]. In this study, the constructivist approach of GT will be used
since the final result depends on the perception and experience of the researcher himself in
his interaction with the data [44].

Codification is the fundamental process of GT, and it structures the entire analysis of
the methodology. This strategy seeks to organize and integrate data, carefully analysing
each piece of information and assigning meaning to it. This stage allows groups and
relationships to be highlighted, initiating the construction of new perspectives on the
topic [45]. In this study, coding was used to build the OPM guiding concept and relate
it to the PES ‘sustainability’ lens, according to [27]. To accomplish this, in an electronic
spreadsheet, all BP articles were coded, highlighting the elements that define OPM and
the ‘lens’ aspects, enabling the construction of a taxonomy. Figure 3 illustrates the BP
encoding process.

Figure 3. Process of coding. Source: Prepared by the authors.

3. Results
3.1. The Evolution of Performance Evaluation

The evolution of the PE presents the 1980s as a milestone, when there was a change in
the focus—which was, until then, on accounting metrics, decontextualized from internal
demands [18]—to a vision of the use of multidimensional ad hoc [7] metrics [6,9,11,17,46,47]
oriented towards the achievement of organizational strategy [3,13,17,48].

Around the 1990s, models began to emerge that connected the strategies of orga-
nizations and their operations, which presented itself as a great innovation [49]. Thus,
models and frameworks were created to measure performance, enabling organizational
strategic alignment, and seeking integrated solutions or answers to the specific problems of
organizations [12–14,21,50].

From the 2000s onwards, the focus of PE was given to management, with a view to
improving organizational performance and learning [14]. In this period, the need arose to
understand how PE and PESs evolved in order to meet the new business structure, such
as collaborative organizations, networks, and open innovation environments, in addition
to the change in perspective regarding the knowledge age [3], servitization, and new
technologies accompanied by the demand for sustainability [4]. Thus, management and
performance measurement adopted the systems of systems (SoS) vision [19,51] to meet
these settings beyond individual organizations.

Thus, to evaluate organizational performance, it is important to define the processes,
characteristics and functions [10] necessary and sufficient for the context. As a reflection of
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this, a PES will contemplate, in its conception, metrics that would enable the operational-
ization of the defined strategy [8]. These metrics must meet the fundamental properties of
objectivity and accuracy [52]. Thus, organizational characteristics and their context, sector
and priorities are part of the essential factors for the system design [13,21,31], along with
the dimensions that interfere with organizational performance, such as elements related to
human resources [23]. Corroborating this, PESs allow for an organizational PE in a holistic
way [5], so their complexity must be evaluated [53] through the analysis of their impact
and the strategies that really add value to the organization [54].

In addition to the design steps, as well as the implementation and use of the PES
lifecycle, it is necessary to incorporate a fourth step of reviewing and updating the system
to ensure its alignment and relevance with the strategy, allowing the incorporation of
changes [20]. In this sense, the long-term sustainability of the system becomes impor-
tant [27]. As a way to facilitate its management, tools have emerged that provide this
process [15,55].

The PE that, until then, was related to technical controls (the definition of metrics, goals,
data collection, analysis and transmission of performance information) began to incorporate,
in a complementary way, social controls linked to culture and behavioural routines that
influence how measurement is used to manage performance in an organization [24]. It
is possible to observe the evolution of PE from the perspective of theoretical articles in
Figure 4.

Performance is achieved as the people involved in the process interact in their routine,
transforming abstract ideas into concrete actions. The PE, as a management activity, can
change organizational routines through the feedback and feedforward processes that will
guide organizational changes before the action occurs [56]. The PES becomes a tool capable
of influencing people’s behaviour, developing organizational capacities and, therefore,
improving their performance [57]. From a behavioural point of view, a PES’s success
depends not only on the commitment of senior management but also on the involvement
and motivation of other employees [21].

Figure 4. Evolution of performance evaluation. Source: Prepared by the authors.

Due to organizational reconfiguration and the evolution of information and commu-
nication technologies, organizations generate and need to process an increasing amount
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of data. Tools that support information management become more necessary, helping to
collect, compile and present information from various sources [15,55].

PE is understood, then, as a system composed of two subsystems—performance
measurement and management [2]—that operate interactively in a virtuous cycle.

3.2. Organizational Performance Management as a Guiding Concept

From the perspective of PE, management comprises an integrated set of organizational
processes and practices that seek, considering the context and its particularities, to put into
use the information generated by the measurement of performance to monitor the impact
on organizational culture and people’s behaviour as well as systems and processes to then
support decision-making, stimulating organizational learning and providing opportunities
for resource allocation, information management and the transmission of performance
results. This concept was built based on the authors’ interpretation of the contributions to
management identified in the BP. In this sense, Table 1 presents this interpretation of each
of the elements that make up the constructed management concept.

Table 1. Definition of OPM concept elements. Source: Prepared by the authors.

Element Definition References

Process Related to considering management as a
process. [2–5,8,9,14,15,19,20,23,27,48,51,55–57]

Culture and behaviour
Related to organizational culture, social

aspects, people’s behaviour, and the way in
which this impacts organizational learning.

[3–5,7,8,13,14,19–24,27,51,54,57]

Routines and practices

Related to all routines and management
practices, such as the elaboration of metrics

and action strategy, internal and external
communication, among others.

[2,4,5,7,10,14,19,22–24,27,31,48,55–57]

Holistic/integrated view

Related to considering the organizational
dimensions in an integrated way, as well as

performing the organization evaluation
holistically.

[1–5,14,15,22,24,27,31]

Context and strategic alignment
Related to considering the particularities of the

organization in order to enable its strategic
alignment.

[1,2,4,7,12,14,15,19,22,31,48,51,53–56]

Decision-making

Related to all aspects that feed
decision-making, such as resource allocation,
information management, and knowledge,

among others.

[1–6,8–10,14,15,19,21–24,27,31,48,51,54–57]

Continuous improvement Related to the improvement and sustainability
of organizational performance and its system. [2,5,7,19,27,55–57]

To better explain the authors’ interpretation in their analysis, it is noteworthy that,
with regard to the presented OPM elements, the references attributed to each of them
represent a relationship between the content of the articles and the identified element and
are not necessarily a direct mention of these elements in the articles. Thus, the definition
of each of the aspects was elaborated based on the authors’ understanding, reflection and
knowledge generation through reading and critical analysis, as previously described in the
methodology section. As an example, there were references that supported the construction
of the definition of the ‘process’ element and helped in the generation of knowledge about
management as a process, that is, a continuous action that requires a continuous sequence
of actions with regularity and development. Thus, the same process was completed to
define the other elements.
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3.3. Analysis of Lens Aspects in Relation to the Elements of the Guiding Concept

Table 2 shows the relationship between the aspects that determine the ‘sustainability’
of the PES, which are listed in the first column, with the elements that make up the concept
of OPM, which are provided in the first row. Thus, the closer to the bottom of the figure,
the greater the number of aspects of the lens that are present in the concept. This can also
be seen through the increase in the intensity of the yellow colour when approaching the
bottom line of the figure. It is noteworthy that only the articles that made contributions to
the management aspects were analysed in relation to the ‘sustainability’ lens.

Table 2. Taxonomy of the aspects of the ‘sustainability’ of the PES with the elements of the OPM
concept. Source: Prepared by the authors.

Process Culture and
Behaviour

Routines
and Practices

Integrated
Holistic
Vision

Context and
Strategic

Alignment

Decision-
Making

Continuous
Improve-

ment

System-
related

resources

[1–3,5–7,13–
15,19,21–

23,27,47,48,
53,55]

[1,2,4,5,7,8,10,
13,14,19–

24,27,47,48,
53,55,57]

[1–8,13–
15,20–

23,27,57]

Technical
factors

[2,4–6,8,10,14,
15,19,21–24,
27,48,55,56]

[2,4,5,14,15,
22,23,27,50,

56,57]

[2–6,8,10,14,
15,19,21–

23,27,48,53,
55–57]

Human factor
[1,4–8,13–

15,20–24,27,
48,53,55–57]

[3,5,14,22,23,
55,57]

[1,3,5,14,15,
23,24,48]

[1,7,24,55,
56]

Culture
[2–

6,14,15,21,23,
24,27,48,57]

[2,4–6,14,15,
27,48,55,57] [3,4,14,23] [2–5,21,23,55] [2,7,15,24,

27,56]

Learning [3,5,14,19,23,
27,57]

[1,14,19,20,22,
23,27,48,53,

56,57]

[1,5,8,10,14,
20,22,23,27,

53,56,57]

[1,14,19,53,
57] [3,8,23,48,57] [1–3,5,8,10,14,

55–57]

[1,2,8,10,19,
20,22,23,27,

53,55,56]

The aspects of ‘learning’, ‘culture’ and ‘human factor’ are the most present in the
concept of OPM because they are related to most of the inherent elements, with ‘learning’
present in all these elements. Another important point to note is that the ‘holistic/integrated
vision’ element encompasses all aspects that determine the ‘sustainability’ of the PES.

More specifically, the presence of learning in the OPM concept is due to the fact that
it is a consequence of all the elements present. On the other hand, the relationship of the
‘holistic/integrated view’ with all aspects of the lens is present within this perspective,
considering that all dimensions of the organization must be seen and analysed in an
integrated way, including the aspects mentioned in the lens.

The analysis summary of the articles can be viewed in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Synthesis of the analysis in relation to the ‘sustainability’ lens. Source: Prepared by
the authors.

3.3.1. System-Related Resources

The elements necessary for the institutionalization of the ‘sustainability’ of the PES
include the design, maintenance and useful life of this system. The system needs to rely
on the support of tools and technologies that enable the use of the information generated
during decision-making.

To ensure the relevance of the system’s metrics and goals, it is necessary to introduce
periodic review and update processes that keep the PES aligned with the strategy and
environment. The use of information to constantly challenge the current strategy is a way
to generate organizational learning and encourage continuous improvement.

3.3.2. Technical Factors

Technical factors give PES the ability to collect and analyse data, transmit information
and highlight the need for adjustments in organizational behaviour and routine, thus
helping the decision-making process. To this end, the system must have integrated infor-
mation from feedback and feedforward, which identify and signal corrective actions when
necessary and can affect the direction of change in organizational processes. The flow of
information must occur in an integrated manner internally between departments, teams
and individuals, and between partner organizations to reduce the incidence of problems
and encourage organizational learning.

3.3.3. Human Factor

Performance measurement and management practices influence people’s behaviour
and, consequently, affect organizational performance. The technical and the human factors
must be viewed in an interconnected way since one has the power to influence the other.
Thus, importance should be given to management practices that encourage the participation
and engagement of people both in the use of a PES and in its management, stimulating the
development of the desired organizational culture. Corroborating this, it is important to
build a communication channel that encourages employee involvement.
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3.3.4. Culture

Just as the human factor impacts organizational culture, culture influences the be-
haviour of individuals. To take advantage of this influence, the culture must be aligned
with the organizational context and its objectives and with PES. Similarly, PES can influence
organizational culture, especially with regard to the continuous improvement of organiza-
tions’ performance. Therefore, it is important that the organizational culture encourages
the use of PES, especially regarding the use and sharing of performance information, which
is made available by the system, stimulating the action of feedback and feedforward. It will
be the regular discussions based on this information that help to embed the practice of PE
in the organizational culture. In this sense, it is noted that culture can contribute to OPM in
several ways, either through its influence on the behaviour of individuals, in routines and
management practices through internal and external communication, for example, in the
visualization of the organization in a holistic/integrated way, in the strategic alignment of
the organization, or in the proposition of continuous improvement.

3.3.5. Learning

Through the information generated by the measurement activity, managers have the
knowledge and assistance to analyse the results obtained and organize the conduct of the
communication and dialogue process with people, generating individual and organiza-
tional knowledge, and to plan and implement the necessary actions and verify whether the
adopted practices lead to the organizational objectives. Learning also occurs through moti-
vations for employees’ behaviour and in the interactions between the social and technical
dimensions. Thus, it can be a success factor in the use of PES.

In conclusion, considering that the PE is composed of the interaction between the
measurement and performance management subsystems, and based on the evolution of
the PE and the observation that the management aspects are incipient and few works in
the scientific literature explore it, this study adopted the PES concept of ‘sustainability’,
proposed by [27], in order to assist OPM. Thus, it was found that the five aspects that lead
to the maintenance of the useful life of the PES and, consequently, the sustainability of
these systems can contribute to the OPM. By exploring how these aspects contribute to
the seven elements that make up the OPM, it was noted that the ‘use of information’ is
present in all aspects of the sustainability of the PES, as it is able to boost management, and
is a common component and the link between the sustainability aspects of PES and the
elements of OPM.

4. Final Considerations

This study aimed to explore the scientific literature, in the form of an integrative
review, in order to show how the process of institutionalizing the ‘sustainability’ of the PES
contributes to OPM. Conducting an integrative review on PE, considered a mature topic
in the literature, was a way of exploring publications on the subject, but with a focus on
OPM. Therefore, the idea proposed by [27] for the elaboration of a ‘lens’ using the concept
of the ‘sustainability’ of the PES meant it was possible to identify the essential aspects and
employ them as a new way of exploring the literature in order to generate new knowledge
and perspectives on the subject. The explored bibliographic portfolio made it possible to
present the evolution of the PE area (Figure 4), the elaboration of the OPM guiding concept
and the development of a ‘lens’ using the concept of the ‘sustainability’ of the PES and its
essential aspects. These constructions enabled the elaboration of a taxonomy (Table 2) that
correlates the aspects of the lens with the elements of the guiding concept based on the
analysis of the articles that explore or present contributions to the management activity
due to the lack of a deepening of this activity in the consulted literature.

Among the findings, it was found that one element of the OPM concept, the ‘holis-
tic/integrated view’, encompasses all aspects that determine the ‘sustainability’ of the
PES. Thus, based on the lens of ‘sustainability’, the aspects related to management were
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discussed and synthesized (Figure 5), where it was found that the ‘use of information’ is
the link between the understanding of OPM and the ‘sustainability’ of the PES.

It should be noted that the criticism and the synthesis made it possible to highlight
gaps. The main one is related to the need for works that explore the contribution of ‘culture’
in encouraging the ‘continuous process’ of organizational management. There was also a
lack of studies or even inconclusive analyses in the investigation of the following factors:
(i) incorporation of aspects related to the ‘human factor’, ‘culture’ and ‘organizational
learning’ as well as the ‘context and strategic alignment’ and the ‘holistic/integrated view’
of performance management; and (ii) the contribution of the ‘human factor’ and ‘culture’ to
the ‘continuous improvement’ of organizational performance. In this sense, the questions
presented in Table 3 are suggested as a research agenda.

Table 3. Research agenda on OPM and the ‘sustainability’ of the PES. Source: Prepared by the authors.

Elements of Organizational
Performance Management Research Agenda

Process

• How can culture contribute to performance management being conducted as
an ongoing process?

• Which practices of performance management are important for culture creation
or improvement as an ongoing action?

Integrated/holistic vision

• How can individuals contribute to the integration of organizational
performance management?

• How can we institutionalize a holistic view of management culture within
organizations?

• How does integrated management contribute to organizational learning?

Context and strategic alignment

• How can individuals cooperate with strategic alignment when contributing to
organizational performance management?

• How can we create a culture of carrying out strategic alignment within
organizations?

• What is the relationship between organizational learning and strategic
alignment in organizations?

Continuous improvement

• How does an individual’s behaviour impact the continuous improvement of
organizational performance?

• How can we institutionalize the culture of continuous improvement in
performance management in organizations?

This research contributes theoretically by presenting an OPM concept, a topic that is
still incipient in the literature, as demonstrated in the evolution of PE (Figure 4). Until now,
research has mainly been directed at the need to collect performance information through
the design of PESs and the elaboration of frameworks. In this article, the essential elements
for the use of this information to be incorporated in organizations are identified, as well as
the ‘sustainability’ of the PES, in addition to how these elements interact with the OPM
essential elements and provide assistance for management support. By presenting the
relationship between the elements through the taxonomy presented in Table 2, a practical
contribution is also generated since it provides a perspective on ‘how’ managers can obtain
the use of the information incorporated in the organization, and not just ‘what’ should be
considered. This analysis also benefits managers and society by highlighting the elements
that must be considered fundamental in organizations: culture and behaviour, routines and
practices, strategic alignment, decision-making, continuous improvement, system-related
resources, technical factors, human factors, culture, and learning. It is necessary to consider
that, without achieving good performance regarding these factors, there will possibly be
more resistance in the implementation of new actions and, consequently, wasted cost,
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knowledge and rework will be generated. For an organization to be able to incorporate
the use of new technologies, such as big data, IoT and even more modern software, a
favourable culture must be created and nurtured, with standardized and optimized pro-
cesses, where employees are able to operate such tools and understand and support the
philosophy of continuous improvement. In this sense, the implementation of innovations
in the organizational context, whether in products, processes, or the business model itself,
must always be accompanied by an integrated vision and strategic alignment for assertive
decision-making so that the useful life of these actions is supported by the aspects necessary
for the ‘sustainability’ of the PES. As a final word, the authors argue that this investigation
offers a new guiding perspective for OPM. To carry out the research, a delimitation was
made regarding the selection of BP in two databases and the consideration of only theo-
retical articles on the subject. This research focused on the development of a theoretical
proposal on how to support OPM through elements that ensure the ‘sustainability’ of the
PES. Thus, the manuscript does not present an operationalization of these elements through
the development of a case study, nor does it contemplate the proposal of a framework.
Thus, in terms of future research, in addition to the research agenda proposed in Table 3,
it is suggested that empirical studies should be carried out that help in the generation of
knowledge regarding the contribution of the ‘sustainability’ of the PES to the OPM.
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Appendix B. Summary of Journals Selected in the Bibliographic Portfolios on
Performance Evaluation

Journals Frequency

International Journal of Operations & Production Management 8

International Journal of Business Performance Management 4

International Journal of Management Reviews 4

International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management 4

Management Accounting Research 4

International journal of Production Research 3

Production Planning & Control 2

Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior 1

Computer Standards & Interfaces 1

Computers & Industrial Engineering 1

International Journal of Accounting Information Systems 1

International Journal of Production Economics 1

International Journal of Public Administration 1

Journal of Operations Management 1

Measuring Business Excellence 1

SpringerPlus 1

The British Accounting Review 1
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