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WHEN ARE CHANGES EFFECTIVE IN PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT? THE CASE 

OF THE JAPANESE AGENCIES 

ABSTRACT 

Agencies were re-invented under the auspices of the NPM. Besides the different configurations of 
the agencies, all aimed at improving the public sector performance by transferring central-state 
activities to various forms of semi-autonomous bodies. This paper explores the implementation and 
use of Performance Measurement and Management (PMM) in Japanese agencies. The use of PMM 
seems to benefit agencies, but this use seems to be unequal. Thus, it became necessary identify the 
reasons of the divergences in PMM use. Are differences due to organizational cultural or contextual 
factors, are they related with the implementation effort or are they related with the predisposition to 
change? We found passive and purposeful adoption of PMM, being cultural factors more explicative 
the rest. 
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WHEN ARE CHANGES EFFECTIVE IN PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT? THE CASE 

OF THE JAPANESE AGENCIES 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Agencies were re-invented under the auspices of the NPM. Besides the different configurations 
of agencies, showed by Verhoest et al. (2012), all reforms aimed at improving the public sector 
performance by transferring central-state activities to various forms of semi-autonomous bodies. 
They also shared a strong emphasis on output-focused financial and operational performance targets 
and on separation between policy and management (Van Thield, 2012). Agencies were disaggregated 
from the core government to enable more business-like management, which was expected to be 
performance or result driven and to have a high level of managerial autonomy.  

In this setting, it is expected a shift from the use of traditional ex-ante and input oriented 
monitoring to ex-post and result oriented control mechanisms. As autonomy by itself has proven to 
be an insufficient condition to improve agency management and performance (Van Thield, et al., 
2012), it is expected that agencies implement performance measurement and management (PMM) 
systems. Thus, agencies become key organizations to study the diffusion of PMM and/or 
management control systems. It is important to understand why, as previous research has shown, ex-
ante controls are still predominantly (Van Thield, et al., 2012). James et al (2012) indicate that 
performance systems used by agencies have been criticized for an inadequate focus on output and 
outcome targets.  

The difficulties of establishing ex-post or result oriented control mechanisms are not new. 
Regarding to PMM it has been argued the practice of using it to influence decisions or to improve 
services is less apparent and far less documented (Hatry, 2002; Ammons and Rivenbark, 2008). 
There is a broad agreement in theory on the numerous ways that PMM can help, even though there is 
a debate about its failings in practice (Poister and Streib, 1999; Bouckaert and Peters, 2002; Grizzle, 
2002; Kelly, 2002; Sanger, 2008). Public officials and employees have questioned the net value of 
collecting measures and scholars have noted the gap between rhetoric and reality (Streib and Poister, 
1999; Bouckaert and Peters, 2002; Grizzle, 2002; Kelly, 2002). 

This paper explores the implementation and use of PMM by Japanese agencies. We aim to 
establish to what extent these agencies have implemented PMM. But more importantly, our concerns 
in this paper are oriented towards identify the distinguish characteristics of those agencies that are 
using PMM. We aim to answer: why agencies shown different levels of PMM implementation and 
use? Are there specific characteristics that may PMM more suitable or easier to introduce?. Schedler 
(2003) pointed out, that reforms are killed not so much by their concepts as by their deficient 
implementation. The answers to these questions will help government officials to develop 
approaches to introduce ex-post control mechanisms. They also will provide valuable information to 
organizations, planners and policy makers to effectively assist agencies in the PMM implementation 
process.  

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we provide the characteristics of the 
Japanese public-administrative culture and of its agency reform. Section 3 introduces the theoretical 
framework. Section 4 includes the methodology and section 5 presents the analysis of results. Finally, 
section 6 discusses the findings and draws the conclusions. 
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2. THE JAPANESE PUBLIC SECTOR AND ITS AGENCIES  

Japan followed the NPM reforms, initiated in the 1980s in the UK and New Zealand, a decade 
later (Osumi, 1999). The Japanese administrative reforms used the Anglo-American model as a mean 
of legitimation of the reform programs, as this model fostered the idea of a global and international 
trend (Asako, et al., 1991). These reforms, focused primarily on privatization, deregulation and 
governmental efficiency, had different preconditions in Japan. Their welfare programs were fairly 
recent. They were institutionalized in the 1970s (Muramatsu and Krauss, 1996) (see Figure 1). 
Moreover, Japan had the smallest size of government in terms of personnel size and of public 
expenditure as proportion of GDP and citizens enjoyed of low tax rates1. Nevertheless, public sector 
expenditure grew rapidly and the general government gross financial liabilities as a percentage of 
GDP reached the 205.3% in 2011, in comparison with the 95.2 of the EU area2. 

Insert Figure 1  

With regards to the public administration style, on the one hand, it has been argued that Japan 
was highly influenced by the American Occupation principles: 1) to become increasingly efficient 
and 2) to constraint the size of government budget. Both progressive and conservative parties agreed 
in the importance of the public sector but also in keeping it small (Muramatsu and Krauss, 1996). On 
the other hand, in Japan, as in Germany, the state was based on the Weberian culture, with a clear 
distinction between public and private sectors. The reform packages implemented considered that the 
villain was the bureaucracy rather than the public sector itself. Muramatsu and Krauss (Muramatsu 
and Krauss, 1996) highlighted two characteristics of reform success in Japan, the organizational 
memory (it has a permanent elite civil service up to the vice-ministerial level with only a few 
political appointments at the top), and the same party since the post war era.  

The Japanese agency reform began in 1999 (Act on General Rules for Incorporated 
Administrative Agency). Public entities such as research laboratories, museums, libraries, 
universities, hospitals, foundations or the Mint became independent agencies. Fifty-seven agencies 
were initially established in 2001, merged to 42 in 2004. In 2012, they grew to 102 (including the 
national hospital under which there are 144 hospitals). Additionally, all national universities became 
incorporated under the National University Corporation Law (2003). As a result, there were 86 
national universities transformed into agencies. The purposes of the agency reform were: “to 
efficiently provide administrative services that meet the needs of citizens, to achieve an autonomous 
administration of the agencies, and to secure of transparency of business operations” (Ministry of 
Internal Affairs and Communications, 2013). The reform was aimed to avoid previous problems, 
such as unclearness of management responsibilities, inefficiency, lack of transparency, and lack of 
managerial autonomy (Yamamoto, 2001, 162-164).  

Japanese agencies became legally independent bodies under public law, but were kept under 
close control of government. The planning and management functions were separated. The ministries 
are in charge of medium-term plans, which define the goals for 3 to 5 years. The agencies elaborate 
the annual plan having autonomy to define the targets and processes of services provision. The 
agencies report both on the medium-term and annual plans. The monitoring process is done by two 
evaluation committees. One of the committees is a commission set by the ministry of which the 
agency depends –“Ministerial committee”- and there is one per Ministry. The second committee is 
the “Evaluation Council” (see Figure 2), that depends from the Ministry of Public Management, 

                                                           
1 The expenditure of general government as percentage of the GDP for Japan in 2010 was 40.7% in comparison with the 50.9% of the 
EU area, and the average income tax rate (%) per single person at 100% of average earnings with no child was in 2010 7.72% for 
Japan and the 15.2% in the EU area (OECD statistics: http://stats.oecd.org, last access December 2012). 
2 OECD http://stats.oecd.org (last access December 2012). 
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Home Affairs, Post and Telecommunications and which evaluates all agencies. These committees are 
integrated by public and private sector members (such as university professors, certified public 
accountants, lawyers, private senior managers, etc.).  

The number of executives in the agencies was limited by law and there was a centralization of 
authority in the head of the agency. The appointment of executives is done on the basis of “right 
person in the right place”. They can come from private or public sector. The rest of employees are 
civil servants. The agencies employees represent the 22% of the national civil servants3. Other 
reforms in the agency setting are the introduction of accrual accounting and auditing4. These audits 
have to be carried out by private firms if the assets exceed 10 billion yens or the debts exceed 20 
billion yens. Over eighty percent of agencies are audited by the private sector. They have to publish 
the financial statements, evaluations and salaries of executives. They manage more than the 50% of 
the central government public sector expenditure5. 

Furthermore, agencies were obliged to implement an Agency Assessment System, which 
requires the agencies to elaborate performance measures with their corresponding targets and 
information about the cost of the services. Thus, Japanese agencies rather that implement voluntarily 
PMM were obliged to do it. Nevertheless, legal reforms not always foster a meaningful 
implementation of PMM (Ohemeng, 2011) and lead to different levels of use of PMM. On paper, the 
Japanese agencies represent the ideal framework for implementing and using PMM, with entities 
with a high degree of the decentralization and with a “strong” control of a government that demands 
performance reporting.  

3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The institutional theory has been extensively used by academics to explain the adoption of 
accounting innovations (Ribeiro and Scapens, 2006; Pina, et al., 2009), as it is PMM. This theory 
claims that if organizations operating within a given context want to be successful, they are obliged 
to conform to the dictates of their institutional environment. An essential aspect of this 
institutionalization process is the legitimacy (Scott, 2008; Ohemeng, 2011). It is assumed that a 
common means of gaining legitimacy is an alignment with some rationalised institutional myths 
(Meyer and Rowan, 1977). Through a process of isomorphism, organizations will adopt changes 
with the aim of gaining that legitimacy (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; DiMaggio and Powell, 1991). 
This will justify why the agency reform (Verhoest, et al., 2012) and the performance management 
movement (Van Dooren and Van de Walle, 2008) can be found in most public sector reform agendas 
(Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000, 2011). Most innovations in the public sector are taking place in the area 
of performance measurement with many public sector organizations implementing it (Lapsley and 
Wright, 2004; Moynihan, et al., 2011), into almost all management functions (Van Dooren, 2008; 
Van Dooren, 2011). The symbolic benefits of PMM systems have made them an attractive reform 
(Moynihan, 2009).  

The adoption of the agency reform and the Agency Assessment system shows a process of 
coercive isomorphism6 that requires the “new” agencies to conform to the international trend of 

                                                           
3 Data from the National Institute of Population and Social Security Research (http://www.ipss.go.jp/ssj-db/ssj-db-top.html, last access 
in December 2012). 
4 It should be noticed that most public sector organizations in Japan apply cash based accounting. 
5 Data from the National Institute of Population and Social Security Research (http://www.ipss.go.jp/ssj-db/ssj-db-top.html, last access 
in December 2012)  
6 Three classifications of isomorphism are proposed: coercive, mimetic and normative (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983): a) coercive, 
results from both formal and informal pressure imposed on an organization by legal, hierarchical or resource dependence (in the case 
of local governments, from central or regional governments); b) mimetic, in which organizations may imitate practices and models of 
leading organizations in their institutional field in an attempt to get greater recognition, becoming, in this case, passive adopters of 
innovations; and c) normative isomorphism stems from environmental pressure for transformation from stakeholders such as 
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public sector reforms pursued by the Japanese government. Nevertheless, as show in the literature, 
there is usually some distance between having and using managerial tools such as PMM. Argyris 
(1994) distinguished between exposed theory and theory in use, Burns and Scapens (2000) 
differentiated between ceremonial and instrumental change, while Moynihan (2009) established four 
different performance regimes: purposeful, passive, political and perverse. Some authors have also 
referred to the intentional or unintentional separation between external image and actual structures 
and procedures as 'decoupling' (Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Meyer and Scott, 1985). As Vakkuri 
(Vakkuri, 2010) argued norms create an ideal of ‘transparent’ and ‘accountable’ public organization, 
but leave managers to deal with the ambiguous task of putting reforms into practice. Arellano-Gault 
(2012) showed how agencies not only adopt the discourse of performance management but also 
adapt it to fit their own purposes. It is expected that, at least in some cases, the agencies discourses 
about PMM will differ from the PMM use. The existence of a mandatory framework for PMM may 
create some disclosure routines that not always led to PMM use (Yetano, forthcoming). Within a 
given context, such as the Japanese agencies we expect similar objective and reporting practices, 
while different willingness towards PMM and implementation efforts. 

H1: Japanese agencies objectives do not explain the level of performance management use. 

H2: Japanese agencies objectives explain the level of transparency.  

H3: Japanese agencies willingness to change explains performance management use. 

H4: Japanese agencies implementation effort explains performance management use. 

PMM use is a form of organizational behavior. Employees have discretion about to what extent 
they engage in PMM, but it is not a free choice as employees are influenced by the social context and 
formal system in which they work (Moynihan and Pandey, 2010). The institutionalization of PMM is 
about both organizational culture and individual behavior and its success depends on the extent to 
with and organization’s members accept the system as part of the organization´s culture7 (Ohemeng, 
2011). As reflected by Moynihan (Moynihan, 2009), culture can act as a buffer to block, welcome, or 
adapt performance reforms in ways consistent with organizational norms (see also Moynihan, 2005).  

The significance of organizational factors has been extensively studied since the 1980s (Kwon 
and Zmud, 1987; Shields, 1995; Shields and Shields, 1998). Management literature indicates the 
importance of strong interpersonal leadership (Waldman and Yammarino, 1999). Abernethy et al 
(2010) found that top management with a strong leadership style will use the planning and control 
system as an interactive communication device to informally reveal their preferences to subordinates 
and to obtain input from subordinates. Cavalluzo and Ittner (2004) argued that organizational factors, 
such as top management commitment, top management support and implementation training interact 
to influence measurement system implementation and outcomes, often in a complex manner. The 
organizational culture favors or hinders the implementation of PMM and factors, such as staff 
motivation, leadership and empowerment, seem to differentiate. 

H5: Japanese agencies organizational culture increases performance management use. 

H6: Japanese agencies organizational barriers decreases performance management use 

Japanese agencies cover a variety of sectors and services, which affect to the level of autonomy 
and the relationship with the citizens/clients. The effects of these contextual factors can also explain 

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
politicians, financial institutions, scholars and multilateral organizations, as well as from specialized groups within a profession who 
try to define the conditions and method of work. 
7 Flamholtz et al. (1985) defined organizational culture as "the set of values, beliefs and social norms which tend to be shared by its 
members and, in turn, influence their thoughts and actions" (p. 158). 
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the level of commitment towards PMM use. The first factor considered is the size of the agency. 
Several studies have considered either big or small entities have more capacity to change. The former 
is argued by those authors that consider that bigger entities have greater resources to implement 
reforms while the latter is affirmed by those authors that consider that smaller entities have greater 
capacity of maneuverability. The second factor will be the type of service. The third is the autonomy 
in terms of the budgetary independence. It is measured through percentage of the funds provided by 
government or by clients. We assume that those services more marketable are also those that have 
greater capacity of adoption of PMM. 

H7: Japanese agencies size influences performance management use. 

H8: Japanese agencies activity explains performance management use. 

H9: Japanese agencies autonomy explains performance management use 

4. METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE 

We elaborate a survey about the implementation of PMM within the framework of the Agency 
Assessment System at the Japanese agencies. The questionnaire included questions about: 
performance information use, transparency, objectives, willingness to change, organizational culture, 
implementation effort and barriers. Additionally, we collect information about the type of agency, 
size (budget, total assets and number of employees) and the level dependence (% of budget provided 
by the ministry). The questionnaire was seen to 189 agencies, excluding the national hospital agency. 
We obtained 35 answers (response rate of 18.5%). The questionnaire was sent during December 
2011 and January 2012. 

We assessed the implementation and development of the PMM by grouping the answers to the 
questionnaire in the categories named above: performance information use, transparency, objectives, 
willingness to change, organizational culture, implementation effort and barriers (see Annex 1). The 
performance information use (max 95) is measured with 19 items, such as improvements in decision-
making, productivity or customer satisfaction. The transparency dimension (max 23) included 
aspects related with the information disclosed internally and externally, with 0-1 questions, and the 
improvement in accountability, with 1 to 5 questions. In this dimension, questions from 1 to 5 were 
transformed to vary from 0 to 1. Additionally, we checked the web page of the agencies to confirm 
that the external information was available. The objectives dimension (max 75) was integrated by 15 
elements, such as cost reduction, performance evaluation or comparison with other organizations. 
They were evaluated from 1 to 5. The willingness to change (max 65) was integrated by 17 questions 
that evaluated from 1 to 5 the opinion about need to compete or to improve outcome, the need to 
delegate authority or to implement performance evaluation. The organizational culture (max 70) was 
integrated by 13 items, from 1 to 5. They were about staff motivation, leadership and empowerment. 
The implementation effort (max 18) included elements such as the participants, the development of 
the mission, and delegation of authority. It included question 0-1 and question from 1 to 5. Questions 
from 1 to 5 were transformed to vary from 0 to 1. The barriers (max 65) included 13 elements 
evaluated from 1 to 5, such as employee resistance or lack of resources. Annex 1 contains the full 
description of the indexes construction.  
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Table 1: Use of PMM information. 

(review the English of this sentences) 
Mean Median 

Stand. 
dev 

Strongly 
Disagree    

Strongly 
Agree Total 

Answer 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

1)    PI is used for establishing the management objectives (1-5) 3.97 4 0.77 
 

2.9 20.0 48.6 22.9 94.3 

2)    PI served to focus the emphasis of programs in priorities (1-5) 4.15 4 0.71 
 

2.9 8.6 54.3 28.6 94.3 

3)    Middle managers have substituted traditional ex-ante controls for 
PI (1-5) 

4.00 4 0.61 
  

17.1 60.0 17.1 94.3 

4)    Middle managers make decisions using PMM (instead of 
previous traditional system) (1-5) 

3.39 3 0.83 2.9 2.9 51.4 28.6 8.6 94.3 

5)    PI has produced improvements in the quality of decisions or 
decision-making capacity in the short term. (1-5) 

3.48 3 0.71 
 

2.9 51.4 31.4 8.6 94.3 

6)    PMM is used to achieve cost reductions (1-5) 3.42 3 0.87 2.9 5.7 42.9 34.3 8.6 94.3 

7)    PMM has improved the planning processes of concrete activities 
and programs (1-5) 

4.03 4 0.68 
 

2.9 11.4 60.0 20.0 94.3 

8)    PMM has improved the clarification the managerial 
responsibilities of the agency (1-5) 

4.03 4 0.64 
  

17.1 57.1 20.0 94.3 

9)    PMM has improved the level of employee focus on 
organizational goals(1-5) 

4.00 4 0.71 
 

2.9 14.3 57.1 20.0 94.3 

10) PMM is used in the communications processes (1-5) 3.36 3 0.70 
 

2.9 62.9 20.0 8.6 94.3 

11) The staff's cooperation in implementation of target (1-5) 3.70 4 0.85 
 

5.7 34.3 37.1 17.1 94.3 

12) Performance is compared with other agencies. (1-5) 3.76 4 0.71 
 

2.9 28.6 51.4 11.4 94.3 

13) We compare our performance against similar programs or 
services offered by other agencies or private contractors (1-5) 

2.79 3 0.99 2.9 28.6 40.0 17.1 2.9 91.4 

14) PMM has been used to find opportunities outsourcing of business 
(1-5) 

3.15 3 0.97 5.7 14.3 40.0 28.6 5.7 94.3 

15) Productivity has improved (1-5) 3.09 3 1.13 5.7 8.6 51.4 14.3 11.4 91.4 

16) Service quality has improved (1-5) 3.48 4 0.91 
 

2.9 37.1 45.7 5.7 91.4 

17) Customer satisfaction has improved (1-5) 3.36 3 0.93 
 

2.9 51.4 28.6 8.6 91.4 

18) The objectivity of personnel performance appraisals has 
improved (1-5) 

3.09 3 1.01 8.6 11.4 42.9 25.7 5.7 94.3 
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5. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

Table 1 shows the responses regarding the use of PMM information in managerial processes. The 
processes were PMM has been use more extensively are those related with planning and with 
focusing the organizational targets (2, 7, 8 and 9), where the more than 75% of the respondents agree 
or strongly agree with the propositions. It is also remarkable that that 77.1 % of the agencies agree 
with the statement “Middle managers have substituted traditional ex-ante controls for PI”. By 
contrast, when it comes to aspects related with decision-making such as “PI has produced 
improvements in the quality of decisions or decision-making capacity in the short-term” and “Middle 
managers make decisions using PMM (instead of previous traditional system)” only 40% and 37.1%, 
respectively, agree or strongly agree. This confirms that there are different levels of PMM use in the 
agencies. It is also noticeable that only 28.6% agrees or strongly agrees that PMM is used in 
communications processes. The use of PMM as a benchmarking tool is internal 62.9% (12) of the 
cases do it, rather than external were only 20% (13) do it. Although in general terms, a few agencies 
tend to disagree with the statements about performance management use, we find many of them in a 
neutral position. The results suggest that Japanese agencies have PMM and that they use it to plan 
activities and set targets. However, it many cases it seems espoused theory/ceremonial 
implementation as communication and decision-making based on PMM is not so widespread.  

Table 2 shows the level of disclosure of information, both internally and externally. Internally, 
most Japanese agencies made the documents available through intranet and they are presented in 
formal meetings. By contrast, there is a low level of diffusion of PMM information through informal 
meetings. This is consistent with the low use in communication processes (see Table 1). Externally, 
the information required is published in the web page, as confirmed by the web content analysis, but 
there is a low level of development of other means of communication, such as specific news-letters 
or mailing list of specific topics. Japanese agencies show a high level of transparency for formal 
compliance but low level of additional communications tools. 

Table 2: Transparency: diffusion of planning and reporting information 

 Planning information Financial Information Non-financial information (PMM) 

In
te

rn
al

ly
 Intranet 32 91,43% Intranet 29 82,86% Intranet 28 80% 

Formal meeting 35 100% Formal meeting 35 100% Formal meeting 34 97,14% 

Informal meeting 
(such as brown bag) 

19 54,29% Informal meeting 
(such as brown bag) 

15 42,86% Informal meeting 
(such as brown bag) 

16 45,71% 

Other 2 5,71% Other 1 2,86% Other 1 2,86% 

E
xt

er
n

al
ly 

Annual plan (Print) 14 40% Annual report 
(Print) 

21 60% Annual report 
(Print) 

16 45,71% 

News-letters 7 20% News-letters 11 31,43% News-letters 12 34,29% 

Internet 33 94,29% Internet 33 94,29% Internet 30 85,71% 

E-mail 1 2,86% E-mail 1 2,86% E-mail 3 8,57% 

Other 0 0% Other 0 0% Other 0 0% 
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Table 3: Indexes  

  Performance 
information use 

(max 95) 

Transparency 
(max 23) 

Objectives  
(max 75) 

Willingness to 
change 

(max 65) 

Organizational 
Culture  
(max 70) 

Implementation 
effort  

(max 26) 

Barriers  
(max 65) 

Budget 
 (million) 

Total assets 
(millions) Personnel 

  
Agency 21 94.44% 69.57% 89.33% 72.31% 100.00% 62.31% 0.00% 137.757 456.077 967 
Agency 34 88.89% 57.39% 77.33% 67.69% 85.71% 67.69% 73.85% 3.200 7.375 299 
Agency 16 85.56% 50.43% 84.00% 84.62% 82.86% 79.23% 78.46% 4.000.000 41.574.700 2.410 
Agency 9 84.44% 60.87% 86.67% 63.08% 80.00% 91.54% 70.77% 52.984 134.696 3.505 
Agency 33 84.44% 24.35% 64.00% 87.69% 97.14% 62.31% 70.77% 30.167 58.208 333 
Agency 3 83.33% 33.04% 81.33% 76.92% 74.29% 85.38% 23.08% 4.787 14.821 185 
Agency 4 80.00% 58.26% 76.00% 67.69% 67.14% 60.00% 73.85% 41.365 76.316 616 
Agency 6 78.89% 80.00% 80.00% 67.69% 74.29% 82.31% 61.54% 3.066 10.150 984 
Agency 2 75.56% 52.17% 77.33% 69.23% 88.57% 90.77% 38.46% 25.145 104.972 952 
Agency 26 75.56% 72.17% 76.00% 84.62% 84.29% 42.31% 41.54% 16.044 64.671 330 
Agency 8 73.33% 60.87% 90.67% 75.38% 60.00% 44.62% 63.08% 65.060 1.266.860 1.224 
Agency 18 73.33% 44.35% 50.67% 75.38% 70.00% 65.38% 90.77% 3.899 25.147 3.566 
Agency 11 72.22% 46.09% 81.33% 75.38% 68.57% 49.23% 53.85% 2.846 13.842 60 
Agency 24 72.22% 59.13% 76.00% 73.85% 78.57% 45.38% 67.69% 6.764 19.226 3.300 
Agency 1 71.11% 59.13% 46.67% 63.08% 70.00% 60.77% 53.85% 6.064 45.127 1.584 
Agency 28 71.11% 69.57% 93.33% 60.00% 82.86% 68.46% 40.00% 131.863 446.441 184 
Agency 5 70.00% 78.26% 82.67% 84.62% 61.43% 33.08% 0.00% 23.583 63.418 1.164 
Agency 20 70.00% 80.87% 89.33% 60.00% 71.43% 37.69% 67.69% 26.273 47.244 9.176 
Agency 22 70.00% 58.26% 73.33% 61.54% 80.00% 70.00% 81.54% 12.987 76.483 462 
Agency 12 67.78% 69.57% 96.00% 72.31% 52.86% 51.54% 47.69% 6.171 6.084 9.001 
Agency 7 66.67% 57.39% 72.00% 76.92% 71.43% 39.23% 58.46% 9.100 69.143 2.100 
Agency 19 66.67% 50.43% 96.00% 70.77% 71.43% 53.08% 72.31% 41.470 107.778 297 
Agency 23 66.67% 60.00% 92.00% 70.77% 61.43% 55.38% 58.46% 33.943 60.865 1.722 
Agency 27 66.67% 67.83% 100.00% 75.38% 64.29% 63.85% 36.92% 61.910 218.046 2.833 
Agency 32 66.67% 82.61% 92.00% 84.62% 71.43% 35.38% 44.62%     343 
Agency 15 64.44% 46.09% 64.00% 55.38% 70.00% 38.46% 43.08% 93.139 361.812 2.888 
Agency 30 64.44% 54.78% 60.00% 64.62% 68.57% 53.85% 60.00% 7.141 32.299 1.702 
Agency 10 63.33% 63.48% 86.67% 69.23% 68.57% 34.62% 75.38% 53.632 292.716 5.448 
Agency 14 63.33% 100.00% 94.67% 67.69% 60.00% 59.23% 33.85% 49.194 239.524 2.123 
Agency 31 62.22% 59.13% 72.00% 50.77% 4.29% 12.31% 46.15% 9.000   1.000 
Agency 29 58.89% 40.00% 57.33% 70.77% 62.86% 39.23% 61.54% 38.000 100.090 1.991 
Agency 35 58.89% 72.17% 94.67% 76.92% 58.57% 36.92% 76.92% 28.400 80.426 2.948 
Agency 25 45.56% 40.87% 60.00% 47.69% 50.00% 41.54% 0.00% 32.198 46.559 202 
Agency 13 0.00% 46.09% 69.33% 0.00% 0.00% 19.23% 55.38% 40.726 88.750 84 
Agency 17 0.00% 72.17% 84.00% 70.77% 14.29% 66.15% 38.46% 2.300 5.028 414 
Mean 67.33% 59.92% 79.04% 68.43% 66.49% 54.24% 53.14%    
Stand. Dev 19.35 15.29 13.65 15.11 21.85 19.00 22.71    
Minimum .00 24.35 46.67 .00 .00 12.31 .00    
Maximum 94.44 100.00 100.00 87.69 100.00 91.54 90.77    
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Table 3 includes the punctuation that each agency have achieved in the seven indexes developed, 
as well as, some contextual variables (budget, total assets and personnel). The highest mean is 
achieved in the objectives established for the implementation of PMM. This index also shows the 
lower standard deviation. Thus, we can confirm that the discourses about the purposes of the 
implementation tend to coincide. The results of the performance information use index (see also 
Table 1) and transparency index (see also Table 2) suggest either that the implementation does not 
achieve the same results or that the efforts in the implementation have been different. The 
performance use index shows a great variation, with two agencies with zero punctuation. 
Transparency mean is lower, although, all the agencies have punctuated in this index. The 
differences seem to come from the organizational culture and implementation efforts, that also show 
an important variability among agencies. It is also noticeable that the willingness to change achieved 
greater mean than the effort made or than having an organizational culture that is prone to the 
introduction of PMM. 

In order to understand what factors promoted the use of PMM and to go deeper in the variations 
of the indexes, univariate analysis has been used. The objective was to test the influence of the 
following factors on PMM use and transparency: the willingness to change, the organizational 
culture, the implementation effort and the barriers. Additionally, we have tested several explanatory 
variables related with the size (total assets, budget and number of employees) and type of agency 
(dependence and whether it was or not university). The influence of the type of agency and the 
dependence was tested using the Mann-Whitney test (see Table 3), whereas the influence of the 
indexes and of the size variables was tested using Pearson correlations (see Table 4). The Mann-
Whitney analysis (Table 3) shows that the impact is not related to the type of agency (university vs 
non-university). By contrast, the transparency is significantly higher in those agencies that are not 
Universities. Performance use and transparency differ with regards to the budgetary independence. 
They show a greater mean when there is independence.  

Table 3: Mann-Whitney  

H0 Sig (5%) Decision Mean University Mean no University 

Performance impact is equally distributed between University 
categories 

0.218 Accept 68.68 65.04 

Transparency is equally distributed between University 
categories 

0.025 Reject 55.69 67.09 

H0 Sig (10%) Decision Mean Dependent Mean Independent 

Performance impact is equally distributed between Dependence 
categories 

0.035 Reject 64.77 70.74 

Transparency is equally distributed between Dependence 
categories 

0.089 Reject 56.35 64.70 

 

The correlations (Table 4) show that there exist a relationship between the PMM use and the 
willingness to change, the organizational culture, the implementation and the size in terms of assets. 
The transparency is related to the objectives and the implementation, but is not related to the 
willingness of change or the organizational culture. All these relationships are positive. Nevertheless, 
in order to ascertain the direction of these relationships, and to confirm the propositions of the 
theoretical framework, regression analyses have been carried out. 
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Table 4: Correlations 

  
Objectives 

Willingnes
s to change 

Organiz. 
Culture 

Implement
ation 

Barriers 
Log 

Budget 
Log  

Assets 
Personnel 

Performance 
impact 

Pearson Corr 0.236 0,593*** 0,824*** 0,419** 0.062 -0,324 0,398** 0.080 

Sig. (bilateral) 0.172 0,000 0,000 0,012 0.724 0,061 0,020 0.649 

 
N 35 35 35 35 35 34 34 35 

Transparency Pearson Corr 0.569*** -0,085 0,195 0,391** -0.184 0,261 -0,029  

 Sig. (bilateral) 0.000 0,627 0,262 0,020 0.291 0,137 0,872  

 N 35 35 35 35 35 34 34  

*** P <0,01; ** P <0,05; * P <0,1 

 

In the regression analysis we have included indexes created, and the contextual variables that 
have shown a significant relation through the Mann-Whitney or the correlation analysis (Dependence 
and logarithm of assets for performance for PMM use and dependence and University for 
transparency). As we have 35 cases, the maximum recommended independent variables are 7. It 
should be highlighted that the soundness of the adjustment does not improve including only those 
variables that showed a relationship in the correlations and Mann-Whitney. The results can be seen 
in Table 5. 

Table 5: Regression Analyses 

PMM Use Transparency 
  Model 1    Model 2  

(Constant) 7,760 (Constant) 29,585 

Objectives ,014 Objectives 0,523** 

Willingness to change 0,346** Willingness to change -0,331 

Organizational Culture 0,574*** Organizational Culture 0,112 

Implementation -0,022 Implementation 0,090 

Barriers -0,213** Barriers 0,022 

Dependence -8,257* Dependence 1,692 

Log Assets 0,402 University -4,107 

R2  ,778 R2  0,426 

*** P <0,01; ** P <0,05; * P <0,1 
 

The model developed for PMM use confirms that performance management use depends on the 
willingness to change (H3), the organizational culture (H5), the barriers to the implementation (H6) 
and is higher when there is budgetary independence (H9). Being the organizational culture the most 
important aspect due to the coefficient. This model also confirms that the objectives do not explain 
the use done of PMM (H1). Surprisingly, the implementation effort does not explain the PMM use 
(not H4). The size or the type of agency does not also influence the use (not H7 or H8). Transparency 
is only explained by the objectives established by the organization, which confirms our hypothesis 
(H2). It signaled that the agencies tend to provide information both internally and externally with 
independence of the effort made in the implementation or the organizational culture. 
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6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Both the agency reforms and PMM represent an international trend towards management by 
results. Many countries, among them Japan, have introduced these reforms with various results (Van 
Dooren and Van de Walle, 2008; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2011; Verhoest, et al., 2012). We expected to 
have different levels of adoption or adaptation (Arellano-Gault, 2012), but we have also confirm that 
there is a distance among the formal established objectives and the objectives pursued, what has been 
called in the framework of institutional theory decoupling, but have been also named as ceremonial 
vs instrumental, or theory in use vs espoused theory. Nevertheless, the use of PMM seems to benefit 
agencies, thus it became necessary identify the reasons of the divergence: are they related with the 
implementation effort or are they related with the predisposition to change? Or is rather a mixture of 
them?  

For answering these questions, this paper focused the attention on the Japanese agencies which 
were given the managerial autonomy and the power to implement PMM, but that were also required 
to do it. It represent, on the one hand, the opportunity as there is a decentralization of power, but on 
the other, it has the connotations of a mandatory requirement. The affected institution may tend to 
comply with the minimal acceptable standard that will be to fulfill the reporting requirement, but no 
to use PMM in the managerial processes which is where PMM is expected to produce benefits. The 
analysis of the web has shown that agencies published most of the information required. The 
objectives signaled by the agencies that differ from the results show that the discourses about PMM 
have penetrated the agencies. They see important PMM at least at formal level. 

The information about the uses of PMM has shown that agencies tend to introduce PMM as a 
planning tool in an attempt to focus the targets of the organization. This is consistent with the 
division of functions carried out and the responsibilities given to the head of the agency that is in 
charge of translating ministerial objectives into annual plans. Concentrate the power of the agency in 
a CEO had had a positive influence in the implementation of PMM at top level. There is also use of 
PMM for internal benchmarking not so much for external. With is consistent with a public sector 
culture based on a clear distinction between the private and public sector where notions of 
competitiveness tend to find more difficulties. 

Lower use of PMM is found in decision-making and communications process, which suggest 
that in some cases PMM is a managerial model used at the top but not at all levels of the organization. 
This is not surprising as the embedment of PMM use at all level is the most difficult step. The 
transparency analysis also showed this limitation when analyzing the type of information diffused 
internally and the means used. It has been argued that PMM should produce a change in 
organizational behavior, depending the success on the acceptance PMM as part of the organizational 
culture (Ohemeng, 2011).  

We distinguished three elements that may affect the implementation. Firstly, the willingness of 
the agency: does it aim a purposeful, passive, a political or a perverse PMM regime (see Moynihan, 
2009)? Rather than distinguishing the four types why identify if the agencies were purposeful 
(willingness to change) and this was confirmed as an element that affected PMM use. Given the 
context of the study, some Japanese agencies may be following passive rather than political or 
perverse, as they have defined objectives that follow the formal PMM discourses. Secondly, we 
focused on the organizational culture, on the importance of leadership, top management commitment 
and empowerment. This has result the most important aspect and avoids a rapid implementation as it 
requires previous reforms in the delegation of capacity of management and prevents the success 
when the top management is not supportive. In the Japanese environment, the permanent elite civil 
service up to the vice-ministerial level with only a few political appointments at the top facilitates the 
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presence of compromised leaders. And the possibility of the appointment of executives from private 
or public sector based on “right person in the right place” can also facilitate to create the 
environment for a PMM culture. Thirdly, although, the implementation effort is correlated with the 
PMM use, it has not shown a causal relation in the regression. It suggests that without the proper 
willingness and organizational culture a strong implementation effort may create more resistance 
than acceptance. It also seems that when the environment is prone to PMM use the implementation 
does not need so many resources. This is consistent with the negative effect that the barriers have in 
PMM use. 

The contextual factors have shown that size does not matter but that dependence does. This is 
consistent with the idea that those agencies that produce marketable services then to move more 
easily towards PMM techniques. We have not find differences regarding the type of agencies. 
Nevertheless, one of our limitations has been that due to the numbers of cases and the wide range of 
services provides, we have only distinguished between universities and no universities. So, future 
studies should further study the possible differences, for example, depending on the ministry that 
holds the final responsibility. 

We quoted Schedler (2003) because he argued that reforms are killed not so much by their 
concepts as by their deficient implementation. We showed that rather than a matter of 
implementation is a matter of preparation (organizational adaptive cultures), willingness and type of 
service provided, as the contact with the citizen seems to produce a positive effect towards PMM. In 
Japan, agencies will be able to change through contracting a CEO prone to use PMM that will create 
the willingness and through promoting a PMM culture, which requires at least an effort in employee 
training and involvement in PMM.  
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Figure 1: Evolution of expenditure in welfare by function 

 

Source: National Institute of Population and Social Security Research (http://www.ipss.go.jp/ssj-db/ssj-db-top.html, last 
access in December 2012) 
 

Figure 2: Structure of Planning and Evaluation (Japan) 

 

Source: National Institute of Population and Social Security Research (http://www.ipss.go.jp/ssj-db/ssj-db-

top.html, last access in December 2012) (translated by the authors) 
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Annex 1: Indexes construction   

Performance information use8  
1)  PI is used for establishing the management objectives (1-5) 
2) PI served to focus the emphasis of programs in priorities 

(1-5) 
3) Middle managers have substituted traditional ex-ante 

controls for PI (1-5) 
4) Middle managers make decisions using PMM (instead of 

previous traditional system) (1-5) 
5) PI has produced improvements in the quality of decisions 

or decision-making capacity in the short term. (1-5) 
6) PMM is used to achieve cost reductions (1-5) 
7) PMM has improved the planning processes of concrete 

activities and programs (1-5) 
8) PMM has improved the clarification the managerial 

responsibilities of the agency (1-5) 
9) PMM has improved the level of employee focus on 

organizational goals(1-5) 
10) PMM is used in the communications processes (1-5) 
11) Staff cooperates in implementation of target (1-5) 
12) Performance is compared among departments. (1-5) 
13) We compare our performance against similar programs or 

services offered by other agencies or private contractors (1-
5) 

14) PMM has been used to find opportunities outsourcing of 
business (1-5) 

15) Productivity has improved (1-5) 
16) Service quality has improved (1-5) 
17) Customer satisfaction has improved (1-5) 
18) Improvements of the objectivity of personnel performance 

appraisals has improved (1-5) 
Transparency 
Internal diffusion of PMM information 
1-3) Intranet (Planning Information ; Financial Information ; 
Non-financial Information) (1-0 ; 1-0 ;1-0) 
3-6) Formal meetings (Planning Information ; Financial 
Information ; Non-financial Information) (1-0 ; 1-0 ;1-0) 
7-9) Informal meetings (Planning Information ; Financial 
Information ; Non-financial Information) (1-0 ; 1-0 ;1-0) 
External difussion of PMM information (cross-check with web 
content). 
10-12) Annual reports (Planning Information ; Financial 
Information ; Non-financial Information) (1-0 ; 1-0 ;1-0) 
13-15) News-letter (Planning Information ; Financial 
Information ; Non-financial Information) (1-0 ; 1-0 ;1-0) 
16-18) Intranet (Planning Information ; Financial Information ; 
Non-financial Information) (1-0 ; 1-0 ;1-0) 
19-21) E-mail (Planning Information ; Financial Information ; 
Non-financial Information) (1-0 ; 1-0 ;1-0) 
22) Accountability to ministry has improved 
23) Accountability to the public has improved 
Objective index  
1) Share a vision of the organization (1- 5) 

                                                           
8 Questions 1-5 represent 1- strongly disagree and 5- strongly 
agree and questions 1-0 represent Yes or No. 

2) Alignment of the organization to its mission (1-5) 
3) Clear definition of the agency priorities (1-5) 
4) Introduce mid-term planning (1-5) 
5) Monitor the progress of the mid-term plans (1-5) 
6) Elaborate annual plans (1-5) 
7) Monitor the progress of annual plan (1-5) 
8) Improve the budgetary allocations (1-5) 
9) Cost reduction (1-5) 
10) Performance evaluation of divisions (1-5) 
11) Performance evaluation of programs and projects (1-5) 
12) Comparison of performance with other organizations (1-5) 
13) Introduce human Resource planning (1-5) 
14) Assessment of the employee performance (1-5) 
15) Establishment of rewards (1-5) 
Willigness change  
1) It was difficult to measure the quality of the services (1- 

Strongly disagree and 5- Strongly agree) 
2) It was difficult to set targets for each indicator (1-5) 
3) It was difficult elaborate reporting information on time (1-

5) 
4) It was difficult to update the performance indicators (1-5) 
5) It was difficult to do comparative analysis (1-5) 
6) It is necessary to improve performance evaluation (1-5) 
7) Agency should use management control systems (1-5) 
8) It is necessary to respond to changes in the user needs (1-5) 
9) It is necessary to compete with the private organization (1-

5) 
10) High pressure for cost reductions (1-5) 
11) It is necessary to improve the outcome of the agency (1-5) 
12) It is necessary to accumulate higher expertise and the 

experience (1-5) 
Organizational culture 
1) The divisions are supportive and collaborative with their 

employees (1- 5) 
2) The staff's motivation is high (1- 5) 
3) The staff feels confident at their office (1- 5) 
4) Everyone has ownership of his or her job(1- 5) 
5) The staff can demand support from other division if 

necessary (1- 5) 
6) The staff helps each other beyond their responsibility. 
7) The staff is supportive to the PMM approach.(1- 5) 
8) Executive managers show a positive reaction to change. (1- 

5) 
9) Executive managers exert a strong leadership to guide the 

changes taking place in the organization (1- 5). 
10) Executive managers support implementation of 

management control systems (1- 5). 
11) Middle managers show a positive reaction to change. 
12) The middle managers support implementation of 

management control systems (1- 5). 
13) New project proposal are consulted with the front line 

employees (1- 5). 
14) Staff has the power and the budget to perform their ability 

(1- 5). 
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Implementation effort 
1) An initial analysis of the agency strengths, weakness, 

opportunities and threats was done before to implement 
AAS (1-0) 

2) The mission of the agency was formulated according with 
PMM 

3) The Ministry participated in the development of the 
mission (1-0) 

4) Senior managers participated in the development of the 
mission (1-0) 

5) Middle managers participated in the development of the 
mission (1-0) 

6) Front- line employees participated in the development of 
the mission (1-0) 

7) The implementation of the PMM (in the context of AAS) is 
considered a priority for managerial improvement (1-0) 

8) Members of the implementation team: Specialized 
department (1-0) 

9) Members of the implementation team: Human resources 
department (1- 0) 

10) Members of the implementation team: Corporate planning 
department (1- 0) 

11) Members of the implementation team: General affairs 
department (1- 0) 

12) Members of the implementation team: Finance department 
(1- 0) 

13) External assistance from the Ministry was used (1- 0) 
14) ·External assistance from a Consulting firm was used (1- 0) 
15) External assistance from a Research institute was used (1- 

0) 
16) We implement, additionally, A cost accounting system was 

also implemented (1- 0) 
17) Performance measures were focused on what is important, 

rather than the availability of data (1- 0) 

18) Departments has the authority to implement the PMM (1- 
0) 

19) Employees were informed about how PMM was going to 
affect their work (1- 0) 

20) Training in strategic planning was done (1- 0) 
21) Training in setting performance goals was done (1- 0) 
22) Training in developing performance measures was done (1- 

0) 
23) Training in PMM decision-making was done (1- 0) 
24) Training in strategic management was done (1- 0) 
25) The agency had specific budgetary resources monetary for 

the implementation (1- 0) 
26) The agency had specific budgetary resources: personnel 

time for the implementation (1- 0) 
Barriers  
1) Employee resistance to the change (1- 5).  
2) The absence of an implementation schedule (1- 5). 
3) Lack of resources (1- 5).  
4) Lack of agreement in the organization mission and vision 

between different stakeholders (1- 5). 
5) Lack of employee skills, abilities and knowledge (1- 5). 
6) Inadequate support/ commitment from top management (1- 

5). 
7) Inadequate support from the ministry (1- 5).  
8) Lack of communication between different organizational 

levels (1- 5). 
9) Lack of communication between different department 
10) Incompatibility with organization culture (1- 5). 
11) Incompatibility with other organization systems (1- 5). 
12) Complexity of PMM (1- 5). 
13) Insufficient time to properly implement the project (1- 5). 
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