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1. Introduction 

This paper contributes to the knowledge about the implementation of performance 

management and strategic management in the public sector. For the case of German local 

governments, it will deepen the understanding of how reform ideas which were inspired by 

Public Management (NPM) have been implemented in public organisations. The main 

question of this paper is about what local governments in Germany really do when they 

claim to have implemented a strategic management. It will be shown how performance 

management and strategic management have been interpreted by practitioners and how 

actual practices based on these concepts have been implemented on the local level. 

The corpuses of literature on performance management and strategic management 

somehow seem to stand for distinct lines of research. The literature on performance 

management seldomly draws on issues of strategic management. Publications on strategic 

management regularly use aspects of performance measurement and management as 

criteria for the maturity of management practices but explicit references on the literature on 

performance management is rare (Rivenbark and Kelly, 2003; Poister and Streib, 2005; 

Poister, 2010; Andrews et al., 2012). Complementary to this view, the approach of this 

paper is to try to understand actual management models from the view of the practitioners 

which have implemented these models. While in Germany public organisations did not 

generally shift to NPM instruments and managerial methods and practices, the paper will 

also give insights about how NPM-inspired ideas have been integrated into traditional forms 

of local government management. 

A qualitative approach based on ten cases from local governments in Germany is used to 

answer the research question. While research on performance management and strategic 

management is often based on self-reported information from surveys, the data are based 

on evaluations of formal and informal documents as well as on interviews with 

administrative staff and council members. The case of German local governments is 



 

 

interesting because managerial ideas and instruments were adopted voluntarily, mainly on 

the local level and without legal requirements (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2011; Reichard, 2003; 

Wollmann, 2000). Understanding the German local government reform within a 

transformative framework (Christensen and Lægreid, 2002), it is quite clear that this reform 

was mainly driven by internal motives of local governments and popular reform fashions 

(Mussari et al., 2016).  

An overview about the state of research on performance management and strategic 

management will be given in the next section. Afterwards, relevant aspects of the reform 

processes in German local governments will be illustrated. In the following section, the 

theoretical framework and the methodology for this study will be mapped out. The empirical 

section shows details of how ideas of performance management and strategic 

management have been implemented in German local governments. Some conclusions 

about the status and the future of managerial instruments in German local governments are 

to be found in the last section. 

 

2. Performance management and strategic management in the public sector 

Performance management and strategic management are quite prominent in current 

discussions. Originally carried by the wave of New Public Management reforms, 

performance management and strategic management are also important instruments of 

management in ‘post-NPM’ times. Performance measurement uses financial and non-

financial indicators for measuring outputs, outcomes or impacts of administrative action 

usually in ratio to its inputs, whereas performance management is usually understood as 

management using performance information for decision-making (Osborne et al., 1995; 

Ballantine et al., 1998; Poister and Streib, 1999a; Brignall and Modell, 2000; Poister, 2003; 

van Dooren, 2005; Sanger, 2008; Bouckaert and Halligan, 2007; Moynihan, 2008; Moynihan 

and Pandey, 2010; Kuhlmann, 2010; Heinrich, 2012; van Dooren et al., 2015; Kuhlmann and 

Bogumil, 2018). Performance management clearly was part of NPM reform ideas. Beginning 

in the 1990s, countries such as Australia, the United States and New Zealand, made some 

principles of performance management statutory (Hood, 1995; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2011; 

van Dooren et al., 2015). Performance management has also become an important issue for 

OECD policy recommendations (Perrin, 2002; OECD, 2009; Pal, 2012). Cepiku et al. (2017) 

state that ‘public sector performance movement has intensified during the past three 

decades’. 



 

 

The implementation of performance measurement and performance management has been 

investigated broadly (Julnes and Holzer, 2001; Wang and Berman, 2001; Taylor, 2006; 

Askim, 2007; Ammons and Rivenbark, 2008; Moynihan, 2008; Askim, 2009; Taylor, 2011; 

Kroll, 2012; Kroll, 2015; Nielsen and Baekgaard, 2015; Cepiku et al., 2017; Baekgaard and 

Serritzlew, 2018; Petersen et al., 2018). Evidence generally points to an underuse of 

performance information, particularly by elected officials (Pollitt, 2006; Proeller, 2007; 

McDavid and Huse, 2012; Grossi et al., 2016) and unintended effects caused by gaming, 

blame avoidance and other forms of opportunistic behaviour (Bevan and Hood, 2006; 

Bevan and Hamblin, 2009; Arnaboldi et al., 2015; Nielsen and Baekgaard, 2015; Giacomini 

et al., 2016). The implementation of performance management and the actual use of 

performance information seem to depend on the quality of available performance 

information, the involvement of managers and politicians in the development of 

performance measurement instruments, and specific characteristics of the political-

administrative system. For example, trust between administration staff and politicians, as 

well as the politicization of decision-making, have been proved to be relevant, and these 

parameters are themselves interdependent (Giacomini et al., 2016; Hildebrand and 

McDavid, 2011; Kroll, 2015; Weiss, 2017). 

Strategic planning, understood as a ‘deliberative, disciplined effort to produce fundamental 

decisions and actions that shape and guide what an organization (or other entity) is, what it 

does, and why’ (Bryson, 2011; Bryson et al., 2018), has a long-lasting tradition in public 

management. Strategic management links strategic planning to implementation through 

tool-based assessments of external and internal preconditions for future development, 

procedures of decision-making, leadership and other cultural aspects of an organisation 

(Bryson et al., 2009; Bryson et al., 2010; Bryson, 2011, 2012; Ferlie and Ongaro, 2015; 

Ferlie and Parrado, 2018; Hansen and Ferlie, 2015; Joyce et al., 2014a, 2014b, 2014c; 

Joyce, 2015; Poister, 2010; Poister and Streib, 1999b, 2005). Performance management is 

seen as an essential element of strategic management (Bryson, 2012).  

While strategic decision-making with its roots in military thinking has had a long history in 

the public sector, approaches which came up with NPM reforms are strongly influenced by 

concepts of strategic management which were developed for the private sector. Ferlie and 

Ongaro (2015) describe eleven different schools of strategic management in the private and 

public sectors. Notably, normative blueprints for a better management as developed by 

Porter (1998) stand next to analytical approaches, for example by Mintzberg (2007), which 

are trying to explain actual practices in organisations.  



 

 

There is still only little data about the implementation of strategic management and its 

impact on performance in the public sector (Johnsen, 2017). Poister and Streib (1994, 2005) 

report that 38% (1994, N=520) up to 44% (2005, N=225) of US cities which participated in 

their surveys indicated having implemented strategic planning. In a study of smaller 

municipalities with fewer than 25,000 inhabitants, Rivenbark and Kelly (2003) find 33% of 

the participating governments (N= 281) to use strategic planning on the organizational and 

programmatic level. Partly using the same survey items as Poister and Streib (1994, 2005), 

Johnsen (2017) analyses strategic management in Norwegian municipalities. In the sample 

of 176 local governments, 39% indicated having at least one strategic planning document 

while 43% do not have a strategic plan and have not initiated work on a strategic plan. 

While strategic management is undoubtedly popular in the academic research it seems that 

its implementation is far from being comprehensive. As Joyce et al. (2014a: 285) conclude, 

‘the reality of government and public sector organizations resists the development of a 

more strategic approach’. Main reasons seem to be the complexity of stakeholder 

involvement in the public sector (Conteh, 2014), politicians’ as well as managers’ 

preferences for blame avoidance (Weiss, 2017), and public managers’ perception that 

strategic management, in the end, is more effort than added value (Kwon et al., 2014). In 

this point, studies indicate no or only moderately positive effects of strategic management 

on performance in public organisations (Andrews et al., 2012; Jimenez, 2014; Walker and 

Andrews, 2014, Pasha et al., 2015; Johnsen, 2017). Nevertheless, practitioners usually 

evaluate the impact of strategic management on organisational effectiveness positively. So, 

it seems that ‘strategic planning and management is a way of knowing that is perceived to 

be working for some practitioners’ (Johnsen, 2017: 20).  

 

3. NPM-inspired management reforms in German local governments 

In Germany, NPM reforms on the local level were mainly driven by the Neues 

Steuerungsmodell (NSM), which was worked out by the KGSt (1993), an association of local 

governments (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2011; Reichard, 2003; Vogel, 2013; Vogel and Frost, 

2009; Wollmann, 2000). Even though the term performance management was not explicitly 

used, core ideas of measuring performance and using performance information were 

integral to the NSM. Strategic management had not been a component of the original NSM 

and was added to the German reform blueprints at the end of the 1990s. Publications by 

Eichhorn and Wiechers, (2001), Heinz (2000), the KGSt (2000a, 2000b, 2000c) as well as 

Schedler and Siegel (2004) shaped practitioners’ ideas about strategic management (Weiss, 

2018) The major reform blueprint that was propagated by the KGSt (2000a) included a 



 

 

management cycle with targets and indicators on the operational level and a second 

management cycle on a strategic level. Explicit strategic goals following the SMART criteria 

(Doran, 1981) should be defined by the council, which in German local governments can 

include up to 50 members from different parties. Thus, it was also desired to depoliticize 

the council-administration relation by implementing a management by strategic objectives 

(Bogumil, 2002; Weiss, 2017). Later, suggestions for citizen participation in the definition of 

strategies were added to the concept. In 2013, the KGSt published a reviewed reform 

blueprint called Kommunales Steuerungsmodell (KGSt, 2013). This concept suggests the 

implementation of three major management processes: A process for managing the 

Gesamtstrategie (overall strategy), an annual process of budgeting and budget execution 

and a project-based task appraisal for cost-cutting issues.  

In the middle of the 2000s, in some federal states a kind of double-entry accrual accounting 

called DOPPIK became obligatory. While the DOPPIK mainly focused on the rules for 

accounting, in a view cases particular aspects of performance management were linked to 

it (Bleyen et al., 2016; Grossi et al., 2016; Mussari et al., 2016; Ridder et al., 2005). But 

overall, there are no legal requirements for local governments to adopt NPM or NSM ideas 

until today. 

In 2006/2007, an evaluation of NSM reforms indicated that a large number of local 

governments had only implemented some subordinated aspects of the NSM concept. 

Former NSM pioneers had reduced their reform efforts and already removed some 

instruments. In particular, only a small number of local governments practiced basic 

aspects of performance management (Bogumil et al., 2007; Kuhlmann et al., 2008). Up to 

now, the quality of available performance information is still very heterogeneous in local 

budget plans and indicators focus mainly on input and physical output measures (Bleyen et 

al., 2016; Kroll and Proeller, 2012; Weiß, 2013). The use of available performance 

information for budget decisions is still quite modest (Grossi et al., 2016; Mussari et al., 

2016). Focusing aspects of strategic management, Weiss (2017) analysed 663 budget plans 

of local governments in Germany. Only 14 cases to meet the three criteria ‘explicit strategy 

(strategic aims) defined by the council’, ‘strategic aims measured by performance 

indicators’ and ‘strategy focuses attention and resources’ were found in this study.  

In sum, the traditional institutional logic of local government organisation, grounded in 

Germany´s strong Weberian and rule-of-law tradition, has been mainly untouched by NSM 

reforms and subsequent adjustments of accounting rules. The dominance of rule 

compliance over efficiency, the principles of input-oriented budgeting, the persistence of 

hierarchical control in the administration as well as the politicisation and autonomy of local 



 

 

councils was nearly unaffected by the NSM reforms. In the absence of regulatory pressure 

to adopt a managerial logic of, the implementation of new management instruments 

depended on free considerations of local government executives and council decisions.  

Consequently, what can be studied in the German case is which reform ideas have been 

chosen for implementation by reform-willing local governments and how these ideas have 

been implemented in the presence of traditional forms of management.  

 

4. Framework for empirical research and methodology  

In this paper, performance management and strategic management will be understood 

using common criteria (see table 1). Following Bouckaert and Halligan (2007; 2008), 

performance management is operationalized with three elements: measuring, incorporating 

and using performance. Measuring performance means collecting and processing data into 

performance information. Incorporation of performance information into management takes 

place by integrating it into documents, procedures and stakeholder discourses. Using 

performance information means to consider it for improving decision-making, results and 

accountability.  

Strategic management will be analysed using three variables (Johnsen 2017): strategic 

planning and management, strategy content and stakeholder involvement. The criteria for 

evaluating these items were developed following the main ideas of recent literature by 

Andrews et al. (2008; 2009; 2012) and Johnsen (2017). Strategic management is 

operationalized by five criteria: The first criterion is the existence of a strategy understood 

as a set of perennial strategic aims for the development of the municipality. The second 

criterion is the existence of indicators to measure the strategic aims. The third criterion is an 

annual reporting on relevant strategic achievements. Fourth, a structured approach to 

update the strategy is needed. The fifth and last criterion is the existence of an explicit link 

between the strategy and the annual budget.  

Studies analysing strategy content are regularly based on a model by Miles and Snow 

(1978; also Miles et al. 1978) using four types: prospectors, defenders, analyzers and 

reactors (Andrews et al. 2008; 2009; 2012). Prospectors are searching for new opportunities 

to develop their organisation by scanning their environment and adopting changes 

proactively and innovatively. Defenders are more conservative and usually late adopters of 

innovations. Usually they are waiting until innovations have been widely disseminated and 

proven to be successful. Analyzers are an intermediate category. They are not first movers 



 

 

but they adapt faster than the defenders. A reactor is understood as an organisation 

without strategic management, which only mutates when change has become inevitable. 

As in the analysis by Andrews et al. (2012), strategic content in this study is interpreted as a 

continuum, which is marked by prospectors on one end and defenders on the other, while 

analyzers lie in between. Furthermore, this study focuses on some qualitative aspects of the 

strategic aims. It records which thematic areas are addressed in the strategic aims. Since 

strategies of German municipalities often seem to address a broader set of aims (Weiss, 

2017) while the idea of strategy is usually about focusing action, a second dimension to 

describe strategy content has been introduced to the analysis. Strategy content is 

categorized as broad if strategic aims cover a large part of the entire portfolio of local 

government services. A strategy that concentrates on more individual aspects of a 

municipality is indicated as focused. As one criterion for the evaluation as broad or focused, 

the number of strategic aims is additionally reported.  

Stakeholder involvement is also a well-known aspect of strategic management research in 

the public sector (Bryson, 2004; McAdam et al., 2005; Poister and Streib, 2005). For the 

evaluation, both the council and administration are understood as internal stakeholders. 

Citizen, NGOs, business organisations, enterprises and political or administrative actors 

from other than the local level are summarized as external stakeholders.  

Data for this study stems from five cities and five ‘Landkreise’, the second-tier entities on 

the local level in Germany comparable a county or district. All governments have published 

information about their systems of management, explicitly calling it strategic. The cases 

were identified based on a review of budget plans and strategy-related publications of 

about 700 local governments in Germany (Weiss 2017) using the discussed criteria for 

performance management and strategic management. An additional criterion was the 

willingness of administrative staff to participate in this study, to allow research interviews 

and to provide some internal documents. Consequently, the sample represents a kind of 

best practices and is in no way representative for local governments in Germany. Some of 

the cases have already been reported in case studies or discussed in public management 

literature (for example (Bayerischer Landkreistag, 2017a, 2017b); Pröller in Ferlie and 

Ongaro, 2015; Tolkemitt, 2014; Weiss, 2017). Nevertheless, results have been anonymized 

since not every government agreed to the publication of all relevant details of their cases. 

The data was collected from 2013 until 2018. Results were mainly drawn from local 

governments’ publications, especially budget plans and strategy-related information for 

external stakeholders. Additionally, interviews were conducted in all local governments with 



 

 

at least four managers and in most cases also with up to four council members. It was 

attempted to verify crucial statements from the interviews by using internal documents or 

by cross-checking them in other interviews.  

 

5. Results 

Table 1 shows the results for the ten cases under investigation. All criteria developed in 

section 4 proved to be applicable. The evaluation of performance management 

implementation showed that all local governments report performance information. The 

main difference is about whether performance information is available for the public mainly 

by publishing it in the budget plan (evaluated with ++ in 1.2) or whether performance 

information is only available for administrative staff and politicians (evaluated with + in 1.2). 

No case was found in which budget decisions were systematically and strictly based on 

reported performance information. In nearly every case, some relevant administrative or 

council decisions could be found for which performance information was used. In one case, 

a tendency for an increasing relevance of performance appraisals for the budgeting could 

be detected. But bigger shifts of annual budgets based on outcome or impact indicators 

were not to be found. With regard to available documents, the use of performance 

information was overrated in some interviews. Obviously, interview partners selectively 

remembered some situations, especially from discussions in the council, where 

performance information had been used for arguing. But as far as these cases could be 

analyzed using meeting records, performance information was used as ‘ammunition’ 

(Giacomini et al., 2016) in these particular cases. 

During research for adequate cases, several local governments were found that claimed to 

have a strategic management without explicit strategic aims. It turned out that most of 

these local governments had implemented some kind of performance management based 

on indicators and heterogeneous operational objectives. These examples were not included 

in the analysis. So, in all ten cases, explicitly defined strategic goals do exist. Only in three 

cases, indicators for aims on the top level have been defined. This also means that most of 

the local governments in this sample are hesitant to follow the SMART criteria for the 

definition of goals. The main reason to forego SMART goals at the top level of the 

organization is the effort for their formulation in a politicized environment as it can be found 

in German local governments. From the view of council members and politicians, non-

SMART goals at the top level have only small disadvantages for the functioning of strategic 



 

 

management if measurable goals are available and used for managing performance on the 

lower level of administrative outputs.  

In the three cases where indicators for the strategic aims are available, actual values are 

reported regularly, usually on an annual basis. In two cases, where no indicators are 

available at the top level, strategic progress is reported qualitatively on an annual basis. 

Overall, public reporting on strategic issues is not regularly observable in most cases. 

Strategic goals are reviewed in the annual budgeting process in three local governments. In 

four additional cases, strategic aims had been reviewed occasionally in the past. In the 

other three cases, strategic aims have not been substantially reviewed in the past years.  

Explicit reference to strategic goals and their relevance for the annual budget could be 

found in seven cases. In the ‘weak’ cases, strategic aims are only mentioned in the budget 

plan. In the ‘stronger’ cases, budget plans name services—the ‘Produkte’ of the DOPPIK—

which are to deliver strategic impacts or relevant measures to be taken. In one budget plan 

only one strategic aim is named occasionally while in two budget plans the strategy or 

strategic aims are not mentioned at all. In the later cases it showed out, that responsibilities 

for strategic management and budget planning are strictly separated in the organisation. 

While budgetary functions are assigned to a financial department—the classical German 

‘Kämmerei’—issues of strategic management are carried out in separate units for usually 

organized as staff departments. Moreover, aspects of this kind of double tracked 

organisation could be found in some of the other seven administrations too. 

Different approaches are used to incorporate strategic aims in budget planning and 

decision making. Three governments have implemented a special kind of fundamental 

decision making about the distribution of main shares of the budget—known as 

‘Eckwertbeschlüsse’—at the beginning of the budget planning process. In some other 

cases, strategic priorities are taken into account more informally in the budget planning 

process. In some municipalities, the impact of ongoing council decisions on the strategic 

aims is checked and reported regularly. There is some evidence that strategic management 

has made a significant contribution to reduce budget deficits. Overall, indications that 

strategic aims have lead to extensive realignments of administrative organisations and 

budget shares are weak. 

The number of strategic aims varies between four and ten, while in the later case the ten 

goals are related two four major topics. Twenty thematic fields of strategic aims have been 

identified from which ‘climate and environment’ (ce) and the development of the local 

economy (ec) showed to be the most prominent. Apparently, strategic aims differ between 



 

 

the ten municipalities and in some cases obvious links to special environmental conditions 

or challenges could be found. 

The evaluation of a broad or focused content is based on the number of strategic aims 

combined with the addressed topics. Four cases were identified in which strategic aims 

focus on special aspects of local government action. In three municipalities only four or five 

aims addressing an equal number of topics were formulated. In one case, ten goals were 

found, but these goals were restricted to four thematic areas. The other municipalities work 

with a broader range of strategic goals addressing a larger number of topics. In most of 

these cases, the broadness of the approach was confirmed by interview partners and 

explained as a consequence of the heterogeneous interests which had to be considered. 

Categorising strategy content as prospecting, analyzing or defending was mainly based on 

the question if goals focus on the realisation of new strategic achievements and challenges 

or if objectives mainly focus on the preservation of the status quo. In the one case in which 

a defending strategy was identified, the strategic aims were mainly focused on the 

reduction of budget deficits and the management of demographic and economic change. A 

prospector stance was identified in three cases in which strategic aims explicitly focus on 

opportunities of future development. In one case, these opportunities were identified using 

a large-scale SWOT analysis conducted by strategy consultants.   



 

 

 
Inhabitants 

(range in 

thousands) 

Performance 

management 

Strategic management 

Strategic planning and 

management 
Strategic content SI 

1.1 1.2 1.3 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 4.1 

City 1 60-80 + + 0 ++ 0 0 + 0 5 cd, ce, cu, ec, fi, to b a i 

City 2 40-60 ++ ++ + ++ ++ ++ + ++ 6 ce, ec, ed, in, vw b d i 

City 3 40-60 ++ ++ 0 ++ 0 + ++ + 8 ce, cu, ec, ed, ql, so,  b a i 

City 4 200-400 ++ ++ + ++ ++ ++ + ++ 7 cu, ec, ed, fi, mi, ud, vw b p i 

City 5 40-60 ++ ++ 0 ++ 0 0 0 ++ 4 ce, ed, ff, ql f a i 

County 1 100-200 ++ ++ + ++ 0 0 0 ++ 5 ce, dc, ed, fi, ql f p i* 

County 2 100-200 + + 0 ++ 0 0 0 0 10 ae, cs, ec, fi f a i 

County 3 100-200 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 0 0 5 ce, cu, ec, so f a e 

County 4 200-400 ++ ++ + ++ 0 + ++ ++ 7 ce, cu, ec, ed, ff, mo, so, sp b a i 

County 5 200-400 + + 0 ++ ++ ++ ++ + 9 ce, cp, cu, ec, ed, ql, sp, to b p e 
 

1.1 data collected and processed into performance information 

1.2 performance information incorporated into documents and procedures 
1.3 performance information used for improving decision-making, results and accountability 
2.1 formal strategy understood as a set of perennial strategic aims 

2.2 indicators to measure strategic aims 
2.3 annual reporting on relevant strategic achievements 
2.4 structured approach to update the strategy 
2.5 explicit link between the strategy and the annual budget 
3.1     number of strategic goals 
3.2 topics of strategic aims include ae: administrative efficiency/effectiveness, cd: community development, ce: 

climate/environment, cs: customer satisfaction, cu: culture, cp: citizen participation; dc: demographic change, ec: local 
economy, ed: education, ff: family friendliness, fi: finance/balanced budget, in: number of inhabitants, mi: 
migration/integration, mo: mobility/public transport, ql: quality of life, so: social security, sp: sport, to: tourism, ud: urban 
development, vw: voluntary work 

3.3 broad (b) or focused (f) content 
3.4 prospector (p) – analyzer (a) – defender (d) content 
4.1     stakeholder involvement (SI) with i: strategy formulation by administration and council, e: external stakeholder involved 

Criteria 1.1 to 2.5 were rated with ‘strong’ (++), ‘weak’ (+) and ‘not observable’ (0) 

Table 1: Implementation of performance management and strategic management in ten German local government entities, own 

source.  



 

 

Citizens have participated intensively in the development of strategic goals in two local 

governments. In on case, annually consultations with citizen are an integral part of a strategic 

management. In the other case, an extensive process of citizen participation has been used to 

develop the strategic aims and measures to realise them. Aspects of performance 

management are weaker in both cases. This is clearly a consequence of the priorities in both 

government which emphasise citizen participation. A third case is interesting in this context: 

County 1, which has implemented a performance-oriented type of strategic management 

approximately 10 years ago, initiated a process of strategic planning with intense participation 

of citizen. At the moment, its is not clear how the large number of projects, which has been 

developed in this project will fit into the ‘older’ strategy.  

Evidence from the ten cases shows, that even without legislator pressure local governments 

have implemented aspects of performance management and strategic management in a 

meaningful way and with a benefit perceived by practitioners. Performance management and 

strategic management are interconnected in different ways.  

 

Figure 1: Models of NPM-oriented management, own source.  

 

Figure 1 illustrates the results using the criteria of table 1 as indicators for the intensity of 

performance management and strategic management. With regard to various insights from the 



 

 

interviews, especially about the benefits of the implemented instruments and their meanings to 

practitioners, a basic typology might differentiate between three main models: Model A is close 

to the German reform blueprints and links explicit strategic aims and processes of strategic 

management to aspects of performance management on the operative level. Model B is as 

much performance oriented as model A but strategic aims and strategic management is less 

important in these local governments. Model C seems to be a pragmatic model of 

implementing a combination of performance management and strategic management in a less 

rigid way than in model A. Counties 3 and 5 seem to be isolated cases. Interestingly these local 

governments are those with distinct citizen participation in the development of strategic aims. 

County 5 has implemented a mature strategic management but is not using advanced 

methods of performance management. County 3 could possibly be understood as standing at 

the beginning of a longer process of implementing strategic management. But it may also be 

possible, that intense practices of citizen participation hamper the implementation of 

performance management.  

 

6. Conclusion 

Clearly, this analysis has the weakness of being based on selected ‘good’ practices. 

Nevertheless, some important insights can be derived. As shown, at least some local 

governments in Germany have voluntarily implemented aspects of performance management 

and strategic management, partly adopting a managerial institutional logic. Observable 

practices follow popular reform blueprints. In most of the analysed cases a quite common 

understanding of managerial instruments has been found, even though from most 

practitioners’ views performance management and strategic management are strongly 

interwoven. In county 3, a minimised model was found that—at least in the present state—

does not comply with all typical criteria for strategic management. In some cases, actual 

practices which local government practitioners understand as a kind of strategic management 

were excluded from the analysis because these models did not match minimal requirements 

derived from public management literature.  

Looking back at nearly 25 years of reforms with managerial instruments there is obviously only 

a small number of local governments in Germany which have gained practical experience with 

management practices that are consistently based on performance information and strategic 

planning. It seems to be quite unlikely that these practices will become ubiquitous within the 



 

 

next years. Still, for those local governments that have implemented relevant models, the 

question remains if the underlying efforts will be reasonable by identifiable benefits in the 

medium- to long-term. 

The management models which have been found differ in the rigidity with which a combination 

of performance management and strategic management are used (models A and C). Also, a 

more performance-oriented model (C) could be found. These cases also seem to be quite 

interesting example for a hybridization of management practices  (Ferry and Eckersley, 2018). 

Hybridity is understood here as a parallel existence of management practices which are based 

on different institutional logics (Friedland and Alford, 1991) and only loosely linked to each 

other, standing in tension or causing inconsistencies (Christensen and Lægreid, 2011; Mohr, 

2016). In all cases discussed here, practices and procedures of performance management and 

strategic management have been added to the traditional rule-of-law logic, which is based on 

annual, input-oriented decisions about the budget and incremental case-to-case-decisions by 

the council. Especially with regard to insights from the interviews, in models B and C 

performance management and strategic management seem to have the character of an 

accessory to traditional local government management. The level of conflict between the 

different institutional logics is low in these cases. This is the case of layering institutional logics: 

‘old rules’ remain in effect while some new rules get implemented (Mahoney and Thelen, 2010).  

In local governments with model A, some procedures could be found in which the managerial 

logic stands in a more intense conflict with the traditional institutional logic of local government 

management. This is due to the fact that strategic management in these cities is partly meant 

as an instrument to limit incremental decision-making by the council. Restricting expenses on 

measures with strategic relevance is one of the main reasons why strategic management and 

performance management were implemented and are seen as successful in these local 

governments. The resulting situation could be the beginning for what Mahoney and Thelen 

(2010) call a conversion, in which inherent ambiguities of old rules are used to gradually 

establish aspects of new rules. Even in these cases, it is unclear if and how old rules will 

become less important. In the cases of county 3, county 5 and the ongoing project in county 1, 

citizen participation as a potential third institutional logic is introduced (Bartocci et al., 2018). A 

detailed analysis of how these different institutional logics interact in local governments could 

be based on these insights.  

  



 

 

7. References 

Ammons DN and Rivenbark WC (2008) Factors influencing the use of performance data to 

improve municipal services: Evidence from the North Carolina benchmarking project. Public 

Administration Review 68(2): 304–318. 

Andrews R, Boyne G, Meier K, J. O'Toole L and Walker R (2008) Strategic fit and performance: 

A test of the Miles and Snow model, 2008. 

Andrews R, Boyne GA, Law J and Walker RM (2009) Strategy formulation, strategy content and 

performance: An empirical analysis. Public Management Review 11(1): 1–22. 

Andrews R, Boyne GA, Law J and Walker RM (2012) Strategic management and public service 

performance. Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Arnaboldi M, Lapsley I and Steccolini I (2015) Performance Management in the Public Sector: 

The Ultimate Challenge. Financial Accountability & Management 31(1): 1–22. DOI: 

10.1111/faam.12049. 

Askim J (2007) How do politicians use performance information? An analysis of the Norwegian 

local government experience. International Review of Administrative Sciences 73(3): 453–

472. 

Askim J (2009) The demand side of performance measurement: Explaining councillors' 

utilization of performance information in policymaking. International Public Management 

Journal 12(1): 24–47. 

Baekgaard M and Serritzlew S (2018) Those Who Understand It Will Not Be Persuaded: A 

Performance Information Paradox. International Public Management Journal 47: 144. DOI: 

10.1080/10967494.2018.1461152. 

Ballantine J, Brignall S and Modell S (1998) Performance measurement and management in 

public health services: A comparison of UK and Swedish practice. Emerging issues in 

performance measurement 9(1): 71–94. 

Bartocci L, Grossi G and Mauro SG (2018) Towards a hybrid logic of participatory budgeting. 

International Journal of Public Sector Management 39(13): 1088. DOI: 10.1108/IJPSM-06-

2017-0169. 

Bayerischer Landkreistag (2017a) Leitfaden zur zielorientierten Steuerung und zum 

strategischen Management: Teil 1 - Leitfaden, 2017. Munich. 

Bayerischer Landkreistag (2017b) Leitfaden zur zielorientierten Steuerung und zum 

strategischen Management: Teil II - Praxisbeispiele, 2017. Munich. 



 

 

Bevan G and Hamblin R (2009) Hitting and missing targets by ambulance services for 

emergency calls: Effects of different systems of performance measurement within the UK. 

Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series A (Statistics in Society) 172(1): 161–190. 

Bevan G and Hood C (2006) What’s measured is what matters: Targets and gaming in the 

English public health care system. Public administration 84(3): 517–538. 

Bleyen P, Klimovský D, Bouckaert G and Reichard C (2016) Linking budgeting to results?: 

Evidence about performance budgets in European municipalities based on a comparative 

analytical model. Public Management Review: 1–22. DOI: 

10.1080/14719037.2016.1243837. 

Bogumil J (2002) Die Umgestaltung des Verhältnisses von Rat und Verwaltung - das 

Grundproblem der Verwaltungsmodernisierung. Verwaltungsarchiv(1): 129–148. 

Bogumil J, Grohs S, Kuhlmann S and Ohm AK (2007) Zehn Jahre Neues Steuerungsmodell: 

Eine Bilanz kommunaler Verwaltungsmodernisierung. Berlin: edition sigma. 

Bouckaert G and Halligan J (2007) Managing performance: International comparisons: 

Routledge. 

Bouckaert G and Halligan J (2008) Comparing performance across public sectors. In: van 

Dooren W (ed.) Performance Information in the Public Sector: How it is Used. London: 

Palgrave Macmillan UK, pp. 72–91. 

Brignall S and Modell S (2000) An institutional perspective on performance measurement and 

management in the ‘new public sector’. Emerging issues in performance measurement 

11(3): 281–306. 

Bryson JM (2004) What to do when stakeholders matter: Stakeholder identification and 

analysis techniques. Public Management Review 6(1): 21–53. 

Bryson JM (2011) Strategic planning for public and nonprofit organizations: A guide to 

strengthening and sustaining organizational achievement: John Wiley & Sons. 

Bryson JM (2012) Strategic planning and management. In: Peters BG (ed.) The SAGE 

handbook of public administration. Los Angeles: SAGE, pp. 50–63. 

Bryson JM, Berry FS and Yang K (2010) The state of public strategic management research: A 

selective literature review and set of future directions. The American Review of Public 

Administration. Epub ahead of print 

http://www.idmc.ae/userfiles/file/stadies/Summary%20of%20Strategic%20Planning.pdf. 

Bryson JM, Crosby BC and Bryson JK (2009) Understanding Strategic Planning and the 

Formulation and Implementation of Strategic Plans as a Way of Knowing: The Contributions 



 

 

of Actor-Network Theory. International Public Management Journal 12(2): 172–207. DOI: 

10.1080/10967490902873473. 

Cepiku D, Hinna A, Scarozza D and Savignon AB (2017) Performance information use in public 

administration: An exploratory study of determinants and effects. Journal of Management & 

Governance 21(4): 963–991. DOI: 10.1007/s10997-016-9371-3. 

Christensen T and Lægreid P (2002) New public management: The transformation of ideas and 

practice. Aldershot: Ashgate Pub Limited. 

Christensen T and Lægreid P (2011) Complexity and hybrid public administration—theoretical 

and empirical challenges. Public Organization Review 11(4): 407–423. 

Conteh C (2014) Strategic Management at the Local Level: City-Regions Managing Global 

Economic Change. In: Joyce P, Bryson JM and Holzer M (eds) Developments in Strategic 

and Public Management: Studies in the US and Europe: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 196–210. 

Doran GT (1981) There’sa SMART way to write management’s goals and objectives. 

Management review 70(11): 35–36. 

Eichhorn P and Wiechers M (2001) Strategisches Management für Kommunalverwaltungen. 

Baden-Baden: Nomos. 

Ferlie E and Ongaro E (2015) Strategic management in public services organizations: 

Concepts, schools and contemporary issues. New York. 

Ferlie E and Parrado S (2018) Strategic Management in Public Services Organizations: 

Developing a European Perspective. In: Ongaro E and van Thiel S (eds) The Palgrave 

Handbook of Public Administration and Management in Europe. London: Palgrave 

Macmillan, pp. 101–119. 

Ferry L and Eckersley P (2018) Hybridizing the institutional logics of performance improvement 

and budgetary stewardship in English and Welsh local government. Public Policy and 

Administration 41(4): 095207671878143. DOI: 10.1177/0952076718781433. 

Friedland R and Alford RR (1991) Bringing Society Back In: Symbols, Practices and Institutional 

Contradictions. In: Powell WW and Dimaggio PJ (eds) The New Institutionalism in 

Organizational Analysis: University of Chicago press, pp. 232–263. 

Giacomini D, Sicilia M and Steccolini I (2016) Contextualizing politicians’ uses of accounting 

information: reassurance and ammunition. Public Money & Management 36(7): 483–490. 

Grossi G, Reichard C and Ruggiero P (2016) Appropriateness and Use of Performance 

Information in the Budgeting Process: Some Experiences from German and Italian 

Municipalities. Public Performance & Management Review 39(3): 581–606. 



 

 

Hansen JR and Ferlie E (2015) Applying Strategic Management Theories in Public Sector 

Organizations: Developing a typology. Public Management Review 18(1): 1–19. DOI: 

10.1080/14719037.2014.957339. 

Heinrich CJ (2012) Measuring Public Sector Performance and Effectiveness. In: Peters BG (ed.) 

The SAGE handbook of public administration. Los Angeles: SAGE, pp. 32–49. 

Heinz R (2000) Kommunales Management: Überlegungen zu einem KGSt-Ansatz. Stuttgart: 

Schäffer-Poeschel. 

Hildebrand R and McDavid JC (2011) Joining public accountability and performance 

management: A case study of Lethbridge, Alberta. Canadian Public Administration 54(1): 

41–72. DOI: 10.1111/j.1754-7121.2011.00160.x. 

Hood C (1995) The “New Public Management” in the 1980s: variations on a theme. 

Accounting, organizations and society 20(2): 93–109. 

Jimenez BS (2014) City Government: Strategic Management and Fiscal Health. In: Joyce P, 

Bryson JM and Holzer M (eds) Developments in Strategic and Public Management: Studies 

in the US and Europe: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 179–195. 

Johnsen Å (2017) Impacts of strategic planning and management in municipal government: An 

analysis of subjective survey and objective production and efficiency measures in Norway. 

Public Management Review 20(3): 397–420. DOI: 10.1080/14719037.2017.1285115. 

Joyce P (2015) Strategic management in the public sector. New York: Routledge. 

Joyce P, Bryson JM and Holzer M (2014a) Conclusions: Strategic Management Capabilities. In: 

Joyce P, Bryson JM and Holzer M (eds) Developments in Strategic and Public 

Management: Studies in the US and Europe: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 285–297. 

Joyce P, Bryson JM and Holzer M (2014b) Developments in Strategic and Public Management: 

Studies in the US and Europe: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Joyce P, Bryson JM and Holzer M (2014c) Introduction. In: Joyce P, Bryson JM and Holzer M 

(eds) Developments in Strategic and Public Management: Studies in the US and Europe: 

Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 1–17. 

Julnes PdL and Holzer M (2001) Promoting the utilization of performance measures in public 

organizations: An empirical study of factors affecting adoption and implementation. Public 

Administration Review 61(6): 693–708. 

Keller B (2014) Wie steuert die Politik in der Doppik?: Eine Kommune stellt sich neu auf. 

Hamburg: Diplomica-Verl. 

KGSt (1993) Das Neue Steuerungsmodell: Begründung. Konturen. Umsetzung, 1993. Köln: 

KGSt. 



 

 

KGSt (2000a) Strategisches Management I: Leitbericht für Politik und Verwaltungsführung, 

2000. Köln. 

KGSt (2000b) Strategisches Management II: Wege zur Gesamtstrategie, 2000. Köln. 

KGSt (2000c) Strategisches Management III: Zielbezogene Budgetierung, 2000. Köln. 

KGSt (2013) Das Kommunale Steuerungsmodell (KSM), 2013. Köln. 

Kroll A (2012) Why Public Managers Use Performance Information: Concepts, Theory, and 

Empirical Analysis. Potsdam. 

Kroll A (2015) Drivers of Performance Information Use: Systematic Literature Review and 

Directions for Future Research. Public Performance & Management Review 38(3): 459–486. 

DOI: 10.1080/15309576.2015.1006469. 

Kroll A and Proeller I (2012) Steuerung mit Kennzahlen in den kreisfreien Städten: Ergebnisse 

einer empirischen Studie, 2012. Gütersloh. 

Kuhlmann S (2010) Performance Measurement in European local governments: A comparative 

analysis of reform experiences in Great Britain, France, Sweden and Germany. International 

Review of Administrative Sciences 76(2): 331–345. DOI: 10.1177/0020852310372050. 

Kuhlmann S and Bogumil J (2018) Performance measurement and benchmarking as “reflexive 

institutions” for local governments: Germany, Sweden and England compared. International 

Journal of Public Sector Management 31(4): 543–562. DOI: 10.1108/IJPSM-01-2017-0004. 

Kuhlmann S, Bogumil J and Grohs S (2008) Evaluating administrative modernization in German 

local governments: success or failure of the “new steering model”? Public Administration 

Review 68(5): 851–863. 

Kwon M, Berry FS and Jang HS (2014) To Use or Not to Use Strategic Planning: Factors City 

Leaders Consider to Make This Choice. In: Joyce P, Bryson JM and Holzer M (eds) 

Developments in Strategic and Public Management: Studies in the US and Europe: 

Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 163–178. 

Mahoney J and Thelen KA (2010) A theory of gradual institutional change. In: Mahoney J and 

Thelen KA (eds) Explaining institutional change: Ambiguity, agency, and power. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, pp. 1–37. 

McAdam R, Hazlett S-A and Casey C (2005) Performance management in the UK public 

sector: Addressing multiple stakeholder complexity. International Journal of Public Sector 

Management 18(3): 256–273. 

McDavid JC and Huse I (2012) Legislator Uses of Public Performance Reports: Findings from a 

Five-Year Study. American Journal of Evaluation 33(1): 7–25. 



 

 

Miles RE and Snow CC (1978) Organizational strategy, structure, and process. Stanford, Calif: 

Stanford University Press. 

Miles RE, Snow CC, Meyer AD and Coleman Jr HJ (1978) Organizational strategy, structure, 

and process. Academy of management review 3(3): 546–562. 

Mohr ZT (2016) Performance Measurement and Cost Accounting: Are They Complementary or 

Competing Systems of Control? Public Administration Review 76(4): 616–625. DOI: 

10.1111/puar.12503. 

Moynihan DP (2008) The dynamics of performance management: Constructing information and 

reform. Washington, D.C: Georgetown University Press. 

Moynihan DP and Pandey SK (2010) The big question for performance management: Why do 

managers use performance information? Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory. Epub ahead of print 

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.308.7365&rep=rep1&type=pdf. 

Mussari R, Tranfaglia AE, Reichard C, Bjørnå H, Nakrošis V and Bankauskaitė-Grigaliūnienė S 

(2016) Design, Trajectories of Reform, and Implementation of Performance Budgeting in 

Local Governments. In: Kuhlmann S and Bouckaert G (eds) Local public sector reforms in 

times of crisis: National trajectories and international comparisons. London: Palgrave 

Macmillan UK, pp. 101–119. 

Nielsen PA and Baekgaard M (2015) Performance Information, Blame Avoidance, and 

Politicians' Attitudes to Spending and Reform: Evidence from an Experiment. Journal of 

Public Administration Research and Theory 25(2): 545–569. DOI: 10.1093/jopart/mut051. 

OECD (2009) Measuring Government Activity. Paris: OECD. 

Osborne SP, Bovaird T, Martin S, Tricker M and Waterston P (1995) Performance management 

and accountability in complex public programmes. Financial Accountability & Management 

11(1): 19–37. 

Pal LA (2012) Frontiers of Governance: The OECD and Global Public Management Reform. 

Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Pasha OQ, Poister TH and Edwards LH (2015) Mutual Relationship of Strategic Stances and 

Formulation Methods, and Their Impacts on Performance in Public Local Transit Agencies. 

Administration & Society 50(6): 884–910. DOI: 10.1177/0095399715587524. 

Perrin B (2002) Implementing the vision: Addressing challenges to results-focused 

management and budgeting, 2002. Paris: OECD. 



 

 

Petersen NBG, Laumann TV and Jakobsen M (2018) Acceptance or Disapproval: Performance 

Information in the Eyes of Public Frontline Employees. Journal of Public Administration 

Research and Theory 14: 20. DOI: 10.1093/jopart/muy035. 

Poister TH (2003) Measuring performance in public and nonprofit organizations. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass. 

Poister TH (2010) The future of strategic planning in the public sector: Linking strategic 

management and performance. Public Administration Review 70(S1): S246–S254. 

Poister TH and Streib G (1994) Municipal Management Tools from 1976 to 1993: An Overview 

and Update. Public Productivity & Management Review 18(2): 115. DOI: 10.2307/3380641. 

Poister TH and Streib G (1999a) Performance measurement in municipal government: 

Assessing the state of the practice. Public Administration Review: 325–335. 

Poister TH and Streib GD (1999b) Strategic Management in the Public Sector: Concepts, 

Models, and Processes. Public Productivity & Management Review. Epub ahead of print 

http://xa.yimg.com/kq/groups/22981639/784696458/name/Concepts+and+practice.pdf. 

Poister TH and Streib GD (2005) Elements of strategic planning and management in municipal 

government: Status after two decades. Public Administration Review 65(1): 45–56. 

Pollitt C (2006) Performance Information for Democracy the missing link? Evaluation 12(1): 38–

55. 

Pollitt C and Bouckaert G (2011) Public management reform: A comparative analysis. Oxford 

[etc.]: Oxford Univ. Press. 

Proeller I (2007) Outcome-orientation in performance contracts empirical evidence from Swiss 

local governments. International Review of Administrative Sciences 73(1): 95–111. 

Reichard C (2003) Local public management reforms in Germany. Public administration 81(2): 

345–363. 

Ridder H‐G, Bruns H‐J and Spier F (2005) Analysis of public management change processes: 

the case of local government accounting reforms in Germany. Public administration. Epub 

ahead of print 

http://siteresources.worldbank.org/EXTFINANCIALMGMT/Resources/313217-

1196229169083/4441154-1196275288288/4444688-

1196289694046/AnalysisofPublicManagementChangeProcessesTheCaseofLocalGovernme

ntAccountingReformsinGermany.pdf. 

Rivenbark WC and Kelly JM (2003) Management innovation in smaller municipal government. 

State and Local Government Review 35(3): 196–205. 



 

 

Sanger MB (2008) From measurement to management: Breaking through the barriers to state 

and local performance. Public Administration Review 68(s1). 

Schedler K and Siegel JP (2004) Strategisches Management in Kommunen: Ein integrativer 

Ansatz mit Bezug auf Governance und Personalmanagement, 2004. Düsseldorf. 

Taylor J (2006) Performance measurement in Australian and Hong Kong government 

departments. Public Performance & Management Review 29(3): 334–357. 

Taylor J (2011) Factors influencing the use of performance information for decision making in 

Australian state agencies. Public administration 89(4): 1316–1334. 

Tolkemitt D (2014) Strategische Konsolidierung am Beispiel der Alten Hansestad Lemgo. In: 

Weiß J (ed.) Strategische Haushaltskonsolidierung in Kommunen. Wiesbaden: Springer 

Fachmedien Wiesbaden, pp. 229–254. 

van Dooren W (2005) What Makes Organisations Measure?: Hypotheses on the Causes and 

Conditions for Performance Measurement. Financial Accountability and Management 21(3): 

363–383. DOI: 10.1111/j.0267-4424.2005.00225.x. 

van Dooren W, Bouckaert G and Halligan J (2015) Performance management in the public 

sector. London, New York, NY: Routledge. 

Vogel R (2013) Tracing the quest for performance in Germany’s public sector: institutional 

entrepreneurship with rhetorical strategies of persuasion. International Journal of Public 

Sector Performance Management 2(2): 123–140. 

Vogel R and Frost J (2009) Innovating in the German public sector: How a think tank frames the 

debate on NPM. Public Sector Innovation Journal 14(2): 2–21. 

Walker RM and Andrews R (2014) Local Government Management and Performance: A Review 

of Evidence. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 25(1): 101–133. DOI: 

10.1093/jopart/mut038. 

Wang X and Berman E (2001) Hypotheses about performance measurement in counties: 

Findings from a survey. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory: 403–427. 

Weiß J (2013) Kennzahlen zur Steuerung kommunaler Verwaltungen. In: Habbel F-R and 

Stember J (eds) Wissenstransfer zwischen Hochschule und Kommunen. Wien: Lit-Verl., pp. 

323–351. 

Weiss J (2017) Trust as a key for strategic management?: The relevance of council–

administration relations for NPM-related reforms in German local governments. Public 

Management Review 19(10): 1399–1414. DOI: 10.1080/14719037.2016.1266023. 

Wollmann H (2000) Local Government Modernization in Germany: Between Incrementalism 

and Reform Waves. Public administration 78(4): 915–936. DOI: 10.1111/1467-9299.00237. 



 

 

 


