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Abstract
Purpose – The temporality of performance measurement systems has been claimed to affect actors’ time orientation, such as that of listed company managers. This study explores that view. 
Design/methodology/approach – The study uses constructivist data gathered from executives in one listed and one non-listed company.
Findings – The study shows that the research on performance measurement is based on a linear-quantitative view on time that assumes that humans orient towards the future from one point, the present; this view excludes other time-related constructs, particularly the past, and highlights a choice between the short term and the long term, idealising the long term. It is shown that the performance measurement of non-listed company executives is constructed through (1) past-based, (2) present-based and (3) future-based rationalities: executives acknowledge (1) the past as a basis for present and future performance, (2) present actions as shaping future performance and (3) future plans and performance targets as bases for present actions. Listed company executives’ performance measurement is constructed predominantly through the present-based time rationality.
Research implications – “The orientation from the present” and the “short” and “long terms” could be enhanced with time rationalities. 
Practical implications – The evaluation periods within performance measurement systems do not determine the time orientations of the actors subjected to those systems; time rationalities could be considered when designing such systems.
Originality/value – The paper provides a novel view on performance measurement and time.
Keywords – Time orientation, time rationality, performance measurement 
Paper type – Research paper


1 Introduction

The time orientation of performance measurement has been studied extensively in the accounting literature (Merchant, 1990; Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Chow et al., 1996; Van der Stede, 2000; Abernethy et al., 2013; Pugh, 2017). Much of this research relies on the ideas that the formal periods within the performance measurement systems such as the evaluation period (the period considered when evaluating a given manager’s performance) and the overall rigidity of performance measurement are related to the length of the time orientation of those persons assessed by such systems. For example, Merchant (1990) and Van der Stede (2000) warn that rigidity in performance measurement systems can lead to short-termism. Van Rinsum and Hartmann (2007) show how managers’ time orientation is generally positively impacted by the evaluation period in the performance measurement systems to which those managers are subject.

The alignment of interests between listed company owners and managers has moreover been contemplated in relation to time orientation (Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256, 260; Bebchuk and Fried 2005, p. 18, 21; Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006). The frequent reporting and other performance requirements imposed on listed companies by financial markets, as well as the emphasis on the relentless and continuously pressing performance measure of share price, may make management in these companies excessively short-termist (Lazonick and O’Sullivan, 2000, p. 29-33; Graham et al., 2005; Ezzamel et al., 2008).

Traditionally, short-termism has been conceptualised as the preference for actions in the near term that have negative consequences for long-term success (Marginson and McAulay, 2008, p. 274). In accounting, this has been seen as the focus on the short term at the expense of the long term (Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Van der Stede, 2000, p. 609-610), for example failing to pay attention to new ideas that could result in future success (Chow et al., 1996). Such conceptualisations of short-termism have typically been based on the perceptions of corporate outsiders ─ accounting researchers and financial market critics ─ not those of managers themselves. Relying on a constructivist framework (Berger and Luckmann, 1966; Latour and Woolgar, 1986), and on the sociology of time (Hassard, 1990), the present paper takes into account the content and the extent of the pervasiveness of managers’ time constructs. Short-termism is set into this wider context of time constructs. 

The linear-quantitative view on time (Hassard, 1990) in the performance measurement literature is shown to assume, more or less implicitly, an imaginary person standing at the point of present and “looking” at time linearly from there, predominantly towards the future, occasionally glancing back over his/her shoulder to “see” the past. Such “orientation from the present” and its powerful implications have not previously been explicitly elaborated. It is demonstrated that such a view on time takes its more specific form in performance measurement and time orientation studies (Chow et al., 1996; Van der Stede, 2000; Bebchuk and Fried, 2005, p. 18, 21; Graham et al., 2005; Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006; van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007) as a distinction between the short term and the long term – a distinction between the two types of views on the future that the imaginary person “standing at the present point” is assumed to “see” (notions such as “farsightedness” and “shortsightedness” draw attention to the idea of using the vision: e.g. Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006, p. 446). The present paper reveals and challenges such an underlying assumption of the literature.

The paper uses the sociology of time (Hassard, 1990; Emirbayer and Mische, 1998) in order to acknowledge that “time” is more diverse than merely linear-quantitative time. Subjectively experienced time and cyclical approaches to time have been combined in multifaceted ways in accounting (McSweeney, 2000; Anderson-Gough et al., 2001) and organisational studies (Crossan et al., 2005). There is also much research on how the constructs of “past”, “present” and “future” can have diverse relations to each other (Tuttle, 1997; Emirbayer and Mische, 1998; Chakhovich, 2013) and can be contemplated analytically in different ways: time can be experienced to flow “backwards” (i.e. from the future, through the present and the past), and there are relevant points other than the present from which to look at time. The research question is as follows: What are the consequences of a linear-quantitative view on time for performance measurement in relation to “the orientation from the present” and the time orientation in listed companies, and how can this view be extended? 

The study analyses two Finnish companies in the financial services industry; one listed and one non-listed. The listed company representatives claim to be profoundly committed to the performance measure of share price and, consequently, according to the literature, the company could be vulnerable to the short-termism inherent in the financial markets (Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256, 260; Graham et al., 2005; Rappaport, 2005; Ezzamel et al., 2008). The non-listed company managers, focusing on traditional retail banking instead of aggressive financial market manoeuvres, emphasise their mental separation from the financial markets and mostly take a negative stance towards those markets; hence their time orientation could be expected to “extend longer”. This setting allows the comparison of these cases in order to show the time constructs tied to performance measurement and the theoretical consequences of relying on “the orientation from the present” for the interpretation of these cases. The investigation was conducted predominantly via interviews with executives and board members of the companies, with two analyst interviews and archival data (media texts and internal company material) to support the analysis. 

When looking at the constructed character of “time” within performance measurement in the case companies, short term and long term no longer necessarily emerge as predominant. Instead, the executives in the non-listed company acknowledge several time constructs: a past-based rationality (whereby the past, e.g. the continuity and consistency of measurement in the past, is constructed as a base on which to convincingly build the present and/or the future performance), a present-based rationality (whereby present actions and measurements are perceived as the basis for performance in the future), and a future-based rationality (whereby the future is planned first, performance targets are set, and present tasks are derived from these future plans and targets) (present- and future-based rationalities are adapted from Chakhovich, 2013). The empirical analysis thus shows that the time constructs of the non-listed company managers are complex. Regarding listed company managers, a different position is found; time within their performance measurement is predominantly constructed through the present-based rationality. 

When looking at these rationalities through the linear-quantitative view on time and its associated “orientation from the present” and short term/long term distinction, the present-based rationality easily comes to be seen as short-termism, and thus inferior, due to its focus on action in the present and the less apparent or formal emphasis on the future. Its beneficial attributes thus go unnoticed. The future-based rationality may erroneously be seen as long-term orientation and become idealised, its inferior qualities being easily ignored. Finally, past-based rationality may be seen as either inertia, or not really considered at all as a relevant time construct in performance measurement because it seems unrelated to the short and long terms. 

The paper contributes to the performance measurement literature on time orientation (Chow et al., 1996; Van der Stede, 2000; van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007; Abernethy et al., 2013) by showing how time rationalities emerge more clearly in the empirical data related to company performance measurement than the linear-quantitative “short” and “long” terms. Performance measurement is embedded within more complex time-related issues than those simply represented by the evaluation period (Ezzamel and Robson, 1995; Anderson-Gough et al., 2001; Pugh, 2017) – time rationalities also have a role here. The paper also contributes to the literature on short time orientation associated with the financial markets and the maximisation of shareholder value (Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256, 260; Bebchuk and Fried 2005, p. 18, 21; Graham et al., 2005; Rappaport, 2005; Ezzamel et al., 2008), as follows. It is shown that the listed company (non-listed company) presented in this paper would appear to be short-term (long-term) oriented based on the linear-quantitative view on time and the associated “orientation from the present”, whereas the new categorisation of time constructs sheds additional light on these claims, explaining their bases but also casting some doubt on them. 

Next, theoretical reflections are presented, followed by a description of the method applied. Time constructs and performance measurement in the case companies are then demonstrated, and the paper ends with a discussion and conclusions.  

2 Theoretical reflections

2.1 Linear-quantitative view on time and “the orientation from the present”

The time orientation of performance measurement has been a popular topic in accounting (e.g. Merchant, 1990; Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Chow et al., 1996; Van der Stede, 2000; Abernethy et al., 2013; Pugh, 2017). Much of this research either implicitly relies on or explicitly studies how certain time-related technical features in performance measurement systems induce certain temporal attitudes and actions by managers subject to those systems (Merchant, 1990; Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Van der Stede, 2000; Graham et al., 2005; Pugh, 2017). Such technical features typically include the evaluation period of the systems as well as the extent to which a performance measure functions as a leading indicator instead of a lagging one (Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006; van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007). Here the evaluation period refers to the period used to evaluate the performance of a given executive (i.e. the interval of performance measurement; van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007), and leading indicators typically refer to measures such as customer satisfaction, whose changes may eventually result in effects in the levels of lagging indicators, such as company profit (Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006). The dependent variable in such studies is usually what is termed the “time orientation”, “time horizon”, “short time/term orientation” or “long time/term orientation” of a given person, indicating whether this person orients him/herself towards the short term or long term (Merchant, 1990; Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Van der Stede, 2000; van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007). 

In this line of research, Van der Stede (2000) shows how a rigid budgetary control style representing an evaluation period of one year can cause short-termism in managers subject to such a style, and Merchant (1990) provides evidence that pressures to meet certain short-term financial targets can induce short-termism. Moreover, van Rinsum and Hartmann (2007) report a positive relation between the time orientation of managers exposed to certain performance measurement systems and the evaluation periods in those systems. Graham et al. (2005) show that the majority of company executives would sacrifice long-term value in order to reach a certain level in reported quarterly earnings. 

Agency theory, whose important tenet is that company managers function as agents of the owners (Jensen and Meckling, 1976), forms a popular theoretical lens in accounting (Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Graham et al., 2005; Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006). Agency theory emphasises that the interests of the managers and owners should ideally be aligned, for example with incentive systems (Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Bebchuk and Fried 2005; Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006); this alignment is also desired in relation to time orientation (Graham et al., 2005; Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006). In this literature managers are potentially perceived as excessively short-term oriented compared to the optimal time horizon from the owners’ point of view (Bebchuk and Fried 2005, p. 18, 21; Graham et al., 2005).

The shareholder value approach has become popular in the Western hemisphere (Lazonick and O’Sullivan, 2000; Ding et al., 2008), the creation of shareholder value being naturalised as the foremost objective of company management (Ezzamel et al., 2008). The approach has been criticised for its short-termist tendencies (Lazonick and O’Sullivan, 2000, p. 29-33; Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256, 260; Ezzamel et al., 2008). Moreover, the financial markets and their quarterly reporting requirements have been claimed to encourage short-termism (Bebchuk and Fried 2005, p. 18, 21; Graham et al., 2005; Rappaport, 2005).

Short-termism has been conceptualised as “a preference for actions in the near term that have detrimental consequences for the long term” (Marginson and McAulay, 2008, p. 274). The specific concept of short-termism in the financial markets has assumed various forms (Lazonick and O’Sullivan, 2000, p. 29-33; Ezzamel et al., 2008). In the accounting literature, Ezzamel et al. (2008, p. 134) warn against the shareholder value approach, specifically against the short-termism inherent in its emphasis on the legitimacy of the status quo. Ding et al. (2008, p. 723-724) are concerned that because diffuse shareholders enjoy less visibility over a focal company’s future than, for example, committed owner-managers and banks as owners, these shareholders are likely to be excessively focused on the short-term performance of the focal company. Companies might exhibit a preference for smooth earnings in the short term at the expense of long-term value-increasing investments (Graham et al., 2005) and an obsession with the level of short-term earnings (Rappaport, 2005). 

The study of the sociology of time has explicitly recognised a twofold meaning of time: time as linear-quantitative (clock-time) and as cyclic-qualitative (social time) (Hassard, 1990, 1999). The accounting research has also acknowledged this division (Ezzamel and Robson, 1995). The linear-quantitative tradition perceives time as essentially linear, and time is equated with value, being both objective and measurable (e.g. Graham et al., 2005).

Underlying the linear-quantitative view on time, there is an assumption of “the orientation from the present”, very explicitly shown in the figure created by Laverty (1996, p. 828), a figure which illustrates the problem of intertemporal choice on a unilinear time line: two investment options are presented, one promising only small incremental improvements in production technology but maintaining short-term profitability, and another offering substantial benefits later but entailing a loss in the short term. Managers making decisions are assumed to stand at the point of the present and evaluate these options from there. This idea underlies much of agency theory and accounting literature: time orientation, as the length of time that managers look “ahead” towards the future, is seen as an important variable to be optimised for the benefit of the owners and the company itself (Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256, 260; Bebchuk and Fried 2005, p. 18, 21; Graham et al., 2005; Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006). This underlying idea of “the orientation from the present” is also exemplified by the notion of the “near term” employed by Marginson and McAulay (2008, p. 274) in relation to the short term; inviting the perspective of a person positioned in the present and looking towards the future, either “near” him/herself, or far. Moreover, the focus on “the orientation from the present” is seen more explicitly in the notions of “time orientation”, “short-term orientation”, or “future orientation”, employed in the literature (Lewis and Weigert, 1981, p. 437, 445; Van der Stede, 2000; Rappaport, 2005). It is noteworthy that the interest here has been in “the orientation towards” a given time construct (such as the short term or the future), not in “the orientation from” a time construct (the present). Apparently “the orientation from the present” has been so prevalent as to be taken for granted, thus drifting out of sight, becoming implicit or hidden.

Regarding performance measurement, van Rinsum and Hartmann (2007) show how the managerial time orientation is positively influenced by given fundamental characteristics of performance measures: the lead-time (the time elapsing between a leading performance measure and the lagging result in terms of accounting figures) and the evaluation period of performance measures. Here lead-time and evaluation period are shown to extend linearly from the present towards the future in the figures drawn (van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007, p. 34-35). Similarly, for example, Merchant (1990) and Van der Stede (2000) assume a person stationed in the present to be incentivised by certain performance measurement systems to gaze towards a longer or a shorter time period into the future. Any orientation towards the past has implicitly been disregarded as unimportant and inertial; not worthy of research. Therefore in the performance measurement literature there are hardly any contributions referring explicitly to the past.

Figure 1 presents the linear-quantitative view on time. Here, a given decision-maker is assumed to stand at the single point of present and to look at time predominantly towards the future, either for a shorter or a longer term. This person is also acknowledged to glance occasionally at the past. Implicit here is the idea of a unilinear flow of time, from the past, through the present and towards the future. However, as the figure indicates, the flow is not unilinear from the perspective of the decision-maker of interest: due to this person standing “in the middle” of the time line, he/she looks towards the past and towards the future in two different directions. The assumption that this linear-quantitative view on time is a simple and thus a “natural” way of contemplating time can be questioned on the basis of the figure. In order to fully grasp this view on time, one has to consider that time flows unilinearly, but, simultaneously, it does not necessarily always flow unilinearly from the perspective of the person looking at time while positioned in the present. Hence complexity and paradox are implicit in the model, complexity that here is structured, but so far not explicitly shown in the literature.
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Figure 1. Linear-quantitative view on time, according to which a person standing in the present is assumed to look at time either for the long or the short term, occasionally glancing at the past (top part of the figure). In addition, time is assumed to flow unilinearly through the past, the present and the future (bottom part of the figure).

 “The orientation from the present” results in the associated claim that “time” in performance measurement consists of two principally relevant categories, “short” and “long”; a person may “orient” towards a shorter or a longer time horizon from the present on a time line, depending on the specific performance measurement systems to which he/she is subjected. Of these, “short” usually implies a period of (about) one year, a period relatively “close” to the present, whereas “long” implies an emphasis on the “future” away from immediate present concerns, longer than one year (Merchant, 1990; Van der Stede, 2000). “Short” and “long” could represent mutually exclusive opposites between which an intertemporal choice must be made (Laverty, 1996; Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005; Marginson and McAulay, 2008). Dechow and Sloan (1991, p. 52) acknowledge the setting as one of comparison between short and long terms by suggesting that annual earnings as a performance measure may encourage managers towards short-term instead of longer-term performance. Moreover, the literature criticising shareholder value often analyses its two potential, distinct implications: short-term value gain by executives and long-term value loss by owners and society (Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005). However, “long” could encompass both “short” and “long”: It has been implicitly assumed that a long time orientation acknowledges the complexity of time constructs more effectively than a short time orientation: a short-term oriented actor only has to think about the short term, whereas a long-term oriented actor has to consider both short and long term, their interrelations and the balance between them (van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007; Abernethy et al., 2013).  

2.2 Alternative views on time

The cyclic-qualitative tradition recognises the socially constructed meanings of time (Hassard, 1999, p. 330-331); in this tradition, past, present and future are fused together dynamically (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998). Here time can be perceived in multiple ways, depending on the context and the actors involved (Lewis and Weigert, 1981). Much accounting-related research on time has followed the linear-quantitative tradition (Ezzamel and Robson, 1995, p. 156). However, there are also selected pieces of accounting research that reflect, for example, the multifaceted nature of actor time consciousness (Anderson-Gough et al., 2001; Nandhakumar and Jones, 2001; Quattrone and Hopper, 2005), and the complexities of conceptualising time in relation to financial statements (Chambers, 1989; McSweeney, 2000). 

The sociology of time often separates time into three components: past, present, and future (Tuttle, 1997; Emirbayer and Mische, 1998; Maaninen-Olsson and Müllern, 2009). Tuttle (1997) describes these in terms of how much a person (1) thinks about each component, (2) values each component and (3) feels that each component is full of activities and events. For example, an orientation to the future can be seen as a function of the extent of planning, of attaching importance to these plans, and of the number of activities contained in these plans (Tuttle, 1997, p. 357). Different components of time have been acknowledged as interrelated and interdependent (Tuttle, 1997; Emirbayer and Mische, 1998). For example, path dependence refers to how the past can affect the present and the future (Arrow, 1951). Emirbayer and Mische (1998) point out that past, present and future can each be seen analytically to possess two subcomponents that connect to each of the other two main time components. McSweeney (2000) sees the interrelations between the past and the future as enabling the accomplishment of effective financial reporting: although reports are prepared about the past, their implementation requires estimates on the future, such as the estimated useful life of a given asset to be depreciated.

Present-based rationality acknowledges thinking directed from the present and extending towards the future; efficiency and effectiveness in the present are rationalised to lead to success in the future (Chakhovich, 2013). On the other hand, future-based rationality shows that the future should initially be planned and then actions in the present should be made fit future plans; here thinking can be visualised as moving from the future to the present (Chakhovich, 2013). Figure 2 illustrates these rationalities, differing visually from the time rationalities by Chakhovich (2013) in the way that the time line below them is not deemed necessary. In comparison with the linear-quantitative view in Figure 1, the simplicity of the time rationalities is noteworthy. 
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Figure 2. Present-based (above) and future-based (below) time rationalities (adapted from Chakhovich, 2013).

Time rationalities are based on the ordering of time constructs. These rationalities describe which time construct is the first focus and which time construct forms the subsequent focus. The time base is posited as the starting point of actor thinking: this construct is typically perceived quite extensively and concretely. For example, in the present-based time rationality, the base is the present. The time target is the time construct towards which thinking is oriented from the initial base. In the present-based rationality, this target is the future. The term “time orientation” can be seen to implicitly denote the direction, in time, towards which actors orient themselves. This study proposes that the basis from which this time “orientation” originates can also matter. For example, actions guided by a future-based rationality are oriented towards the present but oriented from the future. 

The theoretical section described how the discussion on time orientation in performance measurement is conducted predominantly on the basis of “the orientation from the present” and “short” and “long terms”, although the cyclic-qualitative view on time provides numerous pathways away from these perspectives. The fieldwork will illustrate how performance measurement is empirically more clearly tied to time rationalities than to the linear-quantitative view on time.
 
3 Method

This study relies on social constructivism (Berger and Luckmann, 1966) appropriate for studying multifaceted concepts such as time. However, referring to Latour and Woolgar’s (1986) proposition of the redundancy of the “social” as any entity can be seen from a social point of view in such research, references to “social constructs” have been minimised, thus predominantly employing the term “constructs”.

Data were gathered in two Finnish companies, here called Singlex and Triplex. Both companies operate in the financial services industry; however, one is listed and one is not. The paper relies on empirical evidence gathered by semi-structured interviews and from archival data. Because the study investigated time- and performance measurement- related issues hidden in the confines of actors’ minds, interviews were judged to be the preferred method of investigation: they provide an opportunity for interviewees to reflect upon and speak up on specific issues, unlike observation, for example. 

The interview data were prepared as interview transcripts. Interviews took place in 2007-08 and in 2010. In total, 30 interviews were conducted, 13 in Singlex, 15 in Triplex, and two with analysts who commented on Singlex (see Appendix A for data sources). Two key individuals in Singlex and three key individuals in Triplex were interviewed twice. The interviews in Singlex were conducted predominantly with executives, but two board members and three middle managers were also interviewed. The interviews in Triplex were conducted with bank managing directors, managers, executives in the central unit (called the Association; see a description of the company below) and board members.

In order to develop the theory on time constructs, the study was undertaken using two extreme cases, and an attempt was made to elicit the underlying tensions between the two companies (Ahrens and Dent, 1998), on which more later. The two participant companies were expected to provide an excellent contrast because they represent distinct types of governance and perceptions of temporality. The Singlex executives were selected because of their close association with the financial markets. The focus on the executive level allowed maximum contact between respondents and financial markets; a focus on middle management would have mixed the impacts of financial markets, for instance, with product market-related issues while still not providing a distinct contrast in the form of a non-listed alternative; for this reason the perceptions of this group were not focused on. Triplex management, on the other hand, represents an extreme case of an absence of interest in financial market contacts and a generally negative attitude towards these markets. Board members were interviewed in order to complement the other interviews. Analysts were interviewed to elicit context and additional details about the listed company.

The duration of the interviews varied between 30 and 100 minutes. All interviews were carried out by the author. With one exception, all were face-to-face meetings (the exception was carried out by telephone). All interviews were recorded and transcribed and they followed a semi-structured format (Rubin and Rubin, 1995, p. 4-5) to enable the respondents to provide information relevant to their own meanings and experiences (Rubin and Rubin, 1995, p. 158-163). The interview themes are presented in Appendix B. Earlier interview data provided access to the time constructs and information on performance measurement, and subsequent interview data clarified particularly certain episodes through which the study demonstrates how “time” was constructed in the companies. 

Archival data, consisting of compensation manuals, annual reports, and other relevant material, were gathered from company web sites and during company visits. In addition, newspaper articles and internal material on the companies, Triplex histories and a television documentary about Triplex were collated and analysed. Appendix A presents the sources of the archival data. These data formed a supporting source, giving context to the interviews.

The data analysis was performed as described below. During data gathering, the data were continuously perused, and manual notes taken on issues related to time. It was first noted that in Singlex respondents accounted for “time” as constructs in a given, rationalised and preferred, order (namely, first the present, then the future). This was theoretically interesting because of the focus of the prior theory of time orientation on the periods of the long term and the short term separately, not on their subjectively experienced respective order. This led to an investigation of whether a similar theme might emerge in Triplex. The existence of such a theme, and a similar theme within which the order of the time constructs was reversed (first the future, then the present) were confirmed by critical and repeated analysis of the Triplex interviews. Moreover, the importance of the past was stressed in the literature (e.g. Emirbayer and Mische, 1998) in addition to the present and the future, and this suggested rereading the transcripts in an attempt to conceptualise how the past was constructed in the data. This led to support for a past-based rationality. Finally, data on performance measurement in each company was analysed and connected with both long and short terms as well as time rationalities.

The issue of contrasts deserves further mention in relation to the analysis of the data. When choosing the case companies, the expectation was to locate short-term and long-term oriented executives and the associated tensions between the short and the long terms in performance measurement; however, surprisingly, something else outside this paradigm – the time rationalities – was located in the analysis process. 

4 Empirical investigation

In order to clarify the time constructs early on, Triplex is discussed before Singlex.  Background information on each company is first provided, and thereafter an episode from the history of the company is presented to illustrate time rationalities. Interviewees’ perceptions of financial market listing are also presented and it is shown that attitudes towards financial markets may be partial sources for the observed time constructs. Performance measurement in each company is then further analysed and tied to the time constructs. 

4.1 Triplex 

Triplex’ background 

Triplex is a coalition of 38 independent regional savings banks and related central organisations, most prominently the Triplex Association. Triplex is committed to an ideology that favours personal saving. Its customers are mostly private individuals, small to medium-sized businesses and farmers. The company is heavily focused on very traditional retail banking business, not on the operations of and manoeuvres on the financial markets as such. At the time of the study its return on equity was 12%, having been around 10% in the previous two years. The number of employees in 2007 totalled 1,178 and the operating revenue was over €200 million. The company has also been successful in the longer term after the study: operating revenue reached almost €300 million in 2015, and the result has amounted to clearly over 20% of operating revenue every year since the study. The gearing ratio has been about 10% since the study. Triplex banks are mostly not owned by any actor, and the company has often been referred to as an “ownerless” company. The assets of the banks have mostly been accumulated from proceeds and donations over centuries of operation; they are not financed by investors of any kind. 

The boards of directors of the independent banks consist of local decision-makers elected by a group of 30-50 trustees (representatives of customers) in each bank. New trustees are elected by old trustees and by other customer representatives. The supervisory board of the Association consists of individual banks’ board members or trustees, and the board of the Association is composed of individual banks’ managing directors.

The founding of a bank

At the beginning of 2002 Triplex initiated discussions to form an alliance with a sizeable Finnish insurance company. Triplex aspired to widen its product offering to include insurance, especially life insurance. At the time of opening the discussions, Triplex had consisted of a sizeable bank in the metropolitan area of Finland, along with just under 40 notably smaller banks in other localities in Finland. The metropolitan area bank focused on the Swedish-speaking Finnish minority in the area, whereas the insurance company represented an alternative, purely Finnish political culture and values. In March 2002, mainly as a result of such ideological differences, the supervisory board of the metropolitan bank overruled the discussions already undertaken by management and the board of the bank. The insurance company representatives, for their part, only desired to participate in an alliance in which they would have a bank partner in the vital metropolitan area. Triplex representatives themselves also wanted a representative in the area; however, the metropolitan Triplex bank did not intend to remain with Triplex after these developments. Therefore Triplex initiated preparations for the founding of a new bank. 

The leading project manager evaluated the atmosphere in the founding project as “achievement-oriented” and “excited”. Respondents also underlined how it had been vital to maintain the momentum of the process in order for those bank managing directors who might doubt the process to be appeased by constant successes and new developments. Thus, in order to secure the long-term success of the process of the founding of the bank, this process had to be kept continuously in motion in the present, following the present-based rationality. A biological metaphor was employed to expedite the process:

We set an ambitious goal… We even used a metaphor that a normal pregnancy is nine months, and in that time, since the making of the decision, “the child” should be born, and that is what happened. The bank then opened for business… eight months and two weeks [after the decision], in any case before the end of the nine-month period. (Executive, Triplex.)

The respondents also underlined that during the project the business plans relating to the operations of the new bank had been compiled in considerable detail, because the managing directors of the other Triplex banks had to be convinced that the new bank would be a profitable investment for Triplex. The Association board created long-term scenarios intended to direct the more detailed plans that the Association executives and the leading project manager thus prepared; the plans included forecasts on customer-related trends in the metropolitan area, analyses of competitors, budgets and the logistics of the area. These plans were always prepared on the underlying assumption that they would eventually form the basis of present decisions and actions. For example, profitability and volume growth were followed according to the targets set in the scenarios planned. A respondent explained how plans formed the basis of present actions, according to the future-based rationality.

If the vision is painted clearly, that is what we are going to do, then it becomes understood and then, as in the case [of the founding of the bank], it turns into practical deeds and actions. That is when the strategy really functions. (Executive, Triplex.)

In their narratives, the respondents also typically underlined that the founding of the bank in the present, and its subsequent success in the future, were based on multiple historical strengths. Thus the past-based rationality emerged, according to which the past forms the basis for the present and the future. The respondents explained that the ownership of the new bank was divided as shares among the other Triplex banks. One of the reasons for this arrangement was that Triplex already had (past) experience of common ownership of its IT facility and of its previous central bank. The ownership model was built in the present, relying on prior experience. A board member elaborated on the role of experience and culture:

The IT facility ownership has been in the common hands of [Triplex], and it has produced a certain common ownership culture in this company, and when at the beginning of the 1990s… when [Triplex] went together to capitalise… the central bank, and we had ownership there… these were operational models for the founding of the new metropolitan bank. We did not have to start from scratch. (Board member, Triplex.)

Respondents typically also felt that the experience of the employees implementing the project constituted a strength that had originated in the past, but assisted in the implementation of the project in the present and towards future success, according to the past-based rationality. Moreover, respondents underlined that historically Triplex itself had a considerable amount of experience related to the founding of banks. The respondents also felt that the lengthy, centuries-old history of Triplex underlined attributes such as trustworthiness and responsibility in a more meaningful way than in companies without such a history. Furthermore, the company brand and customer loyalty in specific localities, built during an extensive history, were generally considered strong. 

Figure 3 illustrates the past-based rationality, whereby the past (for example, in the form of history or experience) is acknowledged to exist as the basis of optimal actions now, or in the future. In the past-based time rationality, the base is the past, and the time target is either the present or the future. 
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Figure 3. Past-based rationality, according to which it is rationalised that the past is the basis of success now, or in the future.

Public listing related perceptions at Triplex 

Interviewees were asked about their perceptions concerning public listing. The majority were negatively disposed to listing on the exchange and claimed to appreciate the fact that the organisation was not listed. Particularly powerful opinions were probably gathered as the interviews were made during the financial crisis, when financial markets were very unpredictable. A respondent termed the financial markets “betting markets”, implying that the returns earned in those markets were not necessarily well deserved but were based on issues such as the overall development of asset prices and the general feel in the market. An executive explained his doubts concerning share price as a performance measure:

For example, when options or share prices are used as performance measures, it may lead to such wrong tracks, like when often the issue is formulated so that the task of executives is to increase the value of the company and the value is measured by the share price, then [the executives] little by little drift onto a path where they begin a kind of manipulation of the share price, and the share price development may become separated from the true situation of the company. Then, at some point, [the executives] unavoidably reach the [share price] spike when, a kind of, the extra bubble disappears from the share price and it returns to a more realistic level. For that reason I am skeptical that with share price we could, in reality, measure the long-term success of a company; rather, the measures should be based on the real world business of the company, what is really being done in the company. I would even dare to claim, that [financial] markets are not always right. (Executive, Triplex.)

In the interviews, the respondents were also asked how they would react to a public listing of Triplex. The consensus seemed to be that this was a purely hypothetical situation and that the strengths and defining characteristics of Triplex were heavily dependent on it not being listed. For example, a respondent noted that the central bank of Triplex at the time of a banking crisis of the early 1990s had been listed and this had negative connotations, the central bank having been perceived at the time to have acted in a short-term oriented way. 

Mostly the interviewees had no experience of how listing might, hypothetically, influence them, compared to a situation of not being listed; thus they did not connect the lack of listing directly to their own time rationalities or performance measures. However, commenting on listed companies, a Triplex interviewee did claim that those companies had a tendency to focus on one single idea at any given time, in that they, for example, mounted single-faceted campaigns in their marketing efforts, relying solely on a price offering or a selected technical product feature; after the campaign ended, they would invent another focus in a stop-go process. By contrast, the interviewee felt that Triplex representatives considered customer relations to be based on the overall ideas of trust and long-term relationships, representing, in his view, more multifaceted issues. Moreover, interviewees at Triplex did acknowledge that having a listed status implied ambitions towards efficiency that foreclosed many opinions and channelled listed company efforts towards singular focuses. These perspectives hint at the conclusion that the variability of the time rationalities in Triplex resulted partly from not being listed.

Performance measurement at Triplex

In Triplex’ formal performance measurement and compensation systems roughly similar measures and compensation components were used throughout the company. Measures generally included a given bank’s (annual) financial result (in relation to certain customers, products or services), market share, growth in the number of customers, as well as capital within funds and fund performance (the two last in the investment unit). A few executives in the Association and all bank managing directors were paid an annual bonus that generally ranged from zero to four months’ salary, often determined as “pulled out of the hat” (in the words of one interviewee), based perhaps partly, but never entirely, on certain measures. As an illustrative example, one Association executive said that his bonuses were not agreed on in any formal way but that the “[Association] board has just [each year] decided to evaluate [me]”.

Respondents often noted that it was the time horizon of business that mattered to them, not that of their formal performance measurement and compensation systems. The bonus was only “an ex post facto thank you” and “a nice gesture”, a kind of feedback. For bank managing directors, their work was described as “a way of life”, thus not determined by the evaluation period in performance measures. It was generally thought that one should not try to strive for certain compensation, but rather do important work that contributed to the long-term success of the company – compensation would then be something that may or may not be forthcoming in consequence. A few executives cited examples of how they had ignored their formal measures, associated targets and evaluation periods when situations changed. For example, an Association executive explained how he had been given a measure and a target to set up four funds in a year, but he did not do this as the situation on the financial markets changed so that it was obvious that those funds would flop. Another executive termed measures in general “wretched” and said that he could not imagine what kinds of measures he should have been given so as to have accomplished optimal work in the past; when working, he claimed that he took into account the entire picture of his work and did not follow only certain measures. Executives sometimes said that they thought that performance measurement related compensation motivates others, like their subordinates, but they themselves consistently denied being motivated by such compensation. Thus, for example during the episode of the founding of the bank, the executives claimed that they were not really following their performance measures but rather acted according to what they deemed best for the company. 

The time rationalities were integrally tied to performance measurement; the connection most often emerging in interviews was that between performance measures and future-based rationality. Executives would talk about deciding first on a vision or a strategy, then on long-term targets, and then on the more specific shorter-term performance measures that were assumed to form “a path” towards the long-term success and that were supposed to be formulated based on the long-term goals.[1] An Association supervisory board member formulated this so that the short-term measures and targets were the steps in the long-term direction. A bank managing director said that growth was strategically important and for that reason the office network of his bank had been extended and additional support provided to the personnel; such initially planned actions were then supposed to lead to short-term as well as long-term results. Another bank managing director said that in his bank the strategy was always formulated five years in advance and based on this strategy, measures and targets were then decided on for the following year. The performance of the new bank that was founded was also being evaluated according to the measures derived from the vision, strategy and plans of this new bank. The following quote shows how performance measures and targets were in line with the future-based time rationality.

I think that one cannot treat [the short and the long-term targets as conflicting] each other because a given long-term target… at some point always becomes concrete short-term actions… it is this implementation and…. if one cannot do that, then planning is futile… in the first place. (Bank managing director, Triplex.)

As in this quote, it was frequently claimed that the long term / short term distinction was not very important when considering performance measures; conversely, performance measurement was more tied to time rationalities. Executives and board members would say that they perceived no remarkable difference between short-term and long-term targets for performance measures; the short-term targets were derived from the long-term targets and thus these effectively represented the same thing. Below an executive describes how the linear-quantitative view on time and its associated focus on the long and short terms was not relevant for executive work; rather, he reflects on targets and associated measures based on the future-based time rationality.

Incentives have a significance but anyway I am really more directed by a [long-term] clear target which by itself guides actions. The incentive system [with its measures] of course supports this [guidance] but that it would direct actions in the short and long term so that I would kind of optimise on which [short or long term] to use time and [other] inputs, I really cannot distinguish it in that way… At least in my work… the shorter-term targets are sub-targets in reaching the long-term targets… My success in the end always is about whether that [final] major target is getting fulfilled or not. (Association executive, Triplex.)
 
There was also a connection between the present-based rationality and performance measures. Thinking every day about issues that will or may become relevant only in the future, thus not being surprised by developments in the field, and acting fast, partly guided by relevant performance measures, were deemed important. This could be observed in the episode of the founding of the new bank; fast and efficient actions had been deemed vital in the process. Performance measures could form a kind of checklist to achieve this efficiency, but they would not function as a key motivation for the actions. 

The past-based rationality was connected to performance measures fairly generally when implying that experience accumulated in the past would be a way to reach a required level of performance. However, this rationality was also tied to performance measures more specifically when interviewees talked about performance measure values being determined based on past two to three years’ performance; this was considered wise as then the measured individual could not artificially produce a very good result during one year without being able to maintain consistent performance; the “real” performance would thus be seen. The performance measure evaluation period for e.g. three years was thus a basis on which to build success in the present and the future. This could be seen in the forming of the bank, as consistently good performance in this project and similar others were seen as a favourable basis for present and future success. The quote below shows such ideas more generally; it is also interesting how the interviewee moves the performance measurement outside himself by talking about himself in the third person (Mr. X). 

[Long term orientation would mean that] your performance is evaluated for example with a three-year-range backwards, looked at how you have performed over three years. I also believe in this [performance measurement] procedure that [the board] follows for my part although no [specific] time periods have been set, the basic question is whether Mr. X has done his work well overall… I believe that the evaluation period basis is longer [than one year]…. like how the [company] has developed over three years. Not how it swings in one year in one direction or another, but three years.… that is not quarterly economy. (Association executive, Triplex.)

Sometimes it was acknowledged that there were certain risks of short-termism at the expense of long term; seen for example in a short-termist quarrel between banks or aggressive selling of certain financial instruments at the expense of the long-term trust of customers. Actions performed by listed companies were seen as potentially short-term oriented due to performance measurement pressures from financial market participants. However, it was noteworthy that such talk on short-termism was usually hypothetical, or about “someone else”; others in the organisation, other people working in a listed company – it was never about the interviewees themselves or about their immediate colleagues. As explained, when interviewees talked about their own performance measures, they would more often see such measures as positioned within the framework of time rationalities, sometimes explicitly denying the connection of such measures to short and long term altogether. 

4.2 Singlex

Singlex’ background

Singlex operates in the financial services industry, and comprises a holding company and two subsidiaries, a property and casualty insurance subsidiary (61% of revenue) and a life insurance subsidiary. The Singlex customer base ranges from sizeable corporations to private individuals. The company’s return on equity was above 20% during the two years prior to this study, operating revenue at the time of the research was over €2.2 billion and employees numbered over 6,800. The financial success of the company has also continued in the longer term after the study; the financial result has been substantially positive and return on equity between 7.7% and 55.7% during the years after the study, excluding 2008, when it was negative following the trend of financial institutions in general. 2016 was the eighth successive year when the company raised its dividend, and the company gearing ratio was about 30% for years after the study. The ownership of Singlex reflects an institutional dominance; the CEO also owns 2.1%.

The company’s longest-standing parts date from Norway in the 1700s, and it was originally established in Finland at the beginning of the 20th century as a mutual insurance company. In 2001 its general form was recreated in a merger between an investment bank and a group including an insurance company and a bank. After this merger, the head of the investment bank became the CEO of the entire Singlex. 

The holding company executives openly advertise their focus on shareholder value. In the media, the holding company has been outspokenly characterised as “a heat-seeking missile that has been programmed to constantly gravitate towards the direction where shareholder value can be increased” (Magazine Talouselämä, 2010, p. 37). The analysts also shared this view on Singlex. They felt that the company executives were, in practice, very eager and aggressive in their efforts to increase shareholder value, as follows.

In Singlex, through the executives, this shareholder value increase and that kind of thinking is emphasised. It is like that in most listed companies, of course, but it is brought to the fore in Singlex especially much. (Analyst, Investment bank B.)

Sale and repurchase of the property and casualty insurance business

In 1999 a merger between the insurance divisions of two sizeable Nordic financial services companies, one Swedish and one Norwegian, created a separate Nordic property and casualty insurance company. At the beginning of 2002, Singlex divested itself of a substantial part of its ownership of its property and casualty insurance business, which was merged to form a part of this Nordic company. 

The aim of this divestment had been for Singlex to divest itself entirely of the property and casualty insurance business by eventually listing the separate insurance company on the exchange. This intention was also included in the contract between the owners. Executives at Singlex experienced the property and casualty insurance business at the time as cyclical and decidedly unprofitable, and their intention was to engage in retail banking and pension insurance, which was perceived as particularly lucrative. According to the present-based rationality, the present decision was to lead to future success.

The interviewees explained how the separate insurance company underwent an extensive restructuring in 2002-2003. Radical personnel-related changes were perceived to form the first aspect of this restructuring. The chair of the board and a considerable number of company managers were replaced. Another aspect of the restructuring concerned abandoning unwanted company businesses, and confining operations to what was judged to be the core of the company: businesses perceived as cyclical, such as worldwide energy and marine insurance, were abandoned and the focus was transferred to Nordic property and casualty insurance. 

Despite the plans for listing being already advanced, Singlex executives initiated a purchase of the insurance business from the other owners in February 2004. Thus the insurance company was reborn as a subsidiary within Singlex. In retrospect the combined actions of the sale and subsequent repurchase appeared contradictory to outsiders. The comments in the press in February 2004 could be characterised as confused: What could the mysterious motive be behind first selling and then repurchasing practically the same asset? The general expectation in the financial markets and the press had been related to listing. However, according to present-based rationality, the executives had been willing and eager to change their minds whenever they perceived that the prevailing situation had altered. 

After the acquisition of the unit in 2004, Singlex had achieved very high profitability within the unit, mostly resulting from the turnaround. The executives were thrilled, and claimed that financial market actors and the press had thereby been compelled to acknowledge that fast and surprising moves, based on present situations and the present-based rationality, can prove advantageous. The following quote describes this.

Earlier there was talk regarding the acquisition, that [our CEO] flip-flopped unexpectedly. That was what caused a lot of confusion. Now it is sort of expected of us that we have got a chance to flip-flop on attractive opportunities. (Executive, Singlex.)
 
The focus on the present-based rationality was almost exclusive. The executives claimed that they did not prepare traditional strategic plans extending into the future. Thus future-based rationality was not favoured by the executive board. Instead, the executives reacted to the financial markets. This reaction was claimed to take the form of moving upstream: purchasing undervalued companies at a time when others were selling, and selling overvalued companies at a time when the market was (still) buying. One executive explicitly articulated that “plans” existed predominantly in the form of “reactions” (the sentence where this is stated is underlined for clarity).

We are not that kind of traditional strategic planners that we would have prepared a five-year plan explaining that this is how it will go. We are more like, and wish to be more like, that those businesses that we hold we, naturally, develop persistently, especially when it is now the insurance business, which consists of really long-term issues. But we can, at Singlex holding company level, move very fast if situations develop… None of [our] plans are like five-year-plans, but more like reactions to different issues. And those are something that is, of course, considered daily. We follow on what the [financial] market brings along. (Executive, Singlex.)

When specifically probed about the historical strengths based on which the company had achieved success, the executives typically initially experienced difficulties in pinpointing any strengths related to history. In this connection, in an interview with two executives, the researcher asked them whether they felt that there were any historical or past strengths on which the success regarding the sale and the subsequent repurchase was built. Here the very mention of “history”, and the entire question, induced, first, a complete and confused silence on the part of both executives, and, subsequently, wholehearted laughter from one of them. Further elicitation on this reaction in the interview showed that “history” and “past” were not terms that the executives were used to hearing and thinking about. When analysing this, they commented that the appointment of the new CEO in connection with the merger in 2001 had constituted a major watershed and the time before that had lost much of its significance. The CEO and other executives with investment banking experience and shareholder value-related mindsets were perceived to be the most material historical advantage of Singlex. Contrary to the new “buy at a low price, sell high” financial market culture, the culture prior to 2001 would not have condoned the sacrifice of any parts of the company. One of the respondents stated explicitly that it was pointless to discuss the more distant past of Singlex:
 
I think that the situation is such that along with the arrival of [the new CEO in 2001]… you can say that quite a large part of that earlier Singlex history at the same time, if it did not exactly get annulled, then at least it lost its [previous] meaning… It was a sort of point of discontinuity, in which ways of thinking and acting changed quite radically. (Executive, Singlex.)

Thus, although the executives were, on being questioned, able to identify a past-based strength on which they were building their present and future, even that strength, in effect, incorporated the birth of the present-based rationality that guided them.

Public listing at Singlex

It appeared that because their environment consisted of financial markets and the associated rapid upturns and downturns, the executives rationalised that it was perhaps pointless to plan and then try to fit any present actions to these plans. The present-based rationality, not the future-based one, was thus encouraged by the financial markets. Board members also shared the view that the requirements of financial markets are conducive to speed and efficiency, which they assumed to lead to success in the long term. For example, a board member emphasised the necessity to base long-term success predominantly on present actions and developments. Analysts also acknowledged the present-based reaction mentality of the executives; one of them underlined how the executives perceived the necessity to adjust to each situation:

In [Singlex], the emphasis is on raising the value of the stock and there is not necessarily a very clear strategy related to it… The strategies reside in the separate subsidiaries that [Singlex] is composed of. The executives [at the holding company level], which manages these subsidiaries, function more opportunistically [than the separate subsidiaries], more related to the [financial] market situation. (Analyst, Investment bank B.)

The ideology of shareholder value was integrally tied to the present-based rationality, particularly for the executives in the holding company. Their extraneous stakeholders consisted almost entirely of financial market participants, and the listing decisively pervaded almost all the executives’ decisions and actions. Any strategy-related development and planning tasks were implemented by management within individual subsidiaries, management that was insulated from the financial markets by the executive layer. The fact that the interviews were conducted during the financial crisis probably contributed to the positive feeling about financial markets as during the crisis when investors were generally selling bank shares, Singlex was buying a well-performing bank’s shares, thereby acquiring this successful bank’s shares very cheaply.

Performance measurement at Singlex

At the time of the study there were two kinds of share-based systems at Singlex: “long-term incentive systems” and a “share-based incentive system”. In the former, the size of the bonus paid depended on “calculated bonus units” exemplified in 2008 by the average share price for ten consecutive trading days beginning on the day of earnings announcement of 2008 third quarter earnings minus a predetermined price at the beginning of 2007. The actual payment then depended on the margin of the dominant division of the company; if the margin reached certain thresholds, payment would be made either in full, partly, or not at all. Of the bonus received, 20% was required to be used to buy Singlex shares (with a holding period of two years). In the “share-based incentive system”, in 2008-2010, half of the payment was based on the Singlex share price and half on the margin of the dominant division and/or Singlex’ return on equity. Here payment was made in shares, of which 40% were required to be held at least for two years. The executives interviewed did not distinguish between these two schemes; rather, they would generally talk about a “share-based system”, a “bonus point system”, or a “synthetic options system”. Annual bonuses were predominantly determined by an overall performance evaluation, not based on exact criteria, in the size range of 0-9 months’ salary. However, executives mainly focused on the share-based systems and the share price when talking about their formal performance measurement systems.

As at Triplex, several executives emphasised not exact performance measures but rather general discussions with their superiors in which they could get feedback. Again, as at Triplex, executives often felt that they first and foremost did their work well and then they received some kind of performance measure level and compensation based on that performance measure level. An executive noted that if there was a large change in business, like the sale of a part of the company as in the episode above, one would suddenly have to focus exclusively on that issue, regardless of what the measures and evaluation periods were. Another executive said that his intentions to think long-term and thus spread company operations abroad were “supported” by share price based systems; however, this executive was motivated even without those systems to execute such actions. One more executive pointed out that there were biologically short-term and long-term oriented people, and that one could only motivate the short-term oriented to become long-term oriented or vice versa to a limited extent. He also admitted not having read his bonus contract before it expired and felt that exact measures were not very informative on his performance. Overall, it appeared that the executives themselves did not feel that they acted according to the performance measurement systems’ evaluation periods. Thus, similarly to Triplex, it appeared that the episode described above would have unravelled in a very similar way regardless of the formal time horizons in the executives’ performance measurement systems. 

One executive talked generally about how the time orientations and evaluation periods of systems can direct the time orientations of the people exposed to the systems. However, he said that this did not seem applicable to him personally; at a time when he had been offered only systems with short time orientation, he had still considered the long-term consequences of his business-related actions. Similarly, another executive, while claiming a biological predisposition to long-termism and that he himself was long-term oriented regardless of systems, still said that time horizons of systems generally motivate for the durations of the time horizons that are within those systems. Yet another executive felt that some people in the organisational levels below him tended to follow more the time horizons of incentive systems. However, concerning himself, he had another point of view; when asked whether he counted how much he earned from the systems, he said that he did not, but instead “counts how much [the systems] cost the company” and he preferred not to be included in the systems as that gave him a better position to negotiate with his subordinates on the systems. Thus the executives generally acknowledged that the systems directed people, mostly “other people” they did not know so well, but their specific examples tended to suggest the opposite. As at Triplex, it was as if the executives had been taught to think in a certain way about the time horizons and evaluation periods of the systems while their practical examples from their own work lives suggested otherwise.

These executives would rather refer to time rationalities when considering their time horizon and their horizon related to performance measures –  as at Triplex. An executive gave an example of unneeded long-term orientation which could be seen in that certain executives who had been unsuccessful in their work in other companies (not at Singlex), perhaps making unwise acquisitions or investments, referred to an almost “religious setting in which it is said that doing something stupid today will lead us to heaven sometime in the future”. He thus used an inverted version of the present-based rationality (in which it is assumed that performing wisely and effectively in the present will lead one to future success) in order to show the illogicality of the approach preferred by such “erroneously” self-acclaimed long-term oriented individuals. It was noted in another interview that sometimes acting wisely in the short term would not appear so wise to outsiders in the short term but only in the long term would that wisdom be revealed; for example, this took place when Singlex was using the proceeds of selling a part of the company to purchase very cheaply shares in a well-performing bank during the financial crisis. Similarly, the contradictory actions in the episode described earlier had initially been doubted by the press. The increase in shareholder value was not to be achieved by greedily and continuously watching the performance measure of the share price but rather by innovatively using the present-based rationality to spot certain present trends in the financial markets, trends which others could not (yet) see. It was also said that it was not fruitful to see long term and short term as conflicting in this company: discounting would anyway bring the values achieved in both of these terms to the present in a similar way. 

An executive tied the long term, time rationality and the performance measure of share price together nicely when explaining how present-based rationality assisted in creating shareholder value:  

I do not think that [the long and the short term] are in conflict, I think that speed is [important]... By acting slowly one does not usually make any profits… I think it inconceivable that I would give money to someone who would say that during this quarter I will play with your money the way I want… and will not create any added value for you…. Every quarter you must, every day when you come [to work], you must… create added value better than yesterday. Wanting to do better than yesterday does not mean that you have a short time horizon, of course. If long time horizon means doing things well only after five years, first five years doing things badly, I do not approve of that. (Executive, Singlex.)

Analysts and board members generally referred to the linear-quantitative view on time in performance measurement; if a performance measurement system had a certain inbuilt time horizon, that horizon would then be assumed to be fairly automatically reflected in the actions of a given executive. Thus this received “wisdom” was repeated parrot fashion, contrary to the experiences of the executives. Past-based and future-based rationalities were not connected with performance measurement as such rationalities were generally not talked about by the executives.

5 Discussion and conclusions

Previous research has perceived a fairly clear correspondence between the technical time orientation of performance measurement systems and the resulting time orientation of executives (Merchant, 1990; Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Chow et al., 1996; Van der Stede, 2000; Graham et al., 2005). In contrast, this paper shows time rationalities that can be rather more closely connected to performance measurement than the traditional long term / short term distinction. It could be said that we should not naïvely believe executives when they say they do not follow their performance measures in a short-termist way; however, this is not seen here as an issue of naiveté as the point is not that the executives were trying to claim that they were long-term oriented despite the measures, but instead that they were looking at the entire topic of performance measurement through the lens of time rationalities, not predominantly through the short and the long term.

Respondents do indeed construct the long term and the short term as important in performance measurement, but not in relation to their own or their colleagues’ situations; rather, this construction is made in a more general vein, as a received “fact” (Latour and Woolgar, 1986). The respondents take the time rationalities as the constructs tied most closely to the performance measurement directed personally at themselves. 

The time constructs in Singlex appeared to be more uniform than in Triplex. The attitudes towards financial markets and listing were very different, almost opposite, in the two companies. However, surprisingly, the resulting time-related tensions from the differing attitudes towards financial markets and within the associated performance measurement turned out not to be as large as might have been anticipated. The interviewees in both companies recognised certain types of time rationalities, and the tensions between the short term and the long term did not emerge as striking. The most important underlying tension in the study was that between (1) the existing literature based on “the orientation from the present” and the short term and the long term, and (2) the data on the ties between the time rationalities and performance measurement. 

The “orientation from the present” and the associated focus on the “long” and “short terms” within the linear-quantitative view on time have been shown here to underlie the time-related performance measurement literature (Merchant, 1990; Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Chow et al., 1996; Van der Stede, 2000; Graham et al., 2005). In addition, short-termist performance measurement and the focus on the financial markets have been claimed to induce short-termism in shareholder value-oriented listed companies (Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256, 260; Bebchuk and Fried 2005, p. 18, 21; Dikolli and Vaysman, 2006). In this paper, a markedly shareholder value-oriented company attempts to increase the performance measure of share price not by short-termist reactions to the faceless demands of the market, but by moving ahead of share prices in order to increase its own share price. Superficially due to its focus on shareholder value, Singlex should be very short-termist, but was consistently successful for years before the study and after the study. Overall, the time horizon within performance measurement alone and the details of the systems do not seem to determine executives’ time horizons; the mechanism is more complex. The time rationalities function as mediating instruments between any evaluation period within performance measurement and the resulting executive time horizon, so that at some times the evaluation period influences the time horizons of executives more than at others. For example, a performance measure with a very short evaluation period may cause executives to act excessively hastily, relying on present-based rationality while desperately hoping that the future will take care of itself – in this instance, the performance measure time horizon and the executive time horizon would match. As another example, the resulting haste may generate efficiency potentially beneficial in the long term; thus the performance measure time horizon and the executive time horizon would not match each other. The way the time rationality functions affects the outcome. 

Any judgement of time orientation may appear excessively complex when the structuring of performance measurement systems, time rationalities, executive personalities, company strategies and any outside circumstances affect time orientation. However, it is claimed here that time rationalities provide a structuring device to help to understand this situation; a reliable device that is based on real actor experiences, not on simplified and ideal temporal constructs.

The past-based rationality is particularly difficult to tie to the linear-quantitative view on time (e.g. Merchant, 1990; Dechow and Sloan, 1991; Chow et al., 1996; Van der Stede, 2000; Graham et al., 2005), as this view perceives performance measures as existing in relation to either the short or long-term future, the end of the evaluation period − past performance or its measures are thus not considered relevant. However, a past-based rationality can show how a consistent past performance may function as a basis for achieving goals in the present and the future; thus performance measurement can be tied to this rationality by emphasising measurement continuity.
 
The linear-quantitative view on performance measures can provide a framework in the form of the length of the present or the future that the rationalities can then use as a reference point for the relevant “present” or “future”. However, such a linear-quantitative view is restricted to specifying this quantitative “length” while the time rationalities provide a much fuller and more complex picture of the time-related thought processes that take place in relation to performance measurement. For example, the commonly used cybernetic, planning-oriented performance measurement systems tend to be tied to the future-based rationality; the future is planned first and measures are then introduced based on such plans.

Research has posited that listed companies are short-term oriented due to their emphasis on shareholder value and quarterly reporting, thus experiencing rigid performance measurement (Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256, 260; Bebchuk and Fried 2005, p. 18, 21; Graham et al., 2005; Ding et al., 2008, p. 723-724; Ezzamel et al., 2008). The present data can be used to explain the time constructs behind this observed short-termism. The data reveal how short-termism can be conceptualised with the time constructs in Singlex as an emphasis on the present-based rationality and on the present within this rationality, while the future is conceived of as a rather nebulous concept. The focus on the all-encompassing present, and the lack of orientation away from it, form potential sources of short-termism, as seen by outsiders. Short-termism appears when the present-based time rationality is not built as a complete whole ─ when its future period component becomes a mere extension of the present; in other words, when the time base impacts the time target excessively. 

Earlier research has defined the concept of short-termism as the preference for near-term actions possessing negative consequences for the long term (Laverty, 1996, p. 826; Marginson and McAulay, 2008, p. 274). This way of defining short-termism appears to be effectively based on only one specific type of short-termism, namely that resulting from excessive emphasis on present-based rationality. In this form, short-termism may be said to originate in the dominance of the present at the expense of the future; in rigid performance measures with excessively short evaluation periods. Traditionally conceived, short-termism thus originates from the present-based time rationality.

The literature has suggested that financial markets and focus on shareholder value entail forsaking long-term planning (e.g. Aglietta and Rebérioux, 2005, p. 256). This study has extended that concern towards the past. Not only may listed shareholder value oriented companies be limited in terms of planning for the future, they may be subject to restrictions on considering the past and perhaps learning from it. In this study, a company that is less focused on the financial markets does not appear to be subject to these effects. 

There are several negative aspects in the present-based rationality. However, it also has positive attributes, but the traditionally conceived linear-quantitative view on time cannot account for these positive attributes. Still, there is literature hinting at these. The long-term orientation has been criticised (Merchant and Manzoni, 1989; Laverty, 1996; Marginson and McAulay, 2008) and it has been shown that a focus on the present can be beneficial in certain circumstances, for example when survival in the short term is a necessary precondition for success in the long term (Van der Stede, 2000; Marginson and McAulay, 2008), in case of a sudden need to signal stability to outsider stakeholders, such as customers or debtors, or in order to demonstrate a dramatic strategic change to employees (Merchant and Manzoni, 1989). A long time orientation is not always superior to a short time orientation (van Rinsum and Hartmann, 2007, p. 5). The literature has thus provided perspectives whose underlying rationality can now be more effectively understood through time rationalities. Short evaluation periods in performance measurement systems can function well if they encourage a beneficial use of the present-based rationality.

Traditionally, the emphasis on the future is favoured because in the framework of the linear-quantitative view on time and its associated “orientation from the present”, it represents a person who is able to see unilinearly “far”, perhaps subjected to performance measurement systems with sufficiently long evaluation periods. However, paradoxically, in the case of actors using the future-based rationality, short-termism may manifest as the result of excessive emphasis on the future. Clarity of future vision can lead to the perceived content of the present being predetermined by that vision; if a new and unexpected direction for action presents itself, it can be ignored if it does not fit the vision, even if altering the plan in the present could lead to benefits in the long term. In this case, the present is not appreciated for all its potential nuances; again, the time base (here future) excessively affects the time target (here present). The literature supports this view. The strategic planning literature has acknowledged limitations in feedback oriented planning culture, lacking flexibility (Mintzberg, 1994). Levinthal and March (1993, p. 102-103) tie short-termism to problems caused by the development of knowledge inventories (which are filled with action repertoires acquired prior to their use) to which organisations commit without being able to derive from them optimal responses to acute problems. Again, the underlying rationality of these views can now be more effectively understood through time rationalities. Performance measurement with long evaluation periods may not make the measured individuals long-term oriented if they thus become excessively fixated on the future, unable to react to current developments, thus also losing ground in the long term. 

Despite its name, the past-based rationality is not automatically myopic – it may simply imply an effective use of resources whose origin is in the past. However, it is possible that actors base their thinking on the benchmark of the past so exclusively and restrictedly that they are subsequently unable to orient themselves away from this base, hampered by short-termism (or inertia). Occurrences in the past may become a guideline for future plans and present actions even though the circumstances may have altered. The present or the future is not considered in its entirety; again, the time base (here past) determines the time target (here present and/or future) to an excessive extent. This issue can be linked to research on inertia in which tendencies of resistance are embedded within company structures and practices (Hannan and Freeman, 1984; Jermias, 2001). As explained by Levinthal and March (1993, p. 102), this mode of short-termism can also be observed in the case of organisational actors who value the skills acquired in the past (and having proven effective in the past) over skills needed in the present or in the future. The dilemma of change in the face of institutional pressures thoroughly conditioning individuals’ existing perspectives is a well-documented phenomenon (Giddens, 1984; Seo and Creed, 2002). Again, the time rationalities shed light on what underlies these views. Performance measurement focusing on performance in the past over a lengthy period may induce consistency of performance but with its focus on the past it may hinder necessary fast present reactions or future planning, thus making future success more difficult to achieve.

In the earlier literature long time orientation is implicitly associated with the perceived complexity of time constructs, whereas short-termism implicitly refers to superficiality and a lack of complexity in the consideration of time (Laverty, 1996, p. 830, 843; Marginson and McAulay, 2008, p. 287; Abernethy et al., 2013). The complexity of time constructs in Triplex could be interpreted as a “long time horizon” in the earlier literature, although more detailed analysis suggests that the issue is one of the complexity of time constructs, not necessarily only orientation towards a certain, given, length of time from the present. Similarly, the singularity of time constructs at Singlex would make it appear short-term oriented. However, the time construct at Singlex could, in some situations, be the optimal and long-termist response, while the multiplicities at Triplex could result in short-sightedness as measured in time periods – or vice versa. The complexity of time constructs affords a more profound understanding of time, perhaps resulting in a capacity for long-term thinking, but complex constructs are more difficult to manage as they may conflict each other, perhaps resulting in a focus on the short term as such difficulties and conflicts can foreclose visions directed to the future. It may be possible that certain types of temporal complexity encouraged by a certain type of performance measurement could be related to the long term while other types of temporal complexity, tied to a different kind of performance measurement, could be more tied to the short term. 

Performance measurement could perhaps also help in structuring the complexity of time constructs, assisting in managing the conflicts involved. This could be a matter of explicitly defining the relevant time constructs, such as in cybernetic systems in which the future period of e.g. three years may be separated into e.g. three evaluation periods, each a year long. This could send a message that time in this setting is expected to be structured by year but eventually any longer-term performance will be looked at in a three-year time frame structure. Performance measurement can also structure complexity of time by using subjectivity. Objective time horizons (e.g. one year, three years) promote a fairly straightforward view on time; such a view can be extended by allowing subjectivity within the process of performance measurement, seen in the cases here. Subjectivity provides potential for appreciating that while targets may have not been reached within a certain evaluation period, this does not prevent them from being reached many times over later on. Measurement implies encapsulating a complex set of actions into a certain selected measure of performance; allowing for subjectivity in evaluation permits one to manage performance measures and performance itself rather than simply administering sterile measures not representative of the real world faced by those measured. 

The issue of subjectivity also relates to how the actors in the cases did not pay that much attention to their performance measures. Considering the complexities of the real world necessitates those measured to subjectively choose which issues they focus on. They may thus subjectively decide not to focus on their performance measures when deciding on their approach to time in their own work.

It is noteworthy that the strict interpretation of the data in the pure framework of the short and the long terms would result in very different findings from those considered above. Triplex executives could be perceived to be “long-term oriented” (due to their extensive plans, complex time constructs and lack of financial market contacts), while their focus on the present could be considered paradoxical as it is potentially not consonant with the long-term orientation. The focus on the past would also appear to bring inertia into the picture of a long-term oriented organisation. These paradoxes might lead researchers to conclude that there are “restrictions on the long-term orientation in the company”. Similarly, Singlex executives would appear very “short-term oriented” (due to their lack of plans, singularity of time constructs, and extensive financial markets contacts) while perhaps trying to rationalise otherwise. The possibility of other time constructs could thus be effectively eliminated by the short term/long term paradigm. 

The research question was formulated: What are the consequences of a linear-quantitative view on time for performance measurement in relation to “the orientation from the present” and the time orientation in listed companies, and how can this view be extended? In sum, the major consequences are the focus on choosing between the short term and the long term and the associated diminished focus on the past, and these consequences have now been elaborated here in the frameworks of past, present and future. These consequences imply a view on time that appeared to be at odds with the time rationalities that the actors themselves seemed to rely on. The current view can thus be extended by this view set forth by the actors. The new view provides a novel perspective concerning listed company short-termism: such short-termism is not inevitable but mediated by how effectively actors employ time rationalities, other time constructs and performance measures.

Time constructs could complement each other like the short term and the long term at the point of present. At the core of time rationalities lie sequentiality and dynamicity, i.e. the order of time periods across time, and any complementarity of time periods can emerge through sequentiality; time periods can complement each other within a single time rationality, not only between different rationalities. For example, the present and the future complement each other dynamically in the present-based rationality. While long term and short term are rather static, time rationalities are thus more dynamic.

Time rationalities could be used by analysing the current time rationality forms employed, by deciding on the preferred time rationalities and ways to use them, by analysing any mismatches between the current and preferred situation, and then by using performance measurement to encourage desired time rationalities. It would also be beneficial to analyse the implications of time rationalities used or desired, for example to consider if present-based rationality could potentially cause unnecessary panic or beneficial efficiency, and take such issues into account when designing performance measurement systems. 

Notes

1. Interviewees sometimes preferred to talk about the targets of measures, not directly about measures, as the targets of the measures were more related to time. Measures in themselves were described more in spatial terms. 

References
 
Abernethy, M.A., Bouwens, J. and van Lent, L. (2013), “The role of performance measures in the intertemporal decisions of business unit managers”, Contemporary Accounting Research, Vol 30 No. 3, pp. 925-961.

Aglietta, M. and Rebérioux, A. (2005), Corporate governance adrift, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham.

Ahrens, T. and Dent, J.F. (1998), “Accounting and organizations: realizing the richness of field research”, Journal of Management Accounting Research, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 1-40.

Anderson-Gough, F., Grey, C. and Robson, K. (2001), “Tests of time: organizational time-reckoning and the making of accountants in two multi-national accounting firms”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 26, pp. 99-122.

Arrow, K.J. (1951), Social choice and individual values, Yale University Press, Yale.

Bebchuk, L.A. and Fried J.M. (2005), “Pay Without Performance: Overview of the Issues”, Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp. 8-23.

Berger, P.L. and Luckmann, T. (1966), The social construction of reality, Penguin Books, New York.

Chakhovich, T. (2013), “Perceptions of share price: long-term or short-term oriented?”, Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 133-155.

Chambers, R.J. (1989), “Time in accounting”, Abacus, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 7-21.

Chow, C.W., Kato, Y. and Merchant, K.A. (1996), “The use of organizational controls and their effects on data manipulation and management myopia: A Japan vs U.S. comparison”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 21 No. 2–3, pp. 175-192.

Crossan, M., Cunha, M.P.E., Vera, D. and Cunha, J. (2005), “Time and organizational improvisation”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 30, pp. 129-145. 

Dechow, P.M. and Sloan, R.G. (1991), “Executive incentives and the horizon problem: An empirical investigation”, Journal of Accounting and Economics, Vol. 14, pp. 51-89. 

Dikolli S.S. and Vaysman, I. (2006), “Contracting on the stock price and forward-looking performance measures”, European Accounting Review, Vol. 15 No. 4, pp. 445-464.

Ding, Y., Richard, J. and Stolowy, H. (2008), “Towards an understanding of the phases of goodwill accounting in four Western capitalist countries: From stakeholder model to shareholder model”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 33, pp. 718-755.

Emirbayer, M. and Mische, A. (1998), “What is agency?”, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 103 No. 4, pp. 962-1023.

Ezzamel, M. and Robson, K. (1995), “Accounting in time: Organizational time-reckoning and accounting practice”, Critical Perspectives on Accounting, Vol. 6, pp. 149-170.

Ezzamel, M., Willmott, H. and Worthington, F. (2008), “Manufacturing shareholder value: The role of accounting in organizational transformation”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 33, pp. 107-140.

Giddens, A. (1984), The constitution of society, Polity Press, Cambridge. 

Graham, J.R., Harvey, C.R. and Rajgopal, S. (2005), “The economic implications of corporate financial reporting”, Journal of Accounting and Economics, Vol. 40, pp. 3-73.

Hannan, M.T. and Freeman, J. (1984), “Structural inertia and organizational change”, American Sociological Review, Vol. 49 (April), pp. 149-164.

Hassard, J. (1990), “Introduction: The sociological study of time”, in Hassard, J. (Ed.), The sociology of time, The Macmillan Press Ltd, London, pp. 1-18.

Hassard, J. (1999), “Images of Time in Work and Organizations”, in Clegg, S.R. and Hardy, C. (Eds.), Studying Organization: Theory and Method, Sage, London, pp. 327-344.

Jensen, M.C. and Meckling, W.H. (1976), “Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and ownership structure”, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 3 No. 4, pp. 305-360.

Jermias, J. (2001), “Cognitive dissonance and resistance to change: the influence of commitment confirmation and feedback on judgment usefulness of accounting systems”,
Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 141-160.

Latour, B. and Woolgar, S. (1986), Laboratory life: The construction of scientific facts, 2nd edition, Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.

Lazonick, W. and O’Sullivan, M. (2000), “Maximizing shareholder value: a new ideology for corporate governance”, Economy and Society, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 13-35.

Laverty, K.J. (1996), “Economic "short-termism": The debate, the unresolved issues, and the implications for management practice and research”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 21, pp. 825-860.

Levinthal, D.A. and March, J.G. (1993), “The myopia of learning”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 14, pp. 95-112.

Lewis, J.D. and Weigert, A.J. (1981), “The structures and meanings of social time”, Social Forces, Vol. 60 No. 2, pp. 432-462. 

Maaninen-Olsson, E. and Müllern, T. (2009), “A contextual understanding of projects — The importance of space and time”, Scandinavian Journal of Management, Vol. 25, pp. 327-339.

Marginson, D. and McAulay, L. (2008), “Exploring the debate on short-termism: a theoretical and empirical analysis”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 29 No. 3, pp. 273-292.

McSweeney, B. (2000), “Looking forward to the past”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 25, pp. 767-786.

Merchant, K.A. (1990), “The effects of financial controls on data manipulation and management myopia”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 15, pp. 297-313.

Merchant, K.A. and Manzoni, J.-F. (1989), “The achievability of budget targets in profit centers: A field study”, The Accounting Review, Vol. 64, pp. 539-558.

Mintzberg, H. (1994), “Rethinking strategic planning, part I: pitfalls and fallacies”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 12-21.

Nandhakumar, J. and Jones, M. (2001), “Accounting for time: managing time in project-based teamworking”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 26 No. 3, pp. 193-241.

Pugh, E.J. (2017), “The nature and extent of the relationship between performance measures and short-termism”, A PhD thesis in the Accounting and Finance Section of Cardiff Business School, Cardiff University.

Quattrone, P. and Hopper, T. (2005), “A ‘time–space odyssey’: management control systems in two multinational organizations”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 30 No. 7-8, pp. 735-764.

Rappaport, A. (2005), “The economics of short-term performance obsession”, Financial Analysts’ Journal, Vol. 61 No. 3, pp. 65-79.

Rubin, J. and Rubin, I.S. (1995), Qualitative interviewing: the art of hearing data, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA. 

Seo, M.-G. and Creed, W.E.D. (2002), “Institutional contradictions, praxis, and institutional change: a dialectical perspective”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 222-247.

Tuttle, D.B. (1997), “A classification system for understanding individual differences in temporal orientation among processual researchers and organizational informants”, Scandinavian Journal of Management, Vol. 13, pp. 349-366.

Van der Stede, W.A. (2000), “The relationship between two consequences of budgetary controls: budgetary slack creation and managerial short-term orientation”, Accounting, Organizations and Society, Vol. 25, pp. 609-622.

van Rinsum, M. and Hartmann, F. (2007), “Performance measurement system properties and managerial time orientation: survey and experimental evidence”, paper presented in the American Accounting Association Annual Meeting. 




Appendix A: Data sources

Interviews:
Triplex:
Association Senior Lawyer				28.11.2007	1 hour 15 min
Association Human Resources Manager 			21.1.2008	1 hour 30 min
Association CEO						26.2.2008	1 hour 15 min
Managing director of Bank 1				3.3.2008		1 hour 40 min
Managing director of Bank 2 				13.3.2008	52 min
Managing director of Bank 3 
and Chairman of the Association board 		7.4.2008		45 min
CEO of a subsidiary					16.5.2008	1 hour 30 min
Chairman of the Association supervisory board		19.5.2008	1 hour
Member of the Association supervisory board 1		30.5.2008	1 hour
Managing director of Bank 4				2.6.2008		1 hour
Member of the Association supervisory board 2		13.6.2008	1 hour 30 min
Association Development Executive			17.6.2008	1 hour 20 min
Former CEO						15.2.2010	1 hour 48 min
Board member of Bank 3 
and Chairman of the Association board 		10.3.2010 	40 min
Former Association Development Executive			11.3.2010  	1 hour

Singlex:
Head of Investor Relations					18.6.2007	1 hour 30 min
Group CFO						18.6.2007	1 hour 30 min
Chief Investment Officer					19.6.2007	35 min
Human Resources Manager				10.8.2007	1 hour
Subsidiary CEO						21.8.2007	1 hour
Group CEO						29.8.2007	1 hour
Board member 1						31.10.2007	1 hour 30 min
Board member 2						25.2.2008	50 min
Manager of a business unit 				25.6.2008	1 hour 30 min
Manager of a business sector				11.8.2008	1 hour 40 min
Senior Vice President of a subsidiary			15.8.2008	52 min
Former Subsidiary CEO					10.10.2008	30 min
Head of Investor Relations and Group CFO			26.3.2010 	1 hour 30 min

Investment bank A, Analyst				1.8.2007		1 hour 
Investment bank B, Analyst 				21.8.2007	1 hour


Archival data:

Articles in the financial press about Triplex

Documentary about Triplex in the depression of the 1990s: “Lama ja oikeus” (Economic depression and justice, translation by the author), presented on the Finnish television channel TV1, 20.1.2008

Compensation system manuals of Triplex and its banks

Histories of Triplex, Triplex Association and two Triplex banks

Internal personnel magazine and client magazine of Triplex

Client magazine of one Triplex bank

Strategy manual of one Triplex bank 

Internet site of Triplex: Governance model and representation of financials

Annual reports of Triplex banks and of Triplex

Articles in the financial press about Singlex 

Information booklets “The stock-based long-term incentive scheme for the top executives of Singlex”, years 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008 and 2009 

Internet site of Singlex: The compensation system of top executives and representation of financials

Annual report of Singlex

Magazine Talouselämä, 2010

Appendix B: Interview themes


Interviews in 2007-2008:

Introduction: targets, goals, motives

The background of the interviewee (education, previous employment)

Current work and work-related targets for different time periods, company targets for different time periods, contradictions between personal and company targets 

Time frames (short term and long term) at work, in the company’s business, and in personal life, as well as satisfaction with these time frames and the order of importance between different time frames

Personal motivation

Performance measurement and compensation

Performance measurement systems, both formal and informal, their motivational impact and their time frame

Compensation systems, both formal and informal, their motivational impact and their time frame

Relations to stakeholders

Stakeholders’ time frames and the time frames they encourage the interviewee to pursue, for each stakeholder group listed below (go through one by one):
· company owners / investors
· the board
· analysts
· competitors
· the media
· other relevant stakeholders (outside the company)
· other relevant individuals (inside the company)

Conclusion

The impact of company governance structure and company environment on time frame and freedom at work, especially listed and non-listed status


Interviews in 2010:

Regarding each episode:

The rationality for implementing the episode, the initiation of the episode and initial plans related to the episode

The continuation and process of the episode, functioning at present 

Problems and favourable events related to the implementation of the episode

Historical strengths assisting in the implementation of the episode
 
Plans made after the implementation and their subsequent fulfillment

The impact of company governance structure and company environment on time frame and freedom at work, especially listed and non-listed status, related to the episode
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