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Abstract The delivery of public services in developing countries is over-centralised. One of the
reasons for this is the presence of centralised decision-making apparatus, which distances power
Sfrom communities. The centralised decision waking reduces accountability among public sector
employees and is a good recipe for undesivable decisions and mismanagement of performance
and resources at the expense of public service quality. The quality of public sector management in
developing countries lags behind those of the developed countries due to the ills caused by over-
centralisation. Hence, the public services in developing countries ave a drain on the wealth-
producing part of their economy. Reviews the underlving litevature and theoretical framework of
performance management (PM) as a systems-based model for cultivating the “achicvement
culture” in public sector organisations (PSOs). It looks at how the various practical econometric
and managerial techniques can integrate with the PM model in an attempt to excel the philosophy
of new public management. The paper concludes by looking at the “new” role of management
accounting systems n meeting “information needs” of modern public sector managers, as a
potential area for further rescarch. The paper proposes that the adoption of the PM model is a
universal remedy for improving service quality in PSOs in developing countries.

Introduction
Traditionally, public services are described as “non-productive” and a drain on
the “wealth-producing” part of the economy in developing countries. New
public management (NPM) has influenced a comprehensive process of change
to public sector organisations (PSOs) across the board. The emphasis is on
decentralisation, devolution and modernisation of public service delivery. The
performance management (PM) model is a systems-based approach to
cultivating the achievement culture in any economic entity by linking primary
objectives to the secondary ones. The model pinpoints appropriate performance
measures of output from the customer viewpoint. Across a range of OECD
countries, reforms have marked a shift away from the traditional focus on input
to output measures of performance (OECD, 1993).
Current strategic management literature suggests that the PM model is in
place when there is a strong linkage between primary objectives and secondary
objectives and between strategic plans and performance measures (Hortonand . ol of Pubic
Farnham, 1999; Flynn, 1997; Kloot and Martin, 1998). Techniques such as the Sector Management,
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ABC model of behaviour change (Ayers, 1995), systems analysis (Skidmore, . vicB University Press 09513558
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I]PSM 1994; Burch, 1992), budgetary control systems (Otley, 1999), the balanced
13,1 scorecard approach (BSA) (Kaplan and Norton, 1992), results and determinants
framework (RDF) by Fitzgerald ef al (1991), and the economic value added
(EVA™)[1] can provide this linkage. This linkage is perfected by the
information flows from and to management accounting systems — an aspect
that is practically less addressed and taken for granted.
20 This paper attempts to discuss these issues in the context of the PM model
and 1s divided into three main parts. The first part covers the conceptual
framework of PM in public sector organisations generally as a package of
NPM, which 1s introduced for effective public service delivery. The second part
of this paper dwells on both the theoretical and practical implications of the
application of the NPM and the PM model to public service delivery in the
context of local government systems. The motivational models for stimulating
change are introduced in order to trigger some behavioural change for quality
PM. It provides a comprehensive summary of the systems-based approach to
improving service quality of public sector institutions in both developed and
developing countries. Essentially, there are copious lessons pertinent for
developing countries following this transition process from Weberian
“bureaucratic public administration” systems to NPM in OECD countries.
Developing countries are urged to learn from these experiences in PM
conducted by the developed countries such as the UK and the USA. The paper
concludes by looking at the “new” role of management accounting systems in
meeting the “Information needs” of modern public sector managers, as a
potential area for further research.

The conceptual framework

Service quality management

Service quality management may be described as the process of minimising the
performance gap between actual delivery and customer expectation. In order to
improve the service quality, managers have to adopt “customer-oriented”
techniques because service providers directly address user needs. In this
regard, the PM model appears to be the most ideal. In a pragmatic approach,
some scholars attempt to define service quality by identifying gaps between
provider and consumer in their respective perceptions of service quality
(Ballantine and Modell, 1998) or the performance measures they use (Fitzgerald
and Moon, 1996). In every economic entity, however, top management must be
the frontiers of identifying these “performance gaps” and providing the avenue,
framework and empowerment for their therapy. Performance and quality
management is concerned with maximising the value added through the PM
process such that the initial “costs” are exceeded by the subsequent “benefits”
derived from deliverance (Horton and Farnham, 1999).

What s performance?
“If you can’t define performance, you can’t measure or manage it” (Armstrong
and Baron, 1998). This is a challenge to PSO managers because the
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overwhelming debate on performance today is whether it entails behaviour, Performance
results, or both. Performance is referred to as being about doing the work, as management
well as being about the results achieved (Otley, 1999). Performance is a multi- model
dimensional construct, the measurement of which varies, depending on a
variety of factors that comprise it (Fitzgerald and Moon, 1996). Others argue
that performance should be defined as the outcomes of work because they
provide the strongest linkage to the strategic goals of the organisation, 21
customer satisfaction, and economic contributions (Rogers, 1994). It is
important to determine whether the measurement objective is to assess
performance outcomes or behaviour. Therefore, an organisation should
distinguish between outcomes (results/output), behaviour (the process) and
appropriate performance measurement devices.

Campbell (1990) subscribes to the premiss that performance is behaviour
and should be distinguished from the outcomes because they can be
contaminated by system factors, which are outside the control of the performer.
What is implied in Campbell’s argument is that performance measurement can
only focus on an individual/group’s final output, if and only if, system factors
are controllable. In contrast, Edis (1995) argues that performance is something
that the person leaves behind and that exists apart from the purpose.

This paper adopts a comprehensive view that performance is achieved if it is
defined as embracing three interrelated variables: behaviours (processes),
outputs, and outcomes (value added or impact). Bromwich (1990) also supports
this view by arguing that performance means both behaviours and results —
behaviours emanate from the performer. Conceivably, behaviours, results and
value-added are inseparable and interdependent variables. They are all
important in performance management schemes. The next stage is to pinpoint
the attributes of performance that PSO managers have to be aware of when
managing and measuring performance

Factors affecting performance

Performance as defined above is affected by a number of factors, all of which
should be taken into account when managing, measuring, modifying and
rewarding performance (Armstrong and Baron, 1998). They comprise:

« Personal factors — the individual's skill, confidence, motivation and
commitment.

- Leadership factors — the quality of encouragement, guidance and
support provided by the managers and team leaders.

«  Team factors - the quality of support provided by colleagues.

System factors — the system of work and facilities (instruments of
labour) provided by the organisation.

- Contextual (situational) factors — internal and external environmental
pressures and changes.
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13,1

Traditional approaches to performance appraisal associate variations in
performance with personal factors, when, in fact, they could actually be caused
in part or entirely by situational or systems factors (Atkinson and McCrindell,
1997). Essentially, the assessment of individual performance must necessarily
consider not only what individuals have done (the results), but also the
29 circumstances in which they have had to perform (Deming, 1986). This
assessment process should extend to the performance of the manager as a
leader, because what the performer does is mainly a reflection of the manager
behaviour in terms of on-the-job training, coaching and guidance. Campbell
(1990) argues that the functional relationship between performance and the
attributes of performance can be explained in algebraic terms as f (knowledge,
skill and motivation) factors. Whereas knowledge refers to facts and things
(knowing what to do), skill refers to ability to perform, and motivation is a
function of whatever independent variables are stipulated by a person’s
favourite incentive theory.

The role of motivation in the PM model is to modify the current behaviour of
job-holders. An individual’s behaviour can be systematically adapted to meet
the desired standard by using the ABC model of behaviour change (Avers,
1995; Daniels, 1989). This is the concern of the next part of this paper.

The ABC model of behaviour change

The ABC model of behaviour change is composed of three elements —
Antecedents, Behaviour, and Consequences. The model advocates that,
behaviour can be changed in two main ways — by what comes before it (ex-
ante), and by what comes after it (ex-post) (Ayers, 1995). When you try to
influence Behaviour before it occurs, you are using Antecedents. When yvou
attempt to influence Behaviour by doing something after it occurs, you are
using Consequences. The PM model is based on the systematic use of
antecedents and consequences to improve the current behaviour — performance
(Daniels, 1989). An antecedent prompts behaviour, which 1s followed by a
consequence. An understanding of the way these elements interact allows
managers to analyse performance problems, take corrective measures, and
design work environments and management systems in which high
performance will prevail and current behaviour be modified.

Antecedents

Daniels (1989) describes an antecedent to be a person, place, thing or event
coming before behaviour, which encourages you to perform or behave the way
you do. Antecedents only set a stage for behaviour or performance; they do not
control it. The main characteristics of antecedents are that they:

« must always come before the behaviour;
+ communicate information;
- work because they have been paired with consequences;
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- consequences may also be antecedents; and Performance

« antecedents without consequences have short-term effects. management

Examples of antecedents include, inter alia, such things as goals, objectives, model

packaging, incentives, job descriptions, policies, procedures, standards, rules,

regulations, meetings, tools, raw materials, conditions of the work, directions

and instructions. Antecedents “set the landscape” for a work behaviour or 23
performance to take place, but do not guarantee that the desired output wili
actually occur. Incentive schemes, coaching, training and development are
probably the most common and effective antecedents used to change or
improve performance.

The behaviour of other people is also an antecedent called modelling
(Daniels, 1989). The actions of fellow employees and the boss influence the
actions of other emplovees. If older employees complain, new employees may
soon start complaining too. If the boss comes to work too early and leaves late,
aspiring young managers tend to do the same. Behaviours, which others see
positively reinforced are most likely to be modelled. The conditions under
which people will or will not imitate what they see others do have been the
subjects of considerable research (Bandura, 1969).

Selecting the right antecedent

Behaviours usually follow particular antecedents. However, even if an
antecedent is specific and paired with a consequence, it may not be the best
antecedent to produce the desired performance. For example, if procedure
manuals are not kept current, performers may use outdated procedures. In
order to help performance managers plan the right antecedent, Daniels
recommends three most powerful classes of antecedent:

(1) those that clearly describe expectations and desired performance (for
example, primary objectives, job descriptions, accountabilities,
standards and priorities);

(2) those that have a history of being associated with a specific consequence
(for example, warnings, traffic stoplights, or police cars); and

(3) behaviours occurring just prior to the desired performance (for example,
an elderly person in a residential home asking to be helped, a visitor
asking for directions, or a counsellor entering into a conference room).

Behaviour

Behaviour is what you see if you observe someone working —a pinpoint (Ayers,
1995). A pinpoint is a specific description of performance that refers to any
action (process) of a person or an outcome (result) the performer produces
(Daniels, 1989). If an organisation has not pinpointed the desired behaviours
from the beginning of the performance process, it will be impossible to
objectively measure and determine whether the changes in the results are
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IJPSM performer-produced or system-produced. Another reason to pinpoint results is
13,1 that without them an organisation may get wedged up in managing some
undesirable behaviour unnecessarily.

Modifying employee behaviour

Motivational theories explain how individuals can be influenced to acclimatise
24 new behaviours. Need, goal setting, expected attractiveness of outcome and
soctal comparison are argued to be the main driving motivational forces that
are premissed by these theories (Dixon ef al, 1998). These are outlined as
follows:

+ for the “need” motivational force there is Maslow’s theory of hierarchy of
needs (1970), motivation hygiene theory (Herzberg ef al, 1959, 1996),
achievement-power-affiliation theory, as argued by McClelland (1961);
and existence relatedness-growth theory (Alderfer, 1972);

+ specificity of goals theory (Locke, 1968; Locke and Ladham, 1990)
explain the “goal-setting” motivational force;

+ the expectancy theory by Vroom (1964) explains “the expected
attractiveness of outcome”; and

- finally, for the “social comparison” we have the equity theory by Adams
(1965).

The practical impact of these theories on behaviour adaptation depends on
things like attitudes, values, and personal qualities of individuals and
organisations. Issues such as an individual’s capacity and willingness to amass
the incentives they need to assume new behaviours; their capacity and
willingness to be critically observant of their own behaviours and motivators,
thereby developing the intuition and aptitude to manage their own behaviour
change (Dixon, et al., 1998).

A myriad organisational strategies are required to craft behavioural change
in workplaces. In the course of acclimatising new behaviours, both individuals
and organisations undergo a learning process. This may be a result of
observations made of the new behaviour as practised by peers and its
subsequent imitation by the learner (social learning theory (Bandura, 1986); or
feedback received by the learner about the success or failure on the new
behaviour(s) being practised (positive and negative reinforcement theory)
(Daniels, 1989; Skinner, 1969)). The essence of the PM model is that it enables
an economic entity to become a “learning organisation”.

Consequences

Consequences are events that follow behaviours and change the probability
that the behaviours will reoccur in the future. Consequences affect behaviour in
one of two ways. They either increase it or decrease it. There are four
behavioural consequences: two increase behaviour and two decrease it
(Daniels, 1989):
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(1) Consequences that increase behaviour are: Performance

- positive reinforcement (denoted R+), ie. getting something you management
want; and model
+ negative reinforcement (R-), i.e. escaping or avoiding something you
do not want.
(2) Consequences that decrease behaviour are: 25

« getting something you do not want (P+), called punishment; and
failure to get something you want (P-), called extinction.

R+ is technically defined as any consequence that increases the probability
that behaviour that preceded it will occur more often in the future. R- is a
consequence that strengthens any behaviour that reduces or terminates the
consequence. In other words, a negative reinforcer is a sanction that job-holders
will work harder (increase and surpass their performance) to escape or avoid
(Daniels, 1989).

In contrast, P+ is a consequence that decreases the frequency of the
behaviour it follows. A punishment is therefore a procedure presented
following some behaviour or performance with a view to preventing such
behaviour from happening again. Extinction (P-) means withholding, or non-
delivery, of positive reinforcement for previously reinforced behaviour. P—
decreases performance. An extinction burst is a sudden, often dramatic
increase in behaviour that usually occurs soon after extinction begins (Daniels,
1989).

The PM model 1s systematic in approach and managers can adopt the
principles of systems analysis theory (SAT) to link primary and secondary
objectives of an organisation (Burch, 1992). Systems analysis (SA) is described
as the organised step-by-step study of detailed procedures for the collection,
manipulation and evaluation of data about an organisation for the purpose not
only of determining what must be done, but also of ascertaining the best way to
improve the functioning of the system (Skidmore, 1994; Checkland, 1981,
Checkland and Holwell, 1998).

SAT attempts to be comprehensive by taking into account many of the
variables that affect the day-to-day functioning of an entity. In contrast to the
reductionist approach to problem solving, SAT is holistic in nature and PSOs
can safely adopt its philosophy. For example, if we let our system be a local
authority, the standing committees and departments will form the sub-systems.
Then, we may analyse them in terms of the dominant antecedents, behaviour
and consequences within the context of inputs, process and outputs,
respectively. The antecedents and consequences, which influence the daily
behaviour of local authority subsystems, must be determined in the first place
for the PM model to be effective. For example, pinpointing what the priorities of
both environmental and process stakeholders are, determining specific
secondary objectives that are necessary to achieve these primary objectives,
and finally how this achievement will be assessed.
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[JPSM Literature review on PM model
13.1 PM model is a novel concept in developing countries relative to developed
’ economies. The PM model is defined within the context of pri\ ate sector
organisations as a systematic, data-oriented approach to managing people at
work that relies on positive reinforcement as the major way of optimising
performance (Daniels, 1989). It is a “value-adding” process of organisational
26 performance (Slater ef al, 1998). Furthermore, you must develop a way to
measure these behaviours and their results, and determine the methods for
changing or modifying the current behaviour if necessary. The final steps are
to use those methods, evaluate the results and give feedback to performers.
Data-oriented means that an organisation must use performance data to
evaluate the effectiveness of the strategies employed (secondary objectives) to
achieve the primary objectives (Fitzgerald et al, 1991). The techniques and
practices of PM are derived from the field study of applied behaviour analysis —
the term used to describe the scientific study of behaviour (Baer et al, 1968). In
order to understand behaviour, applied behaviour analysts use the same
scientific methods that the physical sciences employ, i.e. precise definition of
the behaviour under study, experimentation, and consistent replication of the
experimental findings.

PM is an integrated set of planning and review procedures, which cascades
down through the organisation to provide a link between each individual and
the overall strategy of the organisation (Rogers, 1994). Similarly, the NAHT
(1991) describes PM as “a process that links people and jobs to the strategy and
objectives of the organisation”. The emphasis put across by the NAHT is that
through PM individual jobholders:

- have greater clarity about what their organisation is trying to achieve;

. understand what is expected of them in their job;
- are entitled to regular feedback on how well they are doing;
- have continuous support from their managers; and

- have an opportunity to assess their overall performance achievements
over a given period.

LGMB (1993) and the Audit Commission (1995) in the UK have adopted a broad
definition of the PM model that encompasses the functions and processes that
may be used to manage both organisational and individual performance. This
kind of vision of the PM model creates a more integrated approach to the
management of performance and enhancing accountability in local authorities
in general. The two institutions suggest that, in order to improve both
organisational and individual performance, the following management
functions are important:

defining and setting organisational and individual aims and objectives;
+ corporate planning;

. linking organisational strategy and service objectives to jobs and
clients;
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« identifying staff training and development needs; Performance

- assessing the results through personal appraisal using relevant management
performance indicators; model

. performance agreements or contracts,

- using the knowledge gained through training to modify performance
attitudes; 27

+ external and internal communication systems: and

« organisation development (OD) and performance review.

The term PM refers to any integrated, systematic approach to improving
organisational performance to achieve corporate strategic aims and promote its
mission and values (Edis, 1995). This implies that a PM system aims at
improving the results of people’s efforts by linking these to the organisation’s
corporate objectives. That is, PM is the means through which employees’
performance can be improved by ensuring appropriate recognition and reward
for their efforts, and by improving communication, learning and working
arrangements as stipulated in the balanced scorecard model.

Installing PM in an organisation entails creating and supporting the
“achievement culture” and thus ensures that effort is generated that results in
performance which in turn results in real achievements. By “achievement
culture”, it means a combination of performance orientation and professional
excellence (Edis, 1995).

The PM model (see Figure 1) stems from a clear understanding by every
member of the organisation’s mission and values, and what it wants to achieve.
Its success depends on managers developing a style that promotes achievement
with the right motivation “or positive reinforcement” and performance-based
information-set from the management accounting system (MAS) as shown in
Figure 1.

Literature indicates that the traditional role of MAS in PSOs is that of
financial planning and control (Drury, 1996). While budgetary control remains
an important measure to contain over-expenditure in PSOs, NPM reform
process is more concerned with output measures that focus more on quality
delivery of goods and services. The market is more closely focusing on outcome
measures that assess contributions to achievement of governments’ primary
objectives.

Clearly, this propensity has posed a great challenge to management
accountants in PSOs given that modern public sector managers now need a
new package of “information-set” that is commensurate with the market-based
planning, decision-making and control processes (Muid, 1997). Unfortunately,
literature is still scanty out there, which addresses issues governing the role of
management accounting in the new era of public management. That is how
management accountants have responded to new information needs of public
sector managers following the adoption of the NPM principles. There is little
discussion around the nature of performance information and current models of
management accounting literature. For example, how the frontiers of
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Figure 1.
The five-factor PM
model
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|

(3) Action Planning
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|
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— Operational objectives
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— Performance target setting

— Agreement & performance contracting

planning, decision making
> and control ]
— Suggestions box [ -

(4) Performance recognition

— Measurement of performance
— Rewards and sanctions S R HT
— Training needs assessment

management accounting, such as activity-based costing (ABC), activity
management (AM), activity-based management (ABM), local information
systems (LS), balanced scorecard (BS), life-cycle costing (LCC), target costmg
(TC), strategic management accounting (SMA) cost of quahty (CQ), EVAT
etc., are applicable in a public sector environment. This is a potential area for
further research.

Implications of the PM wmodel in local governments

Performance management model is the process by which the organisation
integrates its performance with its corporate strategies and objectives (Bititci ef
al, 1997). Literature on PM is now starting to address issues of strategic
linkages with operational performance in the local government system
(Atkinson et al, 1997). This is consistent with the literature on performance
management in general (Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Fitzgerald ef al, 1991;
Ballantine and Modell, 1998). However, literature is still largely grounded in
operational concepts of the PM model. Research provides evidence that
organisations concentrate on measuring what is easily measurable and in local
government this approach results in a prejudice against measuring
performance in terms of economy and efficiency, and to a lesser extent on
effectiveness (Palmer, 1993).

In reviewing the development and use of performance measurement in UK
local government, Ghobadian and Ashworth (1994) suggest characteristics of
performance measurement systems that are consistent with the principles
underlying the balanced scorecard approach (BSA) to performance
management as set out in Figure 2. They believe that an integrated, holistic
performance measurement system that did all of these things would, in fact, be
a performance management system.

Further research claims that prior to the 1990s public sector reforms
performance measurement, let alone performance management, was not a high
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priority in Victorian local government in Australia (Kloot et al, 1997).
Managerialist changes instituted by the state government, consistent with
managerialist changes in other Australian government sectors, New Zealand,
the UK, Canada and the USA, now demand a focus on performance
measurement (Dixon ef al., 1998). The most obvious managerialist change is the
introduction of compulsory competitive tendering (CCT), which requires
performance information for the purposes of contract specification and
management (Palmer, 1993). It is through MAS that quantitative “performance-
based” information can be internally disseminated for the PM model to earn
positive implications in the local governments.

The BS is potentially a powerful tool by which senior managers can be
encouraged to address the fundamental issue of effectively deploying an
organisation’s strategic intent (Kaplan and Norton, 1992, 1996). The BS
literature also indicates that it is as much the process of establishing a
scorecard that yields benefit as the resultant measurement schema. Kloot and
Martin (1998) argue that, in practice, PM systems require the four dimensions
of the BS, 1.e. financial, community/customer, internal business processes, and
growth/innovation and learning. While all the four dimensions of the BSA
model are important, the focus in the local government system has been on the
results of council work financial performance and to a lesser extent on how the
community views performance.

Local authorities need a better means of determining performance in relation
to objectives (Atkinson and McCrindell, 1997). When linking performance
measurement and organisational accountability, several writers have made an

Performance
management
model

29

Figure 2.

The balanced scorecard:
framework to translate a
strategy into operational
terms
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IJPSM important distinction between primary and secondary objectives (Atkinson
13,1 and McCrindell, 1997) or results and the determinants of those results
(Fitzgerald et al,, 1991). The strategic planning process begins by determining
the organisation’s primary objectives. There is an obvious and complementary
relationship between results (primary objectives) and determinants (secondary
objectives). A focus on stakeholders is evident in recent performance models.
30 Atkinson et al (1997) refer to environmental stakeholders; customers, owners
and the community, and process stakeholders; employees and suppliers.
Whereas environmental stakeholders are concerned more about achievement of
primary objectives, process stakeholders are concerned with the planning,
design, implementation and operation of the organisation to meet the primary
objectives. The way in which this works in organisations is what Atkinson et
al. (1997) call strategic performance measurement system.

Empirical studies show that, in practice, much of the dissatisfaction with
performance appraisal comes from the ineffectiveness of the system in
achieving some of the purposes for which the schemes are established. Studies
also indicate that some of the problems with performance measurement are
attributable to the flaws in the design, implementation or operation of the
performance appraisal schemes in organisations. Evidence from surveys
consistently show that managers spend little time on the measurement process
of individual performance. Given the scantiness of studies addressing these
claims, the author is currently undertaking an academic research, which
attempts to address these issues more closely. Most importantly, the focus of
this study is on the role of MAS in response to the revised information needs of
public sector managers in the UK local government system. Already there are
indications from the pilot study across UK local government chief executives
that, although there are consensus and perception that PM model is a powerful
tool for improving organisational and individual performance, less effort is
exerted in making the most out of the model. The findings from this study will
hopefully be invaluable contributions towards this literature and important
lessons for practitioners and academicians in developing countries.

The concluding remarks

This paper has attempted to highlight some of the concepts and literature of the
PM framework. The paper has argued that the philosophy of NPM is a
contemporary customer-focused approach, which aims at improving the
delivery of public service quality. Conceivably, this theoretical framework
emphasises the use of PM as a systems-based model for cultivating “the
achievement culture” within PSOs. The PM model is a value-adding process
which links people and jobs to the strategy and objectives of the organisation
and a number of managerial planning, measurement and control techniques
have been devised to facilitate this linkage. It is recommended that for the PM
model to function effectively, performance of employees must be linked to
corporate objectives, measured, and recognised. The planning, decision-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw.ma



making and control processes must be based on performance information from Performance
the MAS, , , , _ management

The PM model provides an important integrating framework, both

‘ ; AT . model
academically and practically, to focus on optimisation of customer service level.
Second, there is a need to link PM systems design with issues of policy,
strategy, operations, assessments and information systems. Third, the PM
model reflects and correlates the aims of an organisation and the plans that 31
have been developed to achieve those aims. The PM model goes even beyond
the traditional boundaries of pure management and integrates with
management accounting in various dimensions. For example, the PM model
requires that management accountants need to understand all operational
activities of the organisation so that constant and noise-free performance-based
information can flow across all levels within the organisation.

This makes it clear that management accounting and other performance
measurement practices need to be evaluated not just from an economic
perspective, but also from a social, behavioural and managerial perspective,
within an overall organisational context. Local government performance
measurement pays much less attention to the determinants, or means of
achieving long-term, sustained organisational improvement-internal business
processes, and innovation and learning. Strategic PM demands an approach
that recognises the importance of a focus on both results (primary objectives)
and the means to achieve these results (secondary objectives). The role of
management accounting in the provision of quantified performance data for
planning, decision making and control is taken for granted in this respect.
These social, technical, cross-national cultural aspects of public management
reforms make the study of PM systems such a fascinating topic for academic
research and such a challenge to the practitioner. Developing countries are
urged to adopt the “PM model” with vigilance, because by far and large its
effectiveness depends, among other things, on the extent to which market
conditions triumph in the respective country. Most importantly, there is a real
need for these countries to learn from veteran countries like the UK.

Notes

1. EVA™ s a market-based control technique that has been developed by the Stern Stewart
Corporation as an overall measure of financial performance that is intended to focus
managers’ minds on the delivery of shareholder value.

2. SWORT denotes organisational strategic analysis in terms of Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, market Risks and Threats due to competition and so on.
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