
 1 

:RUNVKRS����7KH�SHUIRUPDQFH�RI�SHUIRUPDQFH�EXGJHWLQJ�
 
Universit y of Tampere/  Finland 
Financial Adm inist rat ion and Public Sector Account ing 
 
M. Adm. Sc., Anniina Autero 
e-mail:  anniina.autero@uta.fi 

�
�
�

&RKHUHQW�DQG�FOHDU�SHUIRUPDQFH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�±�GRHV�LW�
H[LVW"��
�
,QWURGXFWLRQ�
Performance management  has been a leading government  steer ing and 
management  tool in the Finnish cent ral government  since the 1980s.  

I n 1987, dur ing the government  of Pr ime Minister Harr i Holker i one of 
the big challenges of public m anagem ent  reform  was the product ivit y 
and service ability  of the public sector. These targets were then 
ment ioned for the very first  t ime in a government  programme. 
Norm-based steer ing was already considered old- fashioned. 
Responsibility and independent  decision-making was delegated from 
m inist r ies to subordinate inst itut ions and agencies. This was the 
beginning of the New Public Management  reform  which brought  
performance management  into Finnish public adm inist rat ion. 

The need for changes and finding the perfect  way of st ructur ing and 
managing public sector government  was evident . St ill such changes 
always tend to have their  pros and cons. Each reform  creates its own 
problems and so does performance management . After two decades of 
pract ice in Finnish cent ral government , performance management  st ill 
faces t rue difficult ies. New cr iter ia for effect iveness have been set  out  in 
the budgetary legislat ion and the role of public adm inist rat ion has been 
redefined. Minist r ies are expected to intensify their  steer ing of 
subordinate agencies and inst itut ions. 
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��1HZ�FULWHULD�IRU�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�
I n recent  years, the focus in performance management  in Finland has 
been on the ret rospect ive report ing of results. I t  has led to a revision of 
account ing and annual report  procedures. The development  of 
performance targets and the measurement  of performance has 
encountered considerable difficult ies.   

I n 2004, the basic cr iter ia for effect iveness were redefined in the 
budgetary legislat ion. The definit ion involves both extensive social 
impact  (outcome)  and the direct  operat ive effects (output )  that  can be 
achieved by the management  of an agency, inst itut ion or act iv ity.  

The definit ion sets out  the correct  level of report ing and the 
responsibilit ies of m inist r ies and subordinate inst itut ions and agencies. 
Minist r ies are responsible for extensive social im pacts, and agencies and 
inst itut ions for direct  operat ive effects. Both are also obliged to report  on 
their  effect iveness.  

I n spite of the report ing reform  and the new definit ion of effect iveness 
neither polit icians nor taxpayers obtain detailed informat ion about  the 
results or outcomes of the allowances spent . Why does this situat ion st ill 
prevail? Changes and reforms take t ime. But  it  is important  to keep the 
purpose of report ing on effect iveness in m ind. Another important  
quest ion is who uses all this informat ion? 

Evident ly the t rue signif icance of effect iveness is not  easy to understand. 
Eventually effect iveness ar ises from the act ions and synergy of the 
ent ire public and pr ivate sectors. The point  is that  the new definit ion has 
provided the r ight  level of report ing but  the meaning of effect iveness is 
st ill vague to many people.         

From 2006 on, all m inist r ies, agencies and inst itut ions are obliged to 
enter informat ion on their  performance into the Finnish state internet  
report ing system called Netra. The main purpose of Net ra is to im prove 
the t ransparency of public adm inist rat ion and the effect iveness of 
performance management . I n a way this forces m inist r ies and their  
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agencies and inst itut ions to clear their  performance report ing by public 
pressure. I t  is possible to compare the results of var ious inst itut ions but  
confusing quest ions remain, such as:  Are the results com parable at  all? 
I s such benchmarking fair  and just  as m inist r ies, inst itut ions and 
agencies have such differ ing roles. Will benchmarking result  in false 
generalizat ions? 

 

��5HVHDUFK�IUDPH�
The focus of my research is to study performance management  ( in 
Finland)  as par t  of a polit ical and adm inist rat ive environment . The 
theoret ical research scheme t r ies to provide an answer to the quest ion 
which factors have influenced the format ion of Finnish cent ral 
government  steer ing from the late 1980s to the ear ly 2000s. 
(1987-2006)? And how does performance management  work as a 
steer ing mechanism  in a polit ical-adm inist rat ive context?  

My research work t r ies to provide an answer to the empir ical research 
quest ion whether there is internal and external coherence in the 
budgetary documents and the performance agreements with respect  to 
effect iveness? My case study focuses on the Minist ry of the I nter ior and 
its subordinate agencies and inst itut ions. Polit ical and adm inist rat ive 
rat ionalizat ions form  the theoret ical framework.  

 

'LIILFXOWLHV�LQ�SRLQWLQJ�RXW�FRKHUHQW�DQG�FOHDU�SHUIRUPDQFH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�� 
According to my research work the annual report ing of spent  allowance 
is proper and adequate, however, informat ion about  the 
accomplishment  of the performance targets and the goal set t ing are 
incoherent  and vague.  

I t  is evident  that  such performance reports can deal with other mat ters 
than the actual targets. Annual reports are quite obviously difficult  to 
understand even for professional polit icians and state officials, even 
more so for individual cit izens.  

 

 

��7ZR�SHUVSHFWLYHV�RQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�UHSRUWLQJ�
 

According to my research Minist ry of the I nter ior in Finland has found the 
appropriate level for report ing on their  performance. Naturally there are 
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differences between div isions. The Minist ry of I nter ior could be referred 
as one of the best  pract ise models in the Finnish cent ral government . 
Coherent  and clear performance informat ion exists but  the quest ion is 
who needs and uses all the informat ion?  

For example the Finnish police and the Boarder guard have developed 
their  performance indicators for a long t ime and they use this 
informat ion in their  management . There are also divisions that  are in the 
beginning of development  and it  takes many years to result  in this work. 
The success depends on the management .  

The basic purpose of performance report ing is twofold:   DFFRXQWDELOLW\�
( t rue and fair  view)  and VWHHULQJ�DQG�PDQDJLQJ. Accountability refers to 
the duty of report ing to stakeholders, e.g. owners, on whether the 
resources spent  have generated profit s likewise on the t rue results 
(effect iveness of the public sector) .  

This second aspect  is VWHHULQJ� DQG� PDQDJLQJ the funct ions of an 
organizat ion. We respond to the impacts that  the indicators in reports 
reflect . Reports offer such informat ion as:  Have we achieved the goals 
we were supposed to achieve, and what  should be done if we have not . 
Should we change resources, get  more money or human resources, or 
should we change the whole st rategy if the goals seem impossible to 
achieve by the chosen st rategy.  

The point  is that  performance reports are an alarm  system indicat ing 
what  we should observe. A pilot  watches var ious indicators in the cockpit , 
which cause an alarm  if something goes wrong. I n the same way, 
performance reports should indicate whether the chosen st rategy is 
working and whether the goals will be achieved by the chosen st rategy. 
I f not , the indicators should alarm . From this steer ing and management  
point  of view, indicators are necessary. The situat ion could be compared 
to a pilot  f lying without  indicators taking an enormous r isk that  could 
cause loss of lives.  

 

��&RQFOXVLRQV�
�
Nevertheless the performance management  in the Minist ry of I nter ior is 
not  perfect . Gradually it  is developing in the Minist ry of I nter ior and in 
the whole Finnish public adm inist rat ion. I t  is evident  that  the 
development  leads to new quest ions. State as a group of companies or a 
consolidated corporat ion is one of the topics in the recent  discussion. The 
issue is:  is it  possible to consider the state as a group of companies;  a 
group of inst itut ions? The second quest ion is, who could possibly lead 
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this group? Polit icians? Civil cervants? The quest ions are hypothet ical 
and the relevance of these quest ions is quest ionable.  

As far as I  am  concerned as a researcher, it  seems that  the cent ral 
government  in Finland is too focused in the measurement  and in the 
development  of indicators and in the new definit ion of effect iveness. 
After all performance management  is a model whereby the polit ical 
decisions should be implemented in the adm inist rat ion by the civ il 
cervants. Gradually this process should lead to extensive social im pacts 
and outcomes and to create value for the taxpayer´ s money. Eventually 
the r ight  quest ions should be pointed out . How do we perform  value for 
money? What  are the final achievements and the large extensive social 
impacts that  the public sector perform? What  are the total effects that  
influence our lives in a posit ive way?                 
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