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Abstract 

This paper discusses the possibilities and challenges for a developing country, particularly 

Malaysia, to emulate the more inclusive accountability practices of advanced countries. 

The paper contended that the objectives of performance measurement initiatives will not be 

achieved in promoting greater transparency and accountability unless their development is 

extended further through disclosures. This disclosure may consequently assist the relevant 

entities to aptly rate and rank those government agencies within its sectors. The paper 

concludes that there is a seemingly encouraging trend in Malaysian public sector toward 

greater transparency, and this can be further enhanced provided that Malaysia first 

addresses implementation issues and liberates itself from obsolete judgments and policies. 

 

 

Keywords: Transparency, accountability, Malaysia, public sector, disclosure, 

benchmarking 

 

1.0.  Introduction 
The most recent Malaysian general election held in 2008 saw an unprecedented result which has 

allowed, for the first time in the history of Malaysian politics, the Opposition front comprising three 

parties to capture five (out of 13 states) key states in the Malaysian Peninsula to form the State 

Governments (Rashid Moten 2009). Further, collectively, the three Opposition parties captured 10 out 

of 11 parliamentary constituencies in the capital city of Kuala Lumpur. Political analysts and observers 

locally and globally have attributed this swing in votes partly to the public call for change toward a 
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more transparent and accountable government by having a stronger opposition in the Malaysian 

democratic process. Besides, the post-mortem evaluation conducted by the ruling government has also 

found similar reasons among others. 

Consequently, as the Federal Government now faces a stronger system of checks-and-balances, 

it has no choice but to work hard to meet the public’s expectations and call for change if it wishes to 

stay relevant within the Malaysian political landscape. This paper aims to discuss an aspect that the 

Malaysian government may emulate from the governments of other developed countries in an effort to 

enhance its accountability with the objective of regaining public trust and confidence. In particular, this 

paper argues that this can be done by having a comprehensive and well-publicized performance 

measurement system in government bodies. This article further argues that although the Malaysian 

public sector has had a fairly comprehensive performance measurement system, it is still lacking in 

terms of implementation as well as insufficient disclosure of these performance information to the 

wider public. This consequently restricts the public’s capacity to evaluate the level of accountability as 

well as performance of the various public agencies. 

The paper first discusses the development of performance measurements in developed 

countries, including the disclosure and benchmarking of performance information in those economies. 

Some divisions in the public sector were then brought forward to serve as examples to further illustrate 

the issue. The paper then proceeds with a brief description of the Malaysian public sector in order to 

provide some insights on the public sector scenario in Malaysia. It then elaborates the status quo of 

performance measurement initiatives in the Malaysian public sector. Lastly, it evaluates the possibility 

of the Malaysian public sector to follow those initiatives that had been carried out in some developed 

countries. The paper then concludes. 

 

2.0.  Performance Measurement Developments in the Public Sector of Developed 

Economies 
2.1. Performance Measurement in the Public Sector 

Performance is a comprehensive concept that covers both the financial and non-financial aspects 

(Marcuccio and Steccolini 2009). It is also referred to in terms of economy, efficiency, and 

effectiveness (Modell 2004; Boyne 2002). Performance measurement (PM) finds its origin in the 

private sector. It has slowly been introduced and adopted by the public sector normally as a result of a 

policy change (Propper and Wilson 2003). Regardless of the differences between public sector and 

private sector entities, it is argued that only with a measurement system in place can an organization 

monitor its performance, and report, as well as act, on the results in a meaningful way (IFAC PAIB 

2008; Vitezic 2007). In the context of public sector, PM can be specifically defined as the regular 

generation, collection, analysis, reporting, and utilization of a range of data related to the operation of 

public organizations and public programs, including data on inputs, outputs, and outcomes (Boyne 

2002). It may facilitate ‘choice’ for consumers and users of services as choice has now appeared to be 

central to the delivery of a modern public service (Pidd 2005; NASUWT 2007; Wilson and Piebalga 

2008). 

Although for many public sector entities the financial profit motive may not be paramount, 

good or reasonable financial performance – in line with agreed budgets or other authority – is 

necessary both to continue service delivery and to demonstrate good stewardship of public money 

raised from taxation or charges for public services (IFAC PAIB 2008; Walker 2005). In many 

instances, specific measurement indicators like key performance indicators (KPIs) may help 

government bodies to be clear as to what is required of them and can calibrate their performance 

accordingly (Behn 2003). 
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2.2. Disclosure and Benchmarking of Performance Information 

A meaningful performance measurement practice requires not only that the performance indicators be 

carefully developed and used, but more importantly, that these indicators are accordingly reported and 

disclosed to the wider public as a means toward promoting greater accountability (Taylor 2006; Smith 

2004). By reporting and publishing an entity’s performance, it may allow the relevant authoritative 

entities to perform a fair evaluation in an effort to benchmark the common government entities. 

Benchmarking is when an organization compares its internal performance to external standards of 

excellence and acts to close any ‘gap’ (Laurie 2004). In the context of public sector, according to the 

paradigm of new public management (NPM), “benchmarking introduces competition into a state 

apparatus context that is characterized by the cooperation of public sector agencies for the ‘collective’ 

public good” (Kouzmin et al. 1999). 

In the case of the U.K. Government, for example, it appears to place great faith in the potential 

of benchmarking to improve the performance of, and enhance accountability in, the public sector 

(Bowerman et al. 2002). Their first step has started as early as October 1995
1
 (Cowper and Samuels 

2003) and continued when the Public Sector Benchmarking Service (PSBS) was established as part of 

the U.K. Government’s ‘Modernising Government’ program (Bowerman et al. 2002). More 

interestingly, U.K. also has moved from compulsory benchmarking - developed within the individual 

public sector body- toward voluntary benchmarking – developed by some external agency. 

One popular and established way to benchmark is through the preparation of league tables, 

which display the comparative ranking of organizations in terms of their performance (Jacobs et al. 

2007), after first rating these organizations. According to Adab et al. (2002), these tables range from 

those that simply rank crude performance on indicators to those that report sophisticated comparisons 

of summary adjusted statistics. In the U.K., in particular, the number and variety of league tables have 

increased substantially as a result of the increasing reliance by the public on these tables to assist them 

in judging public sector organizations (Jacobs et al. 2007). Subsequently, achieving good ratings has 

now become a major endeavor for public sector managers as it was evident that league table position 

can have major implications, for example, wholesale changes in the leadership of an organization 

(Jacobs et al., 2007). In short, the league tables have been able to promote competition among 

institutions, giving increased autonomy and more power to heads, promotion of a range of alternative 

providers, and opening up public services to commercial activity and sponsorship (NASUWT 2007). 

 

2.3. Some Examples from Developed Countries 

To illustrate the extent of implementation of PM in developed countries, the paper will cite some 

examples of the practice in certain sectors where PM has been widely used, including its application in 

the schools, healthcare, and local governments. 

In the U.K., for example, the education sector has been subject to relatively high levels of 

public monitoring since the implementation of the 1988 Education Reform Act. Since then, the 

performance management system has comprised two key elements: OFSTED reports and the annual 

publication of summary performance measures (PMs) in what are currently commonly referred to as 

the league tables (Propper and Wilson 2003). The school league tables were introduced across all 

schools as part of the general reform of schooling provision, with its main aim to facilitate parental and 

pupil ‘choice’. It is also part of a larger national framework for school and teacher accountability. 

Among the indicators published for U.K. schools are the truancy and national exam pass rates. 

In the case of healthcare, there are a few examples of publication of data on healthcare 

performance (Marshall et al. 2000) in the United States. Information is available on the comparative 

                                                 

 
1 The first step started when the Deputy Prime Minister then, Michael Heseltine, announced his intention to benchmark the 

performance of central government Next Steps Executive Agencies against both the private sector and public services in 

other countries. 
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performance of health insurance plans, hospitals, and individual doctors. For example, the New York 

Cardiac Surgery Reporting System publishes data on hospital- and surgeon-specific risk adjusted 

coronary artery bypass surgery mortality. Interestingly, there was evidence that disclosure favorably 

influences the outcomes of care, as has been reported in the New York Cardiac Surgery Reporting 

System (Marshall et al. 2000). In a separate study, Hannan et al. (1994) found that mortality declined 

significantly following publication of data on mortality rates. In Scotland, data comparing outcomes 

across both hospitals and health areas were made public from the early 1990s (Propper & Wilson, 

2003), while in England and Wales, some basic information about hospital performance in has been 

available since the early 1980s. 

As for the local governments, as part of the Citizen’s Charter, local councils and police forces 

had to publish in local newspapers the details of their performance against the indicators. This is 

required under the UK Local Government Act 1992. This information, as well as an explanation of the 

system used for its measurement, is also supplied to the Audit Commission at the end of the year. The 

Audit Commission then collates the data and produces a commentary on the key activities to 

accompany its publication. The first set of data, covering the operational year 1993/1994, were 

published in March 1995. The second set, covering 1994/1995, was published in March 1996, thus 

starting the reporting of trends. 

 

 

3.0.  Public Sector in Malaysia 
The states of affairs of Malaysian government transparency and accountability have been captured by 

several worldwide studies in their rankings. These studies which were mostly conducted by 

independent non-governmental organizations generally indicate that Malaysia needs to put rigorous 

effort in improving its accountability and transparency (Abu Bakar and Ismail 2011). Public 

information are not always readily available (Barraclough and Phua 2007; Yaakob et al. 2009) and in 

many instances, are not accessible (Siddiquee 2010). 

Among the studies was a recent report by The World Bank on Governance Indicators in the 

aspect of ‘Voice and Accountability’ (Kaufmann et al. 2008), which places Malaysia in the third 

quarter of the 2007 ranking. It is also disheartening to note that this has been the case for the past 11 

years, as the study benchmarks the data to those of year 1996 to 2006 (Abu Bakar and Ismail 2011). 

Another separate study called 2008 Open Budget Index conducted by an independent body (i.e. 

International Budget Partnership) ranked Malaysia at 53
rd

 place out of 85 countries being evaluated, 

implying that it has been providing minimal information on the central government’s budget and 

financial activities during the course of the budget year (International Budget Partnership 2008). This 

makes it quite difficult for citizens to hold the government accountable for its management of the 

public’s money. 

In light of the objectives of this study, the discussion continues with the relevant 

comprehensive performance measurement system program in the Malaysian central government 

organizations. 

 

 

4.0.  Performance Measuremet Initiatives in Malaysia 
Since 1991, there was a positive trend toward increasing emphasis on result accountability in 

Malaysia’s public sector organizations (Shafie 1996; Haque 2000), as a result of the NPM surrounding 

the public sector both in the international and local context. This can be seen through the introduction 

of the Productivity Improvement Initiative (PMI), Total Quality Management (TQM), and the 

Modified Budgeting System (MBS) programs (Siddiquee 2006b; John Antony Xavier 2009; Siddiquee 

2002; Saleh 2008, 2005), which place importance on comprehensive performance measurement 

systems (CPMS) in the Malaysian central government organizations. CPMS covers both financial and 

non-financial indicators that capture the important dimensions of achieving organizational objectives. 
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These campaigns for greater performance were also supported with the introduction of the 

performance-based pay of civil servants, the New Remuneration System (NRS) (Siddiquee 2002). 

Further, Client’s Charter, which also echoed the NPM, although narrowly focusing on front-end 

service delivery, has contributed toward promoting greater accountability for results (John Antony 

Xavier 2009). In a more recent development, government organizations were required to develop and 

set targets for their KPIs (BERNAMA 2009b). 

The Modified Budgeting System (MBS), which was officially introduced for the 1990 annual 

operating budget preparation, has the main objective of improving and modernizing the process of 

resource allocation (John Anthony Xavier 1998) and increasing the public sector managers’ 

accountability (Saleh 2007, 2005) on the basis of performance. Also, the MBS is supposed to cause a 

shift from process performance measurement to results-based performance (Mohamad and Karbhari 

2009). The architects of the reforms have claimed that the MBS has improved financial management 

and accountability in public services (Malaysian Government 2000) as the majority of the agencies 

have shown positive changes toward output-oriented management by developing performance 

indicators and by improving financial management controls. 

The PMI and the TQM were introduced by the Malaysian Administration Modernisation and 

Management Planning Unit (MAMPU) of the Prime Minister’s Department (PMD) in the years 1991 

and 1992, respectively, to government organizations. These two initiatives provided the general 

framework for processes necessary to set up a performance measurement system. They are part of the 

series of reform programs to be implemented by government agencies. With the PMI, government 

agencies were required to establish productivity measurement systems at organizational and employee 

levels. At the organizational level, this first attempt was obviously to make civil service managers 

more aware of the impact of their decisions and actions on productivity of service delivery system. The 

fact that it was the attempt to link resources and results through a performance measurement system 

(PMS) could be seen as essential to the Malaysian civil services to match its counterparts worldwide, 

particularly the developed economies under the label of the NPM. Tan Sri Ahmad Sarji, the Chief 

Secretary of the Malaysian Government, then nicely pointed out that the Malaysian civil service was in 

the process of a ‘paradigm shift’ with emphasis on importing efficiency of private sector into 

government organizations (Abdul Hamid 1994). Definitely, the PMI reflected this value for money 

drive. 

Complementing the earlier reform initiative, the TQM program that was introduced in 1992 

provided further emphasis on establishing the PMS at an organizational level (Saleh 2008). Its focus on 

customer orientation, team-based work, and continual improvement implicitly requires a renewed and 

compatible PMS to be in place. It emphasizes the importance of establishing performance measures 

and quality standards for input, process, and results (Saleh 2008). Although the TQM initiative does 

not specifically address the issue of improving further input and output relationships of government 

programs and activities, it requires government organizations to set up a performance control system 

that is more comprehensive than the existing financial control system (i.e. the Vote book). Besides 

developing the suitable measures of performance, the government organizations need to set 

management information system and feedback mechanisms to ensure that relevant performance data 

are reported to relevant managers for corrective actions. With the right way to measure performance, 

this should enable government agencies to draw a clearer line of responsibilities. Thus, this provides 

them with opportunities to improve service delivery and greater accountability of the civil servants. 

In 1999, a benchmarking policy has also been introduced in the Malaysian public organizations, 

mainly to enhance the continuous improvement culture inculcated by previous reform programs (Prime 

Minister's Department 1999). The five types of benchmarking to be conducted by government bodies 

include: comparison between units within similar organizations, comparison between agencies 

providing similar types of services, comparison between agencies providing dissimilar services, 

comparison between different sectors, and comparison with international counterparts. 



138 European Journal of Economics, Finance and Administrative Sciences - Issue 31 (2011) 

 

All the above development basically took place during the era of the fourth Prime Minister, 

Mahathir Mohamed, who had also introduced his concept of ‘Bersih, Cekap, Amanah’ (Clean, 

Efficient, and Trustworthy) to drive the performance of civil service. 

Later, in 2004, the fifth Prime Minister, Abdullah Ahmad Badawi, introduced KPIs for the 

government-linked companies
2
 (GLCs) (Norhayati and Siti-Nabiha 2008), under the 10-year GLC 

Transformation (GLCT) Programme
3
. The KPIs for these GLCs were created by Ethos Consulting, a 

private consulting firm. The GLCs are required to report its KPIs on a quarterly basis to a special 

committee called the Putrajaya Committee on GLC High Performance (PCG) formed by the 

government specifically to follow through and catalyze the GLCT Programme. This reform program 

resulted in marked improvement in the performance of GLCs through KPI (Tun Razak 2008). 

The interesting part of all this development is that data on the GLCs KPI achievements are 

revealed to the masses. Such an announcement by GLCs is indicative of several achievements. Firstly, 

KPIs increase transparency and accountability, which historically had been lacking at GLCs, in 

particular, and in the government, in general. Clarity has now been provided to stakeholders, along 

with a strong signal of an increased commitment to delivering on promises of improved performance. 

Also, these metrics and targets provided a basis for stakeholder feedback to the GLCs (Nor Mohamed 

Yakcop 2006). 

A year after KPIs were introduced in the GLCs, the Malaysian government went a step further 

by instituting the use of performance indicators for all public agencies through the issuance of 

Guidelines on Establishing Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and Implementing Performance 

Assessment at Government Agency (DAC2/2005) in year 2005. The measurement of KPIs shall focus 

on (i) the efficiency and effectiveness of the process of service delivery, (ii) the human resource and 

financial productivity, and (iii) the customers’ satisfaction toward the service received (Developmental 

Administrative Circular 2005). It will be formulated based on a detailed examination of each step of 

providing services and the duration of time needed to do a certain task and based on the agency‘s 

current process providing service. It was expected that by 2010, almost all public agencies in Malaysia 

are required to implement the KPI system (Economic Planning Unit 2006). 

With regard to the benchmarking issue, beginning 2007, there was an effort by the Malaysian 

National Audit Department (NAD) to carry out some form of benchmarking activity within the 

framework of audit rating system (Abu Bakar and Ismail 2011). This system, which is primarily based 

on its self-developed Financial Management Accountability Index (FMAI), assesses the financial 

management adherence of various government bodies including Ministries, Departments, Statutory 

Bodies, Local Authorities and Islamic religious councils toward the government financial laws and 

regulations, conducted within the scope of nine elements
4
 of financial management (National Audit 

Department of Malaysia 2008). The results of this audit program have been published in the NAD’s 

website showing a total score for each auditee/entity presented in bar charts. However, no detailed 

information was provided in terms of the scoring for each of the nine (9) elements being assessed (Abu 

Bakar and Ismail 2011). 

In a more recent development in Malaysia, Najib, the new premier, has pledged to achieve 

transformation in the government machinery through a performance-based leadership. To achieve this, 

he has introduced a KPI to gauge the performance and achievements of his new cabinet line-ups. 

Khazanah Nasional (National Treasury) had been assigned to assist the government, specifically the 

minister and ministries, in drawing up a Key Performance Index (KPI) system within one month. It aim 

                                                 

 
2 GLCs in Malaysia remain the primary provider of utility and infrastructure services including electricity, 

telecommunications, postal, airlines, airports, public transportation, water, and sewerage, as well as banking and finance. 
3 GLC transformation program encompass four phases spanning 10 years (from the middle of 2004 until 2015). 
4 The nine elements are (i) Organisational Management Control, (ii) Budgetary Control, (iii) Receipts Control, (iv) 

Expenditure Control, (v) Management of Trust Funds, Trust Accounts and Deposits, (vi) Management of Assets and 

Inventories, (vii) Management of Investments, (viii) Management of Loans, and (ix) Financial Statement. 
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was to make the ministers and senior officials in civil service responsible for their own achievements 

based on the KPIs. 

The KPIs, which would reflect the country’s key strategy, according to the premier, will focus 

on impact, and not input, on outcome or result, and not output (2009b). This is to ensure “value for 

money public delivery system.” The government’s seriousness in this effort is evident through the 

establishment of a specific and new unit headed by a minister in the Prime Ministers Department called 

‘unity and performance management’ unit (BERNAMA 2009a). The first evaluation on the 

performance of all ministers and ministries was carried out in November 2009, with the Prime Minister 

personally involved to ensure that any obstacles impeding their performance are removed on a 

continuous basis. 

Table 1 lists the key programs relevant to performance measurement development in the 

context to public sector reform in Malaysia. 

 
Table 1: Major milestones in the Malaysian public service reform 

 
No. YEAR INITIATIVES 

1 1968 Programme and Performance Budgeting System (PPBS) 

2 1987, 1992 Micro-Accounting System (MAS) 

3 1990 Modified Budgeting System (MBS) 

4 1991 Productivity Improvement Initiative (PMI) 

5 1992 Total Quality Management (TQM) 

6 1993 Clients’ Charter 

7 1996 ISO 

8 1999 Benchmarking 

9 2004 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for government-linked companies 

10 2005 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for all other government agencies  

11 2007 Treasury Strategic results area and strategic KPIs 

12 2007 Auditor-General’s Star Rating on Financial Management 

13 2008 MAMPU’s Star Rating System on Public Management 

14 2009 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for Minister and Ministries 

15 2009 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for jobholders in the senior echelons of public service 

Source: Adopted from Abu Bakar and Ismail (2011) 

 

4.1. Toward Enhancing Accountability in the Malaysian Public Sector 

4.1.1. Approaches in the Development of PMS and its Implementation 

Literatures have argued that an effective approach in developing KPIs should involve public 

participation (Vitezic 2007; Mimba et al. 2007). In many instances, however, the approach employed 

by the Malaysian public sector does not seek public views. An example is when an external private 

consulting company (i.e. Ethos Consulting) was consulted for KPI development for GLCs instead of 

gathering views of stakeholders such as users, fund providers, customers, and trade unions. Another 

case is when KPIs for ministers and ministries are developed by themselves with the assistance of the 

National Treasury. 

The weakness of the current practice of performance measurement development in Malaysia, 

which does not include participation of civil societies, is that it may not be able to serve the public’s 

interests, who are the main recipient of the system (Sanger 2008). It would be advantageous if 

meetings with stakeholders could be conducted in order to seek their opinion and to incorporate their 

expectations. These end recipients should be consulted to get their feedback on their expectation like 

what they mostly want to know regarding each public agency (Thompson 1993). Getting feedbacks 

from the masses may increase public receptiveness toward the system and reduce the possibilities of 

the KPI or the system to later be the topic of dispute, as it will be giving them the information they 

really want. 

From the preceding sections, it may have been obvious that the performance measurement 

system has already been introduced since as early as the 1990s through various reform programs 
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including the TQM and PMI (Abu Bakar and Ismail 2011). Hence, it is our contention that the issue to 

be addressed here is no longer on the introduction of the PMS, but rather on the execution of the 

system (Siddiquee 2006a; Shafie 1996; John Antony Xavier 1996). Office bearers and administrators 

could take charge on implementing a comprehensive PMS as has been propagated in the 1990s reform 

programs. The system implemented should be carefully monitored across the board, in all 

governmental departments, agencies, local authorities, and to all civil servants on an individual basis. 

Merely introducing one reform program after the other when one took office will no longer be pleasing 

in the public’s eyes if there is no tangible result of the program that follows. The government should 

recognize that the awareness (Yaakob et al. 2009) and education level among the general Malaysian 

population has greatly increased (Abdul Khalid 2008), and thus, they are becoming increasingly 

critical as well as vocal toward how the government should be. The government needs to walk the talk 

by effectively implementing these useful systems in order to provide value for money service to the 

citizens. 

With regard to the directives in DAC2/2005, which requires all government agencies to 

implement the KPI system, there is little evidence to show what will materialize as progress thus far 

has been rather slow. As a case in point, Abdul Khalid (2008) has found that by the end of 2007 still 

not many local authorities have fully implemented the system. Some have just received training by 

their respective state government on the concept of indicators, whereas others are in the process of 

formulating it. Worst still, there are also some local councils that have not implemented the system. 

There seems to be no effective execution of the said policy by the relevant authority. 

 

4.1.2. Disclosure of Performance Information 

In response to the new premier pledge toward a more accountable and transparent government, the 

system will be handicapped if the KPI results are kept from the public’s view. It is believed that an 

accountable government should not be afraid of public scrutiny (Buang 2009). KPI results should be 

published and treated as public documents which are easy to access at few costs; otherwise, it will 

create an unwarranted public perception that the government pledge is merely rhetoric (Siddiquee 

2006b). Based on anecdotal evidence, it is believed that increased public documentation is able to 

enhance public’s confidence in the government’s accountability. 

In the case of GLCs, KPI achievements of selected 20 GLCs have been revealed to the public 

(The Star Online 2007), which is commendable. Nonetheless, as these GLCs are the top 20 GLCs, 

quite expectedly, the results revealed have been rather favorable ones, with 76% meeting their KPIs in 

2007 (Ang 2008). It would be more convincing if results of all GLCs are released to the public, rather 

than just the crème de la crème ones. 

Further, a study on KPI practice in Malaysian local governments by Abdul Khalid (2008) has 

demonstrated that KPI reports were meant to be used only for internal purposes. As a result, external 

monitoring and evaluations were not possible to be made toward the KPIs for public agencies that have 

implemented the system. To a greater extent, there is also an absence of mechanism to serve as a 

‘carrot and stick’ for promoting the KPI agenda (Abdul Khalid 2008). Here, again, it is clear that the 

implementation issues seem to be the main stumbling block in carrying out government policies or 

directives related to the reform program. 

At this juncture, it is also worth noting that immediately following the premier’s announcement 

of KPI development in ministries in April 2009, there was an almost impromptus detractor by one of 

the ministers against revealing the KPIs to the public, for fear of public misinterpretation (The Star 

Online 2009a), as has been argued. This reaction by the respective government personnel was actually 

not uncommon as it has been previously experienced by the U.K. during the initial stages when they 

first required the local government to publish its performance information. In that particular case in the 

U.K., Cowper & Samuels (2003) have attributed it to two factors. First, there was some perception that 

it represented a politically-motivated intrusion by central government into the affairs of local 

government. Second, many in local government predicted that publication of the data would have little 
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impact and that the resources required for its collection would therefore be expended for little gain. 

These concerns however, proved to be unfounded. 

To address some of the above issues, the U.K. Audit Commission had undertaken research into 

the public’s views and found that people valued the information being made available, believing that 

this would enhance public accountability. Concerns that reporting might be biased also proved 

unfounded -- research indicated that people tended to interpret the performance indicators as throwing 

a positive light on local government and were impressed at the range of services provided for the 

money spent. Press coverage was also more positive than negative. The result has been that there now 

exists a broad national and local political acceptance of the value of the performance indicators and of 

national publication. 

It is thus argued that it is important that government officials and government bodies be more 

receptive on the idea of an open-government. The whole government machinery, especially the top-

level management, needs a comprehensive awareness and education program on the importance of 

publishing its performance to the owners of the resources they are handling, i.e. the people. They 

should be made to fully understand the need for government to be accountable and should neither be 

fearful of, nor object to, a system of effective government accountability. It is the right of the public to 

get access to public sector information, as it is their money that the public sector is managing (Giroux 

and Shields 1993). 

Road show of seminars and talks for government officers, school headmasters, councillors, 

police authority, etc, meeting them in their own workplaces and highlighting how the indicators can 

help them to appreciate the whole process of performance review are a few ways to educate the public 

sector. Although it will be a tough task, it will be worth the effort as has been proved by countries such 

as the U.K., whereby those councils with the worst performance in the year of assessment had 

improved significantly in the next year once the data were published - the five worst councils had 

improved performance by between 30% and 60% (Cowper and Samuels 2003). As there are still many 

things to be done and many actions to be made, there seems to be still a long journey for the Malaysian 

government to be at the same level as its counterparts in the developed countries such as the U.K. 

Once Malaysia is ready to publish its performance information, there are various ways to 

widely disseminate it to the public at large. It can follow the U.K.’s steps whereby in the 5 main cities, 

it has installed a computerized version of the performance indicators in the main library and will assess 

the level of interest from the public before deciding whether to make this exhibition more widely 

available (Cowper & Samuels, 2003). The Citizen's Charter Unit has also produced a CD-ROM that 

brings together performance information for schools, hospitals, local authorities, and emergency 

services. The program uses a computer map to help people find the information on their local services. 

Copies are being made available free to schools, libraries, and individuals. 

After the performance information is disclosed by the respective government bodies, it is 

expected that benchmarking will naturally take place. This may be done by the government itself, 

which is more commendable, or by external interested parties. Here, there are definitely several 

challenges that need to be faced, taking into consideration the report of Kouzmin et al. (1999), that the 

relatively early stages of the introduction of benchmarking into the public sector were received with 

much skepticism and resistance to organizational change within the workplace. 

Among the benchmarking problems unique to the public sector is that for some services there 

are no direct competitions against which to judge results or processes (Wynn-Williams 2005), although 

for many others competitions do exist (Wynn-Williams, 2005). In the Malaysian context, this is true 

for the energy provider, Tenaga Nasional Bhd. (TNB), which monopolizes the industry. Thus, for these 

kinds of organization, benchmarking can be either against itself over a certain period of time to identify 

its progress toward its ‘personal best’, or perhaps to benchmark against other countries. 
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5.0.  Conclusion 
A comprehensive and properly executed performance measurement system, which is adequately 

disclosed to the masses and rated by interested parties, by and large, may help to increase the level of 

competitiveness of the public sector, thus benefiting the entire economy. It was an established fact in 

the Malaysian public sector that a number of reform programs and policies faced implementation 

setbacks. Hence, the foremost issue here is to measure the government's implementation mechanism. It 

follows that any existing program should be closely monitored and evaluated in order to ensure that 

implementation is on track. To achieve this, key personnel in each government bodies should be made 

accountable for the program results at their own bodies. Obsolete and old-fashioned beliefs and 

judgments need to be removed. To a larger extent and, more effectively, few policies that are seen to 

impede progress may well be revised. This might include policies such as the Official Secrets Act and 

the Seditions Act (Siddiquee 2005), which might become a hindrance toward greater transparency of 

official, but public, information. 

It is, nonetheless, agreed upon that making and sustaining change in the public sector will not 

be smooth sailing, partly due to malaise and inertia as rightly pointed out by the fifth Prime Minister, 

Abdullah Ahmad Badawi (Ahmad Badawi 2005). Notwithstanding that the government has no choice 

but to ‘change’ if it wants to become the ‘best in class’ public sector in the world, as aspired, and if it 

wishes to stay relevant among the electorates. Public grouses demonstrated through the last election 

should have given enough indication that various shortcomings in the Malaysian public sector need to 

be dealt with and overcome. The trend is presumably positive toward greater transparency and 

accountability as has been recently pledged by the new Prime Minister Najib Razak (Tun Razak 2008). 

The journey in bringing the Malaysian public sector to a new level of performance certainly will be a 

demanding and laborious one, but it is believed that with strong political will and determination, this 

dream can be materialized and will eventually bring Malaysia to greater heights, for the benefit of the 

current and future generations. 
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