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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

There has long been calls for improving the link between stra- Formal strategic planning;
tegic planning and performance management. Despite such logical incrementalism;
calls, there are few empirical studies of how performance man- performance information

use; performance
measurement system
design; public
management

agement system design is related to performance information
use in public sector organizations, which can be important for
implementing and evaluating strategies to improve public sec-
tors organizations’ performance. Utilizing data from 135 public
sector organizations consisting of municipalities, counties, cen-
tral government owned higher education institutions, and agen-
cies in Norway, this paper analyzes how strategy formulation
and performance measurement system design relate to pur-
poseful performance information use. Multivariate analysis with
partial least squares path modeling (PLS-PM) found a positive
relationship between formal strategic planning and logical incre-
mentalism with performance measurement system design as
well as a positive relationship between performance measure-
ment system design and performance information use. There
were no significant direct relationships between formal strategic
planning or logical incrementalism and performance informa-
tion use, or between organizational size or government sector
and performance information use. Therefore, performance mea-
surement system design seems to be an important link between
strategy formulation and performance information use.

Introduction

Strategic management, performance management, and performance infor-
mation use are important for public sector organizations to operate effec-
tively (George et al., 2019; Gerrish, 2016; Nitzl et al., 2018; Pollanen et al,,
2017; Vinzant & Vinzant, 1996). Strategic management is defined as “an
approach to strategizing by public organizations or other entities which
integrates strategy formulation and implementation and typically includes
strategic planning to formulate strategies, ways of implementing strategies,

CONTACT Age Johnsen @ aage.johnsen@oslomet.no e Faculty of Social Sciences, Oslo Business School, Oslo
Metropolitan University, P.O. Box 4, St. Olavs plass, NO-0130 Oslo, Norway.

© 2024 The Author(s). Published with license by Taylor & Francis Group, LLC.

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work
is properly cited. The terms on which this article has been published allow the posting of the Accepted Manuscript in a
repository by the author(s) or with their consent.


http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4957-6046
http://orcid.org/0009-0007-1178-4620
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/15309576.2024.2360158&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2024-6-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2024.2360158
mailto:aage.johnsen@oslomet.no
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://www.tandfonline.com

2 JOHNSEN ET AL.

and continuous strategic learning” (Bryson & George, 2020, p. 8).
Performance information can be used for many purposes (Behn, 2003),
including aiding strategy formulation, monitoring strategy implementation,
and evaluating performance and strategy implementation. For example,
Sohn et al. (2022) found that performance information was related to
budget changes in government programs in South Korea over a ten-year
period. In addition to performance information being used purposefully
the performance information may also be used for legitimation (Korac
et al., 2020). Moreover, performance information may be under-utilized
or even non-used, even though the information is available (Pollitt, 2006;
van Dooren, 2004). Performance information can also be too much used
and have many unintended, “perverse” effects (de Bruijn, 2007; Radin,
2006). Rubin et al. (2023), for example, found in a study of micro-level
consequences of performance regimes that using different types of per-
formance information affected job satisfaction and turnover intention
differently in U.S. schools. Common to both skeptics and advocates of
using performance information in politics and public administration is
the concern for designing management systems that support democratic
and strategic planning processes and using performance information to
improve decision making and public value. This paper studies how strategic
planning formulation and the design of performance measurement systems
impact purposeful performance information use in public sector organi-
zations. By “purposeful” we here mean use of information to support
decision-making and manage organizational performance (Korac et al., 2020).

van Helden and Reichard (2016) in their systematic review found that
public sector organizations measure various dimensions of performance, and
use performance information intensively, but that the links between strategies
and the performance measurement systems were weak. Moreover, the appli-
cability of strategy and performance management allegedly varies for example
by environmental factors, the degree of uncertainty of technology, and degree
of ambiguity of outcomes. Hence, one could expect that the context for the
performance management, for example the organizational environment and
the organizations strategic planning, as well as the design of the performance
measurement systems, would vary not only between organizations in the
private and public sectors, as van Helden and Reichard (2016) discussed,
but also between different types of organizations within the public sector.
Therefore, one could also expect that public sector organizations such as
municipalities, counties, agencies, and government-owned higher education
institutions (HEIs), would formulate strategies differently and design their
performance measurement systems differently to use performance informa-
tion purposefully. If the formulation of strategies varies between public
sector organizations, and public sector organizations design their perfor-
mance measurement systems differently, then it is interesting to study the



PUBLIC PERFORMANCE & MANAGEMENT REVIEW e 3

link between strategic planning and the performance measurement system
and how this impacts the performance information use.

Despite calls for improving the link between strategic planning and
performance management (Poister, 2010) and between performance man-
agement and performance information use (Pollitt, 2006)—and an extensive
literature on strategic management (see for example, Bryson & George,
2020; Ferlie & Ongaro, 2022; Joyce & Drumaux, 2014) as well as on per-
formance management (see for example, de Bruijn, 2007; Moynihan, 2008;
Talbot, 2010; van Dooren et al., 2015)—the practice of linking strategic
planning and performance management is challenging and there is still a
need for more evidence. Kroll (2015a) systematically reviewed many studies
on drivers (determinants) for performance information use and identified
several drivers, but there still seems to be few empirical studies of the link
between environmental factors, strategic planning, and the design of the
performance measurement systems, and their impacts on performance infor-
mation use in different types of public sector organizations. This paper is
a contribution to fill some of this gap in the literature.

Increased knowledge of the link between strategic planning and per-
formance management in public sector organizations is important because
much of the public sector strategy and performance management literature
is general. There is, therefore, a need for more empirical studies to analyze
the applicability of common theories and models and to inform policy-
makers and practitioners in designing and using strategic planning and
performance management systems in different contexts. There is much
research on performance information use (Kroll, 2015a) and there are
many studies of the adoption and use of strategic planning and perfor-
mance management in different public sector contexts—see, for example,
Andrews et al. (2012), Joyce and Drumaux (2014), Frederickson and
Frederickson (2006), Kuhlmann (2010), Moore (1995), and Moynihan
(2008), for cases. Given that strategic management and performance man-
agement both are large and partly distinct academic fields, theory and
teaching may still, however, be based on fashionable perceptions that are
wrong or overstated and may not be useful for practice (Hatry, 2002).
There is, therefore, still a need to connect the insights from these academic
fields with more empirical research.

So far, thus, evidence-based knowledge on the link between strategic
planning, performance management, and performance information use
across different types of public sector organizations, have been sparse. Our
research question is, therefore: how do strategic plan formulation and per-
formance measurement system design relate to performance information use
in public sector organizations?

This paper utilizes data on strategic planning and management in 135
public sector organizations. The data stems from a survey to all municipalities,
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counties, central government administrative bodies such as agencies, and
government-owned higher education institutions in Norway in 2020. This
data therefore represents different types of public sector organizations.

We have utilized this data to analyze whether there is any basis for the
assumption that there are differences in performance management design
and utilization of performance information between local and central
government organizations and between large and small organizations. We
tind that there is a need for other explanations for performance information
use than type of public sector organization and organizational size.
Multivariate analysis of path models with composite measures (PLS-PM)
showed that there were positive relationships between formal strategic plan-
ning, logical incrementalism, and the design of the performance management
system. It was the design of the performance measurement system, however,
which had the strongest effect on the performance information use in the
public sector organizations. The result of our analysis has relevance for
practice and contributes to theory and policy-making in public adminis-
tration, in general, and to public sector strategic planning (George et al.,
2019) and performance management (Gerrish, 2016) in particular.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section “Literature
review and hypotheses” reviews literature and presents two theoretical
perspectives and mechanisms with hypotheses that may explain perfor-
mance information use in public sector organizations. Section “Research
methods and data” presents the research design and data. Section “Analysis”
analyses the empirical results. Section “Discussion” discusses the results.
Section “Conclusion” concludes and gives suggestions for further research.

Literature review and hypotheses
Performance information use

The use of performance information in the planning process varies between
organizations and types of organizations. In his systematic review of deter-
minants for performance information use Kroll (2015a) examined 25 studies,
restricted to purposeful, managerial use. A majority of these came from the
United States, and only two studies had mixed data from different tiers of
government and different types of organizations. He identified measurement
system maturity, stakeholder involvement, leadership support, support capacity,
innovative culture, and goal clarity, as important factors, and organizational
size was among other factors often not found significant. Kroll also recom-
mended future research to include contingency factors and indirect effects.

There are several empirical studies of performance information use in
municipalities and agencies that were not included in Kroll’s (2015a) review
or have been published later. These results support the view that national
contexts and policy sectors (Askim, 2007), strategic planning (Johnsen,
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2016; Poister & Streib, 2005; Vandersmissen et al., 2024), types of infor-
mation users including managers (Gren & Kristiansen, 2022; Johansen
et al., 2018; Micheli & Pavlov, 2019; Taylor, 2011) and politicians (Askim,
2009; ter Bogt, 2004), performance measurement system design and matu-
rity (Askim & Johnsen, 2023; Cavalluzzo & Ittner, 2004; Gerrish, 2016;
Han & Moynihan, 2022), types of performance information (ter Bogt,
2004; Johansen et al., 2018; Kroll, 2013), training in performance man-
agement implementation (Kroll & Moynihan, 2015), learning from per-
formance management (Askim et al., 2007), and institutionalization of
performance measurement (Dimitrijevska-Markoski & French, 2019) are
important for performance information use.

Abdel-Maksoud et al. (2015) and studies of public sector organizations
in Canada are notable additions to the literature with studies with mixed
data from organizations across different tiers of government. They studied
different types av strategic decision-making and found that strategic per-
formance measures of efficiency and effectiveness were related with per-
formance, and efficiency measures were related with both strategy
implementation and strategy assessment decisions. Kroll (2015b) found
that managers in German cities used performance information goal-directed
for action, corroborating the importance of goal clarity and maybe formal
strategic planning. Kroll (2016) studied the link between performance
information use and organizational performance and found that the impact
of managerial information use on performance was stronger in organiza-
tions that had adopted a strategy for change (prospecting). It seems,
therefore, that there is a link between strategic planning, performance
measurement system design, and performance information use as well as
with performance.

Theoretical perspectives and mechanisms explaining performance
information use in public sector organizations

We use two partially overlapping theoretical perspectives as a starting
point for the ensuing analysis, namely organizational structural contingency
theory and new institutional organizational theory.

Structural contingency theory explains the organization’s structure based
on traits of the environment, the nature of the tasks and the size of the
organization (Donaldson, 2001). The main concern of structural contin-
gency theory is rational adaptation by improving the fit between an orga-
nization’s technology and its structure to important traits in the environment,
such as uncertainty and complexity. Management control theory is widely
based on structural contingency theory (Otley, 1999) and holds that there
is no one right way to design a performance management system and that
the systems should be designed according to external conditions and the
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organizations’ strategies. Nonetheless, management control and public
management theory has models for analyzing typical configurations
(Bedford & Malmi, 2015) as well as how performance measurement can
lead to perverting behavior (de Bruijn, 2007, p. 31) if the systems do not
fit the organization’s tasks, strategies, and culture.

New institutional organizational theory concerns the relationship between
the organizational structure and norms in its environment (Powell &
DiMaggio, 1991). The central tenet of institutional theory is that behavior
of organizations and their members are limited by institutions and the
presence of normative regulations and that organizations adapt to norms
in the environment to become more legitime beyond purely “rational”
adaptations (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). While structural organizational theory
explains heterogeneity among organizations, new institutional theory is
often used to explain why organizations become similar (isomorphism)
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The dispersion of structures is explained by
coercive isomorphism (demands from the environment, in particular reg-
ulations from the government), imitative isomorphism (in particular,
through educational institutions) or normative isomorphism (in particular,
through professional standards). The choice of organizational structures
and processes will involve management systems and hence performance
information use.

Thus, the prevalence of performance management and the degree of
performance information use can be analyzed as a function of adaptations
of the organizations to norms in the environment and organizational design
contingent on task uncertainty and management support capacity varying
with organizational size. We identify five mechanisms that may explain
differences in performance information use. The mechanisms provide a basis
for formulating four hypotheses in terms of differences between organizations
in the central and local government of different sizes and with different
approaches to strategy formulation processes and performance management
design as well as to what extent they use performance information.

Based on the three types of isomorphism in new institutional organi-
zational theory, we develop three mechanisms to explain why different
types of public sector organizations design performance management and
hence use performance information differently.

Central and local government organizations are subject to different regulations
The first mechanism is that central government regulations put demands
on how public sector organizations design their performance measurement
system and hence impact on performance information use in organizations
in central and local government (coercive isomorphism).

The purpose of performance measurement and management is to eval-
uate to what extent the results of organizational activities contribute to
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public value and comply with strategic plans. Performance management
is the measurement and assessment of performance indicators (PIs) for
efficiency, effectiveness, and equity, to improve decision making and orga-
nizational performance (Moynihan, 2008). van Dooren et al. (2015, p. 32)
have defined performance measurement and its relationship to performance
information simply as:

Performance measurement is the bundle of deliberative activities for quantifying per-
formance. The result of these activities is performance information.

Performance measurement can be understood as a five-step process,
where one starts by prioritizing areas for analysis, then selecting indicators,
measuring data, analyzing these, and finally reporting the results (van
Dooren et al., 2015, p. 63). Hence, performance measurement can be seen
as an activity that leads to the creation of performance information. The
resulting information is often quantitative, and it can be used for learning,
management, and control, as well as for transparency and verifiability (van
Dooren et al., 2015, p.120).

Performance measurement is the basis for performance management
and can be divided into three main forms: monitoring, benchmarking, and
management by objectives. These three generic forms correspond to what
Hood (2007) termed as intelligence, rankings, and targets applications of
performance measurement.

Within the three generic forms of performance management, there are
many different performance management models. Monitoring (Wholey &
Hatry, 1992), for example mixed scanning (Etzioni, 1967), uses previous
results of organizations or activities as background information in intel-
ligence. Benchmarking use other entities’” processes or results, ideally best
practices, as basis for ranking organizations or services to learn and
improve (Ammons, 1999). Management by objectives systems, where the
formulation of objectives, self-control, and assessments of results are cen-
tral, may use goals and targets but is more an administrative than a
political process (Drucker, 1976, pp. 16-19). In practice, organizations mix
elements from different performance management forms and models when
they design their systems. Systems that mix two or more elements have
evidently more extensive designs than pure systems.

The regulation of the public sector organizations’ performance manage-
ment systems may be different in different organizational fields. Specifically,
in many countries central government organizations are directly governed
by detailed central government regulations. Local government organizations,
in particular municipalities and counties, often are fully or partly auton-
omous. Local and central government organizations may therefore have
different performance management systems design and performance infor-
mation use because they must comply to different regulations.
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The comparability of services within central and local government
organizations differs

Imitation (mimetic isomorphism) is a second mechanism from new insti-
tutional organizational theory, which can explain both the diffusion of
certain management models and performance information use. Organizations
are uncertain about how to perform a task effectively and legitimately and
consequently imitate other, similar organizations that appear to be suc-
cessful (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).

The comparability of services within central and local government orga-
nizations may, however, be different. This may, in turn, affect professional
judgements regarding the appropriateness of specific performance man-
agement models for collecting interesting information for comparisons and
learning (imitation), and hence affect performance information use.

Municipalities and counties are in a different situation than many
central government organizations with regard to opportunities for com-
paring their services and performance with other services and organi-
zations. Municipalities and counties may find such comparisons easier
because there would always be many other municipalities and counties
that could serve as benchmarks. In Norway, for example, the KOSTRA
system has since 2002 provided comparable indicators for municipalities
and counties, facilitating monitoring and benchmarking (Askim &
Johnsen, 2023). The purpose of the comparisons and the use of the
performance information is not necessarily pure copying but learning in
a broad sense.

A project to develop a similar system for comparable data as KOSTRA
for central government services in Norway (STATRES) was terminated
in 2007 due to problems in providing comparable data, albeit some
branch-specific systems are available providing comparable indicators for
hospitals and higher education institutions. Central government organi-
zations are often alone in providing a national public good. Unless a
central government organization has a decentralized structure and has
regional branches that provide comparable services, many central gov-
ernment organizations such as agencies are “one of a kind” and have
few or none to compare to. Central government organizations can cer-
tainly look to similar, foreign entities, but it is not a given that corre-
sponding foreign entities operate in the same manner or are subject to
the same regulations.

The coercion and imitation mechanisms will contribute to similarities
within organizations sharing the same type of norms. However, the norms
and comparability may vary between different types of public sector orga-
nizations and thus create different use of performance information. Our
first hypothesis is an expectation that local government organizations have
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many similar organizations for comparisons and therefore have more
performance information use than central government organizations:

Hypothesis 1: Local government organizations use performance information more
than central government organizations.

Public sector organizations use different performance management models

The third mechanism from new institutional organizational theory for
explaining the diffusion of certain performance management models and
their impacts on performance information use is pressure from professional
norms (normative isomorphism). Performance management guidelines can
in this context be seen as norms. Organizations in central and local gov-
ernment are expected to use the performance management models that
are recommended for them. Central and local government organizations
apply different performance management models due to different diffusion
of performance management models in the respective fields, and these
models may function as norms for good practice to adopt (norms).

We cannot state whether designing performance measurement systems
with traditional performance management models such as management
by objectives (Drucker, 1976) or with newer versions, such as management
by objectives and results (Lagreid et al., 2006) and balanced scorecard
(Johnsen, 2001; Kaplan & Norton, 1996), impact the use of performance
information most. Moreover, organizations often blend different typical
performance management models in their local systems. It is, nevertheless,
interesting to study empirically if and eventually how the design of the
public sector organizations’ performance measurement systems impact how
the organizations follow up and use the performance information.

Hypothesis 2: Organizations with an extensive design of their performance measure-
ment system use performance information more than organizations with a simple
design of their performance measurement system.

Subsequently, we use structural contingency theory to develop two more
mechanisms to explain how strategic planning and organizational design may
affect performance management, and hence performance information use.

Larger organizational size provides more support capacity for performance
management

Structural contingency theory implies that organizational size can have an
impact on how organizations design their structures. Our fourth mechanism
states with increasing organizational size support capacity, including man-
agement support capacity for performance measurements and performance
information use, as well as the need for formal performance management
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systems increases for the organizations to be able to have organizational
control and organizational learning. When the organization increases in size,
it often leads to specialization by the hiring of management specialists in
various fields, and management capacity and competence (support capacity)
increase. It is, therefore, reasonable to believe that both big central and big
local government organizations have larger departments for corporate gov-
ernance, and thus have more resources to design and maintain performance
measurement systems and to follow up the ensuing performance information,
than smaller organizations.

Some earlier studies have been inconclusive on how municipal size
affects the use of performance management in the municipalities (van
Helden & Johnsen, 2002). Other empirical research indicates that organi-
zational size is not related to performance information use, but could be
related to performance management adoption, as Kroll (2015a) discussed.
Korac et al. (2020), however, found a significant positive relationship
between organizational size and purposeful use of performance information
in Austrian local governments. It is therefore still interesting to study
whether organizational size or other factors that vary with size (support
capacity), have an impact on performance information use.

Hypothesis 3: Large organizations use performance information more than small
organizations.

Measurability and goal clarity facilitates performance information use

From structural contingency theory, we also know that the organizations tasks
may have an impact on how organizations design their structures and use
information, including performance measurement and the performance infor-
mation use. Tasks may be related to goal clarity that is an important driver
for performance information use. Some theories indicate that performance
information is suitable for some purposes such as control and accountability
when tasks are easy to measure and goals are clear, but performance infor-
mation may also be useful for learning and goal formation and transparency
when there is much uncertainty and ambiguity (Bryson et al., 2024). Thus,
task uncertainty may be related to the strategic planning approach.

Strategy is broadly defined as the identification of important issues and
the alignment of internal structures, systems, and processes, to fit the
organization to an anticipated but uncertain future environment for the
organization to survive and perform effectively and legitimately (Ferlie &
Ongaro, 2022; Moore, 1995). Bryson and George (2020, pp. 7-8) define
strategic planning as:

(...) a reasonably deliberate and deliberative approach to strategizing by public organi-
zations or other entities that focuses on strategy formulation and typically includes (a)
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analyzing the existing mandates, mission, values, and vision; (b) formulating updated
mission, values, and vision statements; (c) analyzing the internal and external environ-
ment to identify strategic issues; and (d) formulating concrete and implementable strat-
egies to address the identified issues.

Strategic planning is common, especially in public sector organizations,
which must be transparent and accountable. Strategic planning is a process
that may or may not produce a formal strategic planning document, but
often public management regulations require a plan. There are many
aspects of the strategic planning process, including the degree of openness
(Hansen et al., 2022), the involvement of stakeholders (Bryson, 2004), and
the use of management tools (Hansen, 2011). Here we focus on the for-
mulation of the strategic plans.

There are several approaches to the process of formulating strategic plans
in public sector organizations (Bryson, 2015; Bryson et al., 2009). We
focus on formal strategic planning (the Harvard policy model) and logical
incrementalism, which are two common models for conceptualizing the
planning formulation process. The rational-linear Harvard Policy Model
views strategic planning as a formal centralized process which aims to
establish the best fit between the organization and its environment by
means like SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats) anal-
ysis. Adapted to public management this approach pays due regard to
stakeholders and top-management commitment (Moore, 1995). Another
well-known approach, which developed from observations of strategic
planning in practice and critique of centralized, formal planning, is logical
incrementalism (Quinn, 1982). The core of logical incrementalism is to
adapt the strategic plan to unfolding changes by incremental changes while
learning from performance feedback.

In practice, many organizations would blend the two processual models
to produce a strategy (if any). Vandersmissen et al. (2024) measured stra-
tegic planning as one variable consisting of indicators for formal strategic
planning and logical incrementalism without separating the two strategy
formulating forms. They found that external relations mediated the rela-
tionship between strategic planning and managers” and citizens’ perceptions
of performance.

Many tasks are assumed to become less complex and more tangible—
more “measurable” (van Dooren et al., 2015) and have more specific
goals—in formal strategic planning processes than in strategy formulation
processes that are constantly adapting, which may increase performance
information use.

There are different types of tasks typically related to local and central
government organizations. It is therefore natural, on the one hand, to look
at what distinguishes central and local government tasks. In Norway there
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are three administrative tiers, central government responsible for national
tasks, counties responsible for regional tasks, and municipalities responsible
for local tasks. Many municipal and regional tasks are more specific and
geographically delimited than central government tasks, and therefore
probably more measurable (and comparable). Many national tasks tend to
be very complex, and thus less measurable. Among other things, the central
government has the main responsibility for policy formulation and legis-
lation in all areas, and the central government organizations also perform
inspections and supervision, and often do more governance than direct
service provision to end users. Hence, one can assume that many tasks
and services in local government organizations often are more measurable
and more amenable for formal strategic planning and performance manage-
ment than tasks and services in many central government organizations.

On the other hand, another relationship is also conceivable. Many local
government organizations, such as municipalities and counties in Norway,
are generalist (multi-purpose) organizations and cover many tasks within
their geographical area of responsibility, resulting in a broad portfolio of
tasks. Many central governmental organizations have only one or a small
number of tasks, for example a single-purpose agency that has a narrow
portfolio of tasks. If the information from a broad portfolio of tasks for
the formal strategic planning becomes too extensive, it is difficult for
decision-makers to get oversight. This information overload may hamper
the use of the performance information, even though many services are
relatively easy to measure. It should be noted that performance information
is complex and may pose challenges for providers as well as users of
information (Walker et al., 2018). This problem may also apply to for
example the municipalities, although it is relatively easier to measure many
municipal services than many central government agencies’ services. One
common means to overcome information overload from complex perfor-
mance measurements is to apply the balanced scorecard model, which
many municipalities do.

This discussion gives, however, an ambiguous conclusion as to whether
it is central or local government organizations that have the most mea-
surable services and a service portfolio most amenable for performance
management. There could, still, be reasons to believe that there are dif-
ferences between organizations in central and local government in terms
of how easy performance measurements are. Based on the assumption that
when performance measurements are simpler and provides oversight, per-
formance information will also be used to a greater extent, this fifth
mechanism may help explain both the design of performance measurement
systems and the performance information use. Moreover, design of the
performance measurement system and performance information use should
be seen in relation to the organizations’ strategies. We will therefore study
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how strategy formulation by formal strategic planning and logical incre-
mentalism (Poister et al., 2013; Quinn, 1982) may affect performance
measurement system design and performance information use.

We hypothesize that when goals are clear and services more measurable,
for example as a result of a formal strategic planning processes which
have utilized management tools and formulated specific goals, organizations
use performance information more than when goals are unclear and ser-
vices are less measurable, for example in ongoing strategy formulation
processes by logical incrementalism.

Hypothesis 4: Organizations which formulate strategies by formal strategic planning
use performance information more than organizations which formulate strategies by
logical incrementalism.

Research methods and data
Research design

The research design for this inquiry is an observational study. Most of
the data utilized stem from a survey on strategic planning and manage-
ment in a population study of all 356 municipalities, 10 counties, 72
central government organizations (mostly agencies), and 21 state-owned
higher education institution (universities and universities colleges) in
Norway in 2020.

The data was collected in an electronic survey from September 2020
to April 2021, which was during the height of the covid-19 pandemic. It
is often contended that surveys of organizations’ management practices
should use multi responses from each organization. However, a previous
similar survey with a multi respondent design did not provide multi
responses from the organizations. Moreover, public sector organizations
experience a “survey fatigue” which probably was reinforced during the
pandemic. The survey was therefore designed as a single respondent survey;,
but the respondents were asked to reply on behalf of their organizations.
Up to three reminders were sent to non-responders.

Of the 498 organizations in the population 86 municipalities, 7 counties,
40 central government organizations (agencies), and 11 government-owned
higher education institutions responded, totaling 144 public sector orga-
nization resulting in a response rate of 28.9 percent, varying from 24.2
percent in the municipalities to 70 percent in the counties. See Table 1.
One municipality did not identify its name and therefore could not be
included in analyses involving size variables. The responding organizations
were on average larger than the non-responding organizations, except for
the seven responding counties with an average smaller than the three
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Table 1. Man-Years and Population by Non-Responding and Responding Organizations (N =498).

Test of
Variable and tier N Mean Median SD Min Max differ-rence
Man-years 2020
Municipalities 356 1126.81 491.00 2807.14 38.00 43395.40 -4.40
Non-responding 271 819.88 435.60 2676.13 38.00 43395.40 df=286.51
Responding 85 2105.35 882.20 3001.67 74.20 17448.00 p<.001
Counties 10 4257.83 3748.80 2184.77 2452.60 9969.70 1.19
Non-responding 3 5619.97 3740.30 3778.53 3149.90 9969.70 df=3.01
Responding 7 3674.06 3757.30 1037.03 2452.60 5584.00 p=.320
Agencies 1M1 500.27 178.00 988.69 8.00 6375.00 -0.84
Non-responding 71 434.99 141.00 833.90 8.00 5087.00 df=59.93
Responding 40 616.15 238.50 1219.60 13.00 6375.00 p=.407
Higher education 21 1844.24 1383.00 2172.71 116.00 8013.00 -1.09

institutions

Non-responding 10 1316.80 431.50 1537.97 116.00 4148.00 df=16.45
Responding 1" 2323.73 1559.00 2604.11 232.00 8013.00 p=.291
Population 2020
Municipalities 356 15077.47 5162.50 4432537 198 693,494 -4.32
Non-responding 271 10449.76 4454 42635.17 198 693,494 df=286.05
Responding 85 29831.69 11,074 46596.10 461 283,929 p<.001
Counties 10 467408.60 395390.50  299423.27 241,235 1,241,165 1.13
Non-responding 3 634624.00 419,396 532607.24 243,311 1,241,165 df=3.36
Responding 7 39574486 371,385 141253.26 241,235 636,531 p=.332

Welch’s t-test of independent samples difference.

non-responding counties. A test of differences in organizational size
between the responding and non-responding organizations (using Welch’s
t-test of independent samples) indicated that the responding municipalities
were significantly larger than the non-responding municipalities. This
pattern may reflect that large municipalities tend to use strategic planning
and performance management more than small municipalities and have
also responded more to the survey than the small municipalities.

One probable cause for the relatively low response rate among the
municipalities was that many of these were preoccupied with adapting to
and implementing measures for combating the covid-19 pandemic during
the data collection period. The purpose for our analysis was, however,
not to infer from our responding sample to the Norwegian population of
public sector organizations but to probe certain mechanisms. The sample
was therefore deemed adequate for our analysis.

The survey was sent to the organizations’ main email address and
addressed to the chief administrative/executive officer and/or the person
main responsible for the corporate strategic planning, asking the chosen
informant to answer all questions on behalf of the organization. The
individuals who responded most often were administrative/executive offi-
cers or assistant chief administrative/executive officers, or members of the
top-management teams. We therefore deemed the data to have face validity
concerning strategic planning and management and deliberate performance
information use in public sector organizations.

In addition to the survey data, we also collected administrative data
from official records on organizational size. We collected data for agreed
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man-years by year end 2020 in the municipalities and counties in the
KOSTRA database from Statistics Norway. We collected the similar data
for man-years for the central government organizations from The Agency
for Public Management and Financial Management. In addition to data
for man-years for all the organizations we collected data for municipal
and county populations for 2020 from Statistics Norway. Population is a
common measure for local government organizations’ size.

One may question whether higher educational institutions differ so
much from other public organizations that they should be excluded from
the study. We have done the analyses both with and without these orga-
nizations. This had no effect on the main results. Thus, we have included
higher educational institutions in the reported analysis.

We used Jamovi 2.3.28 (The Jamovi project, 2022) for most of the
univariate and bivariate analyses as well as for the principal component
analysis. For the multivariate partial least square path modeling (PLS-PM)
we used ADANCO 2.3.2 (Henseler & Dijkstra, 2015). In reporting the
PLS-PM results we followed the guidelines by Benitez et al. (2020). Deleting
cases with missing values gave 135 cases for the usable sample.

Measurement

From the survey we originally selected seventeen items to measure our
four main concepts: performance information use (dependent variable),
formal strategic planning, logical incrementalism, and performance measure-
ment system design. All the four variables were measured by replicating
questions in existing research instruments (Poister et al., 2013; Poister &
Streib, 2005). Table 2 documents the survey questions used for measuring
the four variables. All the items were measured with a seven-point Likert
scale from 1=Disagree strongly to 7=Agree strongly.

A principal component analysis documented that all the initial relevant
items considered loaded on three fixed components. The lowest Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) statistics was 0.85 and above the minimum common threshold
of 0.6. The Bartletts test was significant (p<.001) and below the threshold
of p<.05 (Hair et al., 2018). The assumptions for conducting principal com-
ponent analysis were therefore satisfied. Table 3 reports the results from the
principal component analysis for the final measurement models.

We measured strategic planning originally with nine items taken from
Poister et al. (2013) survey instrument for measuring strategy formulation
as formal strategic planning and logical incrementalism. One item (varl0)
had a large unique variance of 0.70 not shared with its factor and was
removed from the scale measuring formal strategic planning. We subse-
quently measured formal strategic planning (FSP) and logical incrementalism
(LI) with four indicators each, with satisfactory reliability.
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Table 2. Survey Questions Used in the Measurement Models.
Formal strategic planning (FSP)

Var8 We develop the strategic plan through a systematic
planning process.

Var10* Our organization’s strategic plan is a formal strategic plan
or an update of a formal strategic plan.

Var12 During plan development, we conducted situational
analyses of our organization’s strengths and
weaknesses.

Var14 During plan development, we conducted situational
analyses of our environment’s opportunities and
threats.

Var16 During plan development, we established strategic goals

and used them to drive decisions and actions
throughout our organization.
Logical incrementalism (LI)

var9 We continually work on designing strategy in our
organization.

Var11 Periodically, we reassess our own performance in light of
changing circumstances and adjust our strategies
accordingly.

Var13 We have tried to maintain flexibility for future options and

made changes in strategy when suggested by newly
emerging information.

Var15 We have used forecasts of future conditions as the basis
of our strategy but also have developed contingency
plans to deal with uncertainties in those forecasts.

Performance measurement system design (PMS design)

Var45 The organization reports performance associated with
goals in the strategic plan to the government ministry/
the board/the county council/the municipal council on
a regular basis.

Var49* The organization benchmarks performance measures
against other organizations to gauge the effectiveness
of strategic actions (for example by participating in
benchmarking networks).

Var50 The organization tracks performances measures over time
to determine whether its performances improve.
Var53 A new strategic plan is always followed up by changes in

performance measures to support the strategic plan.
Performance information use (PIU)

Var97 It contributes to maintaining a good reputation and public
support.

Var99 It contributes to the delivery of high-quality organizational
services.

Var101 It leads to defining better organizational priorities.

Var105 It contributes to making sound decisions regarding
programs, systems, and resources.

Var106 It provides direction and control over the employee’s
activities.

“Indicator excluded from the final measurement model.

Further, we used items from Poister and Streib (2005) survey instrument
to measure performance measurement system design (PMS design) as an
emergent variable (Henseler, 2021) for with four elements. The first three
elements consist of measuring time series data, using the system for com-
parisons and benchmarking, and reporting the achievement of goals, elements
which Hood (2007) termed intelligence, targets, and rankings, respectively.
The fourth element encompassed linking the strategy with the performance
measurement system by changing the performance indicators to align to new
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Table 3. Principal Component Analysis (N=135).
Component loadings

1 2 3 Uniqueness
Var8 0.61 0.39
Var12 0.88 0.26
Var14 0.83 0.25
Var16 0.67 0.30
Var9 0.81 0.30
Var11 0.75 0.30
Var13 0.53 0.33
Var15 0.80 0.38
Var97 0.55 0.43 0.46
Var99 0.72 0.38
Var101 0.89 0.18
Var105 0.82 0.30
Var106 0.87 0.26

“Oblimin” rotation with 3 fixed components, only showing factor loadings >=0.4. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
Chi?=952.89 (df=78, p<.0.001). Mean Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) 0.89, min. MSA 0.85.

strategies, resembling what de Bruijn (2007) termed as “liveliness” in the
performance measurement. The weight for benchmarking was close to zero
and was therefore discarded from the final emergent variable.

Finally, we used five items to measure a latent variable for our depen-
dent variable, purposeful performance information use. The five indicators
were selected from a research instrument with 19 items (Poister & Streib,
2005) that measured how information from strategic planning were used
to impact the focus on mission, goals, and priorities; external relations;
management and decision making; employee supervision and development;
and performance.

Table 4 reports descriptive statistics for the indicators as well as the results
of the measurement models. Performance information use, formal strategic
planning, and logical incrementalism were measured as latent variables with
Mode A consistent, which gives consistent parameters similarly to parameters
in covariance-based structural equation modeling (SEM). Performance mea-
surement system design was measured as an emergent variable using Mode
B because this variable is a design variable and is formed by its indicators
that measures the extent the organization has included one or more forms
of performance measurement elements (management by objectives, moni-
toring by times series, benchmarking by comparing to others, and the linking
of changes in the strategic plan to changes in the performance measurement
system). All the three latent variables had high reliability scores from 0.84
to 0.87, above the recommended threshold of 0.70, indicating good construct
reliability. Average variance extracted (AVE) varied from 0.56 to 0.59 and
above the threshold of 0.50, indicating good convergent validity. One of the
13 indicator loadings for the latent variables were marginally below 0.70
and was retained due to its theoretical importance and all the indicator
loadings were significant (p<0.001). The three indicators for the emergent
variable were all significant (p<0.01). The variance inflation factor (VIF)
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index was below 3, which is the recommended threshold, for all the three
indicators. The highest hetero-trait-mono-trait (HTMT) statistic was 0.81
(between formal strategic planning and logical incrementalism) and below
the threshold of 0.85, indicating satisfactory discriminant validity.

The potential risk of common method bias

The indicators for the multi-item variables were measured in the same
survey, and by the same response method (Likert scales). Therefore, common
method bias is a potential problem in our study, even though the survey
data were collected from four sub-samples. As pointed out by Podsakoff
et al. (2003, pp. 881-885) the tendency for respondents to appear consistent
and rational in their responses, along with implicit assumptions about rela-
tionships between items, social desirability to present one-self in a favorable
light or to behave in a culturally acceptable manner, yea-saying, introductory
respondent instructions, and the use of identical scales are among factors
that may lead respondents to give similar answers on different items. This
may in turn bias construct validity and reliability measures and bias esti-
mates of relationships between constructs (Podsakoff et al., 2012), even if
the gravity of the problem may be exaggerated (George & Pandey, 2017).
One statistical method of controlling for common source bias, not
available in our case, is probably the CFA marker variable technique
(Podsakoff et al., 2012). Harman’s one-factor on the other hand is a simple
but not waterproof method for revealing bias (Jakobsen & Jensen, 2015).
In our case this test shows that the first factor accounts for 47 per cent
of the variance in all indicators. This is slightly below the recommended
limit of 50 per cent. In addition, convergent validity (that the items for
a latent variable converge to represent the underlying construct) measured
by the average variance extracted (AVE) and discriminant validity (that
conceptually different concepts are also statistically different) (Henseler,
2021) are satisfactory in our model. This might indicate that common
source bias does not represent a substantial problem in our study.

Analysis

We first analyze bivariate relationships before we present the multivariate
analysis.

Hypothesis 1: Different use of performance information in local and central
government

To test hypothesis 1, Table 5 compares the mean performance information
use between local and central government. The local government organizations’
mean performance information use was lower than for central government
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Table 5. Performance Information Use by Sector (N=135).

N Mean SD
Local government organizations 86 5.26 0.88
Central government organizations 49 557 0.81

including higher education
institutions

Welch’s independent samples t-test —2.07 (df=106.97), p=0.041.

organizations. The mean performance information use for local government
organizations was 5.26 (std. dev. = 0.88), whereas the mean for central gov-
ernment organizations was in fact higher, 5.57 (std. dev. = 0.81). A Welch’s
independent samples ¢-test, which does not assume equal variances between
the samples, showed that this 0.21 difference was significant (Welch’s ¢-test
-2.07 (df=106.97), p<0.05), suggesting that there was a significant difference
in performance information use between local government and central gov-
ernment organizations. Thus, central government organizations reportedly
used performance information more than local government organizations.

Agencies had the highest mean performance information use and coun-
ties had the lowest performance information use. Higher education insti-
tutions had the second highest use of performance information. Possible
explanations for the central government organizations having much per-
formance information use may be that agencies are closely monitored by
their ministries and higher education institutions have good opportunities
for comparisons with other higher education institutions and compete for
students. Municipalities also have good opportunities for comparisons but
do not compete directly, even though there is competition for businesses
and citizens “voting by the feet” (Tiebout, 1956).

Therefore, the mechanism, which stated that organizations with good oppor-
tunities for comparisons use performance information more than organizations
with poor opportunities for comparisons, were only partly supported.

The same pattern with higher education institutions highest and munic-
ipalities lowest also applies for formal strategic planning and logical
incrementalism.

Hypothesis 2: Design of the performance measurement system

To test hypothesis 2, we start by analyzing the bivariate correlation between
performance measurement system design and performance information use
(Table 6). The high and positive significant correlation (r=0.62, p<.001)
corroborates hypothesis 2 that organizations with an extensive design of
their performance measurement system use performance information more
than organizations with a simple design of their performance measurement
system. This result is also supported in the multivariate analysis (Table 7
and Figure 1).
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Table 6. Spearman Correlations (N=135).

1 2 3 4 5
1. Performance information
use
2. Performance 0.62%**
measurement system
design
3. Formal strategic 0.59%** 0.75%**
planning
4. Logical incrementalism 0.57*** 0.74%** 0.81
5. Man-years LN 0.08 0.20 0.23 0.22
transformed
6. Central government 0.19* 0.13 0.22 0.05 —-0.36
sector

*t-values > 1.960 (p <0.05); ***t-values > 3.090 (p <0.001); two-tailed p-values.

Table 7. Assessment of the Structural Model (N=135).

95-Percent
confidence
Beta p-Value interval Effect size Cohen'’s
Performance 0.36* 0.03 [0.03, 0.67] 0.09
measurement system
design ->
Performance
information use
Formal strategic 0.18 0.65 [-0.34, 1.08] 0.01
planning ->
Performance
information use
Formal strategic 0.43* 0.02 [0.08, 0.79] 0.17
planning ->
Performance
measurement system
design
Logical incrementalism 0.17 0.62 [-0.64, 0.59] 0.02

-> Performance
information use
Logical incrementalism 0.39% 0.04 [-0.01, 0.75] 0.13
-> Performance
measurement system

design
Organizational size -> -0.03 0.69 [-0.22, 0.12] 0.00

Performance

information use
Central government 0.08 0.54 [-0.22, 0.30] 0.01

sector ->

Performance

information use
Endogenous variables Coefficient of determination (R?) Adjusted R?
Performance information 0.44 0.41

use
Performance 0.61 0.61

measurement system

design
Goodness of model fit Saturated model Estimated model

Value HI95 HI99 Value HI95 HI99

SRMR 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06
dyss 0.54 0.49 0.60 0.54 0.51 0.62
dg 0.35 0.36 0.44 0.35 0.37 0.44

*t-values > 1.960 (p <0.05); SRMR: standardized root mean squared residual; d,s: squared Euclidean distance;
dg: geodesic distance. Estimation with 5,000 bootstrap samples.
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Figure 1. Main results from the measurement models and the structural model (N=135).
PLS-PM results, 300 iterations, 5,000 bootstrap samples. SRMR = 0.06 (HI95=0.05, HI99=0.06).
Highest HTMT = 0.81. *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001, two-tailed p-values. Path-coefficients
are standardized (beta) coefficients.

For performance measurement system design the higher education
institutions had the most extensive systems and counties seemed to have
had the least extensive systems but it should be noted that several
counties had newly merged in a regional structural reform ending in
2020 and may not yet have prioritized adapting the performance mea-
surement systems to the new strategies and structures at the time of
the study.

Hypothesis 3: Organizational size

Hypothesis 3 stated that big organizations use performance information
more than small organizations. Table 6 shows that hypothesis 3 was not
supported because the bivariate relationship was weak (r=0.08) and not
significant. It should also be noted that organizational size was not sta-
tistically significant in the multivariate analysis (see Table 7 and Figure 1).

Hypothesis 4: Strategic planning process

To test hypothesis 4 on strategy formulation as well as the links with
direct and indirect relationships, we conducted a multivariate analysis
with performance information use as the dependent variable, formal
strategic planning, and logical incrementalism as exogenous
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(independent) variables, and performance measurement system design
as mediating variable. A dichotomous variable for sector (local govern-
ment organization = 0, central government organization = 1) and orga-
nizational size (man-years, natural log-transformed) were control variables
for hypothesis 1 and 3, respectively. We chose the variance-based partial
least squares path modeling (PLS-PM) for estimating the model because
PLS-PM can estimate path models with composite measures as well as
latent variables and is also able to analyze models with small samples
(Henseler, 2021).

Table 7 reports results from the structural model. Figure 1 visualizes
the path model. The model explained 44 percent of the variation in
performance information use (R?> = 0.44) and 61 percent of the variation
in performance measurement system design (R* = 0.61). The global fit
for the estimated model was satisfactory (SRMR = 0.06) but marginally
higher than the 95 percent quantile of the reference distribution
(HI95=0.05) but within the 99 percentile quantile (HI99=0.06). We
found that formal strategic planning and logical incrementalism had
positive relationships with performance measurement system design (beta
= 0.43 and 0.39, respectively), both statistically significant for p<0.05.
Formal strategic planning had a medium effect (f* = 0.17) and logical
incrementalism had a weak effect (f# = 0.13) on performance measure-
ment system design, marginally supporting hypothesis 4. We found a
positive and significant relationship between performance measurement
system design and performance information use (beta = 0.36, p<0.05)
with a weak effect on performance information use (f* = 0.09), supporting
hypothesis 2.

There was no statistically significant, direct effect of neither formal
strategic planning nor logical incrementalism on performance information
use. Both effects of formal strategic planning and logical incrementalism
on performance information use were mediated by performance measure-
ment system design.

There was no corroboration for hypothesis 1 and 3 as both control
variables had small and insignificant relationships with performance infor-
mation use.

Discussion
Performance information use in central and local government organizations

More detailed regulation for performance management in central govern-
ment than in local government may be one explanation for different
degrees of performance information use.

In Norway, for example, the financial public management regulations
(specifically, section 4 of the central government’s Financial Regulations)
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state that all central government organizations are required to formulate
goals, set target, and measure performance, and ensure that the results
are achieved efficiently and effectively, according to priorities given by
superior authorities, and in compliance with rules and bureaucratic norms
for good practice. The decision-making should be based on sound and
sufficient information. Moreover, the organizations should design their
control systems with due regards to specificity, risk, and materiality. This
means that all central government organizations under the scope of the
regulations are required to have a form of performance management that
involves setting goals and measure performance.

The municipalities and counties also have regulations on planning
and financial management. The Local Government Act of 1992, revised
in 2018, is based largely on theory and norms on good strategic plan-
ning and financial management in both community planning and cor-
porate governance. However, the municipalities and counties do not
have the same detailed requirements as the central government organi-
zations have. The municipality and county authorities are required to
standardized reporting to the public via Statistics Norway, and hence
to the central government (the KOSTRA system), but how the local
authorities design their performance measurement systems and how
they use their performance information, for example in annual reporting,
is the prerogative of the local authorities. Despite that, the municipalities
and counties do not have detailed regulations to the same extent as the
central government organizations, performance management is never-
theless an established practice for most municipalities and counties, and
arm-length performance management is an established principle in the
central government’s governance of the local government (Meld. St. 12
(2011-2012)). It is conceivable that widespread norms and established
practices also in the municipalities contribute to the extensive perfor-
mance information use, particularly from balanced scorecard and bench-
marking (Askim, 2004; Askim et al., 2007; Johnsen, 1999; Madsen
et al., 2019).

The central government organizations have a statutory requirement to
have a form of performance management which can be interpreted as
management by objectives and results (Lagreid et al., 2006). It is con-
ceivable that performance management is used by some central government
organizations because of the requirement in the regulations, but without
this affecting the performance information use (actions) in the central
government organizations as much as in the municipalities and counties.
Performance management may then function mostly as “window dressing”
for external legitimacy. The self-reported data in our analysis, however,
indicates widespread purposeful use of performance information in central
government organizations.
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Regulation may play an important part for performance information
use, but other factors are also important to understand differences in
performance information use.

Performance measurement system design

Performance measurement system design turned out to be the variable
with the strongest relationship with and the strongest effect on performance
information use. Moreover, formal strategic planning and logical incre-
mentalism were both related to performance measurement system design,
but formal strategic planning had a slightly stronger positive relationship
to performance measurement system design and performance information
use than logical incrementalism. Thus, strategy formulation may be import-
ant for performance information use but mainly via its link to performance
measurement system design.

In designing the performance measurement systems one could expect
that on the one hand central government organizations use some variation
of monitoring and management by objectives, for example management
by objectives and results (Lagreid et al., 2006), more than local govern-
ment organizations. Municipalities and counties, on the other hand, would
use balanced scorecards (Madsen et al,, 2019) and benchmarking more
than central government organizations, at least agencies. An analysis of
the elements in the performance measurement system design by sector
showed that this was the case. Central government organizations reported
performance associated with goals (i.e., management by objectives and
results/targets) more than local government organizations and local gov-
ernment organizations used benchmarking (rankings) more than central
government organizations.

The Norwegian Agency for Public and Financial Management (DFQ)
largely interprets section 4 of the central government’s financial regulations
as management by objectives. This agency is an authoritative professional
body for central government administration, and its interpretations of the
financial regulations serve as norms for other central government agencies’
understanding of the regulations and their management practices. For exam-
ple, The Agency for Public Management and Financial Management published
in 2006 guidelines on management by objectives and performance measure-
ment (The Norwegian Agency for Public & Financial Management, 2006).

We expected that the municipalities and counties used balanced scorecards
more than the central government organizations, but here we had no available
data for comparisons. The municipalities are not required to use balanced
scorecards, however, but the ministry’s guides give clear signals that this is
advisable (a norm) for the municipalities. In 2002, the Ministry of Local
Government and Regional Development published a guide for implementing
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balanced scorecards in the municipalities and counties (Ministry of Local
Government & Regional Development, 2002). In 2004, the same ministry
published another guide on performance management, including balanced
scorecards and other forms of systematic performance measurement in the
local government sector (Ministry of Local Government & Regional
Development, 2004). We therefore assume that balanced scorecard is a com-
mon model for performance management within municipalities.

Several studies have analyzed the extent to which municipalities have
adopted balanced scorecards. A survey from 2008 showed that more than
half of the municipalities used balanced scorecards in 2008 (Hovik &
Stigen, 2008, p. 33, 103). A survey from 2014 found that 65 per cent of
the municipalities used balanced scorecard in 2014 (Daleq & Hobbel,
2014). A survey from 2019, however, showed that only 36 per cent of the
municipalities used balanced scorecard, but this survey had a low response
rate (Madsen et al., 2019).

Measurability and performance information use

Strategic planning, either it is formal or incremental—or often a blend of
formal and incremental planning in practice (the bivariate correlation was
r=0.81)—can by using management tools and processes help to prioritize
tasks and clarify objectives and goals to improve performance. This usage
seems to increase measurability and facilitate improved fit between the
strategy and the performance management system and increase the use
of performance management over time.

Management support capacity

Organizational size is an often-used indicator for management support
capacity, among other concepts. A common assumption is that big orga-
nizations have more management support capacity and/or competence and
therefore could use more resources in designing their performance mea-
surement systems and use performance information more than small orga-
nizations. This assumption was not supported, however, in our analysis.
There was also a stronger positive, but still non-significant, bivariate rela-
tionship between organizational size and performance measurement system
design (r=0.20) (Table 6). Organizational size reflects many factors, includ-
ing management capacity affecting the supply of information and uncer-
tainty affecting the demand for information. Organizational size—used as
an indicator in isolation—therefore blurs different mechanisms. Factors
related to size remain interesting and may be relevant for explaining per-
formance measurement system design as well as performance information
use, but again, there seems to be also other factors at play.
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Comparability

One reason why one often may expect that municipalities, and to some
extent also counties, should use performance information more than many
central government organizations is that municipalities have good opportu-
nities for finding comparable organizations and services. Moreover, the munic-
ipalities and counties in Norway and in many other countries have readily
available comparable performance indicators amenable for use in monitoring,
benchmarking, and annual reporting. For many central government organi-
zations finding relevant comparisons and data availability is much more
challenging. The municipalities and counties therefore have better opportu-
nities for designing their performance measurement systems and using per-
formance information for benchmarking than most central government
organizations. Higher education institutions, however, also have ample oppor-
tunities for benchmarking and readily available data for such use of the
information, an opportunity which they seemed to have grasped. A bivariate
analysis indicated that many municipalities had not grasped this opportunity
to the same extent or may have been unwilling to engage in comparisons.
Also, Siverbo and Johansson (2006) in their study of relative performance
measurement (benchmarking) in Swedish municipalities and Ammons and
Rivenbark (2008) in their study of a US benchmarking project reported that
municipal officials, for several reasons, varied in their willingness to embrace
comparisons. We have no systematic data on training in performance man-
agement reforms in Norway, but we know that benchmarking networks have
been used systematically to increase competence and performance information
use in municipalities in Norway (Askim et al., 2007), and that many munic-
ipalities routinely have used performance information for benchmarking for
a long time (Hovik & Stigen, 2008). Even though many municipalities have
good opportunities for benchmarking, many may not have had the motive
or will to utilize this opportunity for using the performance information
fully or may not have institutionalized such routines to the same degree as
central government organizations that had more regulation.

We have earlier pointed to the issue of breadth of service portfolio and
danger for information overload. The large number of services that multi-pur-
pose municipalities must monitor and manage, may make performance
management more challenging than for many single-purpose organizations,
even though many municipal services are relatively easy to measure.

Other factors

Performance information use may vary between organizations, which we
have analyzed, but also within organizations across organizational echelons,
which we have not analyzed. Micheli and Pavlov (2019) found in a case
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study in the UK that senior management used the information purposefully
to improve efficiency and effectiveness as well as passively for monitoring,
control, and reporting, while frontline staff only used the information
passively, missing opportunities for making service improvements. Gron
and Kristiansen (2022) in a representative study of public managers in
Denmark also found that top managers used performance information,
and in particular information on outcomes and user satisfaction, more
than other echelons. These studies give divergent results to what Taylor
(2011) found earlier in her study of Australian state government agencies,
that middle level managers used performance information for decision
making more than top level managers.

There is also more research after Kroll's (2015a) review on how indi-
vidual factors such as politicians’ background, leadership style, motivation,
and involvement, explain performance information use (Askim, 2009;
Moynihan & Lavertu, 2016), and how specific purposes such as learning
and perceptions of the performance (negativity bias) affect performance
information use (Andersen & Nielsen, 2020; George et al., 2020; Holm,
2018; Johnsen, 2012; Nielsen, 2014). Performance information use may
therefore also vary by organizational positions and levels, but we don't
know systematically yet how this variation is.

Conclusions

Previous research has found mixed evidence regarding the link between
strategy and performance management in public sector organizations but
has identified many factors affecting performance information use. We
analyzed how strategic planning, measured as formal strategic planning
and logical incrementalism, were related to performance measurement
system design and performance information use. In addition, we studied
direct as well as indirect effects. Our mediating and control variables,
performance measurement system design and organizational size, corre-
spond to measurement system maturity and support capacity, which are
some of the major drivers identified in earlier studies, and we explored
how environmental contingencies for four different types of public sector
organizations were related to performance information use. We found no
support for the notion that local government organizations, due to more
measurability and better comparability, and big organizations use perfor-
mance information more than central government organizations and small
organizations. Other factors are also at play and our analysis indicates
that strategy formulation by formal strategic planning as well as logical
incrementalism, performance measurement system design, and the link
between these, are positively related to performance information use. Most
importantly, the design of the performance measurement systems seems
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to be a crucial factor for linking the strategy formulation to using per-
formance information for strategy implementation.

By recognizing the impact of performance measurement system design
the link between strategy and performance information use may be stronger
in public sector organizations than is often assumed. Moreover, given the
important mediating effect of performance measurement system design
practitioners may reap more benefit from the strategic planning by design-
ing their performance measurement systems wisely. Information that are
useful for monitoring and implementing the chosen strategy and probably
also heeding the informational needs of different stakeholders and orga-
nizational echelons are cues for how to design the performance manage-
ment system better.

Our findings have implications for theory and practice. Public manage-
ment regulations affect strategic planning and performance management
systems to some degree, but these factors are also partly under the dis-
cretion of the public sector organizations themselves. Hence, public sector
organizations that want to improve the performance information use should
formulate strategies such that objectives and targets measure substantial
issues and reduces uncertainty and ambiguity, design their performance
measurement systems to mitigate problems of information overload and
adapted to the organizations’ specificity, risk, and materiality.

This study has some limitations. First, most of the data are observational
and correlational data and come from a survey with single respondents.
Replicating existing research instruments have been important for securing
reliable and valid variables, but observational and correlational data do
not prove causality and internal validity. Second, the responding organi-
zations were on average larger than for the average in the population.
Third, the data come from one country with a specific public management
context. Public management reforms over many years have probably made
strategic planning and performance management norms relatively similar
across many countries, but still national and local public management
regulations and practices may vary across countries. Norway, together with
the other Nordic countries, is consistently rated as having an effective
public sector and a high degree of digitized services. This could indicate
that public management context in Norway has an innovative culture with
much leadership support, which could have bearings on the results.
External validity of some of the empirical relationships may be low, but
we still believe the relationships between the factors have general valence.

Strategic planning and performance measurement are means to manage
performance to create public value. Further studies could incorporate
measures for organizational performance as well as more intermediate
variables such as goal clarity, training, and stakeholder involvement in the
strategic planning as well as in the performance measurement system
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design processes. It could also be interesting to identify specific perfor-
mance management models in the design of the performance measurement
systems to study if some models fit better to strategic planning than other
models and impact performance information use and performance more
than other models.
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