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Abstract

We examine the determinants that shape the spending preferences of public sector 
employees on several budgetary appropriations. Following Niskanen’s (1971, 1975, 1994) 
budget maximising theory, we test whether these employees prefer larger budgetary 
appropriations rather than less. We measure their preferences to increase their own 
bureau’s appropriations and compare those against their preferences for other bureaux’s 
appropriations. The empirical evidence is gathered via a mail survey targeting high level 
officials from different Ministries in Finland. The analysis of the responses suggests that 
Niskanen’s theory is supported, in part. 

Key words: Bureaucratic behaviour, budgetary determinants, budgetary process 

JEL code: D73, H61, H83 

Tiivistelmä 

Tarkastelemme tekijöitä, jotka vaikuttavat virkamiesten arvostuksiin koskien määrärahojen 
käyttöä. Tutkimuksen lähtökohtana on Niskasen (1971, 1975, 1994) esittämä budjetin 
maksimointihypoteesi, joka väittää virkamiesten arvostavan budjetin kasvattamista. 
Mittaamme heidän suhtautumistaan oman yksikön budjetin kasvattamiseen verrattuna 
siihen, että muiden yksiköiden budjetteja kasvatettaisiin. Tutkimuksen empiirinen aineisto 
on kerätty eri ministeriöiden korkeille virkamiehille suunnatulla kirjallisella kyselyllä. 
Tutkimuksen tulokset antavat osittaista tukea Niskasen budjetinmaksimointihypoteesille.

Asiasanat: Budjetointikäyttäytyminen, budjettiprosessi 
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1 Introduction 

This report examines the opinions and views of Finnish central government officials. Our 
focus is on their spending preferences – how central government employees value several 
budgetary appropriations. Our theoretical starting point is the model of bureaucratic 
behaviour presented by William Niskanen more than three decades ago. According to 
Niskanen’s budget maximising theory (1971, 1975, 1994), the officials are expected to 
prefer, in general, more budgetary resources to their own departments and ministries. We 
test whether that holds in Finland, that is, whether the public sector employees prefer 
larger budgetary appropriations rather than less. We also examine their preferences 
regarding increases in their own bureau’s appropriations and compare those against their 
preferences for other bureaux’s appropriations.

Our study is empirical, and was conducted by sending questionnaires to almost all central 
government officials. A mail survey targeted all high level officials from ten different 
ministries. The total number of mail questionnaires was 2048. They were sent in two 
batches during a three week period in June of 2003, and 703 responses were received, 
yielding a response rate of about 34%.The questions aimed to reveal the respondents’ 
level of knowledge on public expenditures and taxes, and their preferences on the use of 
public funds. 

The analysis of the data was conducted using multivariate ordinal and binary logit models. 
The respondents’ growth preferences for several spending appropriations were regressed 
controlling for different factors, including the Ministry of the respondent, the reported 
political affiliation (on the left-right axis) of the respondent, and the respondent’s level of 
knowledge on the appropriation inquired. We also examined the officials’ preferences on 
the personnel growth for the subsequent 5 to 7 years in each of the ten ministries whose 
employees we surveyed.  

The main conclusion drawn from the analysis of the data is that bureaucrats seem to have 
opinions which do not contradict the predictions of positive theory of bureaucratic 
behaviour. The responses suggest that (a) Niskanen’s theory is supported, in part, and (b) 
other theories of bureaucratic behaviour (e.g. based on institutional norms) could also be 
applied as valid interpretations of the results. 

The paper proceeds as follows. In the next section, we discuss several theoretical 
typologies based on which we may study the budgetary process and its determinants. One 
of them is the bureaucratic behaviour of the people involved in the design, decision making 
and implementation of policies financed via the budgetary process. We also present a brief 
review of earlier survey-type studies targeting public sector officials. In section 3 we 
describe the data and methods of our empirical analysis and discuss the choice of 
variables. The fourth section discusses descriptive and multivariate logit regression 
analyses of our data and briefly comments on the results, and their meaning. The last 
section mentions several caveats, lists possible alternative interpretations for the results 
and concludes. 
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2 Theoretical approaches of the budgetary process and its 
determinants

The budgetary process and the factors which influence its actual decision-making are 
popular topics of research in the fields of public administration and public policy. The 
importance of these topics is evident. Public policies are financed by public budgets. The 
factors influencing the budgetary decisions as well as the actual amounts of budgetary 
appropriations allocated for specific policy programs have direct consequences on policy 
implementation. Eventually they also affect the size of government, tax burden and the 
well being of the citizens towards which the policies are targeted. 

Since the early 1960s – mainly within the fields public finance and political science – the 
budgetary process has been thoroughly investigated. Since the topic is clearly 
multidisciplinary (i.e. containing aspects of economics, psychology and sociology), several 
typologies and theories have been proposed to assist and simplify its study. 

For over three decades Wildavsky (1984, 1986, 1992, cited in Jones and McCaffery 
(1994)) remained one of the most widely read scholars on the budgetary process. Among 
others, he is the godfather of “incrementalism” -- a hypothesis which assumes that most 
budget appropriations for a given fiscal year are estimated based on the previous year’s 
levels, or on increments. He is also one of the first analysts who put forward the “human 
side” of the people involved in the budget formulation. In his work, he discussed the 
characteristics, motivations and the relationships between the Agency/Ministry officials and 
politicians as central determinants of the budget.  

Fozzard (2001) interprets the study of budgetary process as part of a more basic problem 
in public finance, that of the allocation of limited resources. He mentions several general 
theoretical principles that should be used by policy makers in deciding the allocation of 
resources for different policies. These include (a) the examination of conditions for 
demand and supply for public and private goods, (b) the prioritisation of application of 
public funds via marginal utility measurements applying cost – effectiveness techniques, 
(c) the assessment of net social benefits of public spending utilising cost-benefits 
analyses, (d) the accounting of citizens’ expenditure preferences by developing accurate 
collective decision making mechanisms and (e) the address of social equity and poverty 
concerns. He states that all these principles and technical methods are complementary, 
and a technically sound process of resource allocation would utilise all of them. He 
concludes nonetheless, that “…resource allocation entails a political process in which 
economic principles and technical methods may play a small part in determining the 
outcome...”. By applying the Public Choice theory he discusses how self-interested 
politicians and bureaucrats attempt to influence budgetary outcomes. 

Kraan (1996) classifies the study of budgetary process under five broad theoretical 
perspectives utilising a classic normative-positive dichotomy. The normative perspective 
first looks at the application of the principles of welfare economics in connection to the 
budgetary decisions of the government. Musgrave and Samuelson were the two pioneers 
in that field. A more practical approach of the normative perspective deals with the 
optimisation of budgetary procedural innovations (e.g. Planning, Programming & 
Budgetary Systems (PPBS), Management By Objectives (MBO), Zero Base Budgeting 
(ZBB), Program Analysis and Review (PAR), etc.). The positive perspective is concerned 
with the explanation and prediction of budgetary decisions, but not their evaluation and 
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improvement. Still another approach is based on political systems theory which in general 
perceives and explains budgetary decisions as outputs of the political system, or as a 
function of the environment (e.g. demographic conditions, unemployment, distribution of 
primary income) and system characteristics (e.g. inter-party competition, voter turnout, 
distribution of parliamentary seats among the parties). The analysis can also focus on the 
organisational process like in the works of Davis, Dempster, and Wildavsky (see above). 
Here the literature deals with issues such as method of problem solving of decision 
makers, patterns of interaction, and comparisons of requests of agency (ministry) towards 
the executive budget bureaux. The incremental model (or “extended” incremental model in 
its later version) of budget formulation is central here. Last but not least, there is the 
influential Public Choice perspective which utilises the assumption that decision makers in 
government are capable of optimizing their choices in terms of their preferences. 

Rich (1989) discusses the factors behind “policy distribution” implemented via the 
budgetary process and lists four major determinants influencing it: (a) Political business 
cycles where government benefits (policies) tend to peak (increased budget spending) 
during periods immediately before elections, (b) pork barrel politics where legislators prefer 
programs that allocate benefits broadly (thus increase spending) as opposed to programs 
which concentrate benefits in a few distinct geographical areas, and (c) the role of policy 
recipients, where potential beneficiaries of certain policies with a liaison contacting the 
government and the legislature can have greater capacity to secure funds than those that 
do not. Studies show that lobbyists do make a difference (at least in the US political 
scheme). In his discussion Rich uses as an example the lobbying of U.S. cities for 
securing federal funding versus the funding of cities without lobbying assistance (Pelissaro 
and England (1980)). Finally, he lists (d) bureaucratic politics as another factor. There, 
legislators seek to influence bureaucrats in allocational proposals and decision they make, 
but also bureaucrats seek to do the same towards the legislature. Arnold (1979, cited in 
Rich) argues that (in the case of American politics) “the distribution of government benefits 
can best be understood by examining the allocational strategies that bureaucrats pursue to 
maximise the legislative coalitions of their programs: Bureaucrats allocate expenditures 
both in gratitude for past support and in hopes of future congressional support; and 
congress support agencies both because they owe them form past allocations and 
because they desire future allocations”. 

Yet another approach to the budgetary process is the one adopted by Alesina and Perotti 
(1996). They argue that the result of the budgetary process (and by result they refer to a 
deficit or a surplus for a Fiscal Year) is determined by budget institutions. They define 
budget institutions as “… all the rules and regulations according to which budgets are 
prepared, approved and implemented”. They continue by classifying budget institutions in 
different countries into two distinct regimes: (a) those that are “hierarchical” and 
transparent and (b) more “collegial” and opaque. The latter case produces on average 
lower deficits and the former higher. Hierarchical regimes are influenced less by 
bureaucrats within spending Ministries with the Treasury (the equivalent Ministry of 
Finance for a country) having a central role in the budgetary process. Collegial institutions 
on the other hand seem to be more prone to ministerial requests for increased spending. 

Finally, Norton and Elson (2002) argue that for someone to understand a given budgetary 
process one has to have information about (a) the formal structures of roles and 
responsibilities within the budget process, (b) the rules governing decision making and 
accountability of public expenditures, (c) the stakeholder powers that influence the 
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outcomes of the budgetary process, (d) the incentives for action affecting the decision 
making of politicians and officials during budget formulation and executions, and (e) the 
latitude of independent discretionary action of bureaucrats at all levels of the budget 
execution process. 

From the above classifications it is evident that all authors perceive bureaucratic behaviour 
as a major determinant, among others, playing a pivotal role in the budgetary process and 
budgetary formulation. But why should bureaucratic behaviour be of any significance in the 
budget formulation process? After all, according to the hypothesis of Weber (1947) the 
founding father of the term bureaucracy, bureaucrats (should) behave based solely on the 
motto that they are actually “servants of the public”. This means that bureaucrats are 
impartial during the budget formulation and whatever decisions they take, have as their 
only goal to best serve the interests of the public. Weberian bureaucracy is like a machine, 
which implements the policy decided by the government. An opposite view is that of Public 
Choice theory, which assumes human beings are motivated and behave with their 
personal interests dominating. That holds regardless under which capacity or role one 
examines them, e.g. whether they are working in the private or the public sector. Thus for 
the public sector in particular Public Choice theory assumes that bureaucrats tend to 
behave strategically in order to maximize their own perceived utility, and use the policy 
implementation merely as a vehicle for increased resources.  

These ideas were first proposed by Downs (1957, 1967) and Buchanan and Tullock 
(1962). Pursuing this hypothesis further, Niskanen (1971) introduced an economic model 
of bureaucratic behaviour where public sector employees pursue to maximise their 
bureau’s (ministry, agency) budget, regardless of its true necessity. In other words, 
increased public expenditure for policy programs and government bodies may not 
necessarily be needed for the programs per se, or in order to serve the public to which the 
programs are intended. Rather, from the bureaucratic point of view, first and foremost they 
serve the bureaucrats themselves. By pursuing budget maximisation, bureaucrats 
maximise their own “utility function”, which can have salary, esteem and office space as 
arguments. Buchanan once remarked, paraphrasing Adam Smith, that ‘it is not due to the 
benevolence of the bureaucrat that we expect (to get) our research grant, our defence 
contract or our welfare check (Buchanan’s forward in Tullock, 1965, sited in Kraan (1996), 
p.75).

Such a selfish behaviour may easily lead to ineffectiveness and inefficiency in the public 
sector. The implications of such (potential) behaviour are indeed overwhelming. If public 
funds are not in reality spent the most efficient and effective way, the interests of the public 
and the tax payer are not served the best possible way, an assumption which is the main 
motivation for the existence of the public sector. 

Theoretically Niskanen’s model was first challenged by Migue and Belanger (1974). They 
proposed an amendment in which bureaucrats would pursue mostly increases in the 
discretionary part of their bureau’s budget only, in order to give them more freedom in 
using the funds to their own benefit. Niskanen later (1975, 1994) agreed to some extend 
with this revision. Without reviewing any further the relevant plentiful literature, one can 
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say that even today – more than thirty years after Niskanen introduced his model – the 
debate is still on1.

How should one interpret the model? Blais and Dion (1991) discuss two approaches: The 
first is based on Niskanen’s formal model with very strong assumptions. The most 
important of them state that (a) budget maximisation is the only objective being pursued 
and all bureaucratic strategies are geared towards that specific goal, and (b) bureaucrats 
deal with a completely passive sponsor who is faced with an all-or-nothing choice on the 
budget levels proposed by the bureaucrats. The second approach is based on an 
“informal” model where the assumptions are weaker, and more realistic. There, 
bureaucrats are still assumed to pursue larger budgets but not necessarily to maximise 
them. The bureaucratic strategies are still targeted in increasing their budget, but that is 
not their only objective. In dealing with their sponsors the bureaucrats have only a relative 
(but not an absolute) advantage based on information asymmetry. It is assumed that 
usually bureaucrats know about the real costs of a policy where as the sponsors do not. 
This, in turn, enables the bureaucrats to request more funds than what is really needed 
without the sponsors being able to clearly verify those claims. In both approaches, the 
bottom line is that bureaucrats prefer larger rather than smaller budgets for their bureau 
because with more funds they can enjoy (among others) higher salaries, reputation, 
patronage, perquisites, ease of making changes, ease of managing the bureau, etc.

Niskanen’s model gives some interesting insights. However, as a model it is only a piece 
of theory without any empirical support (unless one counts anecdotal evidence like the 
famous Parkinson’s Law). So, what would be the best way to test the model empirically?  

Again following Blais and Dion (1991), the empirical test of the model can be twofold. One 
can check whether (a) the bureaucrats are indeed attempting to maximise their budget and 
(b) whether they are successful in doing so. Of course if (a) is not true, or if the 
bureaucrats do not wish to maximise their budget, then (b), the budget maximisation, is not 
true either, from a causal point of view. Also, if (a) is true, (b) can be true or false. If we 
observe that the budget is maximised, then we cannot reject the assumption of selfish 
bureaucratic behaviour.  If on the other hand, the budget is not maximised, then we can 
conclude that bureaucrats have not been successful in their pursuit of budget 
maximisation, or that they have not even attempted it.

In this paper we focus on the first testing approach, the (a) above. That is, we measure 
empirically bureaucrats’ opinions/preferences about their bureau’s (ministry’s) budget for 
different specific types of appropriations. When it comes to budgetary issues, it is apparent 
that we can not causally associate with certainty the opinions expressed for an 
appropriation’s increase/decrease with the subsequent behavioural patterns of 
bureaucrats. Thus for our results to have some practical utilisation, our basic assumption 
is that the opinions expressed have indeed some effect on the behaviour of bureaucrats; 
that is, they may influence the budget appropriation levels received by the bureaus in 
which the respective bureaucrats operate. At the end of the paper we briefly attempt to 

1 For extensive literature reviews on the budget maximising bureaucrat see for example Blais and Dion  
(1991), Ma (2000). McNutt (1996). For a more recent critique on Niskanen’s model see for example Casas-
Pardo and Puchades-Navaro (2001). 
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interpret our empirical results utilising other relevant and competing models of bureaucratic 
behaviour.

Surveys on public sector officials 

Comprehensive surveys of public sector officials measuring their attitudes on personnel 
management and organisational issues is a practice found in several countries. For 
example, in the U.S., the federal Office of Personnel Management (1999) conducted this 
type of survey in 1992 where a random sample of 57.000 federal officials was targeted. 
Also in Canada a similar survey was recently made; the responses came from 104.000 
public sector officials representing 55% of the federal workforce (Government of Canada, 
1999).

Furthermore, surveys of public employees measuring their preferences on different policy 
issues, their values and their role in the public sector are frequently mentioned in literature. 
For example, Aberbach and Rochman (1995) examined among others, the beliefs of 
federal administrators and top-level appointees in three US administrations (Nixon, 
Reagan and George Bush Sr) about the appropriate role of the government in the 
economy. Results suggest that over time they became more Republican. Also, they were 
more conservative in their views on the role of the government in the Reagan and Bush 
administrations compared to the Nixon Administration. Another finding of the study was 
that “…top career service in the US turned out to be surprising flexible in adapting to the 
political forces around it”. Campbell and Naulls (1991) surveyed “deep interviewed” 325 
senior officials in central agencies in the United States, the United Kingdom and Canada. 
The analysis attempted to examine how budget maximising orientations related to the 
officials’ perceptions of their roles and career motivations. They report that a personal 
utility perspective of their career is associated with a somewhat limited concern about 
budget maximisation. Christensen (1991) measured the perception of bureaucratic norms 
and role enactment among 808 civil servants in different Norwegian Ministries. Results 
indicate that respondents “…had few problems in attending to and balancing political and 
professional role norms”. The European Commission (1996), as part of a comprehensive 
survey of top decision makers around Europe, surveyed 734 civil servants in the 15 
member states on topical issues2 facing the EU. Hooghe (2002) surveyed 137 top 
Commission officials on the future role of the Commission. The responses contradicted the 
notion that bureaucrats loathe to weaken their organisation’s power. Most officials 
preferred increased control in administration and management within the Commission. 
She reported however that careful examination of control variables suggest that 
professional self-interest many explain “…why many top officials appear happy to give up 
Commission government power”. Finally, Posner and Schmidt (1994) studied the values 
and expectations of 1006 Federal Government Executives in the U.S., and examine how 
they changed over a 10 year period. One way to investigate how government employees 
value their employment is by determining if they would recommend this career to young 
people. 42% of the respondents replied that they would recommend young people to seek 
a career in the public sector (and 58% in the private sector). This was a considerable 
positive shift towards public sector careers from the 1982 survey where the answers were 
30% and 70% respectively. Also, among others, when asked to explain why they would 

2 Topics questioned included the benefits from the EU membership, external relations and enlargement, the 
decision making process within the EU, the single currency, immigration, unemployment, common defence, 
regional inequalities, farm incomes, etc. 
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encourage young people to pursue carriers in the federal government the respondents 
were almost equally divided between idealistic reasons3 and personal advantages4.

In Finland surveys towards public sector employees have occasionally been conducted by 
professional consultant firms and to a much smaller scale, usually at organisational or 
departmental level. We are not aware of many large scale surveys which have targeted 
public sector officials, and particularly those working in ministries. An example is Forma 
(1999) who surveyed, among others, 70 senior civil servants on their opinion towards 
institutional solutions regarding pension security. Their opinions were matched against 
those of the general public. Results indicated that the opinions between the groups 
differed.

We have not been able to find many recent studies which examine the opinions of public 
sector employees explicitly on issues related to budgetary appropriations. We are aware of 
the study by Bagdigen (2003) who deep interviewed a number of Turkish public sector 
officials and asked their direct opinion on their department’s budget. The majority of the 
respondents were keen to see their budgets expanded, but some feared of having a larger 
budget. The reason was that a large budget would likely be associated with too many 
political considerations which would eventually cause conflicts. However, if political stress 
were to be relaxed, those same bureaucrats would welcome expansions of the budget. 
Another such study is a survey by Dolan (2002) where 570 senior officials in the U.S. were 
interviewed and asked on their preferences about several budget appropriations. Their 
responses were then compared against respective preferences gathered from a general 
public survey. Dolan reported that “…contrary to the popular portrayal of the budget 
maximising bureaucrat federal administrators preferred less spending than the public on 
most broad spending categories, even on issues that fall within their own departments’ 
jurisdiction”.

In sections 3 and 4 we describe the empirical part of the study based on a rather 
comprehensive survey of Finnish central government officials in ten Ministries. The 
preferences of these officials regarding the budgetary spending appropriations (whether 
spending should be higher or lower within the next 5 to 7 years) as well as the preferences 
on personnel growth levels in different government functions were inquired explicitly. 

3 Idealistic types of answers cantered around the notion that “…the service needs our brightest and best 
young people to make an impact to the difficult problems of our society…” 
4 Personal advantages were reflected in comments such as “…a federal career offers job security, an 
interesting place to work and opportunities for advancement…” 
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3 Data, models and variables 

3.1 Data 

The data for the analysis was gathered through a mail questionnaire survey (in Finnish). 
The targeted population consisted of higher level officials in 10 ministries5. The final 
selected group consisted of 2048 officials. Most of them are engaged with policy planning 
and implementation as experts or administrators. The initial bunch of questionnaires was 
sent the first week of June of 2003 and the second “reminder”, again to all recipients, a 
couple of weeks later. The final number of returned questionnaires was 703, a response 
rate of approx. 34%. As will be evident later, the exact response rates per question were 
lower because of missing or wrong answers. Nonetheless considering the length of the 
questionnaire (20 pages, 272 fields to choose/fill in) and the time it took to complete it (the 
average time reported was 29 min) the response rate was adequate. The response rate 
per Ministry ranged from 26% to 43%. (Table 1). The public employees surveyed worked 
in the ministries of Justice (OM), Interior (SM), Finance (VM), Education (OPM), 
Agriculture (MMM), Transportation and Communications (LVM), Trade and Industry 
(KTM), Social and Health Affairs (STM), Labour (TM), and the ministry of the Environment 
(YM).

Table 1: Response rate per Ministry 

Ministry
Number of 

questionnaires 
sent

Number of 
questionnaires 

received

Response 
rare

Ministry of Justice OM 85 36 42,35%

Ministry of Interior SM 158 51 32,28%

Ministry of Finance VM 227 61 26,87%

Ministry of Education OPM 183 53 28,96%

Ministry of Agriculture MMM 397 116 29,22%

Ministry of Transportation and Communications LVM 94 38 40,43%

Ministry of Trade and Industry KTM 221 85 38,46%

Ministry of Social and Health Affairs STM 232 100 43,10%

Ministry of Labour TM 235 81 34,47%

Ministry of Environment YM 216 82 37,96%

 2048 703 34,33%

The questionnaire was rather extensive and it comprised of four sections. Part I gathered 
background information on the respondents where as Part II questioned the opinions of 
the officials on certain pre-defined socio-economic issues and policies that were topical at 
the time of survey. Part III measured quantitatively the awareness of the respondents on 
certain pre-defined areas of public finance in terms of spending appropriations and 
revenue sources as implemented by their own ministry and in other ministries. In the same 
Part, the preferences of the central government officials were measured quantitatively on 
the size of the aforementioned pre-defined areas of public finances, again in terms of 

5 The initial idea was to survey all higher level officials in all 12 Ministries here in Finland. However, the 
names and addresses of officials working for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were not available. The number 
of responses from the Ministry of Defence was so low that we decided not to report the responses from that 
Ministry’s officials (we sent 62 questionnaires and received 13 responses only).  
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spending appropriations and revenue sources. Finally, Part IV dealt with the attitudes and 
perceptions of the respondents on their role as a public sector employee, of their influence 
in public policy planning, decision making and implementation, and tested possible 
conflicts between self and public interests when it comes to public programs designs, 
implementations and policy monitoring and evaluation.

This paper concentrates mainly on the second section of the Part III of the questionnaire. 
That part is on the preferences of the respondents on the growth of predefined public 
sector spending appropriations. We also measure the officials’ preferences on personnel 
growth levels within each Ministry (first section of Part IV). The parts of the original 
questionnaire analysed are shown the Appendix. As can be seen from the design, the 
section dealing with spending appropriations includes additional information on each type 
of appropriation listed. Thus the respondents got some (a) basic information on the 
absolute level of the appropriation in question, and some (b) comparative information on 
the proportion of the appropriation versus the specific Ministry’s total budgeted 
appropriations. It was assumed that this type of additional information would facilitate the 
formulation of opinion as to the spending direction of each of the appropriations listed6.
The choice of which types of spending appropriations to include in the questionnaire was 
made based on the absolute and relative amount of each. In most cases, we chose the  
4–5 largest appropriations within each Ministry. Also, in several cases we included certain 
appropriations based on their topical and general interest. In the questions on personnel 
levels the amounts of personnel under each Ministry’s administrative jurisdiction for the 
previous 3 years was listed, to depict a probable positive or negative trend in growth 
levels.

3.2 Models and variables 

The models built were designed to identify the significant determinants which influence the 
preferences of public sector employees on the direction of fiscal spending for several types 
of key appropriations per Ministry. Again, the main goal was to investigate the hypothesis 
that public sector employees are budget maximisers (or are striving to this direction) 
irrespective of the appropriation in question. Following the theory of Niskanen, we 
concentrated on testing whether bureaucrats are striving for budget maximisation and not 
whether they actually are successful in doing so.

One way to test such hypothesis is to compare opinions of bureaucrats within different 
ministries on the growth and the levels of their own versus the other ministries’ 
appropriations. The current budgetary system applied in Finland gives very little room for 
continuous growth requests year in year out. It is based on a four year budgeting 
framework where limits and internal ceilings are imposed on the levels of spending 
appropriations four years forward. The limits are re-estimated on a yearly basis but in 
reality the emphasis is always on the next year’s appropriations. The role of the Ministry of 
Finance is instrumental in the budget formulation process (see more on the budget 
formulation process, in Blöndal et al (2002). If bureaucrats strive for budget maximisation7,
and since the budgetary system applied in Finland nowadays is constrained, the only way 
to achieve bigger budgets would be to try and reduce somehow the appropriations of the 

6 A strong advocate of such an explicit quantitative presentation of information in budgetary opinion-related 
surveys is Brubaker (1998, 2002). 
7 Or better, if bureaucrats strive for larger budgets, in general. 
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other ministries. In this way, the non appropriated funds would be distributed to their own 
department/ministry/agency. This, in a sense, is a zero sum game approach (Dolan, 
2002)8.

Dependent variables 

We used two types of dependent variables.  

(a) Depended variables related to preferences of public officials on whether a Ministry’s 
specific appropriation should be decreased, stay the same or increased. For the ten 
ministries investigated we had 59 dependent variables (Table 2) 

(b) Depended variables related to the preference of public officials on whether a Ministry’s 
number of personnel should decrease stay the same or increase. For each of the ten 
Ministries surveyed we had one such dependent variable. 

Hence, in total we examined 69 dependent variables. 

Table 2: Number of dependent variables* of study 

Ministry # of dependent variables 
(preferences on appropriations)

Ministry of Justice OM 3
Ministry of Interior SM 4
Ministry of Finance VM 3
Ministry of Education OPM 10
Ministry of Agriculture MMM 4
Ministry of Transportation and Communications LVM 4
Ministry of Trade and Industry KTM 6
Ministry of Social and Health Affairs STM 10
Ministry of Labour TM 11
Ministry of Environment YM 4
* Spending preferences for a particular appropriation 

Independent variables 

The independent variables used in the models were as follows (all dummies): 

Ministry (10 Dummies, see Table 1): This was our main variable of interest and was used 
to test the hypothesis of public sector employees as budget maximisers. 

Gender: In sociological related opinion surveys in Finland, compared to men, women 
respondents have shown to be more positively prone on issues related to social spending 
and less so to other appropriations. The same applies to characteristics depicted in Social 
Class, Salary and Political Affiliation (see e.g. Forma (1999), Ervasti (1998, 1999, 
2001)).

In the models we also included a dummy variable indicating whether the respondents had 
a permanent or a fixed-term job contract. We hypothesized that the latter group of officials 
would behave more as budget maximisers than the former group; and this because they 

8 Dolan (2002) in her empirical analysis finds that such hypothesis is not supported.  
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would increase their chances of re-employment if departments in which they work or 
programs in which they are involved have larger appropriations to handle. 

Also the Years employed in the Public Sector might play a role in the officials’ 
preferences. As one works more time in the public sector his opinions on spending and 
personnel levels may be altered through time. A relative proxy for this variable is Age. We 
nonetheless did not include it in the final models because the correlation between that and 
“Years” was very high (r=0.77). 

Furthermore, we added the job title of the respondent, hypothesizing that bureaucrats 
with higher level-jobs would want higher budgets compared to lower level ones. However 
the classification of job titles was more or less “equal” since the questionnaire was 
targeted to higher level officials only. The sub-groups were 1= Planner, 2= Secretary9, 3= 
Manager, 4=Officer, 5=Auditor, 6=Other. Thus, the test was whether there was any 
particular budget maximising sub-group related to a specific job description. 

Finally, the knowledge level of the respondent might play a role in his opinion and 
preferences on the growth direction of appropriation. People with more knowledge10 on a 
specific appropriation, naturally may have more authority in saying what should happen to 
a specific program than non-so-knowledgeable ones. Hence, we controlled for such an 
event.

Variable transformations (aggregations) 

In the original questionnaire sent, the answers (the dependent variables) were in a 5-level 
Likert scale as follows (see also questionnaire in Appendix): 

The respective appropriation during the next 5 to 7 years 
1 = … should be reduced by more than 15% from its current level. 
2 = … should be reduced between 1–15% 
3 = … should stay at its current level 
4 = … should be increased between 1–15% 
5 = … should be increased by more than 15% from its current levels.

Since the number of valid responses per question fluctuated between 580 and 620, and 
we had control variables with up to 10 sub-strata (e.g. the ten ministries), in some cases 
observations within some cells after simple cross-tabulations ended up being very low. 
Thus, in order to increase the observations within each cell and facilitate the logit model 
building we aggregated all answers to a 3-level scale as 1 = 1 or 2, 2 = 3 and 3 = 4 or 5. In 
effect, we now measured if the respondent preferred (on aggregate) for the respective 
appropriation to decrease (=1), stay the same (=2), or increase (=3) from its current levels 
within the next 5 to 7 years11. We applied the same aggregation to the questions on 
personnel levels. Further more, in cases where the nature of control variables permitted, 
we aggregated them into 3 and 5 categories as follows: 

Salary (Original Scale: 10 categories, from <=2000 to >=4401 EURO gross) 

9 Senior Secretary with Administrative duties only. 
10 Knowledge as can be seen from the questionnaire in the appendix is measured in a scale from “never 
heard of it”, to “active involvement in designing and implementing the respective appropriation”.  
11 Later, we aggregated even further the three categories into two (see section 4.2).  
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1 = up to 2900, 2 = 2901–3800 and 3 = 3801 onwards
Social Class (Original Scale: 10 categories 1–10, 1 = lowest) 
1 = Lower (1–4), 2 = Middle (5–7) and 3 = Higher (8–10) 
Political Affiliation (Original Scale: 10 categories 1–10, 1 = most left) 
1 = Left (1–4), 2 = Center (5–7) and 3 = Right (8–10) 
Years in Public Sector (Original Scale: continuous) 
1 = up to 6, 2 = 7–14, 3 = 15–21, 4 = 22–30 and 5 = 31 onwards 
Knowledge level: (Original Scale: 1–5, 1=very little or no knowledge) 
1= 1 or 2, 2 = 3 and 3 = 4 or 5 

The originally binary variables Gender (1=male, 2=female) and Type of Contract
(1=permanent, 2=fixed term) and of course the ten Ministries remained the same. 
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4 Analysis 

4.1 Descriptive analysis 

We begin by listing the simple means of the two types of dependent variables, that is 
preferences for growth on spending appropriations and levels of personnel (Table 3, 
Appendix and Table 4). 

4.1.1 Spending preferences 

Here, since our main hypothesis is that public sector employees pursue larger budgets, we 
cross tabulate those dependent variables with each respondent’s Ministry. Recall that the 
answers can be 1 (=reduce), 2 (=stay the same) or 3 (=grow) implying that if on average 
the mean answers are over 2 then more respondents prefer the specific appropriation to 
grow within the next 5 to 7 years. If the answers are less than 2, they prefer the 
appropriation to decrease. We summarise the answers taking under consideration the 
overall mean preference and the answer of the respective Ministry’s officials compared to 
the overall mean preference and to the other ministries’ officials. If the own spending 
preference was not the highest (rank = 1), we also listed the highest average preference 
and the Ministry in which it was reported (Table 3).

OKM and MMM officials clearly preferred that all12 of their own programs to consistently 
grow more (rank 1 in all listed appropriations of OKM and MMM) compared to preferences 
by other Ministries’ officials for the same appropriations. On the contrary, growth 
preferences for spending levels of officials from VM and STM did not rank first compared 
to other Ministries for any of their appropriations questioned. Finally, in the rest of the 
Ministries (SM, OPM, LVM, KTM, TM and YM) the preference ranking of their officials was 
mixed; only in some specific appropriations their ranking was first. Overall, nonetheless, 
most of the preferences had scores over 2. As noted earlier this indicates that public 
sector officials preferred the respective appropriations to increase during the next 5 to 7 
years period. 

4.1.2 Personnel growth preferences 

The descriptives of preferences on personnel growth is also interesting. For all Ministry 
officials, their own preferences ranked first as to the growth of personnel for their own 
Ministry during the next 5 to 7 year period. Despite this however, only in the ministries of 
OKM, SM, STM, TM and YM did the average preferences exceed 2 indicating positive 
growth. In the rest (VM, OPM, MMM, LVM and KTM) it was less than 2 indicating a 
preference for reduction in the overall personnel levels (Table 4). 

Do these descriptive inter-ministry preferences stay the same when we attempt to control 
for other independent variables or do we see changes in their levels? In what follows we 
investigate this, by applying ordinal and binary logistic regression models and utilising the 
independent variables listed earlier. 

12 All means all questioned appropriations. 
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Table 4:  Descriptives of personnel growth preferences 

Model Moment 
code

Ministry Overall 
average 

Highest 
average 

Ministry’s 
rank

Lowest 
average 

Ministry 

60 25.  OIKEUSMINISTERIÖ   
(OKM)

1,92 2,06 1 1,78 VM 

61 26. SISÄASIAINMINISTERIÖ  
(SM)

1,83 2,10 1 1,73 TM 

62 28. VALTIOVARAINMINISTERIÖ  
(VM)

1,60 1,79 1 1,43 OPM 

63 29. OPETUSMINISTERIÖ  
(OPM)

1,83 1,98 1 1,66 VM 

64 30. MAA- JA METSÄTALOUS-
MINISTERIÖ (MMM) 

1,48 1,85 1 1,33 KTM 

65 31. LIIKENNE- JA 
VIESTINTÄMINISTERIÖ (LVM) 

1,75 1,89 1 1,56 OKM 

66 32. KAUPPA- JA 
TEOLLISUUSMINISTERIÖ (KTM) 

1,72 1,85 1 1,48 OKM 

67 33.  SOSIAALI- JA 
TERVEYSMINISTERIÖ (STM) 

1,89 2,15 1 1,59 VM 

68 34.  TYÖMINISTERIÖ  
(TM) 

1,67 2,03 1 1,45 VM 

69 35. YMPÄRISTÖMINISTERIÖ  
(YM)

1,84 2,28 1 1,56 KTM 

4.2 Multivariate analysis 

In Tables 3 and 4 we conducted a simple descriptive analysis of all dependent variables 
that are used in this section when modelling officials’ preferences. In total we report 69 
models; models 1–59 for Spending growth preferences and models 60–69 for Personnel 
growth preferences.

Since the dependent variables were ordinal we begun our analysis by using ordinal logit 
modelling techniques. There are several types of ordinal logit models. Examples of such 
are the “adjucent-category”, the continuation-ratio and the proportional-odds models (see 
more on these and other relevant models in Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000), Allison 
(1999), Gould (2000).

We chose to apply the proportional-odds model (“POM”) which is the most popular. 
Because of the ordinal nature of the dependent variable (see transformations above), 
POM generates log-odds coefficients which are the ratios for one unit increase of the 
independent variable, of the odds being in a higher rather than a lower category of the 
dependent variable. The sign of the coefficient is thus important. Positive coefficients 
indicate increased chances that the independent variable will be observed in a higher 
category and negative coefficients indicate increased chances that the independent 
variable will be observed in a lower category. In our models where all our predictors are 
categorical (with dummies sub-strata), we compare the log-odds of a variable being in a 
higher category of the dependent variable versus a chosen base category (the reference 
category in the tables).

POM models are based on the “parallel regression” assumption. As the name suggests, 
we assume that the log-odds of the first (smallest) category of the ordinal dependent 
variable versus the other bigger categories together, do not differ in a statistically 
significant way from the other combinations of log-odds of the sub-categories. For 
example, in our case where we have three ordinal categories we assume that the log-odds 
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of preferences for reduced expenditures/personnel (y=dependent variable =1) versus 
preferences for stay-the-same and increased expenditures/personnel (y=2 and y=3) do not 
differ significantly from the log odds of preferences for reduced and stay-the-same 
expenditures (y=1 and y=2) versus preferences for increased expenditures (y=3). The 
same is assumed for the personnel growth preferences respectively. A test for such 
differences was conducted and the significance of the test is reported at the end of each 
model (“POM sig.”) 13.

If the aforementioned test fails (POM sig.>0.10) or can not be performed due to low 
number of observations (POM sig.=na), we re-analysed the respective model but now 
using binary logistic regression techniques. We aggregated even further the answers (the 
dependent variable y) in two ways.
(a) y=1 or y=2 versus y=3 (here forth such models are identified as “12versus3”) 
(b) y=1 versus y=2 or y=3 (here forth “1versus23”) 

In effect, we “copied” the POM procedure by aggregating separately the dependent 
answers into the two cases described above. We run both types of models but chose to 
report only one of the two, the one where our hypothesis was supported the most. That 
was where the coefficients of the Ministries had the most negative signs and where the 
coefficients had the lowest p-values. Put another way, we tried to identify the cases where 
the preferences between the Ministry of reference and the rest, differed the most. 

The structure was similar in all models. Again, for the ordinal logistic models (POM), the 
dependent variable was in a three scale format (1=reduce, 2= stay the same, 3=increase). 
For the binary logistic models the dependent variables were dichotomous of two types (a) 
0 = reduce or stay the same, 1= increase (12versus3) (b) 0 = reduce, 1 = stay the same or 
increase (1versus23). The independent variables were identical in all models and included 
Ministry, Gender, Years in Public Sector, Salary level, Type of Contract, Job Title, Social 
Class, Political affiliation and Knowledge level of appropriation (see above for details). The 
Knowledge level was not used in the model specifications for the personnel growth 
preferences, since it was not asked in the questionnaire.

Parsimonious considerations in model building dictate to make smaller versions of models 
by excluding predictors when their presence is not absolutely warranted by theory and 
when they are statistically insignificant. We run models with less predictors but noticed that 
the direction and significance of the Ministry variable dummy coefficients (our variable of 
interest) did not change direction nor considerable magnitude nor did the explanatory level 
of the model diminish in any significant way. Because of this, and since statistical 
significance appeared for all other predictors at some models anyway, we decided to 
present the models in their fullest form (with all predictors) at all times. This made 
comparisons across models and predictors easier and more consistent.

For each model we report which type of logistic regression we use (POM, 12versus3, 
1versus23), the number of observations finally utilised14, the overall significance of the 
model and the total variability of the dependent variable explained by the independent 

13 The parallel regression assumption test was conducted using an add-on program (ado file) for STATA 
named “brant” . It was developed by Long and Freese (2002).  
14 Note that in all models the final number of observations comes out less than the 703 responses we 
received due to missing values; logistic regression models disregard all observations where at least one 
variable has missing values. 
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variables (Pseudo R-squared). We also report the parallel regression test (p-value) for the 
initial ordinal models for both POM and binary logistic models. One will thus notice that 
only the POM models have p-values over the 0.10 threshold. 

Since all independent variables are categorical, we list all coefficients for each 
subcategory within each variable, except of course for the reference category. The 
reference category for the Ministry variable alternates; we always define it to be the 
ministry whose appropriation/personnel growth preference is surveyed. For all other 
predictors, the reference category stays the same in all models. 

The coefficients reported are log-odds ratios, together with their statistical significance at 
0.001 level (***) 0,05 level (**) and at 0.1 level (*)15.To calculate the odds ratio of a specific 
subcategory versus the reference category just exponentiate the coefficient’s (log-odds) 
value reported16. Nonetheless what interests us here is not so much the magnitude of the 
log-odds/odds generated, but its direction (sign) of the coefficient and its statistical 
significance. These two pieces of information are central in our attempt to test the budget 
maximisation theory. 

4.2.1 Spending preferences 

Models 1–59 (Tables 5–14, Appendix) deal with determinants of spending preferences for 
each chosen appropriation per Ministry surveyed. As explained above we report three 
types of models based on the format of the dependent variable utilised. We run 15 ordinal 
“POM” logistic regression models and 44 binary logistic regression models, of which 28 
are “12versus3” and 14 “1versus23”. 

We disregard all models whose overall significance is higher than our threshold level of 
10% (models 9, 35, 41, and 43). We also do not account for models where some 
independent variables’ coefficients are exceptionally large, apparently due to the low 
number of observations in cross-tabulations between the relevant predictors and the 
dependent variable in the model (models 31 and 33). Finally, we do not commend on 
models where (again due to low number of observations) there are no coefficient values 
generated for each of the Ministry variable’s categories (models 2, 10, 20 and 45). 

We shall not discuss all existing relationships recorded in each model but focus on, what in 
our judgements are, the most prominent ones. Our main interests is in the “behaviour” of 
the Ministry variable. 

Only with one independent variable are the results consistent across models. The more 
knowledgeable the respondents reported to be on the specific spending appropriation, 
the more they preferred it to grow. For the knowledge-level variable, the sign of the log-
odds reported is in most models positive and in many cases statistically significant. Only in 
model 53 do we see a statistically significant coefficient with a negative sign. 

The political affiliation variable is interesting to follow. In the majority of cases the 
traditional left/right preferences on spending appropriations were evident within the 
models. To give typical examples, conservative officials – compared to left wing ones – 

15 All p-values, based on which we report statistical significance, are generated using robust standardised 
errors. 
16 For example, in EXCEL use the function exp(log-odds value). 
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wanted more “cuts” on spending for subsidised policies related to unemployment (models 
36, 51–54) and for policies to protect nature (model 57). On the other hand conservative 
preferences moved to the other direction – compared to leftist ones – when it came to 
expenditures for police related activities (model 4). Finally note how the Center party 
voters17 preferred increases for Agricultural related appropriations versus the other voters 
(models 21–24). 

Social class produces some mixed results. It is not as consistent as political affiliation in 
spending preferences, which indicates that perhaps people’s political preferences do not 
necessarily correlate positively with what they perceive to be their Social class. For 
example, medium and higher classes wished to increase more the appropriations for 
student grants versus lower classes (model 16) where as in the same model, right and 
center voters wanted more decreases18 versus left-wing voters. 

As discussed earlier in the section on independent variables, the variable depicting job
title was not expected to produce any significant differences. The reason is that job 
descriptions of each category are in each Ministry rather vague and in many cases the 
responsibilities overlap and are not clear cut. Indeed in several models the coefficients of 
each job category had mixed signs and were not statistically significant. However in some 
cases we see particular groups having a statistically significant difference in their spending 
preferences than the rest. Such an example is found in the Agricultural related 
appropriations from the MMM where managers preferred spending cuts, more than the 
other groups (models 22–24). 

Is salary level a significant determinant of spending preferences? From the data at hand, 
in general this seems to be the case. The more salary one gets, the less he prefers 
spending growth. In most models the signs of the coefficients of the higher salary 
categories were negative when compared to the base low salary category, and in several 
cases statistically significant. Only with a few models do we see positive statistically 
significant salary coefficients (models 30, 48, 49, 55). 

What about the type of job contract? Do public sector employees with permanent tenures 
(virka) have different spending preferences compared to employees with fixed terms? One 
hypothesis is that officials with fixed term contracts would in general prefer more spending 
on appropriations so that the increased activity generated from the additional spending 
would make their future work more secure. Overall, the results do not support this 
argument. The signs of the coefficients are in most cases negative, and even statistically 
significant. In no models do we observe positive and statistically significant coefficients for 
this variable.

Furthermore, public sector work experience comes out mixed when tested as a 
determinant of spending preferences. In certain models (appropriations) the trend is clear. 
For example in models 12, 36 and 37 the relation between spending preferences and 
years in public sector is positive in a linear way; the more years one has in the public 
sector the more spending he prefers for the specific appropriation. In other models the 
direction is reversed; in model 6 the more years one has in the public sector the less he 
prefers for the particular appropriations to increase19. In the rest of the models the signs 

17 Demographics of Center party voters in Finland indicate that a great number of them live in rural areas. 
18 Both sub-groups coefficients were negative and the right voters’ coefficient was statistically significant. 
19 However, none of the negative coefficients come statistically significant. 
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and the significance of the coefficients come out mixed, thus a non-linear relationship 
exists.

Gender is probably the most frequently used determinant in opinion measurement 
surveys. Here the common hypothesis is that female respondents are more “soft” and 
spending-prone when it comes to distributive-justice-type of appropriations. Male 
respondents are “harder”, conservative and lean more favourably towards spending cuts in 
these policies. On the opposite end, men favour business and technology spending. The 
results in the models in general support this classic hypothesis. Examples of cases were 
women favoured more spending than men (coefficients were positive and statistically 
significant) were those dealing with state funds distributed to municipalities (model 6) state 
expenditures for pensions (model 8), for education (models 13), for educational-related 
subsidies (model 16), for social related expenditures to municipalities (model 42), 
employment subsidies (model 53) and living expenditure subsidies (model 58). Men on the 
other hand, compared to women, preferred more spending on maintaining roads (model 
25), appropriations towards technological research (model 29), and competition/consumer 
related expenditures (model 32). 

Ministry as a predictor of spending preferences 

In this paper, the Ministry of each respondent official is the main variable of interest. As 
with the descriptive section earlier, the models partly support Niskanen’s theory. Since we 
know that budget appropriations are more or less determined in advance and the role of 
the Ministry of Finance in the whole budget formulation process is vital, the Ministries and 
Agencies themselves can only increase their share of the otherwise “fixed pie” (the amount 
of funds available for spending) by getting the extra part in the expense of other Ministries 
(see also section 3.2). As mentioned earlier, according to Dolan (2002) it could be a zero-
sum-game. To remind the reader, in each model the reference category of the Ministry 
categorical variable, was chosen to be the Ministry whose appropriation was surveyed. If 
the hypothesis of a zero sum game and Niskanen’s claim that bureaucrats attempt to 
maximise their bureau’s budget were to be true, then we would have expected that all 
coefficients came out with a negative sign. This in turn would indicate that preferences for 
increased spending of all other Ministries’ officials would be lower than the preferences of 
officials whose own Ministry’s (bureau’s) appropriations were surveyed. 

The results support this hypothesis, in part. We have several cases where all signs of the 
dummy Ministries’ coefficients come out negative and many of them statistically significant 
(OKM: model 3; SM: models 4, 5; OPM: models 16, 18; MMM: models 21, 23, LVM: 
models 26-28; TM: models 46, 48, 50-53, 55; YM: models 56, 59). In other cases, the 
signs were mixed. In fewer models do we get solely positive signs, and in just one model 
we see clearly that the spending preferences of other ministries are higher than the 
ministry’s whose appropriation was surveyed (OPM: model 11).

4.2.2 Personnel growth preferences 

In this section we analyse briefly the models measuring the preferences of public sector 
officials when it comes to personnel growth under the administrative jurisdiction of the 10 
Ministries surveyed. They are models 60–69 and are found in Table 15 (Appendix). The 
control variables in the models are the same ones as for spending preference models, 
except for the level of knowledge. We report three ordinal (POM) logistic regression 
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models, and 7 binary logistic regression models, of which 6 “1versus23” and one 
“12versus3”. We disregard models 61 and 63 due to their overall statistical insignificance. 
Also, we shall not discuss the results for each of the control variables. We shall rather 
concentrate on the Ministry variable only.  

Except for the preferences of officials on the personnel growth of the OKM (model 60), in 
all other models we notice a consistent pattern of preferences. The coefficients have a 
negative sign and in many sub-strata (ministries) they turn out statistically significant. This 
indicates that, in general, officials of the Ministry whose personnel preferences are 
surveyed, prefer higher growth for their own personnel versus the preferences of other 
Ministries’ officials. However, this is not to say that in all cases they actually want more

personnel than the current levels. As shown in the descriptive section, in only five out of 
the ten Ministries, the average preference of the respective Ministry was higher than 2 
(indicating higher levels of personnel than the current ones within the next 5 to 7 years). 
For the rest, the respective average was less than 2 indicating the opposite. Nonetheless, 
because of the direction of the signs we may interpret the results as supportive of 
Niskanen’s theory. Put differently, officials attempt to maximise their personal utility 
function via increases in their bureaux’s personnel. This in turn could indirectly mean that 
they seek bigger budgets for such personnel increases. In fact, in the spending 
appropriations preferences section, we have had three cases (models) which indicate such 
behaviour. LVM’s appropriation 31.99 (model 28), TM’s appropriation 34.06.21 (model 48) 
and YM’s appropriation 35.40.21 (model 59) are all dealing with administrative 
expenditures; in all three cases the coefficients of the other ministries have negative signs 
and are mostly statistically significant. Unfortunately in the questionnaire we did not 
include every ministry’s administrative expenditures which might have given us a more 
comprehensive picture of the respective preferences. 
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5 Discussion  

In this paper we have examined the preferences of the Finnish public sector officials in ten 
Ministries on the growth of selected spending appropriations and the growth of personnel 
levels as reported in the annual budget. Our underlying assumption was that in most cases 
the officials responding to the questionnaire would support more funding to their own 
ministries and less to the others. Such an outcome would be in accordance with the 
positive theory of bureaucratic behaviour presented initially by William Niskanen in the 
early 1970s. Hence, our main hypothesis was that growth preferences of officials within a 
particular ministry would, on average, be higher compared to growth preferences of 
officials of other ministries when asked for appropriations referring to that specific ministry. 

By using a rather detailed questionnaire we analysed the preferences of the more than 
2000 central government officials engaged with policy planning and implementation 
regarding 59 different spending appropriations. The results of the survey supported at 
least partly the hypothesis of self-interested bureaucrats. The preferences of the 
respondents for spending appropriations handled through their own ministries got the 
highest score in absolute numbers in 30 of the 59 appropriations inquired. The descriptive 
results on personnel growth levels were even more supportive of Niskanen’s theory. In 
each of the 10 Ministries surveyed, the preferences for a Ministry’s personnel growth 
levels were highest among that specific Ministry’s employees. 

In order to illustrate better the respondents’ views on the desirability and importance of 
different government activities, we also constructed ordinal and binary logit models to 
control the responses for gender, years in public sector, job contract, salary, job title, social 
class, political affiliation and knowledge of the appropriation. To get an overall view and 
clearer idea of the underlying relationships in the models, we checked the signs and the 
statistical significance of the coefficients generated for each ministry. The results were 
again partly consistent with our hypothesis. In the majority of cases we found a clear 
preferences for more increases of “own” funds versus others but in some others the results 
were opposite, although not as statistically significant as with the former cases. 

It is also interesting to look at which type of budgetary appropriations the officials are more 
prone to be growth oriented. One of their favourites is the personnel expenditures, a view 
which is indirectly implied by the models of bureaucratic behaviour (i.e., bureaucrats are 
happy to see the number of bureaucrats increase). In most cases we see indeed that the 
respondent would like to see the number of officials to increase in their own ministry, or to 
grow faster than in the other Ministries. This is also evident from the direct administrative 
appropriations preferences asked in the appropriations sections. 

In some Ministries the maximization preference is regardless of the type of appropriation. 
Examples are the Ministry of Agriculture (MMM), the Ministry of Labour (TM) and the 
Ministry of the Environment (YM). In all three ministries most of the signs of the 
coefficients are negative and statistically significant. In the few cases where the signs are 
positive, the coefficients are statistically insignificant. 

Yet in other Ministries the results are mixed but still favour the budget maximisers. In the 
OPM for example of the 10 appropriations surveyed, one had negative and statistically 
significant Ministry coefficients (model 16) another had positive and statistically significant 
Ministry coefficients (model 11) where the rest had in the majority negative coefficients but 
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statistically insignificant. In the LVM in three out of four types of appropriations examined 
most of the signs were negative and statistically significant. 

5.1 Caveats 

What types of problems have we identified with this analysis? One is the actual internal 
validity of the answers. As with any survey we do not know the real motives behind the 
answers which were given by the public employees. In our cover letter we assured 
anonymity and indeed, in the second round of posting, we sent blank questionnaires to all 
targeted participants once more, irrespective of whether they answered in the first round or 
not. The reason was of course that we did not identify the participants in the questionnaire 
sent via a code, so we had no way of knowing which of them had answered during the first 
round. This may have increased the “honesty” with which the respondents answered. 
Nonetheless, considering the type of preferences questioned (spending appropriations and 
personnel growth) validity problems with the answers can never be ruled out. Some 
higher- level officials might think that their answers may have too sensitive political and 
administrative implications, thus reluctant to answer “openly”. 

Another problem is the power to generalize (external validity). The response rate was 
rather low and ranged between 28% (e.g. model 31 – 574/2048) to 30.9% (model 69 – 
634/2048). How representative is our sample of all the population we targeted? We did 
some checks and found that the sample finally analysed did not differ significantly from the 
total targeted population in terms of gender and job title. These were the only variables we 
were able to identify before hand from the lists of names. And since the response 
questionnaire was anonymous it was difficult to cross check sample representativeness 
otherwise.

The static nature of the survey also generates questions. We would be more confident in 
our conclusions had we surveyed the target population on the same topics at different time 
periods. In other words, with this study we depict the preferences of public sector 
employees at that specific period when the survey was conducted. Although this is 
common problem in cross sectional one-time opinion surveys, it is very relevant to our 
theme. This is because, during 2004 we saw considerable changes in the spending 
priorities of the Finnish government. And these were not in place during June 2003, the 
period during which the survey was conducted. 

Yet another problem is the omission of the educational background of the participants. 
Although it was part of the background questions which were asked to be filled, the open 
ended nature of the answer made it impossible to aggregate the answers to a 
comprehensive variable with relative few sub-strata (3 to 5 sub-strata, as with the rest if 
the predictors). Educational background might indeed play a role in budgetary spending 
preferences, as has been recently demonstrated by Venetoklis (forthcoming). 

Furthermore, we did not include in our models any potential interactions among the 
predictors. The reason for this is two fold: First, in most cases it is hard to interpret models 
where many interactions are built in. Second, the relatively low number of observations as 
well as the many sub-strata per variable, made in many models the observations within 
some of the variable cross-tabulations cells very low, hence not statistically reliable for 
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serious analysis. It may of course be that interactions play an important role in predicting 
preferences.

Finally we have surveyed only a selected number of spending appropriations per Ministry. 
To investigate all of them would have been ideal but for the officials to answer all of them 
too tedious. To remind the reader, in our selection process we included appropriations of 
what we assessed to be the most topical, both in terms of context and in terms of moneys 
spent (see questionnaire in Appendix). Thus our conclusions as to whether the evidence 
per Ministry accurately depicts the preference of their employees for their total number of 
ministry appropriations maybe acceptable, albeit a few reservations. 

5.2 Some alternative explanations 

To reiterate, the paper examined empirical evidence and tested Niskanen’s hypothesis on 
budget maximising bureaucratic behaviour. We did not test whether such “strategy” is 
successful; rather, we examined the intent of public officials to increase their ministry’s 
budget. Results suggest that budget maximisation is pursued more vigorously within some 
Ministries compared to others (e.g. MMM, TM, and YM). In other cases the opposite 
seems to be the case (STM) although in those models many coefficients which have 
positive signs are not statistically significant. In yet other cases, specific appropriations 
within Ministries seem to support a budget maximisation preference, and yet in some other 
appropriations of the same ministry, Niskanen’s theory as to the intent is not supported. 
One could thus argue that spending preferences have nothing to do with budget 
maximisation intentions. Put differently, bureaucrats have no intention of maximising their 
bureau’s budget in order to satisfy their personal utility function.

Some claim that it is simply a matter of ethics within different public sector cultures. The 
argument goes as follows: Niskanen evolved his theory from his experiences working 
within the American public sector. But, ethical considerations may differ across the 
Atlantic. Hence in Europe for example, the “common good” is first and foremost the 
dominant factor in decision making among European public sector officials. Personal utility 
satisfaction is not necessarily fulfilled through budget maximisation. This has been the 
hypothesis of Barberis (1994) who argues that compared to their American counterparts, 
British civil servants are motivated not by purely self interest but by their explicit sense of 
duty to serve the general public. The empirical results based on interviews of 77 senior 
British officials by March et al (2000) support these claims. To the same conclusion come 
Campbell and Naulls earlier even (1991 – see also section 2).

So, if budget maximisation is not the underlying assumption how could we otherwise 
explain our empirical findings? Political scientists and organisational behaviouralists would 
argue that the above results fit better under alternative behavioural models, such as 
institutional theories. These theories say that bureaucrats behave in a certain way due to 
constraints imposed by them by the institutional environment in which they operate 
(Wilson, (1989)). Tullock (1993) also says that “…there is a general perception than 
bureaucrats are more powerful than they really are. They are in fact powerful but do not 
control the world totally. The outside environment can impose on them shrinkage or 
restriction…”. Furthermore, March and Olsen (1989) note that “preferences and interests 
can be endogenously shaped i.e. formulated by the organisational and institutional 
structures in which actors are embedded..”. In the same direction are the postulates of 
Egeberg (1995, 1998), Hammond (1996) and March and Olsen (1996). We believe that 
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the aforementioned institutional approach is indeed a quite plausible one since it would 
explain the differences of preferences noted within different Ministries.

Yet again, albeit all these considerations, when it comes to administrative appropriations 
and personnel related growth preferences, the evidence is overwhelmingly supportive of 
Niskanen’s theory; and that, not only within a few ministries, but across 9 out of the 10 
surveyed. We conclude that public sector officials’ preferences on budgetary issues are 
too complicated to predict with just one theoretical model such as Niskanen’s. Budget 
formulation is a amalgamation of different determinants. The officials’ intent to maximise 
their bureau’s budget in order to indirectly satisfy their personal utility function is a valid 
one, but just one of many. 
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Appendix: Tables

Table 3: Descriptives on spending appropriations preferences 

Model Moment 
code

Ministry/Appropriation Overall 
average

Ministry’s 
average

Ministry’s 
rank

Highest 
average 

Ministry

 25. OIKEUSMINISTERIÖ  
(OKM)

1 25.10. Tuomioistuinlaitos  2,20 2,41 1  
2 25.40. Ulosottolaitos 2,01 2,09 1  
3 25.50. Rangaistusten 

täytäntöönpano 
2,14 2,51 1  

    
 26. SISÄASIAINMINISTERIÖ 

(SM)
4 26.75. Poliisitoimi 2,54 2,70 2 2,71 MMM
5 26.90. Rajavartiolaitos 2,07 2,20 1  
6 26.97. Avustukset kunnille 2,21 2,22 2 2,20 MMM
7 26.98. Alueiden kehittäminen 2,22 2,28 4 2,45 OPM

 28. VALTIOVARAINMINISTERIÖ 
(VM)

8 28.07. Valtion maksamat eläkkeet ja 
korvaukset 

2,25 2,27 6 2,38 OPM

9 28.39. Eräät siirrot Ahvenanmaan 
maakunnalle 

1,57 1,47 10 1,71 SM

10 28.90. Suomen maksuosuudet 
Euroopan unionille 

1,68 1,75 2 1,79 KTM

 29. OPETUSMINISTERIÖ 
(OPM)

11 29.10. Yliopisto-opetus ja -tutkimus 2,57 2,52 9 2,69 LVM
12 29.20. Ammattikorkeakouluopetus 2,17 2,32 1  
13 29.40. Yleissivistävä koulutus 2,25 2,54 1  
14 29.60. Ammatillinen koulutus 2,34 2,34 5 2,54 TM
15 29.69. Ammatillinen lisäkoulutus ja 

vapaa sivistystyö 
2,12 2,44 1  

16 29.70. Opintotuki 2,21 2,63 1  
17 29.88. Tiede 2,46 2,58 1  
18 29.90 Taide ja kulttuuri 2,08 2,46 1  
19 29.98. Liikuntatoimi 1,95 2,10 1  
20 29.99. Nuorisotyö 2,39 2,32 8 2,49 LVM

 30. MAA- JA 
METSÄTALOUSMINISTERIÖ 
(MMM)

21 30.12. Maa- ja puutarhatalouden 
tulotuki

1,68 2,07 1  

22 30.13. Maataloustuotteiden 
markkinointi ja tuotannon 
tasapainottaminen 

1,83 2,01 1  

23 30.14. Maatilatalouden rakenteen ja 
maaseudun kehittäminen 

2,20 2,49 1  

24 30.31. Metsätalouden edistäminen ja 
valvonta

1,88 2,03 1  
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Table 3: Descriptives on spending appropriations preferences (cont.) 

Model Moment 
code

Ministry/Appropriation Overall 
average

Ministry’s 
average

Ministry’s 
rank

Highest 
average 

Ministry

 31. LIIKENNE- JA 
VIESTINTÄMINISTERIÖ
(LVM)

25 31.24.21. Perustienpito  2,35 2,42 3 2,46 SM
26 31.40.21 Perusradanpito 2,43 2,72 1  
27 31.60. Joukkoliikenteen palvelujen 

ostot, korvaukset ja tuet 
2,31 2,61 1  

28 31.99. Liikenne- ja 
viestintäministeriön 
hallinnonalan muut menot 

1,76 2,28 1  

 32. KAUPPA- JA 
TEOLLISUUSMINISTERIÖ
(KTM)

29 32.20.27. Teknologinen 
tutkimustoiminta

2,35 2,44 3 2,50 LVM

30 32.20.40 Avustukset teknologiseen 
tutkimukseen ja kehitykseen  

2,33 2,43 3 2,46 OPM

31 32.30.62. EU:n rakennerahastojen 
valtion rahoitusosuus 
kauppa- ja 
teollisuusministeriön osalta  

1,88 1,92 2 2,00 MMM

32 32.40. Kuluttaja- ja kilpailupolitiikka 1,97 2,14 1  
33 32.50. Kansainvälistymispolitiikka 1,99 2,14 1  
34 32.60. Energiapolitiikka 2,06 2,13 1  

 33. SOSIAALI- JA 
TERVEYSMINISTERIÖ
(STM)

35 33.15.52. Lapsilisät  2,40 2,41 4 2,60 TM
36 33.17.50. Valtionosuus 

työttömyyskassoille  
1,96 1,93 8 2,09 TM

37 33.18.60. Valtion osuus 
sairausvakuutuslaista
johtuvista menoista

2,16 2,14 7 2,35 TM

38 33.19.51. Valtion osuus 
maatalousyrittäjien 
eläkelaista johtuvista 
menoista  

1,90 1,83 9 2,05 MMM

39 33.19.60. Valtion osuus 
kansaneläkelaista johtuvista 
menoista 

2,13 2,21 4 2,31 TM

40 33.21.52. Rintamalisät ja asumistuki  2,06 2,01 8 2,21 TM
41 33.22.50. Sotilasvammakorvaukset 2,04 1,94 8 2,16 TM
42 33.32.30. Valtionosuus kunnille 

sosiaali- ja terveydenhuollon 
käyttökustannuksiin 

2,38 2,50 3 2,66 TM

43 33.32.33. Valtion korvaus 
terveydenhuollon yksiköille 
lääkäri- ja 
hammaslääkärikoulutuksesta 
aiheutuviin kustannuksiin  

2,12 2,12 4 2,28 OPM

44 33.57.40. Valtion korvaus 
maatalousyrittäjien 
lomituspalvelujen 
kustannuksiin

1,88 1,82 8 2,03 MMM/OKM



29

Table 3: Descriptives on spending appropriations preferences (cont.) 

Model Moment 
code

Ministry/Appropriation Overall 
average

Ministry’s 
average

Ministry’s 
rank

Highest 
average 

Ministry

 34. TYÖMINISTERIÖ  
(TM)

45 34.05.61. Euroopan sosiaalirahaston 
osallistuminen EU:n 
rakennerahasto-ohjelmiin  

1,85 1,95 1  

46 34.05.62. EU:n rakennerahastojen 
valtion rahoitusosuus 
työministeriön osalta 

1,84 1,91 1  

47 34.06.02. Palkkaperusteinen 
työllistämistuki 
valtionhallinnolle  

1,98 2,16 3 2,20 OKM

48 34.06.21. Työvoima-asiain 
paikallishallinnon 
toimintamenot  

1,94 2,51 1  

49 34.06.27. Valmentavan 
työvoimakoulutuksen ja 
työvoimapalvelujen 
hankinta  

1,94 2,29 1  

50 34.06.29. Ammatillisen 
työvoimakoulutuksen 
hankinta  

2,08 2,46 1  

51 34.06.30. Palkkaperusteinen 
työllistämistuki kunnille ja 
kuntayhtymille  

2,03 2,31 2 2,37 OPM

52 34.06.50. Työvoimapoliittiseen 
aikuiskoulutukseen 
osallistuvien 
opintososiaaliset edut 

1,96 2,21 1  

53 34.06.52. Työmarkkinatuki 2,01 2,14 3 2,20 OPM
54 34.06.63. Valtionapu työttömyyden 

lieventämiseen 
2,14 2,39 1  

55 34.07.63. Pakolaisten ja 
turvapaikanhakijoiden 
vastaanotto

1,96 2,18 2 2,20 OPM

 35. YMPÄRISTÖMINISTERIÖ 
(YM)

56 35.10. Ympäristön suojelu 2,35 2,58 1  
57 35.20.22. Luonnonsuojelualueiden 

hoito ja kunnossapito  
2,25 2,38 2 2,48 OPM

58 35.30.54. Asumistuki 1,97 2,07 3 2,26 OPM
59 35.40.21. Toimintamenot  1,86 2,38 1  
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Table 5: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of OKM 

Model 1 2 3

Dep. variable (Moment) 25.10. 25.40. 25.50.

Type 12versus3 12versus3  12versus3  

Ministry (REF:) OKM OKM OKM

OKM       

SM -1,049 * -1,532  -1,167 ** 

VM -0,849  -0,575  -0,934 * 

OPM -0,939    -1,881 *** 

MMM -0,699  0,213  -1,226 ** 

LVM -1,039  -0,370  -1,259 * 

KTM 0,275  0,297  -0,908 * 

STM -0,109  -0,298  -0,829  

TM -0,739  0,009  -1,103 ** 

YM -1,283 ** -1,993  -1,506 ***

Gender (REF: Male)     

Female 0,247  -0,576  -0,002  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)     

7 - 14 0,004  0,295  -0,125  

15 - 21 -0,319  0,458  -0,314  

22 - 30 -0,471  0,081  -1,087 ***

>= 31 -0,537  1,141 * -0,591  

Contract (REF: Perm.)     

Fixed-term 0,055  0,361  -0,696 * 

Sal. (REF: <=2900)     

2901 - 3800 0,049  -0,496  -0,432  

>= 3801 0,019  -1,399 * -1,013 ** 

Title (REF: Planner)     

Secretary 0,396  0,068  -1,247  

Manager 0,145  0,885  0,461  

Officer 0,955 ** 1,300 ** 0,517  

Auditor 0,715 ** 0,312  0,224  

Other 0,581  -0,322  -0,134  

Class (REF: Low)     

Medium 0,470  -0,552  1,026  

High 0,363  -1,162  0,299  

Politics (REF: Left)     

Center -0,220  0,690  0,316  

Right -0,127  1,194 ** 0,523 * 

Know-how (REF: Low)     

Medium 1,118 *** 1,017 *** 0,504 ** 

High 1,341 *** 1,696 ** 1,624 ***

Constant -2,180  -2,583  -0,190  

Obs 577  530  578  

Model sig. 0,0045 *** 0,0233 ** 0,0001 ***

Pseudo – R2 0,1079  0,1553  0,1319  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  na  0,0000 ***

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 6: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of SM 

Model 4  5 6 7

Dep. variable (Moment) 26.75.  26.90. 26.97. 26.98.

Type 12versus3  1versus23  1versus23  12versus3  

Ministry (REF:) SM  SM SM SM

OKM -0,691  -1,473  0,761  -0,144  

SM        

VM -0,705  -0,603  -0,740  -0,207  

OPM -0,146  -0,811  0,169  0,745  

MMM -0,081  -0,912  -0,259  0,849 ** 

LVM -0,499  -1,200  -0,302  0,143  

KTM -0,828 * -0,187  0,052  0,184  

STM -0,695 * -0,715  -0,562  -0,009  

TM -0,266  -1,261  0,140  0,144  

YM -0,599  -0,771  -0,033  -1,123 ** 

Gender (REF: Male)        

Female 0,116  -0,076  0,977 *** -0,013  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)        

7 - 14 -0,101  -0,549  -0,220  -0,507  

15 - 21 -0,513  0,240  -0,300  -0,351  

22 - 30 -0,142  -0,872 * -0,362  -0,560 * 

>= 31 0,074  -0,882 * -0,400  -0,679 * 

Contract (REF: Perm.)        

Fixed-term 0,251  -0,680 * -0,244  -0,180  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)        

2901 - 3800 -0,087  -0,410  -0,128  -0,042  

>= 3801 -0,252  -0,301  0,182  -0,388  

Title (REF: Planner)        

Secretary -0,018  -0,900  0,960  -1,042 ** 

Manager 0,002  -0,849 * -0,235  -0,312  

Officer -0,261  0,636  0,976 ** 0,229  

Auditor 0,164  0,130  0,130  0,124  

Other -0,684  -0,612  -0,813  -0,398  

Class (REF: Low)        

Medium -1,472 * 0,236  -0,015  -0,204  

High -1,519 * 0,179  -0,274  -0,437  

Politics (REF: Left)        

Center 0,650 *** 0,712 ** 0,673 ** 0,266  

Right 0,904 *** 0,592  -0,525  -0,931 ***

Know-how (REF: Low)        

Medium 0,265  0,179  0,328  0,480 ** 

High 0,418  0,094  -0,096  1,150 ***

Constant 1,479  3,897 *** 0,944  0,036  

Obs 596  584  591  590  

Model sig. 0,0033 *** 0,0204 ** 0,0287 ** 0,0000 ***

Pseudo – R2 0,0736  0,0951  0,0962  0,1067  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  0,0840 * 0,022 ** 0,000 ***

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 7: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of VM 

Model 8  9 10

Dep. variable (Moment) 28.07.  28.39. 28.90.

Type 1versus23  1versus23  
12vers
us3

Ministry (REF:) VM  VM VM  

OKM -0,568  0,204   

SM -0,691  1,066 ** -0,342  

VM      

OPM -0,174  0,338   

MMM -0,766  0,424  -0,295  

LVM -0,019  0,236  -1,026  

KTM -0,496  0,502  -1,010  

STM -0,689  0,407   

TM 0,946  0,433  -1,711  

YM -1,728  0,531   

Gender (REF: Male)      

Female 1,009 ** 0,241  -1,280 * 

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)      

7-14 1,099 * 0,239  1,095  

15 - 21 0,747  0,063  1,081  

22 - 30 0,809  -0,145  0,933  

>= 31 0,455  -0,185  1,023  

Contract (REF: Perm.)      

Fixed-term -1,549 *** -0,058  0,853  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)      

2901 - 3800 -0,258  -0,320  0,680  

>= 3801 -0,372  -0,109  0,445  

Title (REF: Planner)      

Secretary   0,219  1,703 ** 

Manager 0,685  0,457  -0,030  

Officer 1,307 * -0,171  -2,324 ** 

Auditor -0,111  0,003  -1,057  

Other 1,662  0,088   

Class (REF: Low)      

Medium 3,272 *** 1,130 ** -2,771 ** 

High 2,814 ** 0,835  -1,599  

Politics (REF: Left)      

Center -0,982 * 0,059  -0,374  

Right -1,416 ** -0,363  -0,421  

Know-how (REF: Low)      

Medium 0,399  0,273  -0,173  

High 0,202  -0,468  1,232  

Constant 1,249  -1,326  -0,590  

Obs 568  581  354  

Model sig. 0,0000 *** 0,2554  0,0000 ***

Pseudo – R2 0,1847  0,0398  0,2432  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  na  na  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 8: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of OPM 

Model 11  12 13 14 15

Dep. variable (Moment) 29.10.  29.20. 29.40. 29.60. 29.69.

Type 12versus3  ologit ologit 12versus3 ologit

Ministry (REF:) OPM  OPM OPM OPM OPM

OKM 1,556 *** 0,589  -0,351  0,777  -0,372  

SM 0,847 * -0,076  -0,448  -0,223  -0,464  

VM 0,353  -0,254  -0,874 * -0,103  -1,108  

OPM       

MMM 1,188 *** 0,024  -1,069 ** 0,118  -0,471  

LVM 1,382 ** 0,473  -0,259  0,801  0,303  

KTM 1,113 ** 0,743  -0,558  0,571  -0,568  

STM 0,842 ** -0,144  -0,731  0,298  -0,745  

TM 0,988 ** 0,882  -0,462  1,092 ** 0,439  

YM 0,705  -0,083  -0,783 * -0,442  -0,519  

Gender (REF: Male)       

Female -0,214  0,091  0,612 *** -0,273  -0,077  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)       

7-14 -0,077  0,301  0,185  0,505  -0,127  

15 - 21 -0,600 * 0,463  0,198  0,010  0,097  

22 - 30 -0,155  0,760 ** -0,053  0,257  -0,016  

>= 31 -0,721 * 1,428 *** -0,336  0,558  0,255  

Contract (REF: Perm.)      -0,243  

Fixed-term -0,202  -0,273  -0,548 ** -0,614 **  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)       

2901 - 3800 0,238  0,027  0,130  -0,095  -0,170  

>= 3801 0,031  -0,238  0,261  -0,117  -0,521  

Title (REF: Planner)       

Secretary -0,285  -0,597  -0,356  0,030  0,269  

Manager -0,102  -0,274  -0,209  0,014  -0,074  

Officer 0,243  -0,040  -0,010  -0,093  0,343  

Auditor -0,114  -0,083  0,128  0,178  0,217  

Other -0,338  -0,112  0,050  -0,098  -0,267  

Class (REF: Low)       

Medium 0,767  0,536  0,886 * -0,052  0,747  

High 0,931  0,984  0,759  -0,036  1,102 ** 

Politics (REF: Left)       

Center 0,018  0,141  -0,290  -0,172  -0,120  

Right -0,271  -0,934 *** -0,871 *** -0,667 ** -1,236 *** 

Know-how (REF: Low)       

Medium 0,257  0,098  0,289  0,433 ** 0,720 *** 

High 1,406 *** 0,706 * 1,052 *** 0,769 ** 1,370 *** 

Constant -0,855    0,045   

Obs 596  593  592  590  583  

Model sig. 0,0322 ** 0,0000 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0082 *** 0,0000 *** 

Pseudo – R2 0,0642  0,0826  0,0714  0,0729   0,0957  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  0,481  0,257  na  0,450  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 



34

Table 8: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of OPM (cont.) 

Model 16  17 18 19 20 

Dep. variable (Moment) 29.70.  29.88. 29.90. 29.98. 29.99. 

Type 12versus3  12versus3 12versus3 ologit 1versus23 

Ministry (REF:) OPM  OPM OPM OPM OPM 

OKM -0,924 * 0,840  -0,511  0,116  0,744  

SM -1,061 ** 0,328  -0,693  0,058    

VM -2,011 *** 0,837 * -1,388 ** -0,071  0,338  

OPM        

MMM -1,696 *** 0,333  -0,865 * -0,035  -0,151  

LVM -0,911  0,540  -0,899 * -0,045  0,997  

KTM -1,046 ** 0,713  -0,775  -0,439  -0,036  

STM -1,258 *** 0,262  -0,892 ** -0,290  -0,079  

TM -0,756  0,358  -0,365  0,236  1,318  

YM -1,335 *** -0,074  -0,460  -0,553  0,685  

Gender (REF: Male)        

Female 0,446 ** -0,232  0,027  -0,084  0,803  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)        

7-14 -0,901 *** -0,149  0,386  -0,185  -0,863  

15 - 21 -0,673 ** -0,316  0,171  -0,416  -0,831  

22 - 30 -0,466  -0,407  0,465  -0,346  -0,601  

>= 31 -1,060 *** -0,054  0,536  0,046  -0,500  

Contract (REF: Perm.)        

Fixed-term -0,157  -0,362  -0,461  -0,066  -0,541  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)        

2901 - 3800 -0,450  0,317  -0,279  -0,246  -0,167  

>= 3801 -0,461  -0,148  -0,425  -0,394  -0,291  

Title (REF: Planner)        

Secretary -0,059  -1,183 ** -0,133  0,437  0,110  

Manager -0,273  -0,056  -0,338  -0,197  -0,568  

Officer -0,061  -0,264  -0,113  0,061  0,293  

Auditor -0,418  -0,175  0,037  0,086  0,238  

Other -0,272  -0,535  -1,207  -0,251  -0,031  

Class (REF: Low)        

Medium 2,572 ** 0,631  0,549  -0,421  0,966  

High 2,165 ** 0,472  1,114  -0,122  0,869  

Politics (REF: Left)        

Center -0,227  -0,295  -0,281  0,472 *** -0,140  

Right -1,197 *** -0,647 ** -1,302 *** 0,079  -0,481  

Know-how (REF: Low)        

Medium 0,403 * 0,697 *** 0,424 * 0,204  0,910 * 

High 1,351  1,827 *** 1,250 *** 0,719 ** -0,402  

Constant -1,478  -0,179  -0,576     

Obs 592  590  591  587  544  

Model sig. 0,0000 *** 0,0001 *** 0,0001 *** 0,0742 * 0,0238 ** 

Pseudo – R2 0,1554  0,0845  0,1129  0,0298   0,1005  

POM sig. (Brant test) 0,029 *** na 0,086 *  0,223  na  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 9: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of MMM 

Model 21  22  23  24

Dep. variable (Moment) 30.12.  30.13.  30.14.  30.31.

Type 1versus23  ologit  ologit  1versus23

Ministry (REF:) MMM  MMM  MMM  MMM

OKM -1,138 ** -0,046  -0,815 * -0,227  

SM -1,063 ** 0,103  -0,792 * -0,186  

VM -1,678 *** -1,222 *** -1,118 *** -0,816 * 

OPM -0,834  0,306  -0,037  0,048  

MMM         

LVM -1,013 * 0,063  -0,356  -0,184  

KTM -1,646 *** 0,000  -0,673 * -0,872 * 

STM -1,128 *** -0,273  -0,698 ** -0,756 * 

TM -1,279 *** -0,209  -0,689 * -0,052  

YM -1,496 *** -0,551  -0,712 ** -0,998 ** 

Gender (REF: Male)       

Female 0,109  0,358 * -0,229  0,191  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)       

7-14 -0,170  -0,211  -0,202  -0,148  

15 - 21 0,091  -0,175  0,172  -0,118  

22 - 30 0,000  -0,158  -0,323  -0,470  

>= 31 0,142  0,289  0,124  0,198  

Contract (REF: Perm.)       

Fixed-term -0,712 ** 0,005  -0,040  -0,290  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)       

2901 - 3800 -0,222  0,003  0,048  0,406  

>= 3801 -0,679 * 0,164  0,220  0,337  

Title (REF: Planner)       

Secretary 0,161  0,029  -0,104  -0,310  

Manager -0,300  -1,197 *** -1,176 *** -1,056 ** 

Officer 0,229  -0,119  -0,164  -0,363  

Auditor 0,036  0,275  0,139  0,040  

Other 0,731  0,387  0,016  1,251  

Class (REF: Low)       

Medium 0,447  0,205  0,152  -0,145  

High 0,472  0,175  -0,262  -0,638  

Politics (REF: Left)       

Center 0,606 *** 0,567 *** 0,405 * 0,655 ** 

Right -0,159  0,076  -0,128  0,194  

Know-how (REF: Low)       

Medium 0,079  0,290  0,373 * 0,268  

High 0,001  0,837 ** 0,482  0,076  

Constant 1,840 *   1,714  

Obs 586  581  587  582  

Model sig. 0,0005 *** 0,0004 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0148 ** 

Pseudo – R2 0,0840  0,0601  0,0594  0,0819  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  0,272  0,102  0,000 ***

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 10: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of LVM 

Model 25 26 27 28

Dep. variable (Moment) 31.24.21. 31.40.21 31.60. 31.99.

Type 12versus3  12versus3  12versus3  1versus23  

Ministry (REF:) LVM LVM LVM LVM

OKM 0,875  -1,510 ** -0,034  -2,119 * 

SM 0,641  -0,599  -0,868  -1,506  

VM 0,057  -0,948 * -0,616  -2,121 ** 

OPM 0,557  -0,890  -0,437  -1,189  

MMM 0,982 * -0,715  -0,227  -1,773 * 

LVM       

KTM 0,703  -1,046 ** -1,265 ** -2,283 ** 

STM 0,351  -1,011 ** -1,350 ** -2,085 ** 

TM 0,481  -0,538  -0,424  -2,614 ** 

YM 0,083  -0,605  -0,170  -2,149 ** 

Gender (REF: Male)       

Female -0,542 *** -0,356 * 0,172  -0,090  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)       

7-14 0,156  -0,398  -0,050  -0,035  

15 - 21 -0,194  0,044  0,168  0,258  

22 - 30 0,134  0,047  -0,035  -0,157  

>= 31 0,255  0,170  0,106  0,082  

Contract (REF: Perm.)       

Fixed-term -0,166  0,121  -0,223  -0,464  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)       

2901 - 3800 0,054  0,046  -0,509 * 0,250  

>= 3801 -0,048  -0,019  -0,734 * 0,455  

Title (REF: Planner)       

Secretary -0,729  -0,340  -0,202  -0,013  

Manager 0,335  0,333  0,424  -0,755 * 

Officer 0,548 * 0,567 * 0,749 ** -0,232  

Auditor -0,176  -0,103  0,677 *** 0,076  

Other 0,428  -0,305  0,230  -0,334  

Class (REF: Low)       

Medium -0,298  0,126  0,421  -0,329  

High -0,580  -0,374  0,101  -0,643  

Politics (REF: Left)       

Center 0,442 ** -0,460 ** -0,767 *** 0,037  

Right 0,426  -0,751 *** -0,902 *** -0,228  

Know-how (REF: Low)       

Medium 0,538 *** 0,496 ** 0,434 ** 0,952 ***

High 1,242 *** 0,681 ** 1,544 *** -0,072  

Constant -0,282  1,009  -0,079  3,698 ***

Obs 590  590  588  576  

Model sig. 0,0018 *** 0,0006 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0705  

Pseudo – R2 0,0831  0,0853  0,1194  0,0734  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  na  0,006 *** na  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 11: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of KTM 

Model 29  30 31 32 33  34

Dep. variable (Moment) 32.20.27.  32.20.40 32.30.62. 32.40. 32.50.  32.60.

Type 12versus3  1versus23 12versus3 12versus3 12versus3  12versus3

Ministry (REF:) KTM  KTM KTM KTM KTM  KTM

OKM 0,116  0,198  -0,611  0,744  -0,542  0,534  

SM 0,557  0,578  -0,451  -0,452  0,135  0,514  

VM 0,669  0,688  -0,910  0,376  -0,150  -0,952  

OPM 0,922 * 0,418  0,043  -1,288  -0,203  -0,288  

MMM 0,302  0,801  0,446  -0,213  0,241  0,419  

LVM 0,746  -0,109  -0,954  1,465 *** 0,386  0,666  

KTM          

STM 0,120  -0,281  -0,870  0,201  -0,601  0,350  

TM 0,410  -0,573  0,540  0,570  0,533  0,538  

YM 0,301  -0,473  -1,316  0,389  -0,089  1,130 ** 

Gender (REF: Male)          

Female -0,701 *** 0,575 * -0,351  -0,605 ** -0,408  0,028  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)          

7-14 0,256  -0,672  -0,905  1,218 ** 0,059  0,648 * 

15 - 21 -0,157  -0,299  -0,482  0,958 * 0,091  0,111  

22 - 30 -0,162  -0,686  0,176  0,929 * -0,061  0,479  

>= 31 0,347  -0,230  -0,520  1,724 *** 0,505  1,191 ***

Contract (REF: Perm.)          

Fixed-term -0,452  -0,400  0,203  0,375  0,212  0,317  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)          

2901 - 3800 0,094  0,972 ** 0,120  -0,596  -0,274  -0,217  

>= 3801 0,137  1,006 * -0,470  -0,340  -0,144  -0,410  

Title (REF: Planner)          

Secretary 0,391  -0,620  0,864  -0,509  -1,271  -0,115  

Manager -0,589  -0,824  0,015  -0,671  -0,489  -0,067  

Officer -0,365  -0,311  0,326  -0,181  -0,024  0,250  

Auditor 0,084  -0,291  0,573  0,737 * 0,422  0,378  

Other 0,054  -0,877  -0,296  0,423  0,423  0,615  

Class (REF: Low)          

Medium 2,088 ** 0,722  16,818 *** 1,446 * 17,401 *** 1,488  

High 2,183 ** 0,138  16,382  1,366 * 17,051 *** 1,032  

Politics (REF: Left)          

Center -0,034  0,602  0,602  0,133  0,106  0,027  

Right -0,523 * -0,439  0,166  0,335  0,277  0,397  

Know-how (REF: Low)          

Medium 0,410 * 0,409  0,567  0,817 ** 1,134 *** 0,617 ** 

High 1,645 *** 0,091  1,695 *** 2,300 *** 2,073 *** 2,229 ***

Constant -1,613  1,358  -19,447 *** -4,810 *** -19,525  -4,674 ***

Obs 590  589  591  584  585  585  

Model sig. 0,0000 *** 0,0934  na  0,0000 *** na  0,0000 ***

Pseudo – R2 0,1137  0,0911  0,1606  0,1585  0,1373  0,1259   

POM sig. (Brant test) 0,015 ** 0,003 *** 0,000 *** 0,013 ** 0,000 *** na  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level      
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Table 12: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of STM 

Model 35  36 37 38 39  40 

Dep. variable (Moment) 33.15.52.  33.17.50. 33.18.60. 33.19.51. 33.19.60.  33.21.52. 

Type ologit  12versus3 ologit 1versus23 12versus3  ologit 

Ministry (REF:) STM  STM STM STM STM  STM 

OKM 0,362  -1,175  -0,639  1,052  -1,431 * 0,581  

SM 0,216  -0,692  0,079  0,523  -0,467  0,301  

VM 0,165  -1,123  -1,103 *** -0,880 * -1,577 ** -0,170  

OPM 0,630  0,281  0,591  0,829  0,043  0,092  

MMM 0,151  -0,332  0,161  1,146 *** -0,208  0,591 * 

LVM 0,081  0,730  -0,013  0,767  0,487  0,795 * 

KTM 0,203  0,759  0,476    -0,892 * 0,857 ** 

STM     0,477      

TM 0,817 ** 0,315  0,641  0,256  0,340  0,813 ** 

YM -0,003  -0,170  -0,096  0,656  -0,605  -0,050  

Gender (REF: Male)           

Female 0,140  0,198  0,362 * 0,725 ** 0,588 *** -0,227  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)           

7-14 -0,166  0,558  0,435  0,192  -0,176  -0,189  

15 - 21 -0,067  1,302 ** 0,708 ** -0,516  0,276  0,001  

22 - 30 -0,249  1,371 ** 0,902 *** -0,569  0,358  -0,041  

>= 31 -0,262  1,144 * 0,997 *** -0,847 * 0,044  -0,176  

Contract (REF: Perm.)           

Fixed-term -0,443  -0,029  -0,036  -0,327  0,128  0,002  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)           

2901 - 3800 -0,482 * -0,371  -0,519 ** -0,565  -0,291  0,035  

>= 3801 -0,901 *** -1,728 ** -0,766 ** -0,146  -0,500  -0,435  

Title (REF: Planner)           

Secretary -0,723 *  0,133  1,702 * -0,134  -0,178  

Manager -0,282  -0,414  -0,208  -0,708  -0,028  -0,050  

Officer 0,022  0,187  0,068  -0,231  -0,253  0,172  

Auditor -0,061  -0,198  0,009  -0,377  -0,276  0,150  

Other 0,273  0,119  0,120  -0,588  -0,489  0,117  

Class (REF: Low)           

Medium 0,569  -0,149  -0,281  -0,461  -0,664  -0,943  

High 0,457  -0,578  -0,426  -0,601  -0,697  -0,968  

Politics (REF: Left)           

Center 0,145  -1,266 *** -0,319  0,565 * 0,005  0,052  

Right -0,589 ** -1,593 *** -0,516 * -0,306  -0,237  -0,147  

Know-how (REF: Low)           

Medium 0,363 * -0,026  0,368 * 0,745 *** 0,572 ** 0,673 ***

High 1,062 *** 0,331  -0,053  -0,676  0,319  0,581  

Constant   -1,897   1,766  -1,467    

Obs 0,362  563  582  581  579  585  

Model sig. 0,216  0,0004 *** 0,0001 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0047 *** 0,0703 * 

Pseudo – R2 0,165  0,1695  0,0676   0,1340  0,0898  0,0397  

POM sig. (Brant test) 0,275  na  1,000  na  0,000 *** 0,449  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 12: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of STM (cont.) 

Model 41  42 43 44

Dep. variable (Moment) 33.22.50.  33.32.30. 33.32.33 33.57.40.

Type ologit  ologit 12versus3 ologit

Ministry (REF:) STM  STM STM STM

OKM 0,317  -0,115  -0,272  1,347 ***

SM 0,601  -0,274  -0,480  0,666  

VM -0,383  -1,389 *** -0,806  -0,486  

OPM 0,065  0,448  0,611  0,437  

MMM 0,853 ** -0,119  0,009  0,974 ***

LVM 0,585  -0,329  0,288  1,034 ***

KTM 0,721 * -0,447  0,051  0,274  

STM       

TM 0,925 ** 0,562  0,623  0,463  

YM 0,104  -0,485  0,272  0,270  

Gender (REF: Male)       

Female -0,206  0,446 ** -0,071  0,202  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)       

7-14 -0,218  0,021  -0,239  0,152  

15 - 21 0,023  0,150  -0,562  -0,184  

22 - 30 -0,124  -0,166  -0,282  -0,400  

>= 31 0,151  -0,100  -0,199  -0,617 * 

Contract (REF: Perm.)       

Fixed-term -0,121  -0,237  -0,032  -0,731 ***

Sal. (REF: <=2900)       

2901 - 3800 -0,180  -0,261  0,235  -0,503 * 

>= 3801 -0,400  -0,324  0,107  -0,497  

Title (REF: Planner)       

Secretary 0,295  -0,203  -0,238  0,594  

Manager 0,013  0,029  -0,662  -0,661 * 

Officer 0,243  0,789 *** -0,267  0,178  

Auditor 0,258  0,210  0,132  0,032  

Other 0,291  -0,474  -0,218  0,454  

Class (REF: Low)       

Medium -0,170  0,251  -0,091  -0,581  

High -0,429  -0,226  -0,105  -0,560  

Politics (REF: Left)       

Center 0,281  -0,219  -0,050  0,190  

Right 0,127  -1,072 *** -0,266  0,035  

Know-how (REF: Low)       

Medium 0,393 *** 0,278  0,595 ** 0,573 ***

High 0,141  0,810 ** 1,180 *** 0,471  

Constant     -1,250   

Obs 584  579  581  580  

Model sig. 0,1289  0,0000 *** 0,2823  0,0008 ***

Pseudo – R2 0,0365  0,0943  0,0566   0,0697  

POM sig. (Brant test) 0,561  1,000  na  0,309  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 13: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of TM 

Model 45  46 47 48 49  50

Dep. variable (Moment) 34.05.61  34.05.62. 34.06.02. 34.06.21. 34.06.27.  34.06.29

Type 12versus3  12versus3 12versus3 12versus3 12versus3  ologit

Ministry (REF:) TM  TM TM TM TM  TM

OKM -0,914   0,293  -1,737 ** 0,052  -0,036  

SM -0,489  -1,246  -0,145  -1,922 *** -2,025 ** -1,371 ***

VM -0,758  -1,538  -2,057 ** -3,167 *** -1,892 ** -1,126 ***

OPM -0,353  -1,462  0,626  -2,482 *** -0,577  -0,675  

MMM -0,319  -0,632  -0,278  -2,353 *** -1,270 ** -0,879 ** 

LVM   -1,517  -0,904  -1,559 ** -1,603 ** -1,121 ** 

KTM -0,440  -0,782  -1,578 ** -2,385 *** -0,227  -1,390 ***

STM -0,986  -2,008 ** -0,647  -1,888 *** -1,036 ** -0,893 ** 

TM          

YM -0,481  -1,388 ** -0,209  -2,126 *** -0,300  -1,236 ***

Gender (REF: Male)         

Female -0,578  -0,644  0,186  -0,011  0,431  -0,050  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)         

7-14 0,523  0,170  0,375  0,378  0,453  0,022  

15 - 21 -0,180  -0,038  0,829  0,203  0,407  -0,410  

22 - 30 0,671  0,997  1,393 *** 0,327  -0,029  -0,330  

>= 31 0,598  1,259  0,681  1,002 * 0,145  -0,276  

Contract (REF: Perm.)         

Fixed-term 0,056  -0,209  0,148  -0,011  0,540  -0,225  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)         

2901 - 3800 -0,623  -0,479  -0,151  0,759 * 0,804 ** 0,362  

>= 3801 -0,347  -1,199  -0,239  1,074 ** 0,600  0,096  

Title (REF: Planner)         

Secretary 0,870  0,513  0,386     -0,216  

Manager -0,718  0,484  -0,734  -0,843  -0,377  -0,249  

Officer -0,435  0,429  -0,472  -0,477  0,442  0,259  

Auditor 0,356  0,692  -0,330  0,104  0,217  0,114  

Other -0,821  -0,693  -1,598 ** -0,906  -0,011  -0,439  

Class (REF: Low)         

Medium -0,103  -0,095  -0,243  -0,670  -1,097 * -0,215  

High 0,253  0,241  -0,073  -0,845  -1,091  -0,082  

Politics (REF: Left)         

Center -0,041  0,452  -0,476  0,059  -0,136  -0,668 ***

Right -0,252  -0,354  -0,367  -0,091  -0,996 ** -1,514 ***

Know-how (REF: Low)         

Medium 0,776  1,402 *** 0,486  0,970 *** 0,975 *** 0,471 ** 

High 1,373 *** 1,646 *** 1,458 *** 1,869 *** 1,023 ** 0,611  

Constant -1,897  -2,103  -2,070 * -1,055  -2,404 **  

Obs 557  558  588  559  561  585  

Model sig. 0,0536 * 0,0011 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0000 ***

Pseudo – R2 0,0933  0,1599   0,1577   0,2868  0,1623   0,0923  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  na  0,000 *** na  na  0,272  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 13: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of TM (cont.)

Model 51  52 53 54 55 

Dep. variable (Moment) 34.06.30.  34.06.50. 34.06.52. 34.06.63. 34.07.63. 

Type 12versus3  1versus23 1versus23 1versus23 1versus23 

Ministry (REF:) TM  TM TM TM TM 

OKM -0,068  -0,255  -0,261  1,072  -0,102  

SM -0,801  -1,915 *** -0,567  -1,289  -0,474  

VM -2,416 *** -1,116  -0,663  -1,411 * -0,954  

OPM 0,665  -0,780  -0,178  -0,252  -0,480  

MMM -0,932 ** -1,486 ** -0,871  -0,191  -0,449  

LVM -0,876  -0,442  0,017  1,105  -0,887  

KTM -1,592 *** -2,021 *** -0,871  -1,242 * -1,105 * 

STM -0,703  -1,933 **** -0,377  -0,406  -1,221 ** 

TM           

YM -0,681  -1,457 ** -0,103  -0,577  -0,371  

Gender (REF: Male)           

Female 0,033  -0,010  0,557 ** 0,058  0,416  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)           

7-14 0,246  -0,851 ** -0,823 ** -0,698  -0,126  

15 - 21 0,474  -0,716  0,167  -0,095  -0,774 * 

22 - 30 0,195  -0,801 * -0,628  -0,211  -0,937 ** 

>= 31 -0,087  -0,864 * -1,027 ** -0,251  -0,555  

Contract (REF: Perm.)           

Fixed-term -0,036  -0,189  -0,191  -0,010  -0,322  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)           

2901 - 3800 -0,080  -0,116  0,003  -0,327  0,184  

>= 3801 -0,252  -0,634  0,003  -0,306  0,884 * 

Title (REF: Planner)           

Secretary 0,654  -0,848  -0,715  0,110  0,902  

Manager -0,415  0,063  0,325  0,150  0,205  

Officer 0,221  0,493  0,509  0,679 * 0,391  

Auditor 0,307  0,158  0,285  0,469  0,099  

Other -0,353  0,622  0,041  0,574  -0,291  

Class (REF: Low)           

Medium -0,405  0,814  0,233  0,725  0,637  

High -0,397  1,404 * 0,266  0,947  0,792  

Politics (REF: Left)           

Center -0,462 * -0,769 ** -0,642 ** -0,668 * -0,628 ** 

Right -0,898 ** -1,962 *** -1,189 *** -1,508 *** -1,779 *** 

Know-how (REF: Low)           

Medium 0,659 ** -0,025  0,521 * 0,012 ** 0,208  

High 0,700  -0,533  -0,807 ** -0,775  0,074  

Constant -0,538  3,814 *** 2,039 * 2,570  1,954 * 

Obs 574  587  587  584  579  

Model sig. 0,0000 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0007 *** 0,0008 *** 0,0001 *** 

Pseudo – R2 0,1376  0,1512  0,1106  0,1272  0,1164  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  0,023 ** 0,009 *** 0,0025 ** 0,021 ** 

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level     
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Table 14: Spending growth preferences for appropriations of YM 

Model 56  57 58 59

Dep. variable (Moment) 35.10.  35.20.22. 35.30.54. 35.40.21.

Type ologit  ologit 1versus23 1versus23

Ministry (REF:) YM  YM YM YM

OKM -0,040  0,362  -0,772  -1,033  

SM -0,481  -0,401  0,388  -0,537  

VM -0,938 ** -0,385  -0,994 * -1,127 * 

OPM -0,070  0,535  0,875  -0,143  

MMM -0,386  0,095  -0,798 * -1,105 * 

LVM -0,714  -0,163  0,065  -0,965  

KTM -0,897 ** -0,299  -0,521  -1,376 ** 

STM -0,636  -0,415  -0,282  -1,020 * 

TM -0,139  0,108  -0,311  -0,620  

YM        

Gender (REF: Male)        

Female 0,190  -0,071  0,484 * 0,321  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)        

7-14 0,067  0,092  -0,281  0,491  

15 - 21 -0,470  -0,442  -0,230  0,382  

22 - 30 -0,558 * -0,266  -0,483  0,218  

>= 31 -0,012  -0,151  -0,391  0,218  

Contract (REF: Perm.)        

Fixed-term 0,304  0,122  -0,093  0,506  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)        

2901 - 3800 -0,360  -0,260  -0,120  -0,163  

>= 3801 -0,729 ** -0,279  -0,416  0,006  

Title (REF: Planner)        

Secretary 0,186  -0,059  2,181 ** 0,811  

Manager 0,376  0,191  -0,399  -0,356  

Officer 0,743 *** 0,476 * 0,468  0,270  

Auditor 0,128  0,005  -0,170  0,256  

Other -0,082  0,229  -1,251 ** -0,791  

Class (REF: Low)        

Medium -0,021  0,416  -0,552  -1,537  

High -0,109  0,246  -0,603  -1,631  

Politics (REF: Left)        

Center -0,423 ** -0,572 *** -0,552 * -0,533 * 

Right -1,486 *** -1,137 *** -1,399 *** -1,089 ***

Know-how (REF: Low)        

Medium 0,313 * 0,353 * -0,160  0,493 * 

High 0,703 ** 0,687 ** -0,457  0,256  

Constant    2,949 ** 2,698 ** 

Obs 586  589  585  574  

Model sig. 0,0000 *** 0,0002 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0007 ***

Pseudo – R2 0,0902  0,0568  0,1223  0,0916  

POM sig. (Brant test) 1,000  0,543  0,001 *** na  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 15: Personnel growth preferences 

Model 60  61 62 63 64  

Type 1versus23  ologit  1versus23  ologit  1versus23  

Ministry (REF:) OKM  SM  VM  OPM  MMM  

OKM 0,130  -0,982 * -1,095 ** -0,740  -1,378 *** 

SM -0,025   -0,725  -0,413  -0,995 ** 

VM 1,031 * -0,887 *   -0,913 ** -1,423 *** 

OPM 0,976 ** -0,431  -1,362 ***  -1,208 *** 

MMM 0,737  -0,805 * -0,666 * -0,576 *   

LVM 0,134  -0,264  -1,072 ** -0,204  -0,839 ** 

KTM 1,105 ** -0,912 ** -0,940 ** -0,567  -1,719 *** 

STM 0,194  -0,807 ** -0,464  -0,656 * -1,268 *** 

TM 1,041 * -1,169 *** -0,786 * -0,693 * -1,360 *** 

YM   -0,847 * -1,031 ** -0,328  -1,547 *** 

Gender (REF: Male)         

Female 0,791 *** 0,149  0,378 ** -0,034  0,448 ** 

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)         

7 - 14 0,513  0,385  0,317  -0,244  -0,063  

15 - 21 0,082  0,605 ** -0,120  -0,009  -0,097  

22 - 30 -0,135  0,335  0,012  0,136  -0,129  

>= 31 -0,171  0,464  -0,054  -0,023  -0,115  

Contract (REF: Perm.)         

Fixed-term 0,619 * 0,276  0,392  0,191  0,096  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)         

2901 - 3800 0,629 ** -0,490 ** -0,019  0,083  -0,273  

>= 3801 0,897 ** -0,200  0,122  0,452  0,055  

Title (REF: Planner)         

Secretary 0,938  0,150  -0,010  -0,435  0,070  

Manager -0,224  -0,647 * -0,675 * -0,364  -1,243 *** 

Officer 0,383  -0,165  0,046  -0,070  -0,329  

Auditor 0,191  -0,006  0,171  0,373 * -0,116  

Other 0,150  -0,105  0,499  0,333  0,511  

Class (REF: Low)         

Medium 0,025  0,643  -0,674  1,064 * 0,133  

High 0,052  0,646  -0,636  1,130 * 0,161  

Politics (REF: Left)         

Center -0,006  0,037  0,039  -0,357 * 0,048  

Right -1,658  0,252  0,231  -0,303  0,045  

Constant 0,130   0,584   0,318  

Obs 631  629  630  628  631  

Model sig. 0,0094 *** 0,2990  0,0216 ** 0,2546  0,0000 *** 

Pseudo-R2 0,0745  0,0242  0,0534  0,0245  0,0901  

POM sig. (Brant test) 0,000 *** 0,402  na  0,765  na  

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Table 15: Personnel growth preferences (cont.) 

Model 65  66  67  68  69  

Type 1versus23  1versus23  ologit  1versus23  12versus3  

Ministry (REF:) LVM  KTM  STM  TM  YM  

OKM -0,777  -1,039 ** -0,593  -0,726  -1,323 ** 

SM 0,272  -0,504  -0,746 ** -0,666  -1,837 *** 

VM -0,810 ** -0,468  -1,522 *** -0,951 ** -2,260 *** 

OPM -0,136  -0,246  -0,622 * -0,609  -1,933 *** 

MMM -0,401  -0,781 ** -0,973 *** -0,361  -2,186 *** 

LVM   -0,378  -0,620  0,096  -2,006 *** 

KTM -0,474    -1,304 *** -0,877 ** -3,133 *** 

STM -0,105  -0,245   -0,901 ** -1,629 *** 

TM -0,456  -0,198  -0,599    -1,819 *** 

YM -0,033  -0,122  -0,387  -0,377    

Gender (REF: Male)          

Female 0,224  0,288  0,382 ** 0,297  -0,038  

Yrs Publ.(REF: <=6)          

7 - 14 -0,247  0,261  -0,501 * -0,244  -0,146  

15 - 21 -0,067  -0,137  -0,231  0,071  -0,848  

22 - 30 -0,333  -0,237  -0,194  -0,133  -0,599  

>= 31 -0,323  -0,256  -0,403  -0,160  -0,077  

Contract (REF: Perm.)          

Fixed-term 0,558 * 0,323  0,339  0,373  0,441  

Sal. (REF: <=2900)          

2901 - 3800 0,127  -0,329  -0,298  -0,184  0,071  

>= 3801 0,176  -0,479  -0,181  -0,076  -0,655  

Title (REF: Planner)          

Secretary 1,165 * 0,481  0,062  -0,001  -0,569  

Manager -0,348  -0,594 * -0,229  -0,731 ** 0,614  

Officer 0,151  0,242  0,165  -0,246  -0,188  

Auditor 0,464 * 0,191  0,448 ** 0,486 ** 0,074  

Other 0,201  0,324  0,221  -0,069  -0,265  

Class (REF: Low)          

Medium 0,766  1,189 ** 1,092  0,671  -0,305  

High 0,551  0,891  1,137  0,606  0,001  

Politics (REF: Left)          

Center -0,097  -0,074  -0,349 * -0,411 ** -1,012 *** 

Right -0,296  0,074  -0,657 *** -0,629 ** -1,592 *** 

Constant -0,430  -0,415   -0,096  0,541  

Obs 628  630  631  630  634  

Model sig. 0,0557 * 0,0064 *** 0,0000 *** 0,0007 *** 0,0000 *** 

Pseudo-R2 0,0509  0,0690  0,0709  0,0746  0,1890  

POM sig. (Brant test) na  na  0,120  na  0,018 ** 

*** significant at 0,01 level; ** significant at 0,05 level; * significant at 0,1 level 
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Part of the original questionnaire  

OSA III   NÄKEMYKSET VALTION TULO- JA MENOARVIOSTA 

3.1 OHESSA ON VALTION BUDJETIN MENOARVIO MINISTERIÖITTÄIN VUODELLE 2003 

(toisen täydentävän esityksen mukaan). Kunkin ministeriön kohdalla sekä ministeriön 

kokonaismenoarvio että ministeriön hallinnonalaan kuuluvat arvioidut menoerät on 

esitetty euromääräisinä. Tämän lisäksi kunkin ministeriön arvioidut kokonaismenot on 

esitetty prosenttiosuutena valtion menoarviosta vuodelle 2003 ja ministeriön 

hallinnonalaan kuuluvat arvioidut menoerät prosenttiosuuksina ministeriön 

kokonaismenoarviosta. Eri ministeriöiden hallinnonaloihin kuuluvista menoeristä on 

valittu ainoastaan osa ja näin ollen prosenttiosuudet ministeriöittäin eivät summaudu 

sataan.  

Pyydämme teitä nyt ensinnäkin kertomaan, kuinka tuttuja esitetyt menot ovat teille. Tähän 
vastaatte sarakkeeseen TIETÄMYS. Toiseksi pyydämme teitä kertomaan mielipiteenne näihin 
kohdennettujen varojen suuruudesta tulevaisuudessa eli tuleeko varoja kasvattaa, supistaa vaiko 
pitää samalla tasolla seuraavan 5-7 vuoden kuluessa. Tähän vastaatte sarakkeeseen 
MENOKEHITYS.

1  En  tunne kyseistä menoerää lainkaan 

2  Tiedän menoerästä, mutta en voi sanoa tuntevani sitä yhtään tarkemmin 

3  Tiedän menoerästä yleisesti jotain  

4  Tiedän menoerän ja jotkut sen yksityiskohdat ovat minulle varsin tuttuja 

5  Tiedän menoerästä paljon, sillä olen ollut mukana sen suunnittelussa

1  Varoja tulisi supistaa yli 15 % 

2  Varoja tulisi supistaa 1-15 % 

3  Varat tulisi pitää nykyisellään 

4  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa 1-15 % 

5  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa yli 15 % 

Pääluokka  TIETÄMYS

Määrä-
rahan 
osuus

EURO
(milj.)

MENO-
KEHITYS

25. OIKEUSMINISTERIÖ  1,8 % 632  

25.10. Tuomioistuinlaitos 1   2   3   4   5 32,6 % 206 1   2   3   4   5 
25.40. Ulosottolaitos 1   2   3   4   5 12,1 % 77 1   2   3   4   5 
25.50. Rangaistusten täytäntöönpano 1   2   3   4   5 27,1 % 171 1   2   3   4   5 

     
26. SISÄASIAINMINISTERIÖ  3,9 % 2 417  

26.75. Poliisitoimi 1   2   3   4   5 38,6 % 534 1   2   3   4   5 
26.90. Rajavartiolaitos 1   2   3   4   5 13,6 % 188 1   2   3   4   5 
26.97. Avustukset kunnille 1   2   3   4   5 16,4 % 227 1   2   3   4   5 
26.98. Alueiden kehittäminen 1   2   3   4   5 13,3 % 184 1   2   3   4   5 
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1  En  tunne kyseistä menoerää lainkaan 
2  Tiedän menoerästä, mutta en voi sanoa tuntevani sitä yhtään tarkemmin 
3  Tiedän menoerästä yleisesti jotain  
4  Tiedän menoerän ja jotkut sen yksityiskohdat ovat minulle varsin tuttuja 
5  Tiedän menoerästä paljon, sillä olen ollut mukana sen suunnittelussa

1  Varoja tulisi supistaa yli 15 % 
2  Varoja tulisi supistaa 1-15 % 
3  Varat tulisi pitää nykyisellään 
4  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa 1-15 % 
5  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa yli 15 %

     

Pääluokka  TIETÄMYS

Määrä-
rahan 
osuus

EURO
(milj.)

MENO-
KEHITYS

28. VALTIOVARAINMINISTERIÖ 14,1 % 5 048  

28.07. Valtion maksamat eläkkeet ja korvaukset 1   2   3   4   5 57,0 % 2 878 1   2   3   4   5 
28.39. Eräät siirrot Ahvenanmaan maakunnalle 1   2   3   4   5 3,4 % 169 1   2   3   4   5 
28.90. Suomen maksuosuudet Euroopan unionille 1   2   3   4   5 27,3 % 1 376 1   2   3   4   5 

29. OPETUSMINISTERIÖ  16,4 % 5 858  

29.10. Yliopisto-opetus ja -tutkimus 1   2   3   4   5 20,9 % 1 222 1   2   3   4   5 
29.20. Ammattikorkeakouluopetus 1   2   3   4   5 5,8 % 339 1   2   3   4   5 
29.40. Yleissivistävä koulutus 1   2   3   4   5 31,6 % 1 849 1   2   3   4   5 
29.60. Ammatillinen koulutus 1   2   3   4   5 9,3 % 546 1   2   3   4   5 
29.69. Ammatillinen lisäkoulutus ja vapaa sivistystyö 1   2   3   4   5 4,9 % 286 1   2   3   4   5 
29.70. Opintotuki 1   2   3   4   5 12,2 % 717 1   2   3   4   5 
29.88. Tiede 1   2   3   4   5 3,5 % 204 1   2   3   4   5 
29.90 Taide ja kulttuuri 1   2   3   4   5 5,3 % 308 1   2   3   4   5 
29.98. Liikuntatoimi 1   2   3   4   5 1,4 % 82 1   2   3   4   5 
29.99. Nuorisotyö 1   2   3   4   5 0,4 % 22 1   2   3   4   5 

30. MAA- JA METSÄTALOUSMINISTERIÖ 7,3 % 2 589  

30.12. Maa- ja puutarhatalouden tulotuki 1   2   3   4   5 69,2 % 1 791 1   2   3   4   5 
30.13. Maataloustuotteiden markkinointi ja 

tuotannon tasapainottaminen 
1   2   3   4   5 6,2 % 159 1   2   3   4   5 

30.14. Maatilatalouden rakenteen ja maaseudun 
kehittäminen 

1   2   3   4   5 6,2 % 161 1   2   3   4   5 

30.31. Metsätalouden edistäminen ja valvonta 1   2   3   4   5 4,6 % 119 1   2   3   4   5 
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1  En  tunne kyseistä menoerää lainkaan 
2  Tiedän menoerästä, mutta en voi sanoa tuntevani sitä yhtään tarkemmin 
3  Tiedän menoerästä yleisesti jotain  
4  Tiedän menoerän ja jotkut sen yksityiskohdat ovat minulle varsin tuttuja 
5  Tiedän menoerästä paljon, sillä olen ollut mukana sen suunnittelussa

1  Varoja tulisi supistaa yli 15 % 
2  Varoja tulisi supistaa 1-15 % 
3  Varat tulisi pitää nykyisellään 
4  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa 1-15 % 
5  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa yli 15 %

Pääluokka  TIETÄMYS

Määrä-
rahan 
osuus

EURO
(milj.)

MENO-
KEHITYS

31. LIIKENNE- JA VIESTINTÄMINISTERIÖ 4,7 % 1 661 

31.24.21. Perustienpito  1   2   3   4   5 36,3 % 604 1   2   3   4   5 
31.40.21 Perusradanpito 1   2   3   4   5 13,9 % 231 1   2   3   4   5 
31.60. Joukkoliikenteen palvelujen ostot, korvaukset 

ja tuet 
1   2   3   4   5 4,9 % 82 1   2   3   4   5 

31.99. Liikenne- ja viestintäministeriön hallinnonalan 
muut menot 

1   2   3   4   5 14,0 % 233 1   2   3   4   5 

32. KAUPPA- JA TEOLLISUUSMINISTERIÖ 2,7 % 981

32.20.27. Teknologinen tutkimustoiminta  1   2   3   4   5 13,7 % 135 1   2   3   4   5 
32.20.40 Avustukset teknologiseen tutkimukseen ja 

kehitykseen  
1   2   3   4   5 13,3 % 130 1   2   3   4   5 

32.30.62. EU:n rakennerahastojen valtion 
rahoitusosuus kauppa- ja 
teollisuusministeriön osalta  

1   2   3   4   5 9,7 % 95 1   2   3   4   5 

32.40. Kuluttaja- ja kilpailupolitiikka 1   2   3   4   5 1,8 % 17 1   2   3   4   5 
32.50. Kansainvälistymispolitiikka 1   2   3   4   5 5,9 % 58 1   2   3   4   5 
32.60. Energiapolitiikka 1   2   3   4   5 2,9 % 28 1   2   3   4   5 

33. SOSIAALI- JA TERVEYSMINISTERIÖ 23,8 % 8 500  

33.15.52. Lapsilisät  1   2   3   4   5 15,9 % 1 350 1   2   3   4   5 
33.17.50. Valtionosuus työttömyyskassoille  1   2   3   4   5 6,8 % 574 1   2   3   4   5 
33.18.60. Valtion osuus sairausvakuutuslaista 

johtuvista menoista
1   2   3   4   5 8,1 % 691 1   2   3   4   5 

33.19.51. Valtion osuus maatalousyrittäjien eläkelaista 
johtuvista menoista

1   2   3   4   5 4,8 % 407 1   2   3   4   5 

33.19.60. Valtion osuus kansaneläkelaista johtuvista 
menoista 

1   2   3   4   5 11,8 % 1 000 1   2   3   4   5 

33.21.52. Rintamalisät ja asumistuki  1   2   3   4   5 1,3 % 107 1   2   3   4   5 
33.22.50. Sotilasvammakorvaukset 1   2   3   4   5 3,0 % 259 1   2   3   4   5 
33.32.30. Valtionosuus kunnille sosiaali- ja 

terveydenhuollon käyttökustannuksiin  
1   2   3   4   5 32,6 % 2 768 1   2   3   4   5 

33.32.33. Valtion korvaus terveydenhuollon yksiköille 
lääkäri- ja hammaslääkärikoulutuksesta 
aiheutuviin kustannuksiin  

1   2   3   4   5 1,0 % 82 1   2   3   4   5 

33.57.40. Valtion korvaus maatalousyrittäjien 
lomituspalvelujen kustannuksiin  

1   2   3   4   5 2,2 % 183 1   2   3   4   5 
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1  En  tunne kyseistä menoerää lainkaan 
2  Tiedän menoerästä, mutta en voi sanoa tuntevani sitä yhtään tarkemmin 
3  Tiedän menoerästä yleisesti jotain  
4  Tiedän menoerän ja jotkut sen yksityiskohdat ovat minulle varsin tuttuja 
5  Tiedän menoerästä paljon, sillä olen ollut mukana sen suunnittelussa

1  Varoja tulisi supistaa yli 15 % 
2  Varoja tulisi supistaa 1-15 % 
3  Varat tulisi pitää nykyisellään 
4  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa 1-15 % 
5  Varoja tulisi kasvattaa yli 15 %

Pääluokka  TIETÄMYS

Määrä-
rahan 
osuus

EURO
(milj.)

MENO-
KEHITYS

34. TYÖMINISTERIÖ  6,1 % 2 163  

34.05.61. Euroopan sosiaalirahaston osallistuminen 
EU:n rakennerahasto-ohjelmiin  

1   2   3   4   5 6,1 % 132 1   2   3   4   5 

34.05.62. EU:n rakennerahastojen valtion 
rahoitusosuus työministeriön osalta 

1   2   3   4   5 4,2 % 90 1   2   3   4   5 

34.06.02. Palkkaperusteinen työllistämistuki 
valtionhallinnolle  

1   2   3   4   5 1,6 % 34 1   2   3   4   5 

34.06.21. Työvoima-asiain paikallishallinnon 
toimintamenot  

1   2   3   4   5 5,5 % 118 1   2   3   4   5 

34.06.27. Valmentavan työvoimakoulutuksen ja 
työvoimapalvelujen hankinta  

1   2   3   4   5 2,6 % 57 1   2   3   4   5 

34.06.29. Ammatillisen työvoimakoulutuksen hankinta  1   2   3   4   5 5,7 % 123 1   2   3   4   5 
34.06.30. Palkkaperusteinen työllistämistuki kunnille ja 

kuntayhtymille  
1   2   3   4   5 3,6 % 78 1   2   3   4   5 

34.06.50. Työvoimapoliittiseen aikuiskoulutukseen 
osallistuvien opintososiaaliset edut 

1   2   3   4   5 5,5 % 119 1   2   3   4   5 

34.06.52. Työmarkkinatuki  1   2   3   4   5 47,8 % 1 034 1   2   3   4   5 
34.06.63. Valtionapu työttömyyden lieventämiseen 1   2   3   4   5 7,5 % 163 1   2   3   4   5 
34.07.63. Pakolaisten ja turvapaikanhakijoiden 

vastaanotto
1   2   3   4   5 2,5 % 54 1   2   3   4   5 

35. YMPÄRISTÖMINISTERIÖ 1,8 % 642

35.10. Ympäristön suojelu 1   2   3   4   5 3,8 % 24 1   2   3   4   5 
35.20.22. Luonnonsuojelualueiden hoito ja 

kunnossapito  
1   2   3   4   5 2,8 % 18 1   2   3   4   5 

35.30.54. Asumistuki 1   2   3   4   5 67,0 % 430 1   2   3   4   5 
35.40.21. Toimintamenot  1   2   3   4   5 9,3 % 60 1   2   3   4   5 

 Määrärahojen kokonaismäärä:  35 722  
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OSA IV    ROOLI VALTION VIRKAMIEHENÄ 

4.1 Alla on esitetty kunkin ministeriön henkilöstömäärän kehitys vuodesta 2001 vuoteen 

2003. Luvut sisältävät sekä ministeriön että sen hallinnonalaan kuuluvien erillisten 

yksiköiden henkilöstön. Tuleeko mielestänne seuraavan 5-7 vuoden aikana 

henkilöstön määrää kasvattaa, supistaa vai pitää samana? 

1  Henkilöstöä tulisi vähentää yli 15 % 
2  Henkilöstöä tulisi vähentää 1-15 % 
3  Henkilöstön määrä tulisi pitää nykyisellään 
4  Henkilöstön määrää tulisi kasvattaa 1-15 % 
5  Henkilöstön määrää tulisi kasvattaa yli 15 % 

Henkilöstön määrä 

Pää-
luokka 

Ministeriö 2001 2002 2003 

24. ULKOASIAINMINISTERIÖ 1 554 1 540 1 550 1   2   3   4   5 

25. OIKEUSMINISTERIÖ 9 129 9 350 9 350 1   2   3   4   5 

26. SISÄASIAINMINISTERIÖ 16 820 17 060 16 830 1   2   3   4   5 

27. PUOLUSTUSMINISTERIÖ 18 060 18 080 18 060 1   2   3   4   5 

28. VALTIOVARAINMINISTERIÖ 10 580 10 730 10 760 1   2   3   4   5 

29. OPETUSMINISTERIÖ 28 780 29 040 29 500 1   2   3   4   5 

30. MAA- JA METSÄTALOUSMINISTERIÖ 5 311 5 395 5 410 1   2   3   4   5 

31. LIIKENNE- JA VIESTINTÄMINISTERIÖ 4 323 4 220 4 160 1   2   3   4   5 

32. KAUPPA- JA TEOLLISUUSMINISTERIÖ 6 700 6 740 6 700 1   2   3   4   5 

33. SOSIAALI- JA TERVEYSMINISTERIÖ 3 440 3 520 3 530 1   2   3   4   5 

34. TYÖMINISTERIÖ 3 489 3 930 3 940 1   2   3   4   5 

35. YMPÄRISTÖMINISTERIÖ 2 540 2 550 2 570 1   2   3   4   5 

Yhteensä 110 726 112 155 112 360 
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