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: This study is to analyze the mechanism of internal labor

market (ILM) of the government in Taiwan and its impact on
the job mobility. The aim of this study is to analyze the
job mobility behavior and its mobility patterns under such
a mechanism through geographical, career-path and temporal
perspectives and to try to find out i1ts impacts.

This study makes use of in-depth interviews (with 77 civil
servants nationwide, and from different professional
classes and from different civil service entrance
examinations) and the data set concerning personnel
movements retrieved from the data bank of civil service, to
explore the pattern of the movements and its implications.
This study finds that 1) geographically, there is a
stratified pattern of personnel movements where the
agencies of central governments and centrally administrated
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municipalities enjoy a competitive edge in absorbing
manpower. That make the cosmopolitan areas in North Taiwan
a primary core of manpower mobility, and Taichung,
Kaohsiung and Tainan secondary cores; 2) in terms of the
career-path, lateral transfers account for the majority of
inter-agency transfers and there are not a few demotion
transfers. The more important is the change of profession.
We can see many change of professional class among the
civil servants below Grade 9. This implies a professional
brain drain; 3) in terms of temporal dimension, the
upgrading or merging of four municipal/county governments
into centrally administrated municipalities did encourage a
wave of personnel movement.

In general, the government ILM in Taiwan is quite employee-
centered in the sense that it is not a top-down management
tool for training and development. Even though the
mechanism is quite employee-friendly, the behavior of job
transfer is usually driven by negative causes and reflects
a sort of withdrawal behavior. Hence, 1t is suggested that
the personnel authority should figure out measures to
change the situation for public interest.

internal labor market, job mobility, job transfer, class
series
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1ERE A RELERENTAPE 2 A RIEF o - BIYAFIE I FRL WA L
AP 53R ﬁxi%f{f—]—]ﬂ IRF -k ,% 7R R

i

e%

2z 2REEBM (F) 2 FRATE24 | k4 (2004-2015)
Fy | FHREAE % fiti e i A HAM(E &R HasT
2004 | 26.0% 6,106 | 63.7% 14,944 | 10.2% 2,409 | 23,459
2005 | 26.0% 6,550 | 56.0% 14,106 | 18.0% 4,524 | 25,180
2006 | 29.6% 8,072 | 55.9% 15234 | 145% 3,960 | 27,266
2007 | 326% 9,866 | 46.9% 14,160 | 20.5% 6,198 | 30,224
2008 | 38.4% 12,384 | 435% 14,031 | 18.2% 5873 | 32,288
2009 | 38.2% 11,080 | 49.2% 14,283 | 12.6% 3,658 | 29,021
2010 | 38.4% 12,452 | 46.9% 15190 | 14.7% 4,749 | 32,391
2011 | 359% 11,603 | 50.7% 16,388 | 13.3% 4,314 | 32,305
2012 | 29.6% 6,817 | 57.0% 13,142 | 13.4% 3,088 | 23,047
2013 | 39.3% 14,380 | 40.6% 14,876 | 20.1% 7,346 | 36,602
2014 | 382% 13,204 | 453% 15651 | 16.4% 5677 | 34,532

2015 | 37.9% 12,896 47.9% 16,305 14.2% 4,824 34,025
BRIARE ¢ B H S 2R E S RS ETER http://www.mocs.gov.tw/pages/law_list.aspx?Node=449&Index=4
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#2003 : 184 2 Sg & = )o @ ipp FNP ii%xmﬁzgr* va RPN NETH G § ALY FEA T
B A ARMERE A P04 4 B BRI X L YRR TR AT TR S
B4 EEp Ny A A By o PIRAA B H T gkl #Bﬁ" FeenA 4 oMy TEE
RSP SIS 3 D I A3y i«‘i—‘ﬁmﬁ—illtz\,ﬁnr; S+ o om % ;Aﬁag » RSB HIRE AL
EXWUBARE Tl B2 E LY &%}Wﬁ?—‘;’?%”ﬁﬁm%ﬁ’ R RS LRI S
FEG ) RAH (REE - 2012) @ § Skt 4 v A g ;f%k,rzﬂzé@w 0 AR~

FORPBRI1S 7 o FEELY ¥ it A B -

BREY C ARPHNELRFLT 2BABRIE AP AT NE S E c AER N 3
FTEEEFAELFTRAT 37 &1 (Greer & Jarman, 2011: 17) - ﬁ:ﬁhgaﬂ BRI R 202 B 0 S
sk H

HM P oy g > LM nd 3 3 4 (Bezes & Jeannot, 2011: 199) o 710 A B FT
RA AT Penh f id 3 30— BRATGHL T e b > 2 K- BREPEEES Y - IEH AR
¥ ot efis;Y (DiPrete, 1989: 262 ) c AR FE 7 4 FIEHZ B F - —st..@s_mﬁ o

\4

FULR s ARER dot L np 304 4 R R ARt L PR EHA AN 0 FISed AL
PEEFRONRA FIE 2 A TR A T - A BRI ST 0T 4 441 (humanization) i
EHEHAL{ 52 mﬁ%‘ni%' (Wise, 2002) - # i » 3 RWio#f u'!mrpué 1')»9’]“5:1'75 RS k@
AR BPPRATATHIBARE B d S EdIR > FFNFFTRTF PG MR
53 "&»rr!g v (Hwa, 2001) - @ 2% &t 1960 & B 4038 (7 e F,F WA ;%; | (posmon classification
system ) _{d’é» AR BB S S S 2B }\’F ERB 0 B (SN R E VR Rl o Bt
RirdHFERAEDTFREZFIR (3 7 »2006) -

/‘5 \E\:

P e TR BALY e RS A S R e A 2 R e - 2
B ¥ B e %A ﬁﬁuéﬁ—‘r M PR A B o3 B LfET Pk F“‘ #*. (organizational
commitment) ‘* 2534 B % > @ 2534 B BB R e (turnover intention (#gﬁ}gf'“#ﬁfa«?)) et G- A
AR @bdm r g ¥2mg (FiF¥ 20100 jRigd  ~ £ - 2012) AR A P
&R m%‘f—‘g{ O’Toole £* Meier (2011) 7 & 11 [ & i% »L'r} | (personnel stability ) % 5 4 475 #4
FHE »nE P~ BRI c TARF > B 5“‘ [ Pl ol RIS wB A e I AR A
FER SR F LE sy 1] (Meier & H|ckI|n, 2008 ) o

Pt FAPRALRKE A S FTRE L 2 AN AR AR A 4D HehF RES 0 @ B
Tﬁ'«i‘ﬁ%qﬂ‘dﬂ/z FHEBH AR S E IR EAAA A AT e & Phemi i LE R3]0 2 blde o 3 %‘f
Bl G ME ThRrrahd ) (succession plan) (# #5% > 2007 ) > e R HE & 4 4 ¥ i
PR B td b oa T RPN H B o o FRAGRFTA g AR Gk A o

H\ﬂimk-“m}

wos B NINA S B 2

AELFHMEP A PG A RS SR P2 R e A7 T B 2 )
B LA FTEVRIEEZ ET o Hoari# m%%@, Wi A ﬁvg—-ﬁzf ETENRNIA A D FER
PR R FRA S B ek B

FA sBE g A (d3E LA 4mAaz2 ~ 2 ), & 2003 £4-4 84 Ak ir L R
PYBA SRS PY T SER O BRI AR 2P BEPRAF LS I BN
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PRFE- EN 0 EEARAFEY 20 M2 AR T2 s F i iz 2014
’%4@?%a,%uiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁJAEﬁ°¢mﬁLwE&ﬁw%%ﬁ&€m¥~@i&°

B R L BB R RSE 2 a4 B A E SRR (Tl A F Ttk 3 2008 # 10 7 30 P4
@ﬁi%ﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁ2%8ﬁak’6#%%&%2%‘ﬁﬁ%?iy%ﬁk”ﬁiﬂmlmﬁwi
20%>2009 # = £ 3 23%°2010 # = £ 3 25% ik A B ¥ L L WUHEI G LA X p-é‘—»/}ﬂﬂﬁﬁi:;
TR A2 PHE A R A R BB R 2 p 2008 £AF 0 HE B E R
FRBAA 0 A R ERS ey o p (R > 2009 © 125-6)

BN A B s T .fﬂz ggzgu.%z; Fﬁ»ﬁ Fe D 238 A RFEREED FHp 2 2 JiER o bldodk
b 3 ER ﬂ{(fj-é}z?%‘ B e l&‘*« FIE > b A A R 5E$§ g v JJ—‘LFJ:FI?I-%,K?F&? (M7ere»2011); @ i34
D D S RRERILESE T EL vy

E%#ﬁ} 2 2013) < SAAE Y o #  FCRRE S 1T B BT

B
'
TR r'F']‘JF’TS%"_ = j\#ﬁ»g’ A (
LT A A AT kG MR o

\j&_%&’dmrﬁ' v Te gt 'ﬁg%j\

2;}‘ X;H;EFFB‘EE

L d e T Ao B R BBk ()2 B AR ILM £ - B R EE A B A S B e
LAFR B S gd BRI RIEIET PIRA A A P AR RV - 2 g X AR S Gt 4R
TpzE> 0 KsiEL s B3 —g}g d B B8 o riud 3R AFRE é%%@mﬁ = J}“J:ffTILM [P PE
ARG TR AP R BRI AT R e AR A B F e ILM

P

IR w o A < PR 3 'Jf“@]ﬁif‘q—lLM&*ﬁuﬁéi—;\i e E 0 4R E E M ILM
EEROEE 'S _[i.b':?#q'%f{f‘j—ﬁﬁﬁ;gﬂﬁm|$/\ ﬁ,,, WL A S SR ﬁgﬁgg;(@:; WH AT e gt
P ﬁbﬁ‘@:‘ 73— ﬂ:LAi/”ﬁ—,gv\rﬁ,mrI’d’@\Joﬂ\m ,;;L,};ﬂ Q)I% A A Pﬂ?n[:ié ¥
FRLNABARREDEM TP TR TR ARG e B4y TeEz
FE?J (FERPEIFZFONRE) 52 REHd AR BH IR ()3 n TTEZF 5 F2 24

pIEREZE TR ILM 2 e iR B2 {ET > N2 O R BAARET P EMEL &
f;awrg 4o B o Aty v ’ﬁf‘ukii%#‘—%&?a‘&@—éi&#'ﬁ’f“ ILM shi 58 B4 Fnds 4
AREEY PAHMEREFTIERG FERFR ’“$”J -~ AT PR RS APAA
P E - Emarir e AALG P BN '?*% I.@tbfaz?ézéf’v“%’ DV IELAFF R DE L TR
Ry o 2 VIELFERIE Sy B TREARAETZRZ BT o RAPMAEZ RN D
W T YA 5 A (evidence-based)z A 54T 0 Wik KR 2 B AL D 0 R TF AT o

>5

F
P

ABFR AT R LM (' 5 A E IR L AP B ILM ch TR AT R B & A 4 BA chiyt
PP oo CHBAPM Ty e 2T HE T ILM B v THE & T A EGE | (RS RAIEZE (4
AT 252001 F 4 % »2005; &373% > 2013) - BA8 > Ap B AT 7 10 A 4 EXA (recruitment and selection)

6 XFEFIRIFFELET ¢ http://wwwe.moex.gov.tw/main/content/SubMenu.aspx?menu_id=316 -
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I IR TTIRRE - BRI R TG y EE T -
TiEiEE > IR 8 () SRR Jhub  EERERT - PRERS ~ 3L BETTH C BIOREA P
{8 ~ FIFLRs ~ EAREG  REYS  BEM - BET - BEG B AR - foER - S

P 2015 #9071 2016 & 10 * 2 BT > im 77 AP o §F L 47T 4 L] 30 4 o g R
IR IR NV Y &@gﬁjwﬁamebgFJﬁﬁoMW#ﬁim%Wﬁ%%#jﬁfi
%éﬁﬂ(%sﬂﬂ%‘$ﬁﬁiiﬁﬁ)'$a§“ﬁm&ﬂ&¢(d* LA <3R4 ¢ o Rl 2 A7
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2L BEYLBMIITA BHRANEN S SR

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 4t

] MARE  hE RARE bE O ORAXRE E O ORAXRE MR ORARE E O ORARE hE MARE  thE RARE X
B 8% 10 2.45% 7 1.94% 9 2.78% 13 3.52% 10  2.54% 22 4.36% 11 337% 6 441% 88
TEHR 7 1.72% 6 1.66% 5  1.54% 4 1.08% 5 1.27% 7 1.39% 5 1.53% 5 3.68% 44
4P 2 0.49% 2 0.55% 1 031% 3 081% 11 2.79% 4 0.79% 4 1.23% 0 000% 27
Eahie 8  1.96% 8 2.22% 6 1.85% 10 2.71% 6 1.52% 25  4.95% 8  2.45% 6 441% 77
R 14 3.43% 9 2.49% 14 432% 9 2.44% 8  2.03% 27 5.35% 19 5.83% 7 515% 107
AL 9 221% 14 3.88% 8  247% 12 3.25% 8  2.03% 10 1.98% 4 1.23% 7 515% 72
B R/ 20 4.90% 16 4.43% 16 4.94% 36 9.76% 37 9.39% 34 6.73% 5 1.53% 0 000% 164
T 23 5.64% 39 10.80% 44  1358% 52 14.09% 52 13.20% 63  12.48% 43 13.19% 10 7.35% 326
=% 15 3.68% 17 471% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 32
KR 5 1.23% 2 0.55% 9  2.78% 9 2.44% 6 1.52% 9 1.78% 7 215% 5 368% 52
BT R 1 0.25% 0  0.00% 0  0.00% 2 0.54% 11 2.79% 1 0.20% 0  0.00% 0 000% 15
kL 20 4.90% 6  1.66% 13 4.01% 8 217% 13 3.30% 19  3.76% 15 4.60% 6 441% 100
T 6 1.47% 9 2.49% 10 3.09% 9 2.44% 11 2.79% 9 1.78% 5 1.53% 3 221% 62
WA 8  1.96% 10 2.77% 7 2.16% 10  2.71% 7 1.78% 14 277% 5 1.53% 4 294% 65
2% 11 2.70% 4 1.11% 3 0.93% 8 217% 4 1.02% 8  1.58% 2 0.61% 2 147% 42
= 15 3.68% 8 2.22% 9  278% 15 4.07% 8  2.03% 15 2.97% 13 3.99% 0 000% 83
= 20 4.90% 22 6.09% 16 4.94% 21 5.69% 15  3.81% 30  5.94% 17 521% 5 3.68% 146
=2 29 7.11% 25  6.93% 48 14.81% 45 12.20% 50 12.69% 67 13.27% 61 18.71% 12 882% 337
=i 12 2.94% 12 3.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 24
=it 82 20.10% 77 21.33% 70 21.60% 57 15.45% 84 21.32% 83  16.44% 65 19.94% 46 3382% 564
ESln il 52 12.75% 26 7.20% 13 4.01% 6 1.63% 2 051% 3 0.59% 7 2.15% 3 221% 112
%@% 1 0.25% 6  1.66% 1 031% 6 1.63% 7 1.78% 11 2.18% 10  3.07% 1 074% 43
BT 18 4.41% 16 4.43% 20 6.17% 34 9.21% 36 9.14% 39 7.72% 19 5.83% 8 588% 190
Erik 19 4.66% 18 4.99% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37
B 1 0.25% 2 0.55% 2 0.62% 0 0.00% 3 0.76% 5  0.99% 1 031% 0 000% 14
408 361 324 369 394 505 326 136 2823
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R 14 1.95% 15 2.48% 10 1.47% 17 2.46% 19 2.64% 11 1.60% 19  3.82% 9 431% 114
e 16 2.23% 9 1.49% 8  1.18% 26 3.76% 17 2.36% 16 2.33% 24 4.82% 8 383% 124
&Pk 1 014% 1 017% 2 0.29% 3 043% 3 0.42% 4 0.58% 2 0.40% 2 0.96% 18
P % 17 2.37% 11 1.82% 11 1.62% 5 0.72% 11 1.53% 10 1.46% 6  1.20% 8 38% 79
AR 15 2.09% 9 1.49% 8  1.18% 13 1.88% 14 1.94% 17 2.48% 12 2.41% 7 335% 9
ELE 20 2.79% 17 2.81% 14 2.06% 21 3.04% 17 2.36% 13 1.90% 13 2.61% 5 239% 120
HhERH 33 4.60% 18 2.97% 20 2.95% 55  7.96% 46 6.39% 47 6.85% 10 2.01% 0 000% 229
=T 34 4.74% 18 2.97% 114 16.81% 53 7.67% 66  9.17% 59  8.60% 35 7.03% 20 957% 399
e R 15  2.09% 10 1.65% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 25
B 20 2.79% 13 2.15% 21 3.10% 14 2.03% 12 1.67% 10 1.46% 12 2.41% 6 287% 108
EAN 0  0.00% 1 017% 3 0.44% 1 0.14% 1 014% 2 0.29% 2 0.40% 1 048% 11
EM 17 237% 17 2.81% 24 3.54% 27 3.91% 25 3.47% 30 437% 14 281% 7 335% 161
Hrr 7 0.97% 9 1.49% 4 059% 8  1.16% 8  1.11% 6  0.87% 5 1.00% 0 000% 47
TR 13 1.81% 15 2.48% 8 1.18% 21 3.04% 18 2.50% 14 2.04% 8 161% 5 239% 102
T 12 1.67% 11 1.82% 4 059% 9  1.30% 10 1.39% 7 1.02% 8 161% 2 096% 63
A 23 3.20% 10 1.65% 14 2.06% 22 3.18% 13 1.81% 9 131% 8 161% 3 144% 102
Al 29 4.04% 22 3.63% 23 3.39% 29 4.20% 28 3.89% 29  4.23% 23 4.62% 11 526% 194
=il 25  3.48% 6  0.99% 65 9.59% 57 8.25% 84 11.67% 70 10.20% 48 9.64% 24 11.48% 379
2k 6 0.84% 8  1.32% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 14
=it 236 32.87% 246 40.59% 231 34.07% 248  35.89% 253 35.14% 252 36.73% 198  39.76% 69 33.01% 1733
?t% At 110 15.32% 106 17.49% 37 5.46% 12 1.74% 20 2.78% 11 1.60% 8 161% 3 1.44% 307
Eii% 15 2.09% 8  1.32% 11 1.62% 0.00% 7 0.97% 14 2.04% 8 161% 1 048% 64
2 18  251% 12 1.98% 44 6.49% 13 1.88% 43 597% 52 7.58% 29  5.82% 12 574% 223
Zrlk 22 3.06% 13 2.15% 0.00% 24 3.47% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 59
AL 0 0.00% 1 017% 2 0.29% 13 1.88% 5 0.69% 3 0.44% 6 1.20% 6 287% 36
718 606 678 691 720 686 498 209 4806
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Abstract

The tense relationship between accountability and performance has long been scholarly recognized, especially
stifling performance improvement by accountability mechanism. However, is it possible to reconcile their
conflicts by engaging key stakeholders into the decision of performance management.

Drawing on the insight from the debate between top-down and bottom-up approaches in the
implementation literature, this paper presents a performance evaluation mechanism for the implementation of
social welfare in local Taiwan which opens room for local discretion in performing policy programs and
engages key stakeholders in setting performance indicators after each round of performance evaluation
exercise.

However, this study finds that this participatory mechanism does not help promote a form of
“accountability for performance” but “performance for accountability.” What local players learned from the
process is that in order to maximize their real interest in the performance evaluation, they should not pursue
more discretion, flexibility and innovative practices, but fight for objectivity and certainty of performance
indicators that is ultimately leading to a more top-down implementation control.

The presence of performance measurement with authoritative judgments is the key to this evolutionary

result. As a consequence of this, the local players voluntarily give up their discretion for more clear rules and
expectable performance rating.

Draft paper not for citation or quotation
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Introduction

Accountability and performance are two terms that become closely intertwined in recent public sector
reforms across the world. The reform to enhance accountability is seldom designed without a mechanism of
performance measurement; to continuously improve performance is considered as a way to build up public
accountability. However, the causal relationship between these two ideas is not simply straightforward and
positive. Their tense relationship and even incompatibility has long been scholarly recognized, especially
stifling performance improvement by accountability mechanism (Halachmi, 2002; Dubnick, 2005; Radin,
2006), and public managers also feel much ambivalence towards their salient co-existence in the recent
reforms. Despite various negative effects identified, no one dare claim that we should simply discard the
accountability-performance twins and their related arrangements. Moreover, the institutional arrangements
concerned now seem more rampant than before. One may ask: is it possible to reconcile their conflicts by
some additional arrangements?

Drawing on the insight from the debate between top-down and bottom-up approaches in the
implementation literature, this paper presents a performance evaluation mechanism which opens room for
local discretion in performing policy programs and engages key stakeholders in setting performance indicators
after each round of performance evaluation exercise. This is a case of performance evaluation of social welfare
implementation in the local governments of Taiwan, which has been conducting annually since 2001 to
oversee its financial and service performances. This study examines the transformation of performance
indicators for the years from 2009 to 2015 and conducts interviews with stakeholders ranging from central
and local officials in charge of the evaluation to non-official participants (e.g., scholars as evaluators) to dig
into the operation of the evaluation exercises and the logic of performance indicator formulation.

This study finds that the engagement of various players (mainly central and local government agencies)
in the formulation of performance indicators did help mitigate the tension between the requirements of
accountability and performance improvement after rounds of learning, i.e., making both more compatible with
each other. However, it is realized in the sense of accountability as control and assurance rather than
accountability as continuous improvement from the perspective of Aucoin and Heintzman (2000). This
development is caused by the motivation of central players whose mission is to ensure the realization of
nation-wide mandatory social welfare services, and the motivation of local players who tend to pursue a better
performance rating (it can be considered improvement in nominal sense) that is more possibly achieved by a
high degree of certainty of performance criteria, but it is run at the expense of discretion, which is related to
entrepreneurial practices of innovation of government officials. As a result, the performance evaluation does
not promote “accountability for performance” but “performance for accountability” that the latter refers to a
top-down implementation control.

Subtle Relationship between Accountability and Performance
Defining and linking up accountability and performance

Accountability and performance are widely used but imprecisely defined terms in contemporary
management. The former is an ever-expanding concept (Mulgan, 2000) that looks like a synonym for all
elements of good governance, such as transparency, equity, democracy, efficiency, responsiveness,
responsibility, and integrity (Bovens, 2010). To simplify the issue and facilitate research, Bovens (2010)
divides “accountability” into two aspects: accountability as a virtue and accountability as a mechanism. The
former see accountability as a desirable quality of officials and public organizations. To be an accountable
actor, for example, one should act in a transparent, fair and equitable way. This required quality can be reduced
to a question: accountability for what? “Accountability for performance” is now the fashionable answer to this
question.

The latter focuses on an institutional arrangement, considering accountability as a social relation in which
“an actor feels an obligation to explain and to justify his or her conduct to some significant other” (Bovens,
2005: 184). This can be reduced to a question: accountability o whom? The actor (i.e., accountability holdee),



such as an official or a government agency, is obliged to inform the “significant other” about his/her conduct.
The “significant other” (i.e., accountability holder), also called the accountability forum, may refer to a
superior, a minister, parliament, a court or the audit office. The account giving with justification of the conduct
by the actor to the forum is the major activity of the arrangement. The forum finally makes judgment on the
conduct with the approval or disapproval of the account where sanctions may ensue for the latter. In this regard,
as Behn (2001: 3) notes, “accountability means punishment.”

But the above so-called passive or post factum accountability is increasingly complemented by pre-
factum accountability. That is a setting to prevent negative or undesirable effects of official behaviors by
informing the official actors of expectations beforehand in order to enhance accountability (Dubnick and
Frederickson, 2011). As Romzek and Dubnick (1987: 228) revealed in their seminal work, accountability in
the public sector is to “manage diverse expectations generated within and outside the organization.” If the
government officials or agencies are well informed of the “expectations” of accountability holders, they are
supposed to be better able to perform their duties and thus pass the accountability forum. This pre-factum
accountability is closely associated with the performance movement under the wave of New Public
Management (NPM) reforms or termed accountability’s “promise of performance” (Dubnick, 2005). Simply
put, this promise is realized by the additional setting of pre-factum accountability as a mechanism and
“accountability for performance” as a virtue. However, the NPM reforms really diversify the accountability
holders. Besides the original vertical managerial accountability, direct accountability to customers and users
of public services (or the market) is also integrated into the setting (Legreid, 2014), which complicates the
management of expectations.

Then what is performance? Performance, as a concept, is as murky as accountability. Its meaning can be
different in different disciplines and contexts. In generic sense, “performance” can refer to any intentional
behavior of individuals and organizations without any judgment on it. However, to talk about performance, in
practice, it usually implies a good quality of action or/and achievement (van Dooren et al., 2015: 2-4). This
judgment is made through various measurements. Although performance measurement is always the de facto
focus of this issue in the public sector management, the judgment or standards of good performance is the
primary but thorny issue.

Even though performance measurement is usually operationalized through configuring it as a production
process, measuring input, processes, output or outcome, the configuration does not tell us what good
performance is. Nor does current shifting toward output- and outcome-based measurement. Talbot (2005) lists
seven sets of common value judgment of good performance: 1) accountability; 2) user choice; 3) customer
service; 4) efficiency; 5) results, effectiveness and “what works”; 6) resource allocation; 7) creating public
value. Among them, to be accountable itself (albeit Talbot basically refers to “transparency” here) can be
considered a good quality of performance, but this behavior cannot be simply configured into the metaphor of
production process.

In this sense, accountability and performance are now so mutually embedded that one may put it as a
mechanism of “accountability leading to performance,” i.e., A=>P (Dubnick, 2005); alternatively, we may put
it as a mechanism of “performance leading to accountability,” i.e., P=>A. For the former, it is usually
expressed as “accountability for performance” in which good performance usually refers to “result,
effectiveness and ‘what works’ in the Talbot’s list or so-called outcome-oriented performance.
“Accountability as continuous improvement” expresses a similar meaning of “accountability for performance”
(Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000). P=>A may be coined “performance for accountability” in which the traditional
sense of “accountability as control and assurance” is upheld as a manner of good performance (Aucoin and
Heintzman, 2000). Performance measurement serve as a function to ensure the democratic control and the
compliance with laws and regulations or in Halachmi’s paraphrase: was it done right? (2002: 371)

Accountability for performance or de facto performance for accountability?
Recent discussions of the relationship between accountability and performance mainly concentrate on

the issue of “accountability for performance,” especially driven by the wave of NPM reforms that shift the
accountability focus from processes and compliance with rules and input to output and results (Lagreid, 2014).



However, most observations and studies question and challenge the “promise of performance” by
accountability (Halachmi, 2002, 2005; Dubnick, 2005; de Lancer Julnes, 2008; Pollitt, 2011; Radin, 2011;
Ossege, 2012). For one thing, someone argues that accountability per se does not encourage performance
improvement. As Halachmi (2002: 371) notes, “whereas accountability is about staying within the four corners
of the contract, performance is about getting outside the box...” For another, measuring performance in
practice has negative effects on performance. The measurement stimulates gaming and distorted behaviors of
officials (Smith, 1995; Hood, 2006; Radnor, 2008). The measure fails to reflect the real performance and even
induces perverse learning — i.e., “performance paradox” (van Thiel and Leeuw, 2002).

To be sure, the effectiveness of performance measurement highly depends on the measurability of
performance. However, the measurability of the public sector performance is highly problematic (de Bruijn,
2001). Those measurable are usually not the results but the surrogates of the results (Dubnick and Frederickson,
2011), but implementers are thus directed to shift to achieve what gets measured rather than the valued goals.

The performance measurement itself is promoted to foster learning and improvement as a core purpose
(Behn, 2003; van Dooren et al., 2015), which echoes the call for “accountability for performance.” Although
there are few practices that can trigger learning (e.g., benchmarking) (van Dooren et al., 2015), this ideal
purpose is not well attained in most cases. To learn and so as to improve requires flexibility, risk taking and
creativity in management, but the performance measurement, usually acting as an external accountability
setting, imposes more a steering and control function than improvement. While the NPM reform advocates
more managerial flexibility and autonomy, a greater degree of managerial accountability is imposed on
government officials through performance control. This tension results in indirect top-down manipulation
rather than promoting learning and improvement (Sanderson, 2001; Lagreid, 2014). As Mintzberg (1996: 81)
notes, “the performance model decentralizes in order to centralize; it loosens up in order to tighten up. And
tightening up comes at the expense of flexibility, creativity and individual initiative.” The promise by
“accountability for performance” seems to be a myth and looks more close to “performance for accountability”
in realty.

Despite the negative impact of accountability arrangement, however, it is not supposed that lifting the
grasp by accountability would help bring improved performance (Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000). As a
compromise, van Dooren et al. (2015) as well as de Bruijn (2001) suggest that we should adopt a “soft” use
of performance information, which allow for more room for interpretation, rather than a “hard” use that tightly
couplies performance information with judgment.

Insight from implementation literature

The tension between “performance for accountability” and “accountability for performance” somewhat
repeats and parallels the debate between top-down and bottom-up approaches in implementation studies in the
1980s (see Sabatier, 1986). The former considers the attainment of formal policy targets offered by the central
policy-maker as the criterion of successful implementation, whereas the latter considers implementation as
negotiating and bargaining process among different actors and meeting the central targets does not necessarily
represent successful implementation. Compromising the targets is allowed and even welcomed if that can
solve problems or be conducive to desirable outcomes. Fudge and Barrett (1981: 258), as bottom-uppers,
contend that “if implementation is seen as ‘getting something done’, then performance rather than
conformance is the main objective” [italics added]. Lipsky (1980), another bottom-upper, even urges building
accountability mechanisms of street-level bureaucrats to the public so as to improve implementation. In this
sense, performance for the bottom-uppers is commensurate with the idea of “accountability for performance,”
whereas conformance is equivalent to “performance for accountability.” Interestingly, the NPM’s call for
direct accountability to customers and users of services is seemingly responding to the Lipsky’s viewpoint
noted above.

To be sure, conformance with the formal policy targets should not be simply reduced to poor performance
when the central policymakers have more legitimacy to set policy goals and design policies. Matland (1995)
tried to synthesize the top-down and the bottom-up perspectives by involving two contextual variables into
the analysis: degree of policy ambiguity and degree of policy conflict. If the goal and means of a policy is



clear, he suggested that the top-down perspective be superior; and with a low degree of policy conflict, this
perspective is absolutely positive; otherwise, the bottom-up perspective prevails. Hence, a different degree of
discretion should be assigned to implementers in accordance with the degree of policy ambiguity.

This attempt of synthesis gives us insights into the accountability-performance problem. Whether
conformance should be considered a good or poor performance is contingent. The degree of implementation
control can be geared in response to different policy domains or issues through various management tools. In
fact, the public management movement since the 1990s alongside the concurrent NPM reforms has been
addressing the implementation issue but shifting away from the program-based implementation research in
the 1970-80s (Kettl, 1993). Some public policy scholars recently started to address the implementation issue
from the perspective of public management, considering it as the “missing link” in the previous
implementation research (O’Toole and Meier, 2011). Implementation research increasingly becomes a sort of
studies of how to manage performance of policies/programs.

Performance management, to a large extent, plays a vehicle to realize such an implementation control.
Degree of discretion allowed by the policymakers can be adjustable through various designs of performance
indicators. Somewhat in line with the advocacy of the “soft” use of performance information, some indicators
in the measurement can be designed to encourage entrepreneurial and innovative behaviors, and allow for
interpretative performance information collected from the evaluation. Furthermore, the setting of performance
indicators can be open for participation from policy stakeholders, especially from policy implementers, to
allow for negotiating and bargaining before implementation.

This paper examines such an effort in the performance evaluation of social welfare services of local
governments in Taiwan since 2001. The evaluation is a comprehensive annual exercise conducted by some
central government agencies in charge of social welfare services and budget. Performance criteria and
indicators would be evaluated and revised in accordance with the previous experience, opinions of
stakeholders and policy change of social welfare before each exercise. It is worth examining the experience
of how to manage performance with the engagement of multiple stakeholders in setting performance indicators
and its impact in Taiwan.

The Background and Context of Performance Evaluation of Social Welfare Services in Taiwan

In the 1990s, Taiwan underwent a peaceful transformation from a party-state authoritarian regime to a
democracy. This transformation just run into the global wave of the NPM reforms that induced NPM-oriented
administrative reforms alongside political reforms in Taiwan (Tang, 2004). These include various
decentralization reforms in which the autonomy of local governments was enhanced especially with the
enactment of Local Government Act in 1999. Concerning the social welfare policies, before 2000, all social
welfare programs were directly controlled by the central government. It directly funded the programs executed
by local governments and non-government social service providers. Since 2000, social welfare services have
become the domain of local self-government in accordance with the Local Government Act.

While local governments are now allowed to compile their own budgets for social welfare provision and
can develop their own local policies, major social welfare policies are still formulated at the level of central
policy-making bodies (i.e., central government and national legislature), and more important, the fiscal
resources remain centralized and so local governments highly rely on the budgetary allocation from the central
government for most public services (Kuo and So, 2013). In order to realize the local self-government, the
central government shifted to allow for more flexibility in managing the local public finance. Instead of the
previous program-based grant, now a formula-based “general grant” is set up to cover education, social
welfare, and infrastructure expenditures of local governments. In addition, in 1999, a state-sponsored public
welfare lottery was issued, which has become a supplementary source of social welfare funding. 50% of the
financial surplus is earmarked for the expenditure of local social welfare services.

Even though the norm of local self-government was firmly consented, the local governments were in turn
held accountable for their performance, including welfare service provision and budgetary allocation. Under
the pressure of the national legislature and social pressure groups, which worried that the welfare service



provision would get worse without a central monitoring, the central government set up an annual evaluation
mechanism to oversee and steer social welfare policy implementation by local governments (especially those
mandatory nation-wide welfare services). That is aimed to ensure the adequacy of budgetary allocation and
that local governments would keep up the standard of service. The result of each evaluation would be adopted
as one of the bases for marginal adjustment of the general grant, so the evaluation exercise becomes an
important factor swaying the local public finance. In this sense, the context of this case quite looks like the
spirit of NPM-styled performance movement.

Mechanism of Evaluation Exercise

The performance evaluation exercise started from 2001. The performance scrutiny works in form of
written-report review and on-the-site visit. But in light of overburden of such a nation-wide annual exercise,
since 2005, the on-the-site visit has been only carried out in an alternate year. The scope of the evaluation
covers four dimensions: 1) performance of social welfare programs; 2) budgetary allocation and compiling,
and its execution of earmarked funding for mandatory social welfare services; 3) self-financing social welfare
services; 4) other related programs. This evaluation exercise is jointly conducted by various central
government agencies. Ministry of Health and Welfare (MHW) takes charge of the evaluation for part of service
provision in the dimension 1, 3 and 4; Directorate General of Budget, Accounting and Statistics takes charge
of fiscal performance in the dimension 2, 3 and 4. In addition, the fiscal performance of the fund drawn from
the surplus of the public welfare lottery is separately taken charge by National Treasury Administration.

The exercise is further divided into 10 groups to cover various social welfare aspects (see Figure 1).
Hence, the local governments need to prepare separate reports for the 10 groups for evaluation. But for
community development and voluntary service, it only requires a self-evaluation. External evaluation would
apply to the other 8 groups, and accordingly 8 evaluation teams are formed, each of which is composed of
officials from the central government agencies in charge of the policy, scholars and delegates from social
welfare organizations. They would examine the self-evaluation report and rate every item in accordance with
performance rating criteria. The evaluation of fiscal performance, for which only a written-report review is
arranged, accounts for 20% of the total score; the service performance, for which an on-the-site visit is
arranged, accounts for 80%. The above 10 aspects also account for varying proportions of the total score (see
Figure 1). For the on-the-site visit, the 8 evaluation teams are sent to each local government for one day to
scrutinize their self-evaluation reports and, if necessary, to question the officer-in-charge. Each item would be
rated by these team members as evaluators in accordance with rating criteria. The performance scores of all
local governments would be released publicly at the end. Those local governments whose aggregate scores
are less than 80 (full score is 100) would suffer from the cutting of the general grant.

For preparing the evaluation, every local government would be informed of the details of requirements,
including performance indicators, one year before the exercise. The local governments then perform the duties
accordingly, and register and update all performance information for future review. The setting of the
performance indicators as well as criteria is not solely determined by the central government agencies. Review
committees would be formed for formulating the indicators respectively for all aspects. Except for the public
welfare lottery, each committee is composed of delegates from the central government agencies, scholars and
delegates from social welfare organizations and all 22 local governments (6 special municipal governments
and 16 county-level governments now; the latter are relatively poor especially those in outlying islands). They
make resolutions on the adjustment of indicator setting for each exercise by a majority rule. The same function
for the public welfare lottery is run by a separate committee for supervising the public welfare lottery that is
also composed of the government delegates, and scholars and delegates from social welfare organizations, but
the former cannot account for more than half of the members. Hence, only 5 delegates from the local
governments are allowed.
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Figure 1. Weight of 10 Aspects of Performance Evaluation

The formulation of performance indicators looks quite participatory in the sense that local governments
as implementers, scholars as independent experts, social welfare organizations as representatives of clients,
and central government agencies as policy makers, all players, especially for the delegates from local
governments that form the majority in most of the committees, can shape the mechanism of the evaluation.
All players have been learning from each round of the evaluation exercise, the feedback of which would be
collectively reflected in the new set of performance indicators. What is the impact of this decision-making
mechanism? Is it leading to more accountability for performance or performance for accountability?

Methods of this Study

This paper examines the evolution of the performance indicators to answer the above questions. As the
MHW only offers the performance-indicator sets for the years of 2009, 2011, 2013 and 2015 where the on-
the-site visits were arranged, so this study is confined to this time period. In addition, due to the uniqueness
of the aspects of voluntary service and community development in this evaluation, so this study does not
include these two aspects. The analysis is conducted by classifying all indicators of each exercise into different
categories so as to figure out the pattern of change. The interpretation of the change would be substantiated
by interviews with various stakeholders in the exercise, including officers-in-charge from the central
government agencies and local departments of social welfare, non-official evaluators, and managers of social
welfare organizations.

The formats of the list of indicators varied between years and between different evaluation aspects, but
they usually contain at least three columns of information: evaluation item, indicator, and rating criteria.
The list of each aspect is divided into numerous evaluation items; each item contains a number of indicators
that list concrete job targets or requirements; then the third column specifies rating criteria of each indicator.
According to a preliminary overview, all indicators can be divided into 10 categories in light of their target
requirements and rating criteria (see Table 1). Then all indicators are classified into these categories in
accordance with a “four-eyes principle” to increase the reliability of the coding process.

It can be noted that almost all types of indicators tend to be quantitative in nature except the judgment
type that allows room for evaluators to interpret the performance. The absolute type further requires full
compliance with the target; otherwise, no score is accorded and even score deduction is incurred. Other types
of quantitative indicators allow various degrees of compliance or flexibility in implementation. In addition,



the inter-locality type takes a relative approach to measure the performance between different local
governments, which seems to spur a competition between them. The null type means no score would be
accorded for some performances. This type of indicators plays two functions. One is to announce new
indicators in advance so that the local governments can take a trial; the other is to give a signal to the local
governments that some local extra practices would not be considered as a credit in the evaluation, such as
subsidy for nursery service and maternity allowance (see Table 1). Furthermore, most aspects contain a couple
of items for some particular performances that incur extra credits or discredits. The former, for example,
includes providing extra non-mandatory and innovative services; the latter includes some non-mandatory cash
allowances to specific populations such as the disabled and the elderly, and implementation failure.

Table 1. Categories of Indicators

Category Rating Criteria Example
Absolute Only 100% accomplishment of | The coverage of service for the solitary
targets scores; otherwise, no | elderly:
score or even negative score. 1. 100%: 0.5
2. Less than 100%: 0
Quantity More amount attained, higher | Types of service promotion for assisting
score accorded. the elderly:
1. 3types: 1
2.  2types: 0.75
3. 1type: 0.5
4.  No promotion: 0
Percentile Rating in accordance with | Budget implementation rate for the
percentage or proportion of | recreational center for the elderly:
achievement. 1.  Above 80%: 1
2. 60-80%: 0.5
3. Less than 60%: 0
Increment Rating in accordance with the | Training courses for senior citizens:
growth in  number or| 1. Yearly growth in the number of
percentage. classes: 1
2. Yearly stagnation in the number of
classes: 0.5
3.  Yearly reduction in number or
fluctuating in number for two
consecutive years : 0
Targets- Rating in accordance with the | Is a panel for promoting the welfare for
fulfilling number or degree of fulfilling | the elderly established?

multiple targets or criteria.

1. Yes, and its member composition
accords with the requirement of
the Senior Citizens Welfare Act:
0.5

2. Yes, but its member composition
does mnot accord with the
requirement of the Senior Citizens
Welfare Act: 0

3. No,-0.5

Inter-locality

Rating in accordance with the
performance compared with
other localities.

Cases of overpaying low-income
allowance for the elderly. Ordering the
localities by a formula: no. of overpaying
cases / no. of applicants of allowance:

1. Top one-third: 0.5

2. Middle one-third: 0.25

3. Lower one-third: 0

Timeliness

Rating in accordance with how
far a target is timely achieved.

On-line reporting the result of the project
of friendly caring for the elderly:




1. In due time: 1
2. Overdue, less than 10 days: 0
3. Overdue, more than 9 days: -0.5
Frequency Rating in accordance with | Liaison briefing of home-care service.
frequency of a target task in a | 1. 4 times in a year: 1
specific time interval. 2. 3 times in a year: 0.5
3. Less than 3 times: 0
Judgment Rated by evaluators without a | Random checking of records of the
clear criteria or only with a | elderly protection.
guideline Examining 2 records.
Rating: take account of timeliness,
professional assessment, intervention
plan, resource connection, etc.
Maximum 1 point for each record.
Null Zero score for some | Subsidy for nursery service, maternity
performances allowance
Transformation of Performance Indicators and Dynamics of Change
Statistical Analysis

According to our statistical analysis, the amount of indicators was expanding from 609 in 2009 to 742 in
2015 (if including indicators for extra credit and discredit, it was from 630 to 789). The rating criteria were
very detailed and trivial. The minimum score for one indicator could be down to 0.1. The full score for most
aspects was more than 100, the maximum one is up to 501. The evaluation procedure looked like a checklist
rating, verifying the attainment of objective targets. There were some indicators (judgment-typed) requiring
subjective assessment by evaluators, such as service innovation. But the share was shrinking from about 25%
in 2009 to less than 15% in 2015. And these indicators concentrated on two aspects: 1) child and adolescence,
and 2) control of domestic violence and sexual assault and harassment. That means the evaluators in other
aspects exercised less discretion but the assessment was more objective. What the evaluators were required to
do is to verify the data and information, and to rate these items in accordance with rigid criteria. The inter-
locality-typed indicators accounted for no more than 3%. It represents that the inter-local competition in the
evaluation played a minor role (see Table 1).

Table 2. Statistics of the Amount of Indicators and Classification

dicators Absolute | Quantity |Percentile| Increment Tar_ge_ts- Inte_r- timeliness| Frequency [Judgment| Null |Total* Totza_l no. of
years fulfilling | locality indicators
2009 168 29 104 10 93 11 15 24 156 3 | 613 | 609(+21)
pe\r(ceea;t';’ge 2740% | 473% | 1697% | 1.63% | 15.17% | 1.79% | 2.45% | 3.92% | 25.45% | 0.49% |100%
2011 132 23 115 25 144 12 39 21 116 5 | 632 | 620(+39)
pe\r(ceeanrt';’ge 20.89% | 3.64% | 18.55% | 3.96% | 22.78% | 1.90% | 6.17% | 3.32% | 18.35% | 0.79% |100%
2013 149 27 129 28 122 9 46 16 108 7 | 641 | 625(+38)"
pe\r(ceeanrt';’ge 2324% | 421% | 20.12% | 437% | 19.03% | 1.40% | 7.18% | 2.50% | 16.85% | 1.09% |100%
2015 234 30 135 24 137 20 M 21 111 3 | 756 | 742(+47)"
pe\r(ceeanrt';’ge 3095% | 3.97% | 17.86% | 3.17% | 18.12% | 2.65% | 5.42% | 2.78% | 14.68% | 0.40% |100%
Total 683 109 483 87 496 52 141 82 491 18 | 2642 | 2596(+145) *
Percentage | 25.85% | 4.13% | 18.28% | 3.29% | 18.77% | 1.97% | 534% | 3.10% | 18.58% | 0.68% |100%

*The nature of some indicators can be classified into two categories, so the “total” is more than the “total number of indicators.”

“The number in the bracket refers to the indicators for extra credit and discredit.

Remark: the data analysis excludes the items of extra credit and discredit, as these are not involved in the calculation of core
evaluation items, so their weight in the aggregate score varies from case to case.




Except 2009, the amount of absolute-typed, percentile-typed and target-typed indicators topped the other
types. The absolute-typed indicators were most outstanding among them that their amount was top in 2009,
2013 and 2015 and they accounted for about 30% in 2015. By contrast, the judgment type was a second-top
indicator in 2009 but became the fourth in 2015. Taking the rating weight of each aspect of indicators into
account, it makes no significant difference and further demonstrates the contrasting development trends of the
two types of indicators. The judgment type was the top in 2009 (27.87%) but incessantly declining down to
about 17% in 2015. The absolute type ranked the fourth in 2009 (16.68%) and climbed up to the second place
in 2015 and quite close to the top-typed indicators (by 0.3%) (see Table 3).

Table 3. Rating Weight of Different Aspects of Indicators

ndicators| Apolute Quantity |Percentile|Increment Targets- | Inter-
years fulfilling | locality

2009 16.68% | 4.24% |22.42% | 2.70% |20.78% | 1.07% | 1.56% | 2.65% | 27.87%
2011 12.09% | 3.44% |29.75% | 4.44% |23.44% | 1.60% | 3.43% | 2.94% | 18.13%
2013 12.70% | 6.08% |27.41% | 4.99% |20.20% | 1.49% | 5.14% | 1.89% | 20.09%
2015 21.85% | 5.76% |21.03% | 4.77% |22.15%| 1.40% | 3.90% | 2.13% | 16.99%

timeliness|Frequency| Judgment

Dynamics of Change

How are the above development trends explained by the participatory mechanism of indicator setting?
According to the interviews with government officials, the major interest of central government officials in
the evaluation exercise is to ensure the execution of nation-wide mandatory policy measures and maintain a
fair evaluation mechanism, avoiding conflicts among local implementers. The local government officials are
motivated to pursue the edge over other localities and so the maximization of performance rating is their major
mission. Hence, they are used to lodging their appeals right after the release of preliminary evaluation result,
even just for minor points, trying to maximize their score.

Accordingly, the increase of the amount of indicators mainly reflected the expansion of social welfare
measures. The central government officials are obliged to formulate new indicators to monitor the execution.
In addition, as the deletion of existing indicators must be agreed by the majority in the review committee.
Hence, most local governments would disagree with deleting those indicators that can help discriminate
performances among localities until almost everyone achieves the same level of performance. That partly
accounts for the growth of the total number of indicators.

In addition, the growth of absolute-typed indicators is understandable if the aim of the central government
agencies is to secure local compliance. And this aim does not work against the interest of the local governments.
What the local governments learned from the exercise is the importance of objectivity and certainty of
performance and rating criteria, because it is easier for the officer-in-charge in the local government to handle
and fulfil the requirement and so as to “score.” Hence, the quantitative indicator is preferable and absolute-
typed indicators are compatible with this interest.

By contrast, the qualitative indicator generates uncertainties. The rating highly relies on the personal
judgment of evaluators. Hence, some of local officers complained that the evaluators were too harsh in rating
judgement-typed items. In the evaluation of “innovative service,” for example, an interviewee from a local
government aired such a grievance that the evaluator gave a poor grade to a new service the welfare officer
felt confident of its innovativeness. Hence, the decline of judgment-typed indicators could be expected. It also
serves the interest of central government officials, because it is more manageable if controversies among local
governments can be reduced.

The growth of quantitative indicators is also in the interest of poor or disadvantaged counties whose
aggregate scores were lower in the first years of evaluation. The quantitative indicators can only assess
whether some superficial targets are fulfilled (e.g., the coverage of service), it is easier attained. A non-official
evaluator indicated that the evaluators exercise less discretion in the evaluation under the decline of qualitative



indicators, so the rating gap among the local governments is narrowed, but the gap of service quality remains.
The narrowing gap would not challenge the position of special municipal and rich local governments, because
they remain on the top of ranking, even though the performance rating of other local governments is improving.
It should be noted that, as mentioned above, inter-locality-typed indicators is very insignificant, so the impact
of forced distribution of rating is very weak. The overall improvement in the evaluation figures also serve the
interest of central government officials, as this shows their effort to draw the local accountability.

To be sure, the poorest counties, especially those in outlying islands, remain in a disadvantaged position
and occasionally suffered from budget cut due to a poor aggregate score (below 80). Most of these local
governments were short of staff and turnover rate of the staff was very high. Hence the officers-in-charge in
these counties were too inexperienced to handle the list of performance indicators. One of the poor counties
further has no specialized department of social welfare. The business concerned is taken charge by department
of civil affairs.

In addition, the conflict between the preference of elected mayors/magistrates and performance criteria
also complicate the situation. Most local elected heads prefer issuing various extra cash allowances as a sort
of welfare rather than providing social services that have to be supported by professional manpower. Many
counties, especially the poor ones, lack capability to offer professional services. In this regard, social welfare
experts have a say. They tend to disapprove of such a practice. The poor fiscal situation of most local
governments further justifies the disapproval. That explains why the performance indicators discredit the extra
non-mandatory cash allowances. In this sense, the local welfare officers face the conflict of “dual
accountability.” In response to this situation, one of strategies they took was to use the items of extra credit to
trade off those of extra discredit (including issuing cash allowances). An expert of social welfare in a review
committee detected such a phenomenon, and so proposed that the number of evaluation items for extra
discredit be more than those for extra credit so as to crack down on this gaming behavior. This design was
already practiced in the aspect of public welfare lottery in 2013. However, this change possibly further
discourages the development of innovative service that is usually rated in the items of extra credit. More
important, to avoid the gaming behavior, the central overseers would possibly squeeze the flexibility for local
governments.

Discussion and Conclusion

The mechanism of performance management in this case is designed to allow varying degree of discretion
exercised by the local implementers. Some indicators require full or high degree of compliance; some allow
flexibility and encourage creativity. Various players are allowed join up to design the indicators and revise the
indicator set. It seems to synthesize the top-down and the bottom-up approaches of implementation, especially
the latter that introduces a negotiating and bargaining process. However, the learning process is not leading to
“accountability for performance” but to “performance for accountability.” In the early years, indicators
contained more interpretative and flexible elements. However, what the central and local players learn is that
this is not necessarily desirable for the both sides of players.

It implies that the presence of performance measurement matters. It is really a powerful steering and
control instrument. If the evaluation is coupled with judgment of numerical rating, the flexibility and creativity
are not the priority for local officials to fight for, but the certainty and objectivity. The local officials voluntarily
give up their discretion for more clear rules and expectable performance rating. When performance
information allows for interpretation or soft use, it is not what the implementers want if the interpretation must
be leading to “one” authoritative judgment that may incur the harm of their key interest. In response, gaming
behavior may follow, but that in turn triggers an alarm of the central players who would tighten up their control
on the localities.

The performance evaluation in this case did result in improvement in the overall rating. Comformance or
accountability as control and assurance is not necessarily bad. The tension between accountability and
performance seems to be mitigated. However, the evaluation exercise is unable to assess any outcome-based
performance improvement. This is what non-official participants always complain. Besides the decline of
judgment-typed indicators, as such it is difficult for such a checklist rating to assess the quality of service and



the evaluation exercise does not assess the performance of frontline service providers (usually offered by non-
government social organizations).

In a word, the engagement of multiple stakeholders in indicator setting does not prevent the mechanism
from evolving into an outstanding position of vertical managerial accountability. The direct accountability to
users of services is not substantially promoted. It is not easy to get rid of the mantra of the performance model
that, repeating Mintzberg’s comment, “it loosens up in order to tighten up.”
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