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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 
 

Performance measurement is a commonly used tool in modern management accounting 

practices. With the Balanced Scorecard attracting a great deal of academic as well as 

commercial interest, performance measurement has become a popular topic for both 

industrialists and academics. The performance of an organization defines how it suc-

ceeds.  An organization aiming to succeed needs to produce information about its ac-

tions and functions. This can be achieved by designing measures and extensive meas-

urement systems.  As Simons (2000, 4) describes, the purpose of any performance 

measurement and control systems is to convey information. This information is utilized 

in management decision-making through the process of performance management. 
 

Traditionally performance measurement has mainly been characterized as backward 

looking, internal, financial, and more concerned with local departmental performance 

than overall business performance (Bourne et al. 2003, 4). Dissatisfaction with using fi-

nancial measures as a meter of performance is not only a recent trend. As far back as 

1951, General Electric CEO Ralph Cordiner assigned a high-level task force to identify 

key corporate performance measures (Eccles 1991, 132). However, modern perform-

ance measurement systems, such as the Balanced Scorecard, aim to provide a com-

prehensive balanced measurement of the overall organizational performance, including 

financial and non-financial as well as internal and external measures.  
 

Virtually all performance measurement systems start with defining the strategy and vi-

sion of the organization. The strategy and vision are then formulated into a set of strate-

gic objectives. These objectives should be shaped into goals that the employees can 

understand. Although the executive management is responsible for defining the strategy 

and vision of the organization, it should keep in mind that it is the employees who will be 

implementing that strategy. When operational targets are derived straight from the strat-
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egy, the employees have a major role in defining how the strategy is implemented and 

how the organization succeeds.  
 

This study focuses on both performance measurement and management from an em-

ployee perspective. The employee role in performance measurement has received little 

academic attention. An important question is whether the employees know what per-

formance measurement is and how it is measured. It is critical that the employees un-

derstand the alignment of the operational targets with the organization’s strategic objec-

tives. This calls for functional communication and information infrastructure. Both the 

strategy and targets have to be communicated properly through interactive communica-

tion. 
 

1.2 Objectives of the study 
 

This study aims to examine how an organization’s employees affect its performance 

measurement and performance management. More specifically this study aims to de-

termine what knowledge and understanding the employees have of performance meas-

urement and how they participate in the whole process of designing, implementing and 

using a performance measurement system. The study focuses on the public sector and 

its special characteristics, such as its many stakeholders with conflicting needs and diffi-

culty in target setting. 
 

The main objective of the study is to examine: 

- The role of employees in performance measurement and performance man-

agement 
 

The primary research question is: 

- How are the employees involved in the process of performance measurement 

and performance management? 
 

Secondary research questions provide the understanding of the research phenomenon 

required to answer the primary questions. The secondary research questions are: 
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- What are the main challenges related to employees when measuring per-

formance? 

- What methods are used to communicate the strategy, objectives and meas-

urement results to the employees? 

- How are reward systems together with performance measurement used as a 

motivational or control tool? 
 

Employee involvement in performance measurement and management is first examined 

generally through a literature review, keeping in mind, however, the transferability of 

previous findings to public sector organizations. Next further insight and empirical evi-

dence regarding the employee role in performance measurement in public sector orga-

nizations is sought through a case study at Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences.  
 

1.3 Methodology 
 
The study will be performed using constructive qualitative research. The study proceeds 

through the constructive approach presented by Kasanen et al. (1993) in their study on 

the constructive approach in management accounting (cf. Figure 1).   

 

Figure 1. Elements of Constructive Research (Kasanen et al. 1993, 246) 

 

Initially theoretical models and knowledge of performance measurement and perform-

ance management are examined through a literature review. The data for the literature 



4 
 

review consists mainly of published studies as well as other acknowledged publications 

on the research topic. The qualitative analysis of the published studies is carried out 

mainly through thematization. Next practical functioning and practical relevance will be 

examined based on existing empirical studies on the role of employees in performance 

measurement and through a limited case study based on semi-structured interviews at 

Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences. Finally this interactive research approach will be 

used to construct a solution to the research problem and answers to the research ques-

tions.   

 

1.4 Study structure 
 
This study is composed of six main chapters. In chapter one a short background to per-

formance measurement and management is introduced, the objectives and research 

questions of the study are defined, the research methodology is described and the study 

structure is presented. In the following chapter the key concepts of the study (public sec-

tor organization, performance, performance measurement, performance management, 

and performance measurement systems) are defined.  

 

In chapter three the employee role in performance measurement and management is 

examined through a literature review. Chapter three examines themes such as participa-

tion in decision-making, knowledge and understanding of performance measurement, 

strategy alignment, communication and linking a reward system to performance meas-

urement. Chapter four examines performance measurement and its distinct characteris-

tics in the public sector.  
 

In chapter five a case study at Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences is presented. First 

the background information is introduced, then the interview structure and methods are 

explained and finally the results of the case study are revealed and examined. Chapter 

six consists of the discussion and conclusions of the study.  
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2 Key concepts 
 

2.1 Public sector organization 

 
Organizations can be divided in to companies, public sector organizations and third sec-

tor organizations such as non-profit organizations (Lämsä & Hautala 2004, 9). Whether 

an organization is classified as public or private, it is generally described as a social ar-

rangement, which pursues collective goals (Lämsä & Hautala 2004, 9). The boundary 

between the public and private sectors is not always clear. In some cases the boundary 

is well defined: assets get transferred from the public to the private sector through priva-

tization; assets that remain in state ownership are clearly public (Flynn 2007, 1). The 

process of outsourcing, by which private companies provide all or part of their services, 

makes the boundary less clear.  

 

The public sector is typically divided into various sectors of activity based on a more or 

less hierarchical structure. The lower units in the structure are oriented to the provision 

of goods and services, whereas the higher entities or agencies are more concerned with 

administrative work, preparing budgetary requests, policy proposals and deciding mat-

ters of principle relating to the implementation of laws (Lane 2000, 247). Flynn (2007, 8) 

presents four elements to the distinction between private and public services. (1) Certain 

things are ‘public goods’ that produce benefits that accumulate to people other than 

those who benefit directly (e.g. education). As people cannot be excluded from certain 

benefits, they should pay for these services collectively rather than individually. (2) Serv-

ices are public when they are mainly financed by taxation. (3) Who owns the facilities 

and who employs the service providers? Traditionally public services were provided by 

public employees situated in public buildings. Currently such a distinction is not abso-

lute, because of outsourcing and privatization. (4) The lack of a direct connection be-

tween the ability to pay and access to the service.  

 

This study refers to a public sector organization as a social arrangement that pursues 

collective goals, controls its own performance, and has a boundary separating it from its 
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environment as well as distinctive elements separating it from the private sector. In the 

context of the case study at Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences, this study mainly re-

fers to public sector service organizations such as public universities. 

 

2.2 Performance 

 
The concept of performance can be a complex issue to define, and various meanings 

can be found for the term. Although the term performance is widely used, its precise 

meaning is rarely specifically defined. Performance is referred to as either an action or a 

result or both at the same time. Lebas and Euske (2002, 67-68) view performance as 

referring simultaneously to the action, the result of the action, and to the success of the 

result in comparison to some benchmark. They continue to state that “performance is 

the sum of all processes that will lead managers to taking appropriate actions in the pre-

sent that will create a performing organization in the future (i.e., one that is effective and 

efficient)” (Lebas & Euske 2002, 68). 

 

As Kaplan and Norton discovered, when formulating the Balanced Scorecard, historical 

figures may have little to do with future success. Measuring historical performance from 

only one perspective (e.g. financial) provides a narrow view and results in a measure-

ment gap, which is a significant deficiency in strategy implementation (Lynch 2009, 508). 

Causal relationships have to be considered to identify and manage the process through 

which performance (future results) will be created (Lebas & Euske 2002, 68).  

 

In his study of performance measurement in Finnish companies, Lönnqvist (2002, 14) 

defines performance as the ability of the measured object to achieve results in relation 

to the objectives. When measuring performance, performance can be examined through 

different perspectives in different frameworks, such as the Balanced Scorecard (finan-

cial, customers, internal processes, innovation and learning) or the Performance Prism 

(stakeholder satisfaction, stakeholder contribution, strategies, processes and capabili-

ties) (Kaplan & Norton 1993, 4; Neely et al. 2002, 4). In these performance measure-
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ment models, different dimensions of the organization collectively construct its perform-

ance.  

 

 
Figure 2. A Company’s Internal and External Performance (Rantanen 2001, 5) 

 

Performance can be simply divided into two main dimensions: internal performance and 

external performance. How and what elements of performance are sorted under each 

heading is a question of preference. In internal analysis, a company’s internal functions 

are examined. In internal analysis there is more useful and precise data available than in 

an external perspective. Viewing and analyzing a company as a whole, ‘from the out-

side’, is external performance analysis. External performance as a concept clearly de-

scribes how a company survives in its surrounding environment. (Rantanen 2001, 5-6) 

(cf. Figure 2) 
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In the context of performance measurement and management, this study mainly refers 

to Lönnqvist’s (2002) measurement-oriented definition of performance, nevertheless 

keeping in mind Lebas’ and Euske’s (2002) process-oriented and causal, action  result 

 success -description.  

 

2.3 Performance measurement 

 
Performance measurement as a concept is also rarely defined. Research in perform-

ance measurement can be found in a number of different fields as diverse as econom-

ics, industrial engineering, organizational theory, psychology, public policy and statistics 

(Austin & Gittel 2002, 81).  Neely et al. (1995, 80) define performance measurement as 

the process of quantifying efficiency and effectiveness of action. Neely et al. (1995, 80) 

refer to effectiveness as the extent to which customer requirements are met and to effi-

ciency as a measure of how economically the firm’s resources are utilized when provid-

ing a given level of customer satisfaction. Hannula and Lönnqvist (2002, 47) define per-

formance measurement as a process used to determine the status of an attribute rele-

vant to the performance measurement object. 

 

The use of the term strategic performance measurement highlights the fact that per-

formance measurement is used as a tool of strategic management. In strategic perform-

ance measurement the employees are led to execute the organizational strategy. As the 

measures are derived from the organization’s vision and strategy, these measures are 

used to translate and communicate the vision to the workforce. The results generated by 

strategy-originated measures can then be used to evaluate the effectuation of the strat-

egy. (Lönnqvist 2002, 15) 
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Figure 3. Managing Strategy: Four Processes (Kaplan & Norton 1996, 40) 

 

The diagram above (Figure 3) represents how the Balanced Scorecard can be used in 

strategic management. The scorecard provides four management processes that, sepa-

rately and in combination, play a part in linking long-term strategic goals with short-term 

actions (Kaplan & Norton 1996, 37-38). In this study performance measurement is 

viewed as a strategic tool and a process which consists of: determining critical success 

factors, selecting strategy and vision originated measures and targets, implementing 

these measures, using the measures as well as updating them regularly.  
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2.4 Performance management 

 
Performance management has many applications depending on the purpose of its use, 

or the organization where it is used. For this reason it is hard to find a single established 

definition for the term. Hannula and Lönnqvist (2002, 46) suggest that performance 

management is management based on the information produced by performance 

measurement. This definition accentuates the active and systematic use of measure-

ment in managing and developing the performance of various business activities.  

 

Bititci et al. (1997, 524) define the performance management process as the process by 

which the company manages its performance in line with its corporate and functional 

strategies and objectives. Furthermore, they state that the objective of this process is to 

provide a proactive closed loop control system, where the corporate and functional 

strategies are deployed to all business processes, activities, task and personnel, and 

feedback is obtained through the performance measurement system to enable appropri-

ate management decisions (cf. Figure 4). 

 

 

 
Figure 4. The Closed Loop Deployment and Feedback System for the Performance 

Management Process (Bititci et al. 1997, 524) 
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The performance management process is defined by how an organization uses various 

different systems (management accounting, strategy development, management by ob-

jectives, performance measures, incentive/ reward systems, personnel appraisal) to 

manage its performance and create a control system. Performance measurement 

frameworks, however, are not only tools for single organization management. A recent 

article by Kaplan, Norton and Rugelsjoen (2010) describes how the Balanced Scorecard 

can be used to manage corporate alliances successfully. They portray how two organi-

zations with entirely different business models and cultures (research driven pharma-

ceutical company/ operationally oriented services company) used the Balanced Score-

card to manage their alliance and align the two organizations, which among other things, 

resulted in a 40 % reduction in the total cycle time for clinical studies. 

 

As this study considers the employees’ role in performance measurement and their in-

volvement and knowledge of performance measurement, the term performance man-

agement in this study refers mainly to the strategy deploying process description of Bitit-

ci et al. (1997). 

 

2.5 Performance measurement systems 

 
A performance measurement system often refers to an organizational control system 

constructed on the basis of an existing performance measurement framework such as 

the Balanced Scorecard or the Performance Prism. However, exact definitions vary de-

pending on what purpose and in what organizational level the performance measure-

ment system is used.  Neely et al. (1995, 81) define a performance measurement sys-

tem as a set of metrics used to quantify both the efficiency and effectiveness of actions. 

Bititci et al. (1997, 524-525) view a performance measurement system as the informa-

tion system in the performance management process and a process that provides feed-

back to employees on the outcomes of actions. Bourne et al. (2003, 4) refer to a per-

formance measurement system as the use of a multidimensional set of measures for the 

planning and management of a business. 
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In their research on the definition of a business performance measurement system, 

Franco-Santos et al. (2007, 795) discovered that although researchers refer to the term, 

they do not explicitly define what they are referring to. After a methodical literature re-

view and reading over 300 documents, they only found 17 definitions for the business 

performance measurement system concept. They argue that the two necessary features 

of performance measurement systems are: ‘performance measures’ and ‘supporting in-

frastructure’. They also state that although many roles for a performance measurement 

system have been identified, the only necessary role is to ‘measure performance’.  Be-

cause of the recent emphasis on strategic performance measurement systems, the 

authors find it unsurprising that many of the definitions discuss linking measures to 

strategy or strategic objectives of the organization. However, some measurement sys-

tems only have operational goals that may or may not be linked to the strategy. (Franco-

Santos et al. 2007, 796-797) 

 

In this study a performance measurement system is seen as a system in which an orga-

nization’s performance is measured through strategically selected measures, and has a 

sophisticated infrastructure that provides feedback and promotes double-loop learning 

and performance improvement. In this sense, the definition by Bititci et al. (1997) of an 

information system as a part of the performance management process is an appropriate 

description.  
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3 Employee role in performance measurement 
 

3.1 Participation in decision-making 

 
Employee participation in a firm’s decision-making has been studied extensively. In rela-

tion to performance measurement, participation in decision-making mainly refers to par-

ticipation in measure and goal setting. Participation in decision-making is often linked 

with job satisfaction (cf. Yammarino & Naughton 1992; Miller & Monge 1986). In their 

meta-analysis of participative techniques, Miller & Monge (1986, 740-742) discovered 

that participation in decision-making has an effect on both job satisfaction and job pro-

ductivity. Previous research also supports a strong correlation between participation in 

decision-making and commitment (Scott-Ladd et al. 2005, 400-402). This is an important 

factor in performance measurement and management as commitment is seen to direct 

an individual’s effort toward achieving organizational goals.  

 

In their study on the impacts of employee participation in decision-making, Scott-Ladd & 

Marshall (2004) found that participation in decision-making directly contributed to task 

variety and autonomy, and through autonomy to task identity. Employees perceived that 

participation in decision-making contributed to performance effectiveness and led to 

gains in the workplace. They also found that participation in decision-making directly in-

fluenced job satisfaction, but it did not influence job satisfaction indirectly through job 

characteristics (task variety, task significance, task identity, feedback, autonomy) as 

they had assumed. In addition participation in decision-making was found to have an in-

direct influence, rather than a direct influence, on affective commitment through job sat-

isfaction. (Scott-Ladd & Marshal 2004, 655-658) 

 

The employee role has become more important in modern performance measurement 

frameworks. In Lönnqvist’s (2002, 117) study both the managers and employees agreed 

that non-financial measurement had increased and that the employees have a bigger 

role in performance measurement than before. In their study on the impacts of perform-
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ance measurement on the quality of working life, Ukko et al. (2008, 87) defined the con-

cept ‘quality of working life’ as consisting of work motivation, learning opportunities, job 

satisfaction, work atmosphere, health and safety, participation in decision-making, reali-

zation of personal/ team level targets and a reward system. In the study’s interviews, 

both the employee and management representatives agreed that the employees should 

have a bigger role in the area of performance measurement, especially in setting their 

individual metrics and goals (Ukko et al. 2008, 93). Ukko et al. (2008, 93) also found that 

by allowing employees to participate in decision-making that concerns their own meas-

ures and goals, their work motivation, understanding of job contents and the company’s 

business, improved and the company’s overall targets were achieved more successfully. 

 

An important question is who should participate in setting measures and goals for differ-

ent levels of the organization. Should it be a top-down process, where the superiors es-

tablish the measures and goals and hand them down to subordinates for implementa-

tion? Or should the subordinates somehow be involved in the measure and goal setting 

process? Karhu et al. (2006, 141) suggested that employees could be increasingly able 

to participate in decision-making seeing as much of today’s work is knowledge work. 

Simons (2000, 243) stated that when organizations are facing uncertain environments 

and the information needed to address these changes is dispersed widely throughout 

the organization, a participative style is appropriate. On the other hand, companies in 

stable environments do not exchange information about organizational goals, because 

the executive managers already know what to expect in the future (Simons 2000, 243). 

Thereby the decision regarding who should participate in decision-making depends on 

the managers’ view on where the relevant information is located in the organization. Is it 

in the hand of the managers or dispersed throughout the organization? 

 

Simons (2000) also contemplates the agency problem in employee participation. In this 

view the subordinates (agents) are viewed as rational, self-interested, utility-maximizing, 

risk averse individuals who dislike effort. According to this view, subordinates should not 

be invited to participate in setting goals, because it is expected that they will attempt to 

bias the goal-setting process in their favor to minimize future effort. An alternative view, 
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prevalent in organization behavior, is that most individuals inherently enjoy achievement 

for its own sake and will become self-motivated to achieve the organizational goals if 

they:  

- believe the goal is legitimate 

- become committed to the goal through a process that includes their input and 

participation. (Simons 2000, 243-244) 

 

Aligning individual goals to corporate and business unit objectives is not only important 

for implementing the strategy on all organizational levels, but it can be done in a way 

that increases job satisfaction and motivation through employee participation. Kaplan 

and Norton (2001, 242-244) describe how strategic themes, organizational objectives 

and measures can be made meaningful for all employees by an exercise where em-

ployees have to derive individual objectives from how they could contribute to achieving 

the strategy. Kaplan and Norton (2001) present how a large oil company created a 

small, fold-up personal scorecard for each person in the organization. The card con-

tained three levels of information. The first level, preprinted on the card, described the 

corporate objectives and measures. The second level provided space for the business 

unit to translate the corporate goals into its specific goals. The third level enabled indi-

viduals and teams to define their personal performance objectives, near-term steps of 

action they would take to achieve their objectives and up to five personal performance 

measures for their personal objectives, as well as targets for these objectives. (Kaplan 

and Norton 2001, 244) 

 

Currently participation in decision-making seems to depend on the workers hierarchic 

position in the organization. The main finding by Karhu et al. (2006, 145), in their study 

of performance measurement and employees, was that blue-collar workers have poor 

possibilities to participate in decision-making even if it concerns their own job or team 

and even though they would be eager to participate. Karhu et al. (2005, 145) note that 

there is a danger that even if the workers recognize and understand their targets, the 

lack of autonomy at work may decrease their work motivation and commitment. As par-

ticipation in decision-making can have a positive effect on motivation, job satisfaction 
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and commitment, it should be encouraged when implementing performance measure-

ment at the operative level. When participating in decision-making concerning perform-

ance measurement related goals, the employees can enhance their knowledge of per-

formance measurement and the organizational strategy. As a result, the employees will 

become more motivated in working towards achieving the operative targets.  

 

3.2 Knowledge and understanding of performance measurement 

 
Aligning employees to the organizational strategy is crucial in measuring performance 

and managing through measures. Kaplan and Norton (2001, 213) define three distinct 

processes organizations use to align employees to the strategy: 

- Communication and education: Employees must learn about the strategy and un-

derstand it if they are to help implement it. The objective of an effective communi-

cations process is to create employee knowledge and understanding. 

- Developing personal and team objectives: Employees must understand how they 

can influence the successful implementation of the strategy. Managers must help 

employees set individual and team goals that are consistent with strategic suc-

cess. Personal development plans can be customized to achieving these goals. 

- Incentive and reward systems: Employees should feel that when the organization 

has been successful, they share the rewards; conversely, when the organization 

has been unsuccessful, they should feel some of the pain. Incentive and reward 

systems provide the linkage between performance and individual rewards. 

(Kaplan & Norton 2001, 213) 

 

Communication, its use in performance measurement and management, different com-

munication methods and their effectiveness will be examined in the following chapter. 

Next goal setting and understanding the linkage between organizational and personal 

objectives will be reviewed. Finally incentives and linking a reward system to perform-

ance measurement will be discussed in Chapter 3.2.3. 
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3.2.1 Communication 

 
Effective and efficient communication is a key variable in whether performance meas-

urement and management are successful. When using performance measurement as a 

strategic tool, communication is essential in every stage of the strategy deploying proc-

ess. Functioning performance measurement begins from functional communication. 

When thinking of performance measurement systems as information systems for the 

performance management process of strategy deployment and feedback, a perform-

ance measurement system by definition is also a kind of communication system. Many 

process models designed for the implementation of a performance measurement sys-

tem mention informing the employees, but experiences have shown that the briefing is 

usually done too late (Ukko et al. 2007a, 37).  
 

Organizational communication comprises of internal and external communication. The 

objective of the communication is to deliver accurate and reliable information to the or-

ganization’s stakeholders. External communication delivers information to stakeholders 

such as customers, financiers and investors whereas internal communication concerns 

the organization’s employees. The importance of internal communication in performance 

measurement has been strongly emphasized by researchers (cf. Kaplan and Norton 

2001; Ukko et al. 2007b). Internal communication can be divided into three main catego-

ries: face-to-face communication, written communication and electronic communication. 

In their study on communication in small and medium-sized enterprises, Ukko et al. 

(2007b, 44), examine internal communication through face-to-face communication and 

system-based communication (cf. Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Framework of Internal Communication (Ukko et al. 2007b, 44) 
 

In their study, Ukko et al. (2007b) also examine the use of different communication 

channels. The communication channels in the first group, face-to-face communication, 

include foremen-employee interaction, team meetings and company meetings. The sec-

ond group, system based communication, is composed of handouts, notice boards, 

email and intranet (Ukko et al. 2007b, 44). Their significant findings were that the quality 

of information (exactness, reliability, intelligibility, usefulness) had the strongest influ-

ence on the success of the communication of measurement information and that face-

to-face communication was seen as the most efficient and best way to communicate 

measurement information in the future (Ukko et al. 2007b, 57). However, these findings 

can only be cautiously generalized to concern small and medium-sized companies op-

erating in the manufacturing industry. In small organizations foreman-employee commu-

nication can be the single channel of internal communication and so it is obviously seen 

as a good communication channel in comparison to, for example no communication at 

all. However, in all organizations the foreman-employee channel can be seen as the 

foundation of all internal communication that cannot be replaced. Other channels really 

complement this channel by conveying information about the big picture. 
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Communication is a tool used to engage the employees to the strategy and to execute 

that strategy. Many employees hear about the strategy, change in the organization or 

everyday decisions after an elite group or their managers have made their decisions, 

which are then presented through formal top-down communication channels. This type 

of decision-making rarely engages the employees. In his research on the meaning and 

value of employee engagement, Smythe (2008) concluded that the primary driver result-

ing in engaged employees and leaders is the appetite and ability of the leaders to en-

gage their subordinates in decision-making at every level (Smythe 2008, 20). In other 

words leaders sharing their power, admitting as a leader that they do not know all the 

answers and engaging the right groups in every day decisions and in designing and 

executing change will benefit from both the quality of decisions and the speed of execut-

ing those decisions. 
 

When implementing a performance measurement system, an organizational change 

takes place, which can lead to difficulties such as resistance to the change. Change 

communication (communication in change management) can help reduce and control 

these difficulties. The question is, what communication channel should be used in im-

plementing a performance measurement system? Ukko et al. (2007a, 37) suggest a 

guideline that the closer the change is to the employee level, the more personal the 

communication should be. If the change has no effect on the job content or the job de-

scription, then the changes can be communicated less formally through an announce-

ment or email. But when the change directly affects the employee, face-to-face commu-

nication should be used, as it is more personal and gives the employees a chance to 

present their own opinions and questions. In terms of the employee engagement that 

Smythe (2008) described, the bigger the expected role of the employee in performance 

measurement, the more the employee should be engaged through participation in deci-

sion-making. Early engagement supports future commitment to the performance meas-

urement system. 
 

The first phase of performance management communication is to communicate the 

strategy and organizational objectives to all the employees. Along with aligning the em-

ployees to the strategy, defining and communicating the objectives can motivate the 
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employees. Another motivator is reward systems and linking a reward system to per-

formance measurement. In the context of communication it is important to clarify how 

the targets, results and rewards are all linked to each other in a reward system. The 

second phase of performance management communication is feedback from the meas-

urement. As previously mentioned, face-to-face communication is seen as a good way 

of communicating measurement results (Ukko et al. 2007b, 57). Another key point in 

feedback is presenting it in a way that motivates the employees to work even better and 

increase performance. It is important to consider when and in what environment the em-

ployee feedback is given in. Is it done publicly or privately? In the middle of a project or 

after it is finished? These factors can affect how the employees perceive the feedback 

and how it affects their motivation depending on the status and organizational level of 

the employee and whether the feedback is positive or negative.  
 

3.2.2 Aligning organizational and individual objectives 
 
As performance measurement and management are, in this study, considered strategy 

based tools and processes, the organization using them can be thought of as a strategy-

focused organization. This study has outlined the importance of aligning personal and 

team level goals and objectives to organizational objectives in these processes. Organi-

zational objectives can be divided into: company objectives, business unit objectives, 

team objectives, and employee or personal objectives (Ukko et al. 2007a. 25). Two 

themes arise in cross-organizational strategy alignment in the context of performance 

measurement. Authors recommend either aligning other systems to performance meas-

urement (control systems, human resource systems, quality performance reviews, and 

reward systems) or engaging the employees to participate in the planning of measures 

and targets and how to achieve these targets (goal setting, aligning strategic initiatives, 

personal scorecards, participation in decision-making) (cf. Kaplan & Norton 2001; 

Simons 2000; Karhu et al. 2005; Ukko et al. 2007a; Ukko et al. 2009a). The main pur-

pose of all of this is to communicate the strategic objectives to the employees so that 

they understand what their targets are and how they are measured. Obviously the effec-

tiveness of communication, as discussed earlier, plays a big role in the alignment proc-
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ess. In a best-case scenario, this process will lead to employee commitment to the 

measurement and objectives and motivate them to achieve these objectives.  
 

In their research on the relationships among goal setting, employee engagement, work-

place optimism, and individual performance constructs, Medlin and Green (2009) hy-

pothesized that goal setting positively impacts employee engagement, which in turn 

positively impacts workplace optimism, which finally has a positive effect on individual 

performance. Their data supported their hypothesis, confirming that in their convenience 

sample employee engagement is positively linked to optimism and through optimism to 

individual performance (Medlin & Green 2009, 956). However, their study addressed 

goal setting in general, without examining the decision between a top-down process and 

a management-employee joint effort.  
 

In companies the goal setting process can be fairly straightforward as all private busi-

nesses strive for profitability. In the public sector, on the other hand, undefined end 

products along with conflicting stakeholder objectives and needs can make performance 

measurement target setting more difficult (Rantanen et al. 2007a, 418). Many employ-

ees want to participate in setting targets, but are not given the opportunity to do so. In 

their study, Karhu et al. (2005, 142-145) discovered that only a third of the employees 

felt that they could participate in decision-making concerning their team or work group. 

The number was however higher for officials and top management. This conflicts with 

the benefits of teamwork if the purpose of teams is to lower decision-making to where 

the work is done and to the people who possess the operational knowledge. Ukko et al. 

(2007a, 29-30) present how development discussions can be used to review important 

work issues. In many organizations development discussions are a deep-rooted tradition 

and a management tool. The purpose of development discussions is to make the em-

ployees understand the matters that are relevant to the organization (Ukko et al. 2007a, 

29). In the context of performance measurement and management, these discussions 

provide a possibility for the employees to participate in determining their job contents 

and setting targets. Most importantly management can use them to ensure that all the 

employees comprehend the organizational strategy and objectives. Usually develop-

ment discussions take place privately between the manager and employee and so this is 
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a prime example of face-to-face communication. Through development discussions the 

employees can address their concerns and participate in the decision-making process in 

an open and confidential atmosphere. 
  

3.2.3 Linking performance measurement to a reward system  
 
Motivation is what activates people to work towards a common goal. Motivation can be 

classified as intrinsic or extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation serves to satisfy indi-

rect or instrumental needs. In the case of intrinsic motivation, on the other hand, the ac-

tivity itself or the corresponding end goal satisfies a direct need (Frey & Osterloh 2001, 

8). An example of extrinsic motivation is monetary rewards and intrinsic motivation can, 

for example, spur from inherently enjoying achievement. On the other hand coercion 

and the threat of punishment are also means of extrinsic motivation. Increased job satis-

faction from increased participation in decision-making, as discussed earlier, can direct 

an individual’s effort toward achieving organizational goals and act as an intrinsic moti-

vator.  
 

When talking about incentives, people often associate the term with monetary rewards 

and extrinsic motivation. However, rewarding can be more than a monetary bonus. Pro-

viding employees opportunities to train and educate themselves or participate and have 

more influence in the work place can reward the employees. In the context of perform-

ance measurement, Hannula and Lönnqvist (2002, 40) define incentives as referring to 

attaching rewards to the achievement of targets set for some chosen measures. 
 

Performance management is often linked to performance-related pay. However, empiri-

cal research has not found any connection between corporate success and perform-

ance-related pay (Frey & Osterloh 2001, 69). Studies on the use of reward systems 

linked to performance measurement reveal conflicting findings (Franco-Santos & Bourne 

2005, 120). Most of the authors suggest that a reward system should be linked to per-

formance measurement. For instance Ukko et al. (2008, 95-96) suggest that perform-

ance measurement systems should be fully linked to a reward system to fully exploit the 

potential of the measurement. Others (cf. Ittner et al. 2003) argue that using the meas-



23 
 

ures for reward purposes could increase subjectivity and therefore have a negative ef-

fect on the use of the performance measurement system.  The features of the reward 

system affect its effectiveness and motivational performance. Van Herpen et al. (2005, 

307-308) discuss how the effectiveness of a compensation system depends on (1) 

transparency, (2) fairness and (3) controllability. In their study on performance-related 

pay schemes in Finland, Kauhanen and Piekkola (2006) also came to the conclusion 

that the features of the compensation system do matter for it to affect motivation. In ad-

dition to the motivational aspect, reward systems are used as tools to align the organiza-

tion to the key strategic objectives by increasing focus and understanding of these ob-

jectives.  

 

Kauhanen and Piekkola (2006) discovered that the organizational level of performance 

measurement affects the success of the performance-related pay system. According to 

their study, the closer the measurement is to the employee, the better the results. Per-

sonal and team level measurement is better, except for management. Generally the fac-

tors that make it easier for the employee to affect the level of payment were seen to be 

important. For example it is important that the employee knows what performance 

measures the payment is based on. (Kauhanen and Piekkola 2006, 173) 

 

As previously stated, reward systems can be based on both monetary and non-

monetary incentives. This is an important point, because monetary compensation is 

mainly seen to work as an extrinsic motivator. In their study on the effects of perform-

ance measurement and compensation on motivation, Van Herpen at al. (2005, 323), 

found no evidence or a statistically relevant relationship between monetary compensa-

tion and intrinsic motivation. Ukko et al. (2007a, 43) break rewards down to tangible and 

intangible rewards. Intangible rewards are, for example, positive sensations of the job 

such as a possibility for career development, training and education, sustainable em-

ployment, or a chance to be influential. Tangible rewards, on the other hand, are wages, 

benefits, stock options and different kinds of monetary rewards (Ukko et al. 2007a, 43-

44). Earlier studies have underlined the motivational impact of reward systems (cf. 
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Simons 2000). Modern research, however, has found the motivational aspect to be lim-

ited in comparison to other benefits of rewarding. Different individuals have different 

goals in life and react to incentives in different ways. In their study Ukko et al. (2009b, 

12-13) discovered that the motivational influences of rewarding were seen as quite neu-

tral, while people who had more autonomy and possibilities to participate in decision-

making perceived the motivational influences of rewarding as much stronger than oth-

ers. Scott-Ladd and Marshall (2004, 654) had similar findings, and found a positive rela-

tion between participation in decision-making and the perception of rewards. Franco-

Santos et al. (2004, 10) suggested that as the actual motivational effect of reward sys-

tems is considerably smaller than the effect on focus and understanding, the main bene-

fits of linking performance measurement and rewards are the directional benefits, rather 

than the motivational benefits. 

 

3.3 Summary 
 

Employee participation in decision-making emerges as an important factor in a func-

tional and effective reward system. When the employees are engaged to participate in 

designing the reward system, they will most likely be more committed to it and actually 

perceive the rewards as fair and positive incentives. The employees have to understand 

what they need to do to earn the reward and more importantly why this is important in 

terms of long-term organizational objectives. In terms of the features and specific re-

warding methods of the reward system, it really depends on the type of organization in 

question. In public sector organizations, in a university for example, performance related 

pay schemes can be difficult to design, because of problems in measuring and ranking 

individual employee performance. However, in general it can be said that the reward 

system should be fair, transparent (through participation and effective communication) 

and linked to the organizational strategy. As a part of performance measurement and 

management, the reward system should be versatile and multidimensional and updated 

in the same fashion as performance measures and targets.   
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4 Performance measurement in the public sector 
 

4.1 Public sector characteristics 

 
As the widespread use of the Balanced Scorecard has promoted the awareness of per-

formance measurement systems and their implementation, these systems are also be-

ing adopted in the public sector. Performance measurement in the public sector has 

gained a great deal of interest among researchers. Performance measurement studies 

cover a diverse line of public organizations such as universities (cf. Modell 2003), state 

agencies (cf. Phusavat et al. 2009), municipal governments (cf. Ho & Chan 2002) and 

healthcare organizations (cf. Modell 2001). Studies have shown that performance mea-

surement is applicable to public sector organizations (e.g. Pestieau 2009, 154). Howev-

er, there is a general view that public and private organizations are different from a 

measurement point of view. The well-known models developed for the implementation of 

a performance measurement system have mainly been developed in the context of large 

private industrial companies (Rantanen 2007b, 346). In these cases development is rel-

atively clear, as the ultimate goal of any private business is profitability. 

 

From a measurement point of view, many stakeholders and their conflicting needs 

cause the main difference. First of all, taking all the stakeholders into account may result 

in producing a large number of performance measures that satisfy no one. Second, it 

may be hard to set targets or make decisions based on the measurement results, when 

some of the stakeholders have conflicting objectives. Responding to increasing de-

mands for performance documentation, governments all around the world have made 

performance measurement a core component of public management reforms (Heinrich 

2003, 25). Heinrich (2003, 29) presents four common features in evolving public sector 

measurement systems: (1) performance measures focused on quality, outcome or re-

sults, (2) formal report requirements for comparing actual performance with performance 

goals or standards, (3) multiple levels of performance accountability in decentralized 
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programs, and (4) market-oriented provisions such as financial/budgetary incentives for 

performance.  

 

In their study on performance measurement systems in the Finnish public sector, Ran-

tanen et al. (2007a, 428) found four characteristics of public sector organizations that 

were the underlying reasons for problems in performance measurement. First, there are 

many stakeholders that need to be taken into account when designing the performance 

measurement system. Second, the main objective activity is unclear and not primarily 

driven by economic criteria. Third, there is a lack of ownership of the property, meaning 

everything is collective and at the same time nobody’s property. This results in confusion 

in terms of responsibilities and control. The fourth cause is the lack of managerial skills. 

The manager in public organizations is usually chosen for substance skills instead of 

managerial capabilities. This means that a manager in the public sector might be an ex-

pert in his field, but not the best manager. (Rantanen et al. 2007a, 428-429) 

 

4.2 Public sector challenges 

 
Private sector companies usually focus on maximizing shareholder value and focus 

heavily on higher financial performance, whereas public sector organizations have mul-

tiple stakeholders with different needs. Public sector organizations also have re-

sponsibilities defined by legislation. One of the main problems associated with public 

sector performance measurement has been considered to be its complex group of 

stakeholders, and designing strategy and strategic goals based on stakeholder needs 

(Pekkola & Ukko 2008, 65; Rantanen et al. 2007a, 418). A challenge public managers 

confront in performance measurement is reaching a consensus, on all levels of organi-

zation and management, on clearly defined public objectives (Heinrich 2003, 29). Behn 

(2001, 110) argues that public managers might avoid goal conflicts and could end up 

choosing vague, uncontroversial, or easily attainable goals. Pekkola and Ukko (2008, 

66) suggest that the key driver and starting point for designing and implementing per-

formance measurement systems in the public sector should be the stakeholders’ needs 

and expectations. Another issue or challenge is the level of accountability and analysis 
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in performance measurement systems; should a ‘top-down’ or ‘bottom-up’ approach be 

used (Heinrich 2003, 30-31)? Bouckaert and Halligan (2008, 106) suggest a ‘top-down 

and bottom-up interaction’ and argue that the more the bottom and middle management 

are involved in performance measurement, the greater their commitment.  

 

Literature also highlights the role of rewarding in performance measurement. Public sec-

tor organizations, however, do not have the same financial resources as private sector 

organizations do, because the municipal economy limits financial rewarding (Pekkola & 

Ukko 2008, 66). For example the Finnish Ministry of Education finances polytechnics 

based on their performance in line with its performance-based financing program. The 

organization receives funds on the basis of certain indicators (e.g. student placement in 

employment or further education) and can then use these funds to reward employees. 

So the potential rewarding is dependent of the performance-based financing as well as 

other external financing unlike private companies where profits can be shared. 

 

On the subject of government controlled universities and colleges, the most significant 

governmental influence is the funding. In Finland all education is public and free of 

charge. Clearly there has to be a way to allocate the funds to where they are needed. In 

Sweden, where higher education is also free of charge, annual funding is based on key 

performance indicators such as, for example, the number of registered full time students 

and student performance in terms of annual credits achieved (Modell 2003, 342-343). 

The allocation of funds alone calls for some kind of goal-directed performance meas-

urement and management. In Finland universities are required by law to carry out qual-

ity control and report figures to the Ministry of Education.  

 

The main problems caused by the characteristics presented by Rantanen et al. (2007a, 

428), from an employee perspective, are related to goal/target setting and understand-

ing the objectives and usefulness of performance measurement. Undefined end prod-

ucts and goals cause difficulties in target and measure setting. It is unclear what the 

goal of the operations should be and how it should be measured. Different stakeholders 

and lack of ownership cause too many people to influence the details of performance 
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measurement and specific measures, which results in the employees not understanding 

the objectives of measurement development. Finally too many responsible people in 

measurement development lead to non-responsibility. Non-responsibility and poor ma-

nagerial skills result in the employees not understanding the project or its usefulness 

and possibly ignoring and resisting it. (Rantanen et al. 2007a, 428-429) 

 

This study has examined managing performance and deploying the organizational strat-

egy through performance measurement. Even though there are differences in public and 

private sector organizations, the employees still work there to support themselves. Even 

if the public sector organization has many objectives and is not primarily profit driven like 

private companies, the employees working there are getting paid and are working for 

economic gain. Of course the inclination to do a specific kind of work in the public sector 

(e.g. nurse, doctor, and teacher) might not be primarily economically driven, and could in 

itself increase motivation and commitment. However, aligning employees to the organi-

zational strategy and performance measurement still depends on successful communi-

cation and training, developing personal and team-level objectives, participation in deci-

sion-making, as well as rewarding and motivating them. In this sense, factors affecting 

the employee role in performance measurement are not that different in the public and 

private sector. The employee role in performance measurement and management in a 

public sector organization will be studied next through a case study and semi-structured 

interviews at Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences. The previously mentioned public 

sector characteristics will be taken into account in the analysis. 
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5 Case - Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences  
 

5.1 Background 
 
The case organization is Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences (MUAS). The Finnish 

higher education system comprises of two parallel sectors: universities and universities 

of applied sciences/polytechnics. While universities emphasize scientific research and 

theoretical teaching, the universities of applied sciences/polytechnics are institutes of 

higher education based on both theory and practice. MUAS offers 20 degree programs, 

three of which are in English. The total number of students is about 4900 with 760 new 

students enrolling each year.  There are approximately 400 staff members employed at 

MUAS, of which 200 are full-time lecturers. About 40 members of the staff have a doc-

toral or licentiate degree. MUAS offers the following fields of study: humanities and edu-

cation, culture, natural sciences, natural resources and the environment, tourism, cater-

ing and domestic services, social services, health and sports, technology, communica-

tion and transport, social sciences, business and administration.  
 

 

MUAS has multiple stakeholders. The role of a polytechnic is defined in Finnish legisla-

tion (Polytechnics Act 351/2003), which states that a polytechnic must cooperate with 

the local business and working community and with Finnish and foreign institutions of 

higher education as well as other schools. The legislation also states that organizational 

goals are defined together with the Ministry of Education and that the quality of educa-

tion should be appraised. The Ministry of Education defines the main goals such as the 

number of student entry places and the number of graduates per year. Funding, on the 

other hand is defined by the realization of these goals. In the case of MUAS, the Ministry 

of Education measures MUAS’ performance and this performance in turn determines the 

amount performance-based financing. In addition to the basic funding, MUAS has re-

ceived performance-based financing several times for good performance in internation-

alization as well as research and development. At the moment the Ministry of Educa-

tion’s influence can be seen in the new structural reform. MUAS’ strategic partner is now 
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Kymenlaakso University of Applied Sciences. This means that the two organizations will 

have joint negotiations with the Ministry of Education concerning target setting and per-

formance.   
 

As defined in the legislation, MUAS has an important role in developing the local region 

and municipalities. This means that the strategic goals of the Southern Savonia province 

influence MUAS’ activities (e.g. focus of research, entry places in certain fields). In addi-

tion, MUAS is an independent corporation under public law. The reason why many poly-

technics have transformed into corporations is because, this way they can merge into 

larger entities.  Another reason is that through this approach they can make their activi-

ties more dynamic and business-like. This means that MUAS also has shareholders like 

a private company. These shareholders and the owners of MUAS are the local munici-

palities (Mikkeli, Savonlinna and Pieksämäki) and they have representatives in the cor-

poration’s (MUAS) board of directors. Through the new Reform Project for Regional 

Administration, which began operating from January 2010 onwards, the new Regional 

State Administrative Agencies (AVI) and Centers for Economic Development, Transport 

and the Environment (ELY) are also significant stakeholders and influence MUAS’ activi-

ties. The regional business community is an important stakeholder as well with both 

public organizations and private companies. Of course, the current students and the 

new applicants are a very influential and valuable stakeholder group and MUAS has a 

lot of cooperation and projects with general upper secondary educational facilities.  
 

One of MUAS’ key control systems is their quality system. The General Principles of 

Quality Work states that: “the aim of Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences is to improve 

the quality of its activities“ (Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences 2008, 1). It continues 

to state that: “The good overall quality is achieved by developing the quality of the uni-

versity’s education, research and development, service operations and support services 

towards excellence” (Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences 2008, 1). MUAS considers 

the high quality of operations the source of its competitive advantage. The quality sys-

tem is based on the Deming cycle (plan-do-check-act). The fundamental parts of the 

quality system are (1) strategic choices, (2) planning and implementation, (3) an evalua-

tion and feedback system, and (4) development operations. The activities and quality 
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work are based on the development plan where the strategic choices and goals are reg-

istered. The development plan is made at least every third year and updated when 

needed, and annually on the basis of the evaluation of development operations.  
 

In the planning and implementation of the quality system an operation plan and budget 

are made for the whole university as well as each unit. The realization of the operation 

plan and budget is monitored and reported to the board twice a year. In connection with 

the operation plan and the budget, scorecards are made for each unit. The scorecard 

measures are carefully chosen so that the implementation and realization of the strategy 

can be monitored. The scorecards are checked and updated once a year. For example, 

the business department scorecard (cf. Appendix 1) consists of six dimensions: educa-

tion, personnel, internationalization, research and development, services, and finance. 

Units are reviewed at yearly management reviews, which examine unit actions, results, 

finance, and quality work. The university’s evaluation as a whole is carried out every 

third year using the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) model. (Mik-

keli University of Applied Sciences 2008, 2-8). 
 

Earlier in the study, the term performance measurement system was defined. The 

MUAS quality system fits this description. On a higher organizational level performance 

is measured and managed through the scorecard reports and quality evaluation. Indi-

vidual units measure their performance through strategically selected measures in their 

scorecards and the measurement information is utilized in the quality evaluation and 

feedback function of the quality system. The quality system is, however, a broad com-

prehensive system with other evaluation and measurement methods than scorecards, 

such as management reviews, student/alumni/customer/personnel surveys, self-

assessments, and external evaluation. In this sense, the university’s performance 

measurement system can be thought of as a system within a system, with the score-

cards producing information about unit performance, which is then utilized in the quality 

system and in management.  
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5.2 Interview structure 
 
The case study was carried out through four semi-structured interviews. The interviews 

were recorded, transcribed and then analyzed through the same themes as discussed 

earlier in this study in the literature review. Two of the interviewees represented the em-

ployee perspective while the other two represented the measurement and management 

perspectives: a study affairs secretary and a teacher represented the employee per-

spective, a person involved full-time in the quality system represented the measurement 

perspective and a director represented the management perspective.  

 

 
Figure 6. Interview Perspectives 
 

The questions and themes of the interview were loosely based on the survey used by 

Karhu et al. (2005) in their study on employee knowledge and understanding of per-

formance measurement and participation in decision-making. The basic employee inter-

view (cf. Appendix 2) was divided into the following themes: (1) general background 

questions, (2) knowledge and understanding of performance, goals and performance 

measurement, (3) participation in decision-making, (4) communication and (5) rewards 

and motivation. The management interview (cf. Appendix 3) and measurement interview 

(cf. Appendix 4) followed the same format, apart from a few additional questions in-

cluded for some possible further insight from their perspectives. The reason why the in-

terview structures were almost the same for these two perspectives as for the employee 
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perspective was that the interviewees in those perspectives were also representatives of 

the employee perspective, only from different functions and hierarchic levels of the or-

ganization.   

 

5.3 Findings of the case study 
 
Knowledge and understanding of performance measurement 
 

As MUAS’ performance measurement is part of a larger quality system, a slightly differ-

ent terminology is used in the organization. The interviewees were not very familiar with 

the terms performance or performance measurement. A common description was that 

MUAS’ performance consists of the quality of the actions and teaching and of the know-

ledge in the organization. As an employee representative pointed out: “The core activity 

is education, educating students of higher vocational education, providing them a 

degree in higher vocational education and high quality teaching.”1 From the manage-

ment perspective, performance was defined through the dimensions of the EFQM –

model and performance was seen to relate to the realization of the development plan. In 

the measurement perspective performance was defined through the dimensions of the 

Ministry of Education’s performance measurement dimensions. All the interviewees had 

a good idea of what is being measured and what MUAS’ strategic objectives and its pri-

mary function are and how MUAS’ objectives relate to their personal targets. Of course, 

the management and measurement representatives had a more specific knowledge of 

measurement. However, the huge amount of different measures made it difficult, even 

for the measurement representative, to describe specifically what is measured at MUAS. 

Although training relating to performance measurement is primarily given to managers 

and officials, the employees, however, felt that they had enough training in relation to 

the quality system, MUAS’ strategy and performance measurement. The measurement 

and management representatives both thought there should be more continuous train-

ing.  
 

                                            
1  The interviews were conducted in Finnish. The quotations were translated. 
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Participation in decision-making 
 
All the interviewees felt that they could participate in decision-making concerning their 

job arrangement, method of work, job content, and individual targets. They were all sat-

isfied with their possibilities to participate in decision-making. However the management 

representative thought that there is a substantial variation in the level of participation 

and was sure that, from an employee perspective, they did not have enough possibilities 

to participate in decision-making. The representative also expressed a need for more 

employee engagement and ‘communality’ in decision-making so that there would be a 

more operational, ‘hands on approach’ to decision-making. The management represen-

tative stated: “There are decisions that just have to be made, but there are a lot of deci-

sions where there could be a bigger group making them… so we could see what the re-

ality of the situation is.” The interviewees also felt that the different units should pursue a 

more homogeneous organizational culture so the organization would be more transpar-

ent and everyone would be working towards common goals.  
 

Communication 
 
The communication system was perceived as a well functioning system. The manage-

ment representative felt that the communication as part of the quality system produces 

enough information for decision-making. The employees were satisfied with the commu-

nication and face-to-face communication was the key feature. Furthermore, the employ-

ees felt that they could participate in determining their own job features and targets 

through development discussions.  An employee representative mentioned: “I don’t think 

it’s a top down process, we have all had our say and we have a lot of discussion oppor-

tunities.” From a measurement perspective, the most important features in communica-

tion were strategy seminars, management reviews and meetings. MUAS’ intranet was 

also seen as a core component of both faculty and student communication. In general 

the organizational communication in MUAS is very successful, especially in terms of 

strategy deployment; in the past MUAS has had a road show for presenting their strat-

egy and currently it is communicated through, for example, posters and notices all 

around the university. 
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Rewarding 
 

The management and measurement representatives had a good knowledge of MUAS’ 

reward system. The reward system was seen as connected to organizational objectives, 

but not really linked to performance measurement. The employees had some kind of 

idea of the reward system, but their knowledge of the details was shaky. MUAS is in the 

middle of salary negotiations and in general the employees weren’t happy with their cur-

rent salary. The reward system was not perceived as very motivating as it only rewards 

a few people each year, and the employees felt that more visible employees were re-

warded and not everyone has the same possibilities for rewarding. On the other hand, 

the employees were happy with intangible rewards such as health care benefits and 

possibilities for education and training. Participation in decision-making and being en-

gaged in projects were also seen as good methods of rewarding.  As the measurement 

representative stated: “Being aboard in different work groups and teams, being able to 

participate in developing activities, and having a chance to learn and improve yourself… 

I think that is good encouragement.” The reward system was not linked to performance 

measurement, but the general view was that it could be a good thing if only individual 

performance could be fairly measured.  
 

Involvement in performance measurement and management 
 
The employees did understand the connection between their jobs and MUAS’ strategic 

objectives. The involvement in performance measurement varied depending on the job 

description. For example, the student affairs secretary had to keep all the student re-

cords in order so that certain numerical indicators could be calculated for performance 

measurement. The teacher, on the other hand, participated in the measurement by col-

lecting feedback from the students. The management representative had a clear con-

nection and a goal oriented approach with MUAS’ strategic objectives. Information pro-

duced by unit scorecards is reviewed continuously. The measurement representative felt 

that the MUAS’ quality work was linked to the management system and felt it was very 

significant work. A summary of the key findings is presented in Table 1.  

  
 



36 
 

Table 1. Key Findings of the Case Study 
 
 Employee  

Perspective 
Measurement  
Perspective 

Management  
Perspective 

Knowledge &  
understanding of  
performance, goals 
& performance 
measurement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Participation in 
decision-making 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Communication 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rewards & 
motivation 

Good general knowl-
edge, too many 
measures cause a 
lack of specific knowl-
edge. Representa-
tives did not see a 
need for training. Ex-
pressed a need for 
more homogeneity in 
the goal setting proc-
ess between different 
units. 
 
Representatives satis-
fied with the ability to 
participate in decision-
making on all levels. 
Involvement in per-
formance measure-
ment dependent on 
the job description. 
 
Very satisfied, espe-
cially with face-to-face 
communication (e.g. 
development discus-
sions). 
 
 
 
Relatively uninformed 
about the reward sys-
tem. Dissatisfied with 
personal salary. Satis-
fied with intangible 
rewards. Positive atti-
tude towards linking 
rewarding with per-
formance measure-
ment if only it is fair. 

Very good knowledge. 
Thought there should 
be more training for 
the employees in dif-
ferent units and not 
only for officials and 
management. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Good participation 
possibilities. High in-
volvement in perform-
ance measurement. 
 
 
 
 
 
Satisfied, but felt that 
it could be better. Ex-
pressed a need for 
more transparency in 
the quality work be-
tween different units. 
 
 
Good knowledge of 
the reward system. 
Positive attitude to-
wards linking reward-
ing to performance 
measurement, if 
proper individual 
measures could be 
designed.  

Very good knowledge 
and understanding. 
Thought there should 
be more continuous 
training. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
High autonomy and 
participation possibili-
ties, a need for more 
employee participa-
tion and a more 
‘hands on’ approach 
to decision-making. 
 
 
Satisfied with the 
amount of information 
for decision-making 
and management 
through the quality 
system’s feedback 
function. 
 
Good knowledge of 
the reward system. 
Perceived the reward 
system as connected 
to strategic objectives 
but not directly to per-
formance measure-
ment. 
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6 Discussion and conclusions 
 

6.1 Key findings and conclusions 

 
This study has examined the employee role in performance measurement and man-

agement in a public sector organization. The literature presents a number of challenges 

in performance measurement in the public sector. Often the biggest problem is the large 

number of stakeholders with different needs for information about performance. In the 

case study at MUAS, the employees were relatively well informed on the organizational 

strategy and performance measurement. The effect of the large amount of stakeholders 

can be seen in the large amount of measures in MUAS’ quality appraisal and perform-

ance measurement system. This results in the employees not having a specific knowl-

edge of what is being measured. In previous studies, participation in decision-making 

has been found to have a positive effect on performance and job satisfaction. MUAS’ 

employees perceived that its performance is formed from quality and the knowledge in 

the organization. As MUAS can be described as a knowledge-based organization, it was 

unsurprising that the employees have very good possibilities to participate in decision-

making. This concurs with Karhu et al.’s (2006, 141) finding that employees in knowl-

edge work are increasingly able to participate in decision-making. At MUAS the man-

agement representative actually wanted more employee participation and a more ‘hands 

on’ approach to decision-making. 

 

As MUAS is currently in the middle of salary negotiations and establishing a strategic 

alliance with Kymenlaakso University of Applied Sciences, it is in a rather turbulent 

state. Employees are engaged in negotiations and there is a high level of participation. 

On some level, MUAS falls into the category of an unstable organization and so, as ac-

cording to Simons (2000, 243), a more participative style is necessary. It is interesting, 

that the management representative saw a wide variation in the level of participation, but 

the employees were very pleased with their participation possibilities. Maybe this case 

study did not capture the full variety of employee involvement at MUAS, as only four in-
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terviews were conducted. Or perhaps the management at MUAS does not realize how 

satisfied the employees really are with participation in decision-making. 

 

In the case study the employees were satisfied with MUAS’ internal communication. 

They were especially satisfied with face-to-face communication and perceived develop-

ment discussions as a good way to gain knowledge of the organizational strategy and 

goals and a good chance to participate in decision-making. In their study, Ukko et al. 

(2007b, 57), also found that face-to-face communication is the most efficient form of 

communication. The management and measurement representatives were also satisfied 

with communication, but in all perspectives a need for more homogeneity between units 

and transparency in the organization arose. This could be achieved by more inter-unit 

communication. 
 

Many authors suggest that performance measurement should be fully linked to a reward 

system. At MUAS, the reward system was connected to strategic objectives but not fully 

linked to performance measurement. The main problems are the difficulty in measuring 

individual performance and the dependability of rewarding on external financing. In an 

educational organization, individual performance measures can be very hard to design 

as the performance relies both on the students’ performance and the faculty’s perform-

ance. The employees at MUAS had a positive attitude towards linking performance 

measurement to rewarding if only it could be done fairly through proper individual meas-

ures. Perhaps in this kind of organization, an objective approach to rewarding could be 

used in unit performance measurement and rewarding and a subjective approach in in-

dividual rewarding.  

 

Employee involvement in performance measurement and management is dependent on 

the employee’s job description and hierarchical position. The employees can be edu-

cated and trained in terms of the organizational strategy and performance measure-

ment, but the actual role in performance measurement can be limited to keeping the re-

cords in order or collecting feedback. Of course the employees also utilize feedback to 

better themselves and work towards organizational objectives.  
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6.2 Assessment of the research 
 
This study is evaluated through the evaluative criteria presented by Lincoln and Guba 

(1985, 300) using the concept of ‘trustworthiness’, which they describe as consisting of 

four aspects: credibility, transferability, dependability and conformability. In terms of 

‘credibility’, this study was conducted after gaining a familiarity with the topic of perform-

ance measurement and management. In addition, most statements made in the study 

are based on a comprehensive literature review of a wide range of published studies in 

respectable journals. Also, the case organization and its activities were observed before 

conducting the case study and interviews. 
 

‘Transferability’ in this study also originates from the comprehensive literature review. 

Previous studies provided the themes for the structure of this study as well as the 

themes for the analysis of the published studies in the literature review. In chapter two 

the key concepts used in the study are described in great detail and defined in the con-

text of the study. In the case study, the interview questions are loosely based on the 

survey used by Karhu et al. (2005). A similarity can be found with this study in the re-

search context of performance measurement and management. The ‘dependability’ of 

this study builds on the organized data through thematization and transparent documen-

tation of the research process and measures taken in different phases of the study. The 

logical research process is traceable and documented.  
 

The ‘conformability’ of this study is established through the systematic and neutral 

analysis of data. The literature review consists of various different sources such as pub-

lished studies and acknowledged books. The case study was done through comprehen-

sive research and semi-structured interviews. Representatives from three different per-

spectives (employee, measurement and management) were interviewed to provide a 

complete representation of performance measurement and management in the organi-

zation. In addition, the literature review and the case study together also form a cross 

examination of the research topic. All these elements were used to construct a solution 

to the research problem and research questions through the constructive qualitative re-

search approach presented by Kasanen et al. (1993, 246). However, a limitation of this 
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study is the relatively small number of interviews. Another limitation is that the empirical 

evidence is based on data from only one organization. The extent of the study and the 

limited schedule made it hard to find an organization for the case study. Because of or-

ganization-specific features, the findings of this study cannot be generalized to concern 

other Finnish institutions of higher learning, but rather provide a basis for further re-

search.  

 

6.3 Suggestions for future research 
 
Authors often suggest linking the measurement of unit/team/individual performance to 

rewarding. We should keep in mind, however, that there is no point in measuring and 

rewarding if it decreases employee motivation. In public sector organizations individual 

performance can be very difficult to measure. An interesting research topic would be the 

development of individual performance measures in a public sector educational organi-

zation. These measures could be used to link individual rewarding to performance 

measurement. The design and implementation of a performance measurement system 

in a knowledge-based public sector organization, where more intellectual capital meas-

ures rather than financial measures would be used, would also be an interesting re-

search topic.  

 

As the employees at MUAS were very satisfied in development discussions and the 

chance to participate in goal setting, the implementation of personal scorecards, where 

an employee could see all the organizational objectives translated into personal targets 

and near term steps of action, could be examined in a public sector educational organi-

zation. At MUAS the employees were generally happy with the internal communication; 

however, there was a need for more inter-unit communication and transparency so that 

the entire organization would be strategically aligned. The different communication 

channels and especially inter-unit communication and its role in strategy alignment are 

also interesting research topics in the performance measurement context. 



41 
 

REFERENCES 
 
Austin, R. & Gittel, J.H. (2002) When it should not work but does: Anomalies of high per-

formance. In: Neely, A. (2002) Business Performance Measurement: Theory and Prac-

tice. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.  

 

Behn, R.D. (2001) Rethinking Democratic Accountability. Washington D.C., Brookings 

Institution. 

 

Bititci, U.S., Carrie, A.S. & McDevitt, L. (1997) Integrated Performance Measurement 

Systems: A Development Guide. International Journal of Operations & Production Man-

agement 17, 5, 522-534. 

 

Bouckaert, G. & Halligan, J.  (2008) Managing Performance: International comparisons. 

Oxfordshire, Routledge. 

 

Bourne, M., Neely, A., Mills, J. & Platts, K. (2003) Implementing Performance Measure-

ment Systems: A Literature Review. International Journal of Business Performance 

Management 5, 1, 1-24. 

 

Eccles, R.G. (1991) The Performance Measurement Manifesto. Harvard Business Re-

view, January-February, 131-137. 

 

Flynn, N. (2007) Public Sector Management. 5th ed. London, Sage. 

 

Franco-Santos, M., Bourne, M. & Huntington, R. (2004) Executive pay and performance 

measurement practices in the UK. Measuring Business Excellence 8,3, 5-11. 

 

Franco-Santos, M. & Bourne, M. (2005) An examination of the literature relating to is-

sues affecting how companies manage through measures. Production Planning & Con-

trol 16, 2, 114-124. 



42 
 

 

Franco-Santos, M., Kennerley, M., Micheli, P., Martinez, V., Mason, S., Marr, B., Gray, 

D. & Neely, A. (2007) Towards a Definition of a Business Performance System. Interna-

tional Journal of Operations & Production Management 27, 8, 784-801. 

 

Frey, B.S. & Osterloh, M. (2001) Successful Management by Motivation: Balancing In-

trinsic and Extrinsic Incentives. Berlin, Springer. 

 

Hannula, M. and Lönnqvist, A. (2002) Concepts of Performance Measurement. Helsinki, 

Metalliteollisuuden Keskusliitto. 

 

Heinrich, K.J. (2003) Measuring Public Sector Performance and Effectiveness. In: Pe-

ters, B.G. & Pierre, J. (2003) Handbook of Public Administration. London, Sage. 

 

Ho, S.-J.K. & Chan, Y.-C.L. (2002) Performance measurement and the implementation 

of balanced scorecards in municipal governments. Journal of Government Financial 

Management. 51, 4, 8-19. 

 

Ittner, C.D., Larcker, D.F. & Marshall, M.W (2003) Subjectivity and the Weighting of Per-

formance Measures: Evidence from a Balanced Scorecard. The Accounting Review  78, 

3, 725-758. 

 

Kaplan, R.S. & Norton, D.P. (1993) Putting The Balanced Scorecard to Work. In: Kap-

lan, R.S. & Norton, D.P. (2005) Focusing Your Organization on Strategy – With the Bal-

anced Scorecard. 2nd ed. Harvard Business Review OnPoint Collection. 

 

Kaplan, R.S. & Norton, D.P. (1996) Using the Balanced Scorecard as a Strategic Man-

agement System. In: Kaplan, R.S. & Norton, D.P. (2005) Focusing Your Organization on 

Strategy – With the Balanced Scorecard. 2nd ed. Harvard Business Review OnPoint 

Collection. 

 



43 
 

Kaplan, R.S. & Norton, D.P. (2001) The Strategy-Focused Organization. Boston, Har-

vard Business School Press.  

 

Kaplan, R.S., Norton, D.P. & Rugelsjoen, B. (2010) Managing Alliances with the Bal-

anced Scorecard. Harvard Business Review, January-February, 114-120. 

 

Karhu, J., Ukko, J. & Rantanen, H. (2005) Performance measurement and employees: 

knowledge, understanding and opportunities to participate in decision-making. In: Ukko, 

J. (2009) Managing through measurement: A framework for successful operative level 

performance measurement. Thesis for the degree of Doctor of Science (Technology). 

Lappeenranta, Lappeenranta University of Technology, Lahti School of Innovation, De-

partment of Industrial Management. Acta Universitatis Lappeenrantaensis 348. 

 

Kasanen, E., Lukka, K. & Siitonen, A. (1993) The Constructive Approach in Manage-

ment Accounting Research. Journal of Management Accounting Research 5, 243-264. 

 

Kauhanen, A. & Piekkola, H. (2006) What Makes Performance-Related Pay Schemes 

Work? Finnish Evidence. Journal of Management Governance 10, 2, 149-177. 

 

Lane, J.-E. (2000) The Public Sector: Concepts, Models and Approaches. 3rd  ed. Lon-

don, Sage.  

 

Lebas, M. and Euske, K. (2002) A Conceptual and Operational Delineation of Perform-

ance. In: Neely, A. (2002) Business Performance Measurement: Theory and Practice. 

Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 65–79.  

 

Lincoln, Y.S. & Guba, E.G. (1985) Naturalistic Inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage. 

 

Lynch, R. (2009) Strategic Management. 5th ed. Harlow, Pearson Education Limited. 

 



44 
 

Lönnqvist, A. (2002) The Use of Performance Measurement in Finnish Companies. Li-

centiate Thesis. Tampere, Tampere University of Technology, Department of Industrial 

Management. 

 

Lämsä, A.-M. & Hautala, T. (2004) Organisaatiokäyttäytymisen perusteet. Helsinki, Ed-

ita.  

 

Medlin, B. & Green, K.W. (2009) Enhancing performance through goal setting, engage-

ment, and optimism. Industrial Management & Data Systems 109, 7, 943-956. 

 

Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences (2008) General Principles of Quality Work in Mik-

keli University of Applied Sciences. [Internet document]. [Referenced 26.3.2010]. Avail-

able at http://www.mikkeliamk.fi/showattachment.asp?ID=2033&valikko_id=1550 

 

Miller, K.I. & Monge, P.R. (1986) Participation, Satisfaction and Productivity: A Meta-

analytic Review. Academy of Management Journal 29, 4, 727-753.  

 

Modell, S. (2001) Performance measurement and institutional processes: a study of 

managerial responses to public sector reform. Management Accounting Research 12, 

437-464.  

 

Modell, S. (2003) Goals versus institutions: the development of performance measure-

ment in the Swedish university sector. Management Accounting Research 14, 333-359. 

 

Neely, A., Adams, C. & Kennerley, M. (2002) The Performance Prism: The Scorecard 

for Measuring and Managing Business Success. UK, Cranfield School of Management. 

 

Neely, A., Gregory, M. & Platts, K. (1995) Performance measurement system design: A 

literature review and research agenda. International Journal of Operations & Production 

Management 15, 4, 80-116. 

 



45 
 

Pekkola, S. & Ukko, J. (2008). Measuring the effectiveness and innovative capability: 

case Lahti University Consortium. European Financial and Accounting Journal 3, 3, 62-

78.  

 

Pestieau, P. (2009) Assessing the performance of the public sector. Annals of Public 

and Cooperative Economics 80, 1, 133-161. 

 

Phusavat, K., Anussornnitisarn, P., Helo, P. & Dwight, R. (2009) Performance meas-

urement: roles and challenges. Industrial Management & Data Systems 109, 5, 646-664. 

 

Rantanen, H. (2001) Suorituskyvyn osa-alueiden mittaaminen pkt-yrityksissä. Lappeen-

ranta, Lappeenranta University of Technology.  

 

Rantanen, H., Kulmala, H., Lönnqvist, A. & Kujansivu, P. (2007a) Performance meas-

urement systems in the Finnish public sector. International Journal of Public Sector 

Management 20, 5, 415-433. 

 

Rantanen, H., Levä, K. & Pekkola, S. (2007b) Performance measurement implementa-

tion in a knowledge-based public organization. International Journal of Business and 

Systems Research 1, 3, 343-353. 

 

Scott-Ladd, B. & Marshall, B. (2004) Participation In Decision Making: A Matter of Con-

text? The Leadership & Organization Development Journal 25, 8, 646-662. 

 

Scott-Ladd, B., Travaglione, A. & Marshall, V. (2005) Causal inferences between partici-

pation in decision making, task attributes, work effort, rewards, job satisfaction and 

commitment. The Leadership & Organization Development Journal 27, 5, 399-414.  

 

Simons, R. (2000) Performance measurement & control systems for implementing strat-

egy. New Jersey, Prentice Hall. 

 



46 
 

Smythe, J. (2008) Engaging Employees. Communication World 25, 3, 20-22. 

 

Ukko, J., Karhu, J., Pekkola, S., Rantanen, H. & Tenhunen, J. (2007a) Suorituskyky 

nousuun! Hyödynnä henkilöstösi osaaminen. Helsinki, TYKES. 

 

Ukko, J., Karhu, J. & Rantanen, H. (2007b) How to communicate measurement informa-

tion successfully in small and medium-sized enterprises: A regression model. Interna-

tional Journal of Information Quality 1, 1, 41-59. 

 

Ukko, J., Tenhunen. J. & Rantanen, H. (2008) The impacts of performance measure-

ment on the quality of working life. International Journal of Business Performance Man-

agement 10, 1, 86-98. 

 

Ukko, J., Pekkola, S. & Rantanen, H. (2009a) A framework to support performance 

measurement at the operative level of an organisation. International Journal of Business 

Performance Management 11, 4, 313-335. 

 

Ukko, J., Karhu, J. & Pekkola, S. (2009b) Employees satisfied with performance meas-

urement and rewards: is it even possible? International Journal of Business Excellence 

2,1, 1-15. 

 

Yammarino, F.J. & Naughton, T.J. (1992) Individualized and Group-Based Views of Par-

ticipation in Decision Making. Group & Organization Management 17, 4, 398-413. 

 

Interviews: 
 

Measurement representative. Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences, 18.3.2010 

Management representative. Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences, 18.3.2010 

Employee representative A. Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences, 19.3.2010 

Employee representative B. Mikkeli University of Applied Sciences, 19.3.2010 



 

APPENDIX 1. Business department scorecard (translated) 
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APPENDIX 2. Employee perspective interview (translated) 
 

- What is your job description? 

- How long have you worked at MUAS? Have you worked at a different job at 

MUAS? 

- What is your profession? What education or training do you have? 

 

Knowledge and understanding of performance, goals and measurement 
 

- What are the targets relating to your job description? 

- What does MUAS’ performance consist of? 

- What does your unit’s/department’s performance consist of? 

- Have you been given individual targets? 

- How is MUAS’ performance and reaching goals measured? 

- How can the measurement be seen in your daily work? 

- How are the measurement results utilized? 

- How would you describe MUAS’ activity and its objectives? 

- How would you describe MUAS’ goal setting process? 

- How would you describe the linkage between your targets and MUAS’ objec-

tives? 

- How would you describe the relation between your job and MUAS’ activity? 

- Do you feel the need for training in terms of MUAS’ activity or its performance 

measurement or quality system? 

 

Participation in decision-making 
 

- How can you participate in decision-making concerning your job contents and 

targets? 

- How can you participate in decision-making concerning your team or unit? 

- Are you satisfied with the possibilities to participate in decision-making? 
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- In the future, how would you like to participate in: 

• decision-making concerning your job contents and targets? 

• decisions or targets concerning your own unit or team? 

 

Communication 

 
- How is information about MUAS’ objectives and the realization of these objec-

tives communicated? 

- In what ways do you get feedback for your job? 

- How has MUAS succeeded in the distribution of information and communica-

tion? 

 

Rewards and motivation 
 

- What kind of reward system does MUAS have? 

- On what basis are employees rewarded? 

- Do you feel the rewarding is motivating? 

- What would you feel would be the best method of rewarding in your work envi-

ronment? 

- How do you think performance measurement be linked to rewarding? How 

can it be improved? 
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APPENDIX 3. Management perspective interview (translated) 
(Bold formatting emphasizes the additional questions to Appendix 1.) 

 

- What is your job description? 

- How long have you worked at MUAS? Have you worked at a different job at 

MUAS? 

- What is your profession? What education or training do you have? 

 

Knowledge and understanding of performance, goals and measurement 
 

- What are the targets relating to your job description? 

- What does MUAS’ performance consist of? 

- How is MUAS’ performance and reaching goals measured? 

- In what ways do you use the measurement results in your daily manage-
rial work? 

- How are the measurement results utilized? 

- How would you describe MUAS’ activity and its objectives? 

- How would you describe MUAS’ goal setting process? 

- What strategic objectives does MUAS have? 

- From what different stakeholders do the targets come from? 
- How would you describe the linkage between your targets and MUAS’ objec-

tives? 

- How would you describe the relation between your job and MUAS’ activity? 

- Do you feel the need for training in terms of MUAS’ activity or its performance 

measurement or quality system? 

 

Participation in decision-making 
 

- How can you participate in decision-making concerning your job contents and 

targets? 
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- How can you participate in decision-making concerning your team or unit? 

- Are you satisfied with the possibilities to participate in decision-making? 

- In the future, how would you like to participate in: 

• decision-making concerning your job contents and targets? 

• decisions or targets concerning your own unit or team? 

- How do the employees participate in decision-making and goal setting? 

 

Communication 

 
- How is information about MUAS’ objectives and the realization of these objec-

tives communicated? 

- In what ways do you get feedback for your job? 

- How has MUAS succeeded in the distribution of information and communica-

tion? 

 

Rewards and motivation 
 

- What kind of reward system does MUAS have? 

- On what basis are employees rewarded? 

- Do you feel the rewarding is motivating? 

- What would you feel would be the best method of rewarding in your work envi-

ronment? 

- How do you think performance measurement be linked to rewarding? How 

can it be improved? 
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APPENDIX 4. Measurement perspective interview (translated) 
(Bold formatting emphasizes the additional questions to Appendix 1.) 

 

- What is your job description? 

- How long have you worked at MUAS? Have you worked at a different job at 

MUAS? 

- What is your profession? What education or training do you have? 

 

Knowledge and understanding of performance, goals and measurement 
 

- What are the targets relating to your job description? 

- What does MUAS’ performance consist of? 

- How is MUAS’ performance and reaching goals measured? 

- What dimensions of performance are measured? 
- What specific measures are used to measure MUAS’ performance? 

- How are the measurement results utilized? 
- How would you describe MUAS’ activity and its objectives? 

- How would you describe MUAS’ goal setting process? 

- How would you describe the linkage between your targets and MUAS’ objec-

tives? 

- How would you describe the relation between your job and MUAS’ activity? 

- Do you feel the need for training in terms of MUAS’ activity or its performance 

measurement or quality system? 

 

Participation in decision-making 
 

- How can you participate in decision-making concerning your job contents and 

targets? 

- How can you participate in decision-making concerning your team or unit? 

- Are you satisfied with the possibilities to participate in decision-making? 



 

2 

 

- In the future, how would you like to participate in: 

• decision-making concerning your job contents and targets? 

• decisions or targets concerning your own unit or team? 

- How are the employees trained relating to performance measurement, 
goal setting, target follow-up and rewarding?  
 

Communication 
 

- How is information about MUAS’ objectives and the realization of these objec-

tives communicated? 

- In what ways do you get feedback for your job? 

- How has MUAS succeeded in the distribution of information and communica-

tion? 

 

Rewards and motivation 
 

- What kind of reward system does MUAS have? 

- On what basis are employees rewarded? 

- Do you feel the rewarding is motivating? 

- What would you feel would be the best method of rewarding in your work envi-

ronment? 

- How do you think performance measurement be linked to rewarding? How 

can it be improved? 

 

 

 

 




