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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to identify a research agenda about internal accountability that federal 
public servants on the Internal Accountability Dialogue Study Team (DST) deemed appropriate 
and helpful for future research. It summarizes the discussions of the study team that carried out 
roundtables between the fall of 2020 and spring of 2021.  

This study was borne out of a desire on the part of practitioners and academics in the field of public 
administration to explore the ways in which the COVID-19 pandemic was having an effect on 
internal accountability arrangements within the federal government. Practitioners were interested 
in whether pre-pandemic performance management regimes (e.g., internal functions such as audit, 
program evaluation, risk management, and internal policies and frameworks such as the 
Management Accountability Framework) and their requirements remained relevant during the 
pandemic, and whether there were opportunities to reframe federal performance systems and 
requirements post-pandemic. Each of the respondents provided some grounding questions to 
support these inquiries. These included three dimensions: 

First, are there conditions under which newly defined accountability contexts brought about by the 
pandemic are able to persist? For example, there was an interest in learning whether the 
Management Accountability Framework (MAF) requirements had been relaxed as well as some 
reporting burden associated with expenditure management. However, many reporting 
requirements persisted throughout the pandemic particularly for routine A-based programs. There 
was also an interest in learning whether pre-pandemic reporting requirements held any value to 
decision-making during this extended period of crisis.  

Second, to what extent can risk management systems be better calibrated to particular policy or 
functional responsibility conditions? In particular, practitioners indicated some interest about the 
ways in which risk information was being created and whether the resulting information continued 
to play a role in supporting decision-making. Although some progress on questions of design and 
relevance were being addressed in departments such as Fisheries and Oceans Canada for example, 
practitioners continued to ask questions about the coherence of risk management systems and their 
ability to pinpoint programmatic areas of weakness.  

Third, what are the essential design considerations regarding internal performance monitoring and 
assessment that have been made during the pandemic that could be maintained post-pandemic? 
What can be jettisoned? Practitioner participants expressed a deep interest in having some 
comparative information based on other country experiences regarding performance and risk 
management, and how these systems have been aligned to crisis conditions. The current Canadian 
focus on incremental change with financial performance and risk was insufficient in their view, 
and that alternative perspectives were needed that provide greater systemic insights into how to 
support better allocative decisions during and after pandemic conditions. 
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Approach to the Report 

The Dialogue Study Team Initiative between the Canadian Association of Programs in Public 
Administration (CAPPA), Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC), Institute 
of Public Administration of Canada (IPAC), and the Canada School of Public Service (CSPS) held 
preliminary discussions with members of three study teams during the fall of 2020 organized under 
the governance theme: Internal Accountability; Internal Decision-Making; and Parliamentary 
Decision-Making.  

Two round tables on internal accountability were organized with invited practitioners and scholars. 
The first round was held at the beginning of December 2020, and the second in mid-January of 
2021. These two roundtables involved between six and nine senior federal public servants, mostly 
related to finance, comptrollership, evaluation and audit. At that stage, a document organizing the 
comments received was produced, and then shared with the participants from the two roundtables. 
Individual study team practitioner members then met with the coordinating scholars over the 
winter 2021 with the aim of isolating two specific research questions and priorities for the teams 
to discuss. The aim of these discussions was then to highlight a potential research agenda that 
could be pursued in future based on the questions. 

At the roundtables, practitioners were asked what they thought about the two identified major 
research questions proposed that flowed out of the group discussions from the fall: one on 
performance management, and the other on risk management in the federal government. Some 
underlying assumptions were then identified to test with respect to the research questions that 
could be followed up at some point following this initial round of consultations. The assumptions 
identified were derived between the scholarship available at the time, and those identified by the 
practitioner study team members. The importance of identifying assumptions was to ensure that 
the scholars and practitioners understood precisely the focus of any research to be highlighted for 
each question. Ultimately, the group decided to focus on performance management and internal 
accountability. 

From these two rounds of data collection, the discussions helped to set up an empirically-derived 
research agenda, fitting with the first phase of the integrative public administration approach: 
“Rather than starting with rigorous scholarship and translating it to be relevant, an integrative 
approach to research begins with relevance—starting with the very questions to be asked—and 
then requires a rigorous, contextually grounded approach to inform the questions” (Carboni et al., 
2019, p.268). As such, this document builds on what we have learned from the roundtable 
discussions and our individual interviews. 

The report is organized into three main parts. The first summarizes the key discussion themes 
emanating from the DST and relates these preliminarily to the literature. The second section 
summarizes the results of the DST discussions focusing on the research questions agreed by the 
study team, and then frames these discussions using the assumptions that underlie them. The final 
section provides a research agenda based on the results of the DST discussions to date. 
 
The current report presents the authors’ results. Comments obtained from participants in May and 
June 2021 were included to nuance our interpretation of the results. This final version is very much 
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the authors’ overall reading of the DST data, and not those of the organizations identified in this 
report. 
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Preliminary Study Team Guiding Questions  

Each guiding question identified in the early phase of the study team discussions was associated 
with potential assumptions to test in the current federal performance management regime. The 
practitioner members were asked to comment on these aspects of the guiding questions in order to 
inform future research that would support possible internal reform efforts. It was also explained to 
the study team members that new research would not be possible during this phase, and that our 
role was to take the questions and ensure that we could supplement what is known in the literature 
with the recent experiences of high-ranking federal public servants. From there, we would map a 
research agenda that could be discussed with the study team in the May conference 2021 organized 
by the Canada School of Public Service, and subsequently solidified at a workshop involving all 
members and other invited individuals in June 2021. Again, it was decided that performance 
management would be the focus of this report. The risk management question (Q2) and its 
assumptions was folded into the performance management question (Q1). 

Q1. To what extent is the current federal government approach to understanding and 
measuring departmental and corporate performance appropriate, coherent, relevant and 
feasible?  

Q2. To what extent is the current federal government approach to understanding and measuring 
risk as manifested in corporate risk management appropriate, coherent, relevant 
and feasible?  

Performance Management Regime Assumptions: 

1. The requirements set out in performance and accountability management systems and 
processes are determined centrally, which tend to be disconnected from 
departmental/agency programs and services delivery;  

2. Performance management systems and processes are disconnected, lacking in coherence, 
which limits their relevance for departmental internal decision-making; 

3. Performance reporting is determined centrally, which holds limited relevance for 
departmental performance at the programmatic level; 

4. Performance reporting is intended to satisfy the needs of multiple audiences; 
5. The rationale of performance management and reporting tends to focus on financial 

accountability, rather than addressing service delivery; 
6. Risk management systems are loosely tied to performance monitoring systems, and not 

targeted appropriately to understand programmatic risk. 

Risk Management Regime Assumptions: 

1. “Corporate risk profiles” are intended to address department/agency external risks;  
2. Programmatic risk is determined by program/unit (and not necessarily aggregated);  
3. Risk indicators are mainly at the corporate and program level (and not necessarily 

constructed in a way that crosses departmental silos);  
4. Corporate risk profiles are not always useful for routine risk monitoring;  
5. Mitigation strategies are too high-level to be relevant at the program level;  
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6. Risk tolerance is not always factored into risk priority setting. 

LITERATURE REVIEW: KEY THEMES OF CONCERN TO THE STUDY TEAM 

The members of the Internal Accountability DST arrived at three themes that arose from the DST 
discussions. These themes provide context for the research the practitioner members wished to 
address. In broad terms these are: 

• Coherence of internal accountability systems, processes and requirements; 
• Confidence in internal accountability systems to provide the information needed to make 

informed decisions on matters of resources allocation, corrections to systems and processes 
resulting from accountability requirements; and, 

• Confidence in external reporting that emanates from internal performance and 
accountability reporting. 

Internal Coherence 

The DST discussions focused a great deal on the systemic internal coherence of federal 
performance systems, processes and requirements especially during times of crisis. They indicated 
that despite pandemic conditions when “all hands are needed on deck” that pre-pandemic 
accountability and performance requirements remained largely intact (with some adjustments to 
MAF, expenditure management, and procurement and other systems’ rules for new programs). It 
was within this context that a good part of the DST discussions focused on coherence, and 
concordant principles such as relevance. Several members of the team raised the issue of relevance 
of these systems, processes and instruments as a whole in terms of their utility to support their 
work and that of their management colleagues. To this end, the performance management literature 
offers some insights on both coherence and relevance, but its focus is mainly on the internal 
coherence of each policy or instrument. The focus is less on the manner in which these are 
harmonized within a system of processes and instruments that support better internal decision-
making on resources allocation or program/service improvement.  

A review of the meanings associated with accountability were offered in earlier sessions of the 
DST. In particular, accountability is an authoritative relationship between at least two parties, “(…) 
in which the demand or obligation for account-giving is accepted and expected by both parties. 
Account-giving is, therefore, “after the fact” of an accountable matter” (Dubnick and Frederickson, 
2010, p.144). It also includes “organizational and/or political mechanisms designed to “bring” or 
“cause” individuals or agencies to account “before the fact” by causing them to act accountably 
(ibid, p.i144). The context of these discussions is one where the normal parameters of public action 
were in many ways suspended: public institutions are living through a global pandemic requiring 
immediate policy and programmatic responses. The discussions highlighted that senior public 
servants worked on numerous special projects launched broadly by the federal government to 
transfer financial support to citizens, organizations, business and other jurisdictions to offset the 
effects of the economic and social downturns caused by the pandemic. In this regard, 
accountability is regarded as an ex post exercise, which provides little insight into the current work 
of senior managers especially as the context and conditions of work under pandemic conditions 
could benefit in very limited ways by pre-pandemic information. At the very least, it was suggested 
by several of the DST members that our conceptions of accountability have to be much more 
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dynamic – a balance between objective (e.g., role of parliament) and subjective sources of 
accountability (e.g., role of media and advocacy groups). Accountability has to serve a pragmatic 
purpose – to guide current decisions and provide active direction in a timely way to correct errors. 
In addition, current systems, processes and instruments remain focused on serving central agency 
concerns for financial accountability – the point of the second theme. This was seen as distracting 
from a dispersed program orientation led by departments and agencies or the idea that delivery 
agents be provided with authorities to act and spend outside central agencies’ scrutiny during the 
crisis period. In other words, there was a noted tension in perspective between departmental and 
agency abilities to “get on with the job” and central agency concerns for control. 

The performance management regime is regarded as a vehicle of accountability – a view that aligns 
with the literature (Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000). A performance regime is a “(..) range of 
institutional actors who can influence the performance of an organization through the use of formal 
authority, resources control or information coupled with the way in which these institutions 
actually use the powers available to them (i.e., it is about both institutions and interventions) 
(Talbot and Wiggan, 2010, p.62; Armstrong and Baron, 2007). Many approaches to performance 
management have been tried around the world in a public sector context. In this respect, the 
Canadian federal approach to performance management is the construct of a monolithic regime 
that does not distinguish recipients of its requirements on size, scale or application. The challenge 
of this design is that implementation tends to be complex, including coming to a common 
understanding of the purpose of performance management and reporting, how performance is 
understood across multiple disciplines and domains, how performance can be measured that serves 
multiple audiences each with differing purposes or aims, and how performance can be reported in 
ways that serves multiple audiences and purposes while also being digestible (McDavid et al., 
2018; Shepherd, 2018). Such an approach tends to serve smaller organizations better than larger 
ones as these are most able to manipulate the requirements to suit their needs. 
 
Federal performance systems, processes and instruments are considered by the DST members as 
being rules and process-bound despite current crisis conditions demanding greater flexibility. 
These rules and processes become less pragmatic in their use, and more the case of boxes to fill, 
“distracting” users from the “real work” of their departments or agencies. Again, this thought 
aligns well with the literature whereby central agency concerns for financial oversight and control 
tend to drive internal systems of performance and ultimately accountability (Savoie, 2013; Savoie, 
1999). This well-trod idea of the pushes and pulls of central agency versus department/agency 
pragmatic versus parliament/parliamentary agents uses continues to raise questions in the minds 
of practitioners especially under pandemic conditions. One idea binding the use of internal 
performance systems is the fact that the internal system is geared toward ensuring departments and 
agencies receiving clean unqualified financial statements from external agents such as the Office 
of the Auditor General. In fact, departments and agencies actively work to proactively limit notes 
and qualifications from such agents. That being said, there has been significant reform underway 
in supporting functions such as audit and evaluation to better support internal decision-making in 
a timely way through various products and approaches including embedded internal audit or 
evaluation teams that can input information directly into ongoing decision-making processes. 

A challenge raised by the DST members was that a web of performance and accountability has 
been centrally-driven that requires departments and agencies to establish separate internal 
corporate functions to manage the traffic of requirements and reports (Caron, 2020; Shepherd, 
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2018). Caron (2020) highlights the web of policies and instruments to which departments and 
agencies must adhere. Table 1 provides an unexhaustive list of some of these policies and 
instruments, each with a different purpose and focus (i.e., department/agency versus 
programmatic). That being said, the table also indicates the extent to which the federal Public 
Service is willing to invest into its own internal performance in order to ensure high quality service 
or maintain the integrity of its various operations. 
 
Table 1. The Canadian Federal Government's Financial and Performance Management 
Administrative Policies and Instruments between 2000 and 2020 

 
Source: translated and adapted from Caron (2020, p.40) 
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The table provides an indication of the complexity and depth of policies and instruments designed 
to address issues of financial, systems, people and risk management. Equally important, each of 
these policies and instruments carry different reporting requirements at different times throughout 
the fiscal year (Shepherd, 2018). The “reporting burden” on departments has also been raised many 
times both in the literature and through various federal reviews, not the least of which extend to 
the Glassco Commission (1962 and 1963), and Lambert Commission (1979) that recommended a 
decentralized management structure with decreased reporting burden from the center placed on 
departments. That said, practitioner members observed scope creep by the OAG and the 
Parliamentary Budget Officer (PBO), even if the number of instruments declined as financial 
reporting requirements were rolled under one program in 2017, into value-for-money and 
performance that further complicates the responsibilities or potential responses of internal 
performance regimes. 

The practitioner members of the study team also emphasized that there is an over-reliance on rules, 
only ramped up further under pandemic conditions. Digging into this issue a bit more, both 
practitioners and the literature indicate that performance and accountability systems are multi-
layered, multi-purpose and multi-level. As shown in Table 1, the suite of accountability and 
performance management policies and instruments relate to different layers of government 
operations. For example, the Policy on Results focuses on both programmatic and 
department/agency level performance each with their own instruments (i.e., program evaluation at 
the program level, deliverology-type instruments for department/agency and corporate level 
reporting). The Policy on Results is also multi-layered, as is the use of MAF, which addresses 
systems effectiveness as well as measures process and instrument effectiveness. The recent Policy 
on Service and Digital 2020 would tend to require input from many of the policies identified in 
the table. These policies are also aimed at providing performance or accountability information to 
multiple levels of decision-makers, including internal audit that serves internal management, and 
supports the work of external audit. Given the complexity of this policy suite, practitioner members 
indicated that they have lost sight of the underlying rationale of these various policies from a 
systems perspective, and regard them as individual rules to adhere to (“ticky-boxes”) rather than 
as tools that can be used to improve internal decision-making. In short, the relationship between 
the various elements of this policy suite has lost some degree of coherence - “losing sight of the 
forest for the trees.” That said, the shift to a principles-based approach to performance and internal 
audit, for example, is intended to provide departments and agencies with greater flexibility in 
exercising control over how internal performance systems can coordinate. The challenge with a 
principles-based approach, however, is that the requirements become blurrier for recipients leading 
to uncertainty as to whether they are compliant or not. That said, the push and pull of internal and 
external oversight is unlikely to change post-pandemic. The challenge will be to make systems 
more coordinated and coherent around mutually agreed principles of purpose and practice – 
something that was promised in the Harper era expenditure reviews exercise. 

Confidence in Internal Performance Systems and Reporting 

It is out of the scope of the current report to chronicle in depth the evolution of the reporting 
demands imposed on departments and agencies from central agencies. However, as alluded in the 
previous section, there is a worry among senior practitioners that there is a misalignment between 
the informational needs of internal decision-makers at the agency/department level to guide 
program and service improvement and the manner in which control and oversight is exercised 
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especially by those in central agencies, including the Office of the Auditor General of Canada 
(OAG). At a broad level, practitioners indicated that departments/agencies are held to account for 
the decisions they make until mistakes are made, and central agencies become involved in that 
accounting. There is a standing concern among departments and agencies as to how central actors 
will respond to mistakes in some future reckoning exercise given that they are implicated in them 
through performance and other policy frameworks. Such responses could be perverse, in the sense 
the response to small errors is more new rules rather than generating learning. Practitioners 
questioned whether built-in checks and balances on departmental/agency versus central agency 
decision-making could be examined for alignment within existing frameworks. Table 1 provides 
a general model of relations and alignments between the various functions. Of critical importance 
to practitioners was the power relations among these, and the manner in which checks and balances 
are assured. 

As a separate matter, practitioners did not think there was utility completing the various reporting 
requirements that could have a positive contribution to internal management decision-making with 
regard to resources allocation and other decisions that would facilitate effective problem-solving 
during the pandemic. Although some reporting requirements were relaxed during the pandemic 
for new programs, there was a general sense that a reckoning of sorts was coming through 
increased activities of the OAG and PBO, and of course by some sort of programmatic or 
expenditure review exercise following the next federal election.  

Internal Performance Reporting 

Performance management has long evolved as an important management tool designed to assess 
and improve the operations of public sector organizations. The integration of this performance 
information into strategic planning and performance measurement routines – performance 
management – connects performance information to decisions and resultant administrative action 
(Moynihan, 2008). 

Performance regimes are often imposed on government actors (Martin et al. 2016, p.133). These 
can be add-ons that further complicate accountability structures in parliamentary systems. Figure 
1, which depicts a generic model in a parliamentary system, illustrates how reporting and risk 
management and audits take different forms. When one adds layers of performance management 
such as federal priorities under Harper, or the Canadian variant of deliverology requirements under 
Trudeau, the performance management regime becomes difficult to manage or even follow – again 
a question of coherence. Figure 1 is intended to show the complex web of reporting, with reference 
to Table 1, as well as the potential for multiple layers and purposes that departments and agencies 
must track, implying that data collection is also multi-layered and multi-purposed (Shepherd, 
2018). 

Performance reports are used to inform decision-making as well as assess the effect of these 
decisions. That is, performance reporting may be used for internal accountability purposes, as well 
as for learning for the purpose of improving outcomes (Hill and Lynn, 2015). There has been more 
empirical research on the PART and GPRA federal performance regimes in the United States, 
compared to the Canadian MAF. Summarizing the results of the American literature, it was said 
that the American PART and GPRA were perceived as a “compliance exercise rather than an 
opportunity to generate purposeful performance information use” (Moynihan 2013, p.502). An 
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audit revealed (Steinhardt, 2008) that American federal workers would not have used performance 
information in their decision making or risk assessment in the 2000s, even if they were mandated 
to collect a set number of them. 

Figure 1: Federal Performance Regime 

 
Source: Talbot (2008, p.1583) 

 
The complexity of performance reporting is exemplified and amplified by the MAF requirements. 
What was intended to be a check-up on systems performance has been used since MAF 2.0 (2014) 
increasingly as an annual system-wide department/agency assessment with pay implications for 
federal deputy ministers (Lindquist, 2018). Reporting for each of these components can translate 
into a full-fledged report, shared with TBS for assessment, what Clarke and Swain (2005) refer to 
as “surreal” reporting requirements that departments and agencies should insulate themselves 
from. This is even more the case under pandemic conditions, as practitioner members indicated 
that systems did not see the crisis coming nor were they prepared to handle it. In the case of the 
MAF 2.0 report, managers must include 24 specific indicators as of 2020/2021 along financial 
management, acquired services and assets management, people management, IM/IT/Service 
Management, security management, results management. To this list are added 38 indicators for 
learning purposes. This list does not include the Gender Results Framework, Ethics framework, 
digital governance or comptrollership frameworks. 
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Practitioner members reported on important changes occurring internally related to internal audit, 
program evaluation, and risk management functions. For example, internal audit has been 
undergoing reforms since 2018 beginning with a re-visioning document circulated in January that 
year that emphasized a more independent, trusted, multi-disciplinary, agile, analytical, compelling, 
engaging and innovative function designed to provide “credible and useful information and advice, 
at the right time, in light of the organization’s strategy, objectives, and tolerance for risk” (TBS, 
2018, p.3). The enhanced role of internal audit is premised on modern and sustainable data 
analytics that contributes to real-time decision-making, as well has having training to knowledge 
of and access to data, tools and resources (TBS, 2018, p.13). For some practitioners, such 
enhancements of internal functions are intended to provide systems support for performance 
monitoring in ways that contribute actively to better decision-making. 

In addition to these changes, several new internal positions have been added federally that attempt 
to assert coherence in oversight, control and monitoring of internal performance. For example, the 
addition of an Accessibility Commissioner via the Accessible Canada Act 2019 provides assurance 
of a “barrier free Canada” by January 1, 2040 by focusing on several priority areas including: 
employment; building and public spaces; information and communication technologies; 
communication; procurement of goods, services and facilities; design and delivery of programs 
and services; and transportation, including airlines, railways, road and marine transportation 
operators that cross provincial and international borders (ESDC, 2020). Such positions provided 
added layers of complexity to an already evolving and complicated internal performance 
management regime. Again, for many practitioner members, the avoidance of poor grades 
becoming public drives internal performance improvement more than the existence of such 
systems. 

Confidence in External Performance Reporting 

At present, the Policy on Results is being reviewed by TBS, which follows on several reports of 
the Auditor General on iterations of the federal Evaluation Policy 2009, that continue to highlight 
the limited ways in which the policy has been able to understand programmatic and 
department/agency and government-level outcomes. Various reforms have been undertaken to 
improve this multi-layered system of reporting, including most recently Blueprint 2020 under the 
Harper government, and various Clerk-level reforms as noted in the annual Clerk’s Report on the 
Status of the Public Service to the Prime Minister. A key shift in internal audit and evaluation is 
increased flexibility by departments and agencies to carry out studies of relevance to them rather 
than rely on centrally-derived audit and evaluation questions. 

A key challenge with central agencies making reporting demands is that they can regard 
themselves as the end users of these reports, even if politicians or the public were identified as the 
beneficiaries of the performance information. Several reports, such as departmental performance 
reports are not intended for citizens, and not necessarily to the politicians elected by these citizens, 
but rather ministers. Halachmi (2005, pp.261-262) documented eight reasons why indicators 
chosen to increase performance are not the ones useful for department/agency performance 
improvement. Often, the reports are intended for corporate entities, in order to support reporting 
requirements, even if they do not prove useful to department/agency decision making (Melkers 
and Willoughby, 2005, p.188). This is not a new problem, but study team practitioners indicated 
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that the clarity needed to support both their internal and external reporting responsibilities is 
elusive especially under crisis conditions. 

It was once believed that if the administration published each year a complete and 
encyclopedic account of (…) activities, governmental efficiency could be appraised 
by the citizen. (…) The voter has neither the time nor the information to interpret 
undigested statistical tables in an intelligent manner. The reporting official must act 
as interpreter as well as recorder. (Simon and Ridley, 1938, p.466-467) 

If there is an internal need to keep the number of indicators in check, then practitioner members 
indicated a better balance is needed between presenting technical indicators useful for central 
agencies on matters of financial accountability and more simplified indicators that are useful for 
programs and eventually parliament and citizens. There is much literature on how measures 
(Micheli and Neely 2010, p.598), targets (Boswell, 2015, p.500), and strategies (Jacobsen et al., 
2013, p.361) cannot both be relevant for public managers, and citizens and politicians. New 
Zealand’s departmental annual reports are a good example of how internal reports have been made 
relevant for citizens through stylized annual reports. In Canada, the challenge for practitioners is 
that the purpose of reporting and for whom is not always aligned with the data being collected to 
satisfy a myriad of reporting requirements. It is difficult to track the various purposes and align 
the data with the reports needed under a monolithic system. It also requires a substantial number 
of staff to pull these reports together, and many are dispersed throughout departments and agencies 
further complicating a center of government report narrative (i.e., which is core to the design of 
the Canadian approach to performance reporting). 

Another force pushing towards compliance rather than performance improvement are powerful 
assumptions. The assumption that the (mere) presence of performance information will guarantee 
its use by managers was debunked long ago by performance measurement research that again 
pointed to avoidance of public bad grades as being a more powerful incentive for good 
performance. Another assumption in performance regimes is that once a department or agency 
adopts performance measurement tools, they will use it from that point forward. That assumption 
proved not to hold in Quebec’s performance regime (Genest-Grégoire et al., 2018). In the Quebec 
public service, the consequence of this assumption is that the way to bolster performance 
management is to convince more colleagues that such information has a practical use. That 
sustainability assumption is reflected in the way that performance reforms are monitored by 
managers and analysts in central agencies. Because the effects of a performance regime are taken 
for granted, central agencies monitor the compliance of departments and agencies, and not the 
effects of the performance regime on institutions’ ability to support it. 

Yet another force pushing central agencies to enforce compliance is the link to their own 
performance and reporting. It is much easier for the Treasury Board Secretariat to report and claim 
credit that almost all departments and agencies prepared and sent a report or a plan, rather than to 
demonstrate that its informational demands translated into performance gains have been realized 
(Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000). Indeed, several practitioner members of the study team indicated 
that although parliamentarians are interested in performance information, rarely were they 
concerned with how such reports were conceived or the manner in which performance was 
measured. Rather, they were more concerned about the reports and reflections of parliamentary 
agents calling into question the performance of department/agency programs. 
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Another identified force in external reporting was the differences in transparency between the 
public and other sectors. For one practitioner, “in the public sector, we live in a fishbowl and wear 
a permanent yoke when it comes to reporting (i.e., once a report/performance measure is added, it 
is challenging to remove it both at the bureaucratic and political levels) – the criticism that comes 
with removing requirements is a reduction in transparency/and attempt to hide something” (follow-
up interview, 27 April 2021). This orientation has the effect of opening public sector agents to a 
level of scrutiny not experienced by other sectors. As such, it creates a culture of risk aversion that 
is difficult to overcome. 

In the next section, we present reactions that the practitioner team members offered about the 
performance management question, and the assumptions behind the design and workings of the 
federal performance management regime. 

FOCUSING THE GUIDING QUESTION: TESTING ASSUMPTIONS 

There were several areas that the respondents wanted to ensure that we included in our report about 
internal accountability systems, processes and instruments. We used many of these points to 
further refine our question on performance management regimes by testing key assumptions 
underlying the guiding question. 

Ultimately, the performance management guiding question was re-focused as follows: 

To what extent is the current federal government approach to understanding and 
measuring government-wide, departmental and program performance appropriate, coherent, 
relevant and sustainable for the future?  

Performance Management Regime Assumptions: 

Reactions to Assumption 1 
The requirements set out in performance and accountability management systems and processes 
are determined centrally, which tend to be disconnected from departmental/agency programs and 
services delivery. 

Several members iterated that more performance and accountability processes and rules are piling 
on, even before the pandemic. When transgressions occur, the response tends to be more rules are 
created to address them without regard for regime coherence. Most of these rules are determined 
centrally and affect functions system-wide. Practitioners indicated that the proliferation of rules, 
especially those related to expenditure management, has only accelerated. In addition, central 
agencies offer little feedback on departmental and agency results once reports are filed.  

“New reporting rules were not added during the COVID pandemic” (participant A, December 9 
round table). However, there was recognition by the DST that while the rules were not extended 
for existing programs, they were not always relaxed either except where new spending was 
required. “The current regime would have evolved to protect itself from itself” (participant D, 
December 9 round table), meaning that there was little appetite for relaxing reporting rules on 
existing A-base spending given the influx of pandemic programming funding or new spending. In 
addition, the roles of some public servants were adjusted: internal audit and evaluation units have 
tended to work much more closely together. In fact, some units have joined formally in order to 
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maximize the expertise of each – programs and services under audit or evaluation were addressed 
by these functions more holistically (participant E, December 9 round table). Additionally, 
although the reporting burden remained significant under pandemic conditions, one participant 
observed that there is a limit to which reporting burdens could be loosened especially as Parliament 
demands a high degree of accountability for performance, which becomes more complex under 
pandemic conditions (participant F, December 9 round table). 

In sum, there was some appetite for understanding why there is such a high dependence on rules 
to enforce performance reporting. From a systems perspective they wanted to know whether 
conditions could be created to determine whether new rules could be assessed with fit in mind 
relative to the larger web of rules and policies. 

With respect to results management, practitioners indicated that central agencies tend to drive the 
manner in which results are understood, and the ways in which departments and agencies go about 
measuring them. According to one member of the team, there is no flexibility in the current 
centralized model and homogenous approach to managing performance. This means that little 
consultation occurs on the implications of centrally derived results-based policies and systems. 
Although TBS is getting better at providing guidance on results-based and performance 
management, the guidance does not explain how the policy suite is connected to department and 
agency results achievement. On this point, there was appetite for understanding the balance 
between centrally derived versus departmentally determined performance requirements, and what 
other international jurisdictions are experiencing especially during pandemic or crisis conditions. 

Reactions to Assumption 2 
Performance management systems and processes are disconnected, lacking in coherence, which 
limits their relevance for departmental internal decision-making. 

The current performance management regime was described as getting heavier and layered over 
time leading some to the conclusion that system coherence is weakening. Coherent actions that 
would enable nimble reactions from agencies were identified (participant C, December 9 round 
table). According to another participant, the current performance management regime tries to 
measure everything - a problem faced in many jurisdictions that use approaches similar to those 
of Canada (participant D, December 9 round table). One participant did nuance these positions by 
qualifying that communication from central agencies about performance requirements during the 
COVID pandemic was “exemplary” – asserting that greater attention to coherence is possible 
(participant E, December 9 round table). At the same time, some performance compliance rules 
were waived by central agencies during the pandemic in order to help departments and agencies 
design and implement new programs (participant F, December 9 round table). As stated earlier, 
the current performance management regime suffers from a lack of clear narratives in its reporting. 
For example, department and agency leaders regard the requirements as matters of compliance 
rather than as something to aid in internal decision-making. As such, there was an interest on the 
part of study team members in a systematic study of the performance management policy suite and 
how the elements are intended to work together to provide discreet narratives of corporate and 
department/agency performance. In addition, a concurrent study on the rationale of performance 
reporting that ties together the elements of the policy suite was regarded as beneficial in 
encouraging a government-wide understanding of reporting. 
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Reactions to Assumption 3 
Performance reporting is determined centrally, which holds limited relevance for departmental 
performance at the programmatic level. 

The reporting requirements set out in department and agency planning documents and department 
and agency results documents as per the Policy on Results are intended mainly for internal 
reporting as indicated. However, they are often posted for external use as well. One participant 
observed that reporting formats are decided centrally in order to ensure a degree of consistency in 
the information required and homogeneity in terms of the report formats. For a number of 
participants, this approach to corporate level performance reporting is beneficial in terms of 
ensuring consistent messaging or narratives. However, this approach tends to have a “flattening” 
effect in the sense that variation or specificity in results reporting is diminished between 
departments and agencies. Or, as indicated by another participant, it is common for departments 
and agencies to differentiate their performance by highlighting every program and service so that 
each has “their spot in the sun.” This can have the effect of reducing the efficacy of reporting, 
because the central narrative of reporting results is lost when related to plans (which may or may 
not be relevant any longer). Planning reports for 2020-21 were “tossed aside” as irrelevant, leaving 
a potential gap as to how results would be reported for the next fiscal year. This posed a targeting 
gap for many reporting bodies – “making our performance story up as we go” (participant C, 
December 9 roundtable). 

All study team participants highlighted that departments and agencies will want to spotlight every 
programmatic success in their departmental/agency performance reports especially during 
pandemic conditions. Without any benchmark of successful implementation, these reports 
eventually begin to look like self-congratulatory documents that hold little value for financial or 
any other decision-making exercise. That said, some DST members pointed to an augmented 
approach to performance reporting that was more specific to the demands of the day, such as advice 
and evidence to support the procurement of PPE for example. 

For some study team members, central agencies will tend to over-correct for individual 
departmental and agency reporting errors or transgressions and set new rules that are applied across 
the board. For one member, “this happens in part, because “government likes rules” (participant 
B, December 9 round table). For this same participant, reading mandated 80-page reports that say 
very little adds little intrinsic value to their work especially during crisis periods (participant B, 
December 9 round table). What becomes most important, according to another participant 
regarding these reports is to “brief up” difficulties for later external audits, and to favour verbal 
communications for thorny issues (participant D, December 9 round table). That latter part makes 
sure that verbal communications cannot be “ATIPed” later on, which is a longstanding challenge. 

Of interest to the study team for future research is to establish a “sense-making” exercise for central 
agency reporting requirements. In particular, they wished to know exactly what reporting 
requirements were absolutely necessary, and which could be jettisoned or reformed in some way 
that better assists departments and agencies.  
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Reactions to Assumption 4 
Performance reporting is intended to satisfy the needs of multiple audiences. 

That assumption is linked to the third assumption. Comments by participants also echoed what 
was described in the literature in the first section of this report. The value added by participants on 
this assumption is that the risk tolerance for explicit reporting is low when it comes to users outside 
of the executive branch of government. Internal reports for management decision-making tend to 
be ex post in nature, and usually address a compliance requirement. Some study team members 
indicated, however, that external reports should spend more time on explaining why decisions 
were taken, and the expected results of those decisions on some public problem (participant B, 
January 12 round table). 

A second value statement was that preparing reports in an environment where there is zero-risk 
tolerance was regarded as “pointless” because crisis conditions by definition will observe mistakes 
being made and reduces opportunities for experimentation. In addition, for some participants, they 
believed the value of public reporting was to provide the intentions behind management decisions, 
and how implementation was adjusted to correct for incremental learning. One participant 
acknowledged that a short window of suspended parliamentary critique from the opposition helped 
move along COVID programs (participant A, December 9 round table). This went a long way to 
giving permission to make mistakes when the greater public good of crisis management was 
considered more important than scoring political points. 

A research assumption coming out of this discussion is that research take place on the value of 
particular reports to specific reach audiences. In particular, participants wished to know what they 
should be reporting differently and in what frequency. 

Reactions to Assumption 5 
The rationale of performance management and reporting tends to focus on financial 
accountability, rather than addressing service maintenance and delivery. 

As indicated, most elements of the policy suite (Table 1) tend to focus on financial accountability, 
including those elements of the performance regime (e.g., Results Policy, financial management 
in the Transfer Payments Policy). Study team participants emphasized that the preoccupation by 
central agencies remains on financial accountability even under pandemic conditions for current 
A-base programs. One participant reflected that (s)he needs to call CFOs on a regular basis 
reminding them that financial management is what drives the system (participant D, December 9 
round table). Another participant noted that the formats of the quarterly financial reports are not 
useful for Canadians even on matters of financial management as the reports are undecipherable 
(participant E, December 9 round table). For some DST members, this is improving especially 
given the changes to internal audit, and the aspirational aims of internal evaluators to provide more 
timely and useful advice that is specific to improved decision-making. 

What was not heard in the group interviews and individual interviews was the feedback provided 
on their reporting efforts. Participants offered that rarely is feedback provided by central agencies. 
One participant indicated that arrangements such as those with Parks Canada and the Canadian 
Food Inspection Agency, whereby the Office of the Auditor General is required to review 
performance reports, was thought to be the way of the future to remedy the “feedback problem” 
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(Participant C, January 12 round table). Such limited feedback feeds the view that current reporting 
only serves to “feed the goat” rather than serve improvement or other purposes. 

Finally, it was observed that there is a disconnect between cost and performance (participant B, 
January 12 round table), as some programs are barely holding their budgets together especially 
operational program areas. It is unclear how central actors will address ballooning spending for 
new B-base programs created during the pandemic, or what is sure to be a vast array of 
recalculation or cutting of budget allocations by new program during and following the pandemic. 
The degree of harmonization with parliamentary votes has also been a major issue felt by 
departments and agencies – the idea that departments and agencies are responding to crises on the 
fly (as expected) while doing their best to respect the spirit of parliamentary votes. 

A potential area of research coming out of discussion of this assumption is how other jurisdictions 
are reporting financial information to their various reach audiences under intensely dynamic 
conditions. In particular, they wanted to understand the level of detail needed, and the extent to 
which other jurisdictions are linking the expenditure “story” to planned and unplanned 
expenditures. 

Reactions to Assumption 6 
Risk management systems are loosely tied to performance monitoring systems, and not targeted 
appropriately to understand programmatic risk. 

Risk management was regarded as a weakness across departments and agencies, and is a top-down 
management function (participant iv, ind. interview). Too often, the identification of risks is a 
paper exercise (participant E, January 12 round table). Risk assessment demands from central 
agencies remained, even after dissolving risk assessment teams in departments and agencies, and 
there is no longer any risk management support at TBS for the function (participant F, January 12 
round table). In addition, risk at the department and agency level tends to be calculated at a 
corporate level, when risks are in fact experienced by programs and services. Corporate Risk 
Profiles are very complicated to coordinate, and several of the study team indicated that these are 
largely paper exercises with few benefits for corporate decision-making. The exception 
highlighted was Fisheries and Oceans, where a restructuring of their risk assessment process was 
instituted, and linked closely with program delivery. Given the increased attention to risk 
management, and the fact that the financial systems policy was reformed to examining high level 
risk, there were some questions as to the validity of corporate risk profiles when failures have 
occurred in many programs without due attention to risk, especially under pandemic conditions. 
Several team members wished to understand how this department went about reforming their risk 
process and what they wanted their risk policy to address and why. 

Participants explained that a benefit of the pandemic on internal risk systems was a focusing of 
attention on the identification of relevant programmatic risk, tolerance and how to input key risk 
information to decision-makers. This point was explained in at least two ways. First, service 
delivery (or identifying key programs to address crisis and help those in need) tended to drive 
much of the programming of government throughout the pandemic. However, operational areas 
and programs also had to be precise about how risk was understood and applied. For example, 
many programs such as prison operations, food inspection, border management, policing, air 
traffic control, processing citizenship applications, and running courts and other legal programs 
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each had to calculate the risks of operating their programs under crisis conditions, including the 
management of budgets that were unlikely to change, or in some cases running programs with 
reduced or displaced staff. Second, those programs at the core of pandemic programming were 
forced to calculate risk in ways that could not be conceived prior to the pandemic. For example, 
officials at the Public Health Agency had to step up their activities to provide risk management 
advice for the management of borders, the types of personal protection equipment would be most 
needed or appropriate for differing applications, and most apparently what vaccines to procure or 
what control measures were needed such as lockdowns to protect communities. In essence, the 
nature of risk management and how it was tied to active decision-making was much more 
pronounced. DST members pondered the lessons that could be learned from the activation of these 
skillsets that could carry forward post-pandemic especially given limited or reliable information. 

Participants also discussed the relationship of risk management to other management systems, 
such as performance, financial, human resources management. They highlighted that governments 
tend to be risk averse (participant B, December 9 round table). As a whole, risk management in 
federal departments and agencies is not robust (participant E, December 9 round table), and there 
would be much variation in capacities between departments and agencies (participant F, January 
12 round table).  

Risk tolerance was another major point of contention. One participant recommended that the most 
fruitful approach would be to carry out more risk detection at the program level, and less upfront 
control. In her/his opinion, “it should be OK to fail, if you can explain it later.” One participant 
explained that risk tolerance increased during the COVID pandemic, and that should persist in the 
future (participant A, January 12 round table). In the individual interviews, and in one of the group 
interviews, we asked members whether they thought that elected officials and central agencies 
would have their backs and defend them if a scandal eventually materialized in reaction to a 
COVID program that was designed and implemented with some of the usual reporting steps 
waived for efficiency reasons. Almost no one answered this question, even when promised 
anonymity. We found the lack of answer indicative about the deep-rooted culture of risk aversion 
permeating many public organizations. One respondent opined that there is a hard ride ahead, as 
the next big accountability scandal has not happened yet. 

Another participant indicated that the creation of huge programs to support Canadians during the 
COVID pandemic were possible because “risk aversion went out the window” (participant C, 
January 12 round table). Again, the transformations occurring in the internal audit and evaluation 
functions have helped to assure that appropriate information is provided to decision-makers on the 
risks associated with decisions in more real-time ways. Some jurisdictions such as Australia have 
opted for more targeted risk reporting supported by internal audit, launched quickly after the 
creation of new programs helps to reduce the probability that reports will come too late to be useful 
for managers (participant D, January 12 round table). 

A key suggestion for potential research emanating from discussion of this assumption was how 
other jurisdictions are defining, identifying, measuring and integrating risk management into 
corporate and program level decision-making. They also suggested that governments do not 
calculate risk tolerance well, and include this calculation into the incorporation of new rules, for 
example. On this point, one study team member indicated that it is difficult to know whether risk 
management is successful, since the outcomes of programs are not always identified (participant 
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i, ind. interview). Data analytics should be in the future of agencies and departments to manage 
their risks (participant iii, ind. interview). However, some indicated that the current capacity for 
risk management makes it unlikely that agencies will acquire these capacities on their own. 

A POTENTIAL RESEARCH AGENDA 

General Thoughts on a Research Focus 

In general, participants in the study team believed that a focus on the performance management 
regime was appropriate given that a great deal of emphasis would be placed on these systems once 
pandemic conditions are addressed. In particular, several members indicated that another round of 
program review is inevitable, and that a great deal of information will be needed to make rational 
decisions around programs and services design and delivery post-pandemic especially on new 
program spending arising from the pandemic. Decision-makers at the department/agency and 
central agency levels will be looking for information on program needs, which raises the profile 
of program evaluation, audit functions as well as the critical thinking needed from strategic policy 
and financial management units to activate political choices. It is clear to the study team that these 
functions will have to be coordinated to provide evidence-based information and advice in a way 
that serves a repositioning of sorts of programs and services to meet various demands of multiple 
internal and external stakeholder groups and communities. In other words, their value as inputs to 
performance management will likely be tested increasingly especially as federal departments and 
agencies enter periods of austerity. Several observations on this conclusion were offered to guide 
potential research. 

First, the team suggested that research is needed on the volume of performance and accountability 
reporting. Although one manager recognized the efforts of the TBS to relax some of the reporting 
rules during the COVID pandemic, (s)he added that reducing one third of the rules does not lead 
to a one-third reduction of the reporting burden (participant i, ind. interview). One respondent 
noted that the rules that were relaxed by the TBS were not missed by anyone (participant ii, ind. 
interview). Going forward, it was suggested that “how many people use a piece of information” 
should be a criterion to recalibrate reporting elements (participant iv, ind. interview), as it is unclear 
who is looking at these reports (participant vi, ind. interview). In the future, the reporting 
obligations that should be kept are the ones needed by service delivery and operational program 
agents or needed by internal auditors and evaluators to later assess a program (participant ii, ind. 
interview). It was also suggested that 60% of demands from the MAF could be cut (participant v, 
ind. interview). However, for at least one respondent, multiple future reports will be needed to 
assess the effectiveness of programs launched during the pandemic and inform considerations as 
to whether these programs ought to continue post-pandemic (participant ii, ind. interview). 

Any investigation would have to draw on the work of the Red Tape Reduction Action Plan under 
the Harper government, and similar provincial exercises. Having a sense of what other jurisdictions 
are doing to reduce the volume of reports and indicators within these is critical (participant vi, ind. 
interview). There may be experience to be drawn from similar exercises in Scandinavia, Australia, 
New Zealand and the United Kingdom. 

Second, any research on this question should address reporting requirements and indicators. 
Several team members emphasized that reporting burden (i.e., compliance requirements) are being 
added or adjusted frequently, complicating department and agency management (participant i, ind. 



 

21 | P a g e  

 

interview). For some team members, the role of central agencies in defining reporting requirements 
has to be revisited, with suggestions of greater department/agency consultation and a cost-benefit 
analysis completed on the efficacy of additional requirements (participant i, ind. interview). For 
example, one respondent stated that the current government measures costs more than it did five 
years ago (participant ii, ind. interview). Another suggested that study into data sharing models 
would be beneficial in order to reduce reporting requirements on departments and agencies for 
recreating the same data sets (participant ii, ind. interview).  

Third, several study team members suggested that the question focus on the value of the 
performance management regime on internal decision-making. For many large department 
practitioners, performance reporting is a “paper exercise” that is deeply “resented” by departmental 
program managers: “nothing is worse than a paper exercise: it is not helpful for anyone” 
(participant iii, ind. interview). The regular adjusting or addition of reporting indicators is 
burdensome and confusing, but more importantly reporting must add value to decision-making at 
the department/agency level or programmatic level (participant iii, ind. interview). Although the 
addition of ministerial mandate letters is regarded a “good for public accountability, questions 
arise about what parliamentarians require, what Canadians need, and what programs depend on 
for improved effectiveness” (participant ii, ind. interview). Several DST members indicated that 
Parliament struggles to find the information they need in the reports produced by departments and 
agencies (participant vi, ind. interview). To make the indicators more salient, the TBS policy suite 
could define, for each agency, what “good” looks like, and define “success” (participant v, ind. 
interview). At present, the federal performance regime is a patchwork quilt (participant v, ind. 
interview). These comments have been addressed in various ways throughout this report. However, 
the key point is that the lack of coherence in the performance management regime is raising doubts 
about the value of the information being collected or how it connects with management or 
programmatic decision-making. Understanding system coherence was thought to be a critical 
element of this research – questions that are being raised in Australia, New Zealand and the United 
Kingdom. Another suggestion was that the role of the Auditor General be examined to improve 
the value of its reports for program or service delivery improvement. One respondent noted that 
the real value added by the OAG is not the report itself, but the discussions between AG employees 
and departments or agencies’ employees (participant ii, ind. interview). In addition, the role of the 
Auditor General reports could be revisited with a focus on whether Canadians are getting value 
for their tax dollars, rather than on whether departments and agencies are following the expenditure 
rules. 

Fourth, several team members indicated that more work is needed on understanding the cost of 
maintaining these systems or that sufficient people were being deployed to maintain the system. 
For one member, it was frustrating that human resources were needed to track access to 
information requests on departmental COVID expenditures but were ultimately denied despite the 
fact that billions of dollars were being spent. Another member indicated that the heightened speed 
to comply with reporting requirements meant “just rushing, not pausing and thinking” (participant 
vi, ind. interview). All members said that there are implications for ensuring appropriate 
departmental financial accountability coming out of the pandemic, and that “it is not difficult to 
see that we will be asked to account for how we spent public funds once this is all over. I fear we 
may not be able to do this well, because departments needed all hands on deck to spend the money, 
not track it” (participant d, ind. interview). Another participant indicated: 
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And the reason why the system works is because on the whole, as a bureaucrat, as you 
move up, you understand the game. You understand these intersections of these games and 
from an accountability perspective, you do everything you can to make sure that 
accountability is so blurred. You are never the one left with the whole flaming bag of poop, 
right? And if you could do that through your career, you'll go higher (participant i, ind. 
interview). 

In this respect, it was suggested that research into models for understanding the costs of new 
reporting demands be undertaken, as well as how these models might be tested in pilot projects 
(participant i, ind. interview). Costing was thought not only to include financial elements, but those 
costs associated with accountability and reporting more broadly. At present, the success of a rule 
or a compliance requirement is merely the degree to which there is compliance with it. The TBS 
does not look into the effects of the rules (participant i, ind. interview), nor the marginal cost of 
collecting an indicator (participant ii, ind. interview). 

Suggested Research Projects on Performance Management 

Several possible suggestions for a research agenda were proposed by study team members 
extending from the guiding research question and focused under the assumptions section of this 
report. It was thought that any one or more of these would be useful to inform discussions on the 
ways in which the federal performance regime could be improved. The research topics suggested 
are provided along with guiding questions that could form the basis of a remit for a study team. 

1. Rationale of the Performance Management System 

Several questions arose in the study team discussions about the need to better understand the 
rationale of the current system of performance management. These include: 

• What is the rationale of the various components of internal performance monitoring, 
assessment, and reporting systems? What is their intended purpose? Have these shifted 
over time? 

• How do these various systems in performance management intersect and relate to each 
other? How can they better support each other? 

• How can the various internal systems used to monitor and measure performance be 
improved (e.g., PIPs, DPRs, etc.)? To what ends? 

• What is the rationale and value proposition to the various performance reports? What types 
of reports is of value to whom, under what conditions and why? 

2. Relationship of Risk Management and Performance Management Systems 

A second area of research proposed by the team was to understand the rationale and relationship 
between the risk management and performance management systems and functions in departments 
and agencies. Some questions that arose in this respect are: 
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• What are the design considerations regarding the implementation of risk management 
systems in departments and agencies? Do these considerations fit neatly with supporting 
performance management? 

• What are other jurisdictions doing to support better risk management in their operations? 
Are these organized by issue? Corporate level? Portfolio? Aimed at program or service 
delivery? 

• How is risk tolerance understood and calculated? How do these calculations factor into 
programmatic implementation and delivery? 

• How can risk management be better organized or operationalized in departments and 
agencies? 

3. Reform of Performance Management Systems and Processes 

The study team proposed that comparative research on reforms being undertaken in other 
jurisdictions on performance management would be useful. Some jurisdictions have designed their 
performance management systems with the idea that programs are monitored using basic 
delimiters such as maturity, scale, reach and purpose (to name a few). The idea is that rather than 
design a system that is one-size-fits-all, performance monitoring would be designed to understand 
programs at different stages of maturity for example. In this respect, questions that arose include: 

• How do other comparable jurisdictions approach performance management and 
measurement? In other words, do they regard performance management as monolithic or 
organized strategically along conditions of maturity, scale, etc.? 

• How do other comparable jurisdictions understand and approach monitoring of 
performance criteria? What are these criteria? 

• How do other comparable jurisdictions account for performance management in a 
federated system? How is data management approached under these circumstances? 

• What are the sources of data used? How are these maintained? 

4. Value Proposition of Performance Management under Conditions of Austerity 

Another broad area of research proposed by the study team was to consider how the current 
Canadian federal approach could prepare itself to contribute positively to decision-making in an 
inevitable future austerity initiative. Study team members are considering preparations but have 
no sense of the nature of a future initiative nor how one would be approached. That said, data to 
support austerity programming will be common to all departments/agencies. Some questions that 
extend from this line of research are: 

• What is the value of input from performance management into austerity exercises? 
• What are the design considerations that would inform an austerity initiative, and how can 

performance management systems be prepared to contribute? 
• What performance management adjustments can be made in advance of central directives 

for austerity? That is, are there adjustments that have to be made soon such as data design 
and collection? How can information systems be adjusted to support performance 
monitoring more efficiently? 



 

24 | P a g e  

 

Given the time constraints, it was decided that risk considerations would be addressed in the 
context of understanding corporate, departmental and program performance. There may be time 
to explore risk management regimes, but the study team appears to be more interested in 
understanding whether internal risk management systems are being used in instrumental ways to 
improve programs and services delivery (e.g., reducing uncertainty, forecasting of probabilities 
for effective program delivery, etc.). 

As a final thought, the authors of this report wish to thank the study team members for their 
generosity of time and energy devoted to this project. Without that dedication, the exercise would 
not have been possible nor useful. We also wish to thank the Canada School of Public Service for 
supporting this project, most notably in providing the logistics support. However, the staff ensured 
that the project was sensitive to the needs of the participants – guiding the scholars and 
practitioners through a new experience. It is our hope that these projects will continue in some way 
into the future in order to refine academic research and to support efforts for continued dialogue 
for the betterment of our public services. 
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