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Abstract

The paper discusses the origin and development of Management by Results, which today is
meant be applied as a general steering model in the Swedish state administration. The historical
presence and stability of this political institution in government is analysed. It is suggested that
it can be traced to Program Budgeting, which was introduced in the early 60s. It is argued, that
the institution has changed continuously during the last 40 years. However, the changes have
principally concerned the application of different methods and techniques, whereas many of the
methods and techniques as such came in place early in the process. And regarding the more
fundamental patterns of ideas and thoughts, which constitute the institution, as well as its
fundamental objectives, a very large stability is shown in the study.

An attempt is made to explain the constancy of the steering model. The question is brought
to the fore by the fact that the learning process has failed in several respects. Experience gained
in early stages of the process has not been used later; concrete problems observed in evaluations
have only to a limited extent been discussed and related to proposed solutions; results from
experimental work have often not been awaited; responsible actors seem to have avoided critical
discussions in the surrounding world.

The course of events is explained from a historical-institutional perspective and different
theories of bureaucratic power. It is asserted that different initial decisions made around 1960
created different positive feedbacks, which were to have a stabilizing effect on the institution
studied. Three such feedbacks are being discussed. Firstly it is suggested that early decisions
gave the responsible organizations, and specific persons within these organizations, incentives
and possibilities to uphold the institution; it has been in their own interest to maintain and
develop it. By achieving strong positions at an early stage they have in fact been able to work
for this. By organizing activities and persons and by controlling information, the actors have
been sure to keep control over the institution. Secondly it is maintained that the development
work for long periods, and as a consequence of different initial decisions, has been directed by
small and rather secluded groups, composed of persons from a small number of organizations.
Tendencies towards groupthink have arisen. By mainly discussing internally among themselves,
and by shutting off sources which could have given information about alternative perspectives
and ways of acting, the persons within theses groups have become more and more convinced
that continuing developing the institution is the proper thing to do. Thirdly it is suggested that
one particular profession, as a consequence of different initial decisions, got a firm grip of the
course of events at an early stage of the process. From the beginning the institution was to be
dressed in an economic-theoretical linguistic garment, which created a great demand of a certain
kind of experts within the responsible organizations, as well as within the rest of the public
administration. In this way the economic administration was gradually enlarged, with the result
that the economic-administrative language gained an even firmer and wider foothold in the
public administration, which in turn reinforced the economic profession’s grip of the
development, and so on. The dominance of one particular profession has impeded new
approaches and frequently brought about roughly the same solution, over and over again.

Key words: Historical institutionalism, path dependence, positive feedbacks, social learning,
bureaucratic power, bureau shaping, groupthink, bureaucratic professions, the Rationalistic
Steering Model, Program Budgeting, Management by Results.
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1. Introduction’

For some time now New Public Management (NPM) has been a catchword
in the study of public administration. It was coined in the early 90s when
scholars summarised what they saw as an important reform trend meant to
improve public sector activities in several OECD-countries (Hood 1991;
Hood and Jackson 1991; Aucoin 1990). Since then the NPM-concept has
been used abundantly by scholars, consultants and practitioners, and today
there is no common authorised definition. However, when studying often
referred lists of different NPM-characteristics it is possible to distinguish
some key features (Lane 2000; Barzelay 2001). A general observation is
that NPM reforms can be divided into two categories: one embraces more
management-oriented ideas, the other more ‘neo-liberal’ ideas. To the first
category we can assign features like a shift in emphasis from process
accountability to accountability for results; an emphasis on management
rather than policy; a shift from long-term and poorly specified contracts to
shorter-term and more specified contracts; and the devolution of
management control coupled with the development of improved reporting,
monitoring, and accountability mechanisms. The other category has the
market in view and embraces features like the separation of commercial
from non-commercial functions and policy advice from delivery and
regulatory functions; a preference for private ownership, contestable
provision, and the contracting out of most publicly funded services; a
preference for monetary incentives rather than non-monetary incentives
such as ethics, ethos, and status; and a stress on cost-cutting and cutback
management (Boston et al. 1996 p. 26).

If scholars agree that several similar activities are going on in different
states around the world, there is much more fuss about how to interpret
these similarities. One central question in dispute is whether the
international development is marked by convergence or divergence (Hood
1998; Premfors 1998; Christensen et al. 2002). Advocates of the
convergence thesis maintain that public sector reform policies in most
western states are becoming more and more similar. The development can
be understood as a reform wave, where it is possible to distinguish leaders
and followers (Premfors 1998). Some countries, i.e. New Zealand, UK, US
and Australia, have come far regarding both management oriented reforms
and ‘neo-liberal’ reforms. Others, 1.e. Sweden, the Netherlands and
Norway, have come far regarding management reforms but are lagging
when it comes to the ‘neo liberal’ part of the package. Still others, i.e.
France and Germany, have generally been slower carrying through NPM-



reforms. However, and that’s the main point, they are all seen as heading in
the same direction (see figure 1):

Figure 1: The development of public sector reform policy in a comparative perspective
according to the convergence thesis

Management
reforms
A "NZ
& s, SUK
WE AUS
NL
ook
4 4GER
FRA
>
Neo liberal
reforms

When explaining the development, two main approaches can be identified
among advocates of the convergence thesis. Firstly there are those who see
NPM reforms as rational adaptation (OECD 1995; Aucoin 1995; Kettl
2000; Lane 2000; Barzelay 2000). According to this theory most western
states came to face just about the same problems (due to changed
conditions in economy, technology, and ideology) at just about the same
time (with a starting point in the mid 70s). And while regarding states as
rational actors, one should not be surprised that they created — or rationally
chose — just about the same solutions (NPM-reforms) at just about the same
time (from the early 80s onward). This rational choice-approach also
means that NPM is desirable; followers like Sweden and France ought to
follow leaders like New Zealand and UK.

The other way of explaining the convergence of public sector reform
policy in western states draws upon sociological institutionalism. Here,
organisations like states are seen as rule followers. Due to resource
interdependency, technological uncertainty, and goal ambiguity they tend
to aim at appropriate rather than optimal decisions (March and Olsen
1989). They follow trends, and are strongly influenced by how other states
act, states they identify themselves with and regard as modern. Therefore
they can be described as imitators (Meyer et al. 1997; Boli and Thomas



1999; Sahlin-Andersson 1996). Imitation is more likely to occur when a
state loses in legitimacy, which was the case for many states in the mid 70s,
during the oil crises. Imitation is also enhanced and intensified by the
growth of transnational networks, in which politicians and bureaucrats
from different countries meet on regular basis, often together with non-state
actors, to communicate policies (both solutions and problems). There are
also an increased number of international actors and arenas, acting to
spread and further develop NPM-ideas and -techniques (Meyer 1996;
Sahlin-Andersson 2001).

Advocates of the divergence thesis also recognise that similar activities
are performed in many western states and that these activities are more
intense in some states. However, they are more reluctant towards the idea
that the states are heading in the same direction. Perhaps few would say
that the differences are increasing, at least in a more dramatic way. The
idea is rather that old dissimilarities, despite all talk about globalisation,
isomorphism and the retreat of states, have persisted. In an international
perspective public sector reforms have typically varied, regarding rhetoric
and decisions as well as activities and effects (Hood 1998; Premfors 1998;
Pollitt and Bouckaert 2000; Pollitt 2001; Christiensen and Lagreid 2002).

This approach, which can be related to historical institutionalism,
suggests that the shape of political institutions to a large extent is deter-
mined by the inertia inherent within (local) structures and historical
inheritances. Reform initiatives often meet strong resistance from establi-
shed (local) institutions and actors — not least bureaucrats — who for
different reasons prefer and defend these institutions. The three approaches
outlined above are summarized in figure 2:

Figure 2: Different interpretations of public sector reforms in a comparative
perspective. (Source: Premfors et al. 2003 p. 333, my translation)

Convergence Divergence
Description: | Global reform trend towards NPM Preserved dissimilarities
between different states
Explanation: | Rational adaptation to | Imitation, due to Inertia inherent within
world wide changes | state’s disposition to | structural differences and
in economy and follow rules and act | historical inheritances
technology appropriately
Theoretical | Rational choice Sociological Historical
approach: institutionalism institutionalism institutionalism

A general aim of this paper is to contribute to the discussion about whether
public sector reform policies in the western world are marked by




convergence or divergence. More precisely I will describe and explain the
development of one specific political institution in one specific state, using
one specific approach. The institution is what I analytically refer to as the
‘Rationalistic Steering Model’, the state is the Swedish one, and the
approach is historical institutionalism.

The Rationalistic Steering Model is an interesting object of study
because it contains ideas and technologies often pointed out as key features
in NPM. At the same time it has been a very important component in
Swedish public sector reform policy during the last 20 years, even though it
has been called other things, most often Management by Objectives (MBO)
or, which is the dominating word today, Management by Results (MBR).

The Rationalistic Steering Model is also an interesting object of study,
since there are different stories flourishing in Sweden — among both
scholars and practitioners — regarding how this institution was put in place.
The dominating story, and the story to be found in official documents and
among actors responsible for developing the institution, is (of course) a
rationalistic one and fits the convergence thesis discussed above.
Accordingly, it all started with the financial crises in the 70s. In this
connection the administration soon came under fire, criticised of being too
big, too expensive, uncontrollable, inaccessible, and generally difficult to
understand. The government responded by initiating two major ad hoc
commissions (Forvaltningsutredningen and Verksledningskommittén),
which investigated and discussed the problems at hand and presented a
solution — the Rationalistic Steering Model, labelled MBR. In 1988 the
MBR-reform was launched through a Government bill, and since then
responsible authorities have been working hard implementing the model.
They have continuously improved MBR methods and techniques through
experimental work and evaluations.

However, when talking to civil servants and listening to scholars —
especially those who have been around for a while — one can find an
alternative story of how the Rationalistic Steering Model has evolved in
Sweden. Here, two interesting points tend to be stressed. The first is that
the origin of the steering model isn’t to be found in the mid 80s but much
further back in history. It is stated that the model in fact was introduced in
the early 60s, under the name of Program Budgeting, and that responsible
actors since then — obstinately, if not to say foolhardily — have been trying
to develop and implement the model (Jacobsson 1989; Lindstrom 1997).
The second point is that actors responsible for the steering model — in terms
of development of ideas and methods, education, information, evaluations



etc. — have been few and formed a rather homogenous and secluded group,
highly dominated by bureaucrats (Legreid & Pedersen 1995 p. 22-23;
Pollit & Bouckaert 2000 p. 55-56, 182). This small group of actors have
consisted of, it has been argued, Riksrevisionsverket (RRV — the National
Audit Office) and Statskontoret (the Agency for Public Management) under
supervision of the Budget Bureau located within the Ministry of Finance
(Premfors 1999 p. 167).

Advocates of these two stories have had one thing in common; they
have lacked hard evidence — in the form of systematic empirical studies —
backing up their arguments. They have barked at each other from a
distance, with the critics accusing responsible actors of being close to
fanatics, unable to learn from experience and unable to raise their eyes
above the technicalities occupying them daily. Responsible actors have
answered that they indeed are developing new and efficient steering
techniques based on modern ideas and gained experiences, and they have
depicted the critics as cynics and reactionaries.

The discussion above raises a number of questions worth posing:

*  When was the Rationalistic Steering Model introduced in the Swedish
state, and is it fair to say that Management by Results is the same thing
as Program Budgeting? To what extent has the development been
marked by stability?

* How can the learning process be characterised — has the model been
developed and adjusted on the basis of experiences of how it works in
practice, or has the learning process failed, and if so, to what extent and
in what ways?

* [fthe model shows a high degree of stability, and if the learning process
has failed, how can we understand this?

As mentioned earlier, the last question is approached from a historical
institutional perspective. This perspective seems interesting in this case
because of its concern with institutional stability. However, it is rather
recent,” and during the last ten years it has been diligently discussed and
further elaborated. The discussion, partly conducted within the frame of the
so-called neo-institutionalism, regard all sorts of questions, from what
ontological points of departure the perspective has, to the way in which
different analytical tools within the perspective are to be understood and
applied. At the same time, studies where these analytical tools are used in a
more systematic way, as well as more general discussions about how to use



the tools systematically in concrete empirical studies, are quite hard to find
(Thelen 2003). A second more general aim of this paper is therefore to
contribute to the discussion on how to regard and adopt the historical-
institutional perspective.

The study mainly consists of document studies, foremost collected from
agencies that have been responsible for developing and implementing the
Rationalistic Steering Model. A large number of policy documents, investi-
gations, Government bills, experimental work, evaluations, publications on
information and methods have been scrutinized. These studies have been
complemented by some 40 interviews. The interviewees have been
strategically chosen and embrace both bureaucrats (top level and lower)
and politicians.

The paper 1s divided into five sections. After this first one — in which I
also offer my interpretations of historical institutionalism and of MBR -
three sections follow in which I discuss the three questions posed above,
one at the time. In a final section I summarise my answers to these three
questions, and I also return to the two general aims of this study mentioned
above.

Historical institutionalism
The way it is applied in this study, historical institutionalism differs in a
fundamental way from its two neo-institutional ‘cousins’: rational-choice
institutionalism and sociological institutionalism (for comparisons between
the three perspectives see Hall & Taylor 1996; Immergut 1998; Torfing
2001; Peters 1999). These two starts from fundamental and well worked-
out ideas about actors’ behaviour: rational-choice institutionalism from
‘Economic Man’, acting from a logic of consequences, and sociological
institutionalism from °‘Sociological Man’ acting from a logic of
appropriateness. These two ‘models of man’ imply that the perspectives
can be characterized as two more full-blown social scientific theories
(Premfors 2002). The overall goal of the research within these theoretical
perspectives is also to further elaborate and refine these ‘models of man’.
Historical institutionalism lacks a ‘model of man’ of its own (Pierson
1996). It has been stated, and I concur, that the intention is in fact not to
create a separate ‘model of man’ or to decide which ‘model of man’ is the
best. The historical-institutional perspective has, according to this
interpretation, a somewhat different purpose. It is not so much about testing
and creating explanatory theories as ‘borrowing’ established middle-range
theories in order to explain, through the study of historical processes, the



stability and the continuity of unique and complex phenomena that are
considered interesting and important by the researcher (Sinatra 1996). In
this work we should not in advance decide neither which ‘model of man’ is
the most important, nor on which level of analysis the most important
actors can be found. The main thing is rather to keep open for explanations
of both actor and structure character and for different kinds of ‘model of
man’. It is also important to open up for the fact that it can be fruitful to
study different stages within one and the same course of events with
different levels of analysis (individuals, units, agencies, or the whole
administration). Historical institutionalism provides us with a number of
tools, which make this work easier. According to this interpretation the
perspective is primarily structural, and its character is rather of a
methodological than a theoretical kind (Premfors 2002).

Hence, within historical institutionalism an empirical case is not a
means of achieving an all-embracing theoretic goal in the same direct way
as in rational-choice institutionalism and sociological institutionalism. The
case is to a higher degree a goal in itself (Thelen & Steinmo 1992; Sinatra
1996). However, this does not mean that we are dealing with purely
descriptive case studies, where the researcher only presents ‘one damn
thing after another’. The purpose is indeed to explain events, but these
explanations are qualitatively different from those found in traditional
variable-oriented analyses (Hall 2003; Tilly 1995). Rather than showing
that one independent variable has an effect on one dependent variable in a
certain, general way, the research should focus on showing #ow different
variables stand in relation to each other and influence each other over time
(Bennett & George 1997). The important thing is to catch and reconstruct
the dynamics and the interplay between many different factors, by making
a large number of observations during a long period of time (Hall 2003).
However, these observations are not made unrestrained, but are, as
mentioned above, directed by middle-range theories. This kind of case
method, implying a mapping of the way in which processes are developing
with respect to theoretically relevant variables, 1s sometimes called process
tracing (George & McKeown 1985; Hall 2003).

So, what does the analytical tools within this perspective look like? The
most central concept is path dependence. In the literature different kinds of
path dependencies are discussed (Mahoney 2000; Thelen 2003; Peters
1999). The most common one, and the one used in this study, is probably
the self-reinforcing path dependency (Pierson 2000)." Such a path
dependency can be divided in two rather distinct periods. The first period —
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called critical juncture — has constituting qualities and is marked by
agency, choice, and contingency. These moments of institutional change
are followed by periods of institutional reproduction marked by adaptation
to institutional incentives and constraints (Thelen 2003 p. 212). The repro-
duction is driven by what is called positive feedbacks or increasing returns,
implying that the course of events not only is maintained but also
reinforced over time. This can be put in another way: Before the critical
juncture the area of study has to be organized and regulated in a specific
way generating a specific incentive structure influencing important actors
within the area to behave in a specific way. During the juncture the way of
organizing and regulating changes. And for the juncture to be critical the
new way of organizing and regulating must generate a new incentive
structure influencing the important actors to behave in such a way that the
political institution of study is maintained and reinforced.

Thus, criticality is one important feature of self-reinforcing path
dependencies. Contingency is another. That early historical events are
contingent occurrences means that they cannot be explained on the basis of
prior historical conditions; the final outcome is always unintended and
unpredictable (Mahoney 2000; Thelen 2003). This means that in a case of
political decision making the decision makers should have chosen another
option if they had been able to foresee the effects of the decision they
actually made during the juncture.

A third important feature of self-reinforcing path dependencies is
sensitivity. Because events during a critical juncture set into motion institu-
tional patterns that have reinforcing properties timing and sequentially are
important features of path dependency processes. As Paul Pierson notes:
“small events early on might have big impacts, while ‘large’ events at later
stages may be less consequential” (Pierson 1998 p. 6).

Critical junctures can be, and are often, assessed by counterfactual
analyses (Sinatra 1996; Tetlock & Belkin 1996). Here, the investigator
imagines that an alternative option had been selected and tries to rerun the
course of events. The aim is simply to illustrate the importance of the
option actually selected by showing that another option would have had
dramatically different effects. As Mahoney notes, this kind of analysis is
especially persuasive when the investigator discusses credible options, that
is options predicted by theory to be selected, but were not. In this way “the
investigator avoids meaningless ‘what if” counterfactual analysis”
(Mahoney 2000 p. 513). Hence, the specification of path dependence is
always a theory-laden process. According to Michael Sinatra “counter-
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factual arguments cannot really be made in the absence of good theory, and
attempts to do so are counterproductive” (Sinatra 1996 p. 34; see also
Pierson 1993 p. 597).

In the literature different types of positive feedbacks are distinguished.
James Mahoney discusses four types of explanations: utilitarian, functional,
power and legitimating (Mahoney 2000). In this study I focus on power-
based positive feedbacks. The point of departure for a power-based
approach is that political institutions distribute power, e.g. resources and
information, differently among actors, and that actors therefore also have
different possibilities and motives to influence an institution (Thelen 1998).
Actors, whose power position is strengthened initially by an institutional
arrangement, will consequently have the incentives and the possibilities to
act in such a way that the institution is surrounded by further arrangements,
which will reinforce their power position even more, and so on. And as
hinted above, being ‘first out of the gate’ increases the chances of being
successful.

The choice of a power explanation has been guided by the observation
mentioned earlier, that responsible actors have been few and formed a
rather homogenous and secluded group, dominated by bureaucrats. Thus,
when reading documents and interviewing bureaucrats and politicians I
have had different perspectives of the power of bureaucracy in mind.
During the study three perspectives have been found particularly fruitful in
explaining the course of events, here called bureaucratic empires (which
comprises public choice-theories), bureaucratic enclaves (which comprises
theories about groupthink), and bureaucratic professions.

Management by Results
The contemporary political institution I’m interested in, and the one 1|
intend to trace back in time, is MBR which today is meant to generally
permeate the Swedish state administration. What MBR is, is contested, and
this paper can perhaps be seen as a contribution to that discussion. Here, I
will briefly offer my interpretation of it — the Swedish version that is -
based on how it is regulated in present law texts and formal documents.
MBR embraces two main ideas: one is about delegation, the other is
about information. According to the first, politicians should leave ‘smaller’
decisions and decisions of a more administrative character, concerning an
agency’s localisation, internal organisation, staffing (recruiting, wages,
education etc.), to the individual agency. Such delegation will have two
positive effects: Firstly, it will unload the politicians and the ministries so
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that they can devote their precious time to politics, which in this case is
considered being formulating goals and guidelines for the administration
and following up results. Secondly, the delegation will increase the
creativity and efficiency among the agencies since they more freely can
choose means in their efforts to fulfil their assignments.

The second idea is what scholars sometimes refer to as rationalistic
policy analysis. Here, the idea is that agencies can be steered and controlled
better through a certain kind of information flow. This flow is characterised
by its circulating form and its intensity. In special budget documents the
politicians should ‘order’ — from each agency — activities (through formu-
lation of objectives and results requirements) and information about results
(through formulation of reporting back-requirements). The objectives
should aim at both performances and effects, and each should be related to
an appropriation. Each agency is to be given several objectives, aiming at
activities deep down in the organisation. Further, the objectives should be
as precise as possible — they should be SMART (Specific, Measurable,
Accepted, Realistic, and Time specified). The agencies, in their turn, are to
report back their performances as well as the costs and the effects of each
performance. On the basis of this information they should also make
proposals regarding their own future activities. This information should in a
final step be aggregated at the ministerial level and form a base for new
objectives and results requirements.

2. Has the development been marked by stability?
The course of events from the early 60s, when Program Budgeting was
introduced in the Swedish state, to the present day, is marked by both
stability and change. This is not a surprising observation. It is hard to
imagine any political institution being totally unchanged during a period of
40 years. Over time all political institutions would seem to change in some
respect. Does that mean that we, when studying longer time periods, never
can talk about stability? What is change, and how many and how big
changes can we accept before we stop talking about stability? These are
classical questions, and questions which historical institutionalists, studying
self reinforcing path dependencies, have to address. They cannot be
satisfied with the answer, that the processes they are studying are marked
by both stability and change; they need to qualify the discussion.

I try to handle this question by doing an analysis in three steps. In a first
step | distinguish different degrees of change. Borrowing from Peter Hall
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(1993), changes of the first degree concern modifying the precise settings
of techniques and methods. Changes of the second degree imply a
renovation of the very techniques and methods. And when the techniques
and methods as well as the fundamental assumptions and objectives on
which the techniques and methods are based are being modified, we are
dealing with changes of the third degree.

Changes of the third degree

Hall’s model of changes might seem as a simple tool to use. However,
applying it on a specific case is not always easy. Starting with changes of
the third degree, one needs to specify the fundamental assumptions and
objectives in order to discuss changes over time. But it is not obvious on
what level this should be done. Often it is suggested that the Rationalistic
Steering Model is about formulating objectives and following up results.
However, this is not a very precise definition, and it doesn’t distinguish it
from other, and older, models. For example, agencies in Sweden received
objectives long before Program Budgeting was introduced in Sweden, and
Swedish politicians have been following up results for a long time, not least
through ad hoc commissions. To make the discussion interesting and
meaningful it is necessary to clarify and make visible what was new — what
were the fresh and pioneering assumptions and objectives arriving in the
early 60s that make us justify Program Budgeting as a new way of steering
and controlling public sector activities?

Program Budgeting was introduced in the Swedish state by two major
ad hoc commissions: the Program Budgeting Commission (SOU 1967:11-
13), initiated in 1963, and the Budget Commission (SOU 1973:43-46)
initiated six years later. The first one was doubtless the more important of
the two, but it was only authorized to discuss Program Budgeting on the
agency level. With the Budget Commission the steering model was
discussed as an instrument for the ministries to steer and control state
agencies. However, their theoretical approaches, and the way they discus-
sed problems and solutions on a more general level, were almost identical.

According to these commissions a general problem at the time was
difficulties to make out the exact cost of specific public services or
products. How much payment did the state have to demand from the
taxpayers to cover the costs of a visit at the state owned Royal Opera, an
education at a state owned university, a soldier, a police arrest etc? Further,
the budget documents did neither contain information about why a certain
agency received a certain amount of money, nor about what the agency did
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with the money. Short of this kind of information the politicians were
unable, the commissions argued, to steer state activities towards desirable
objectives and to efficiently organize the administration and distribute
resources among its different parts (SOU 1967:13). To improve the
situation they argued for a new way of controlling state activities, and here
Program Budgeting was seen as a solution. The Program Budget
Commission declared that the model was an import from the US," but that
it had to be adjusted to Swedish conditions.

The commissions did not explicitly state what basic assumptions this
new steering model rested on, but by looking closer at their discussions it is
possible to reconstruct them. A first assumption, and perhaps the most
important, was that individual administrative units at a rather low level
could map out the causal connection between their own performances and
the effects of these performances, and that they also could estimate the
costs of these performances and effects. A second assumption was that the
units could, devoid of value judgments, currently report information to
higher administrative units, and on to the Government, about the effect and
cost of their own performances, and also make impartial proposals
regarding the direction and financing of their own future activities. A third
basic assumption was that information about results from lower levels
could be aggregated at higher levels and be made the base for new
decisions on goals, result requirements and resource distribution. These
goals and result requirements could also — and this was a forth assumption
— be made clear and measurable by the politicians and then deconstructed
into more well-defined goals in a hierarchic chain going deep down in
individual administrative organs. Finally, in order to unload the govern-
ment and the ministries, and to increase the creativity and efficiency among
the agencies, the commissions also stated that several decisions regarding
‘smaller’ issues and issues of a more current and administrative kind could
be delegated to the agencies. Here, a fifth assumption was discernible — that
the public sector could be divided into two relatively clear-cut and stable
spheres: one political and one non-political or administrative.

From these basic assumptions the main objectives of Program Budge-
ting could be derived, by simply changing the word “could” in the basic
assumptions to ‘should’. Hence, the public sector not only could but should
be divided into one political and one administrative sphere; the politicians
not only could but should formulate clear and measurable goals for all
different parts of the administration etc.
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In 1977 the Government proposed that Program Budgeting should “be
transformed” into what was called the State Economic-Administrative
system (SEA), a system RRV was developing at the time (prop.
1976/77:130). This transformation was seen as necessary because of
difficulties shown when experimental work was conducted with Program
Budgeting in the early 70s. SEA was presented as a rotating circle showing
how ”planning and budgeting” was to be followed by “accounting and
analysis of results”, which in turn was to be followed by “auditing”, which
lead back to ”planning and budgeting”, and so on (RRV 1975a). Just as in
Program Budgeting the agencies were given a central position in SEA
doing strict and recurring analysis of their own results and sending
proposals to the Government about their own future activities. On the basis
of this information the Government was supposed to make plans (on short
and long terms) and to formulate objectives for each agency. Hence, there
were striking similarities between SEA and Program Budgeting. On a basic
level it is difficult to point at any differen