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Dutch municipalities have to cope with a demanding and increasingly complex society. They 

have important responsibilities, such as solving safety problems, providing care for elderly 

people, and planning spatial development. In executing these tasks, they are dependent on 

the cooperation of other entities, both in the public (e.g., schools) and private sector (e.g., 

property developers, etc.). Central government has decentralized the decision making autho-

rity as well as the financial responsibility of many tasks to the municipalities. Inhabitants are 

asking ‘value for money’ and the so-called ‘emancipated citizen’ has appeared. Civilians ask 

municipalities for an explanation when inter-municipal differences in policy and tariffs occur. 

In order to cope with this complex situation, municipalities have to ensure that their operati-

onal management is adequate and that their social responsibilities are executed in an efficient 

and effective way. They have tried hard to improve their management by modifying their 

organizational structure, planning and control processes and reporting practices, especially 

since the 1970s. Although many projects were carried out, we do not know much yet about 

the actual results of these initiatives. Municipal managers lack important information in order 

to select successful public sector reforms. 
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Dutch municipalities are not standing alone in these reforms. Many countries showed simi-

lar reforms in their public management. These reforms, which have to a great extent been 

derived from the private sector, are frequently labeled New Public Management (NPM). 

Although the NPM reforms are extensively documented, we do not know a lot about its suc-

cessfulness (Lapsley, 1999; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004; Olson et al., 2004). 

This PhD thesis aims at filling this gap to some extent. It analyses the results of the manage-

ment reforms on two levels: Firstly, it investigates how municipal managers experienced 

these reforms and secondly, it analyzes whether a correlation can be found between the 

implementation of management reforms and ‘hard’ performance data, such as the municipal 

tariffs and the number of personnel employed for executing the municipal tasks. It explo-

res which factors seem to enable and which ones seem to be impediments for management 

improvements. We hope that this will be helpful for municipal managers in their continuous 

efforts to improve operational management.

This PhD thesis also aims at contributing to both public sector accounting and (mainstream) 

management accounting research. Analyzing public sector accounting papers over a number 

of years, VVan Helden (2005) showed that there is a lack of survey-based research on the 

succesfulness of public sector reforms and this thesis aims at filling in this gap to some ex-

tent. In management accounting research, only scarce attention has been paid to public sector 

organizations, even in areas that attracted considerable attention, such as the Reliance on 

Accounting Performance Measures (RAPM) literature (e.g., Hartmann, 2000) and contingen-

cy-based research (e.g., Chenhall, 2003). In this thesis these theoretical bases (RAPM and 

contingency-based research in accounting and control) are explored in the public sector. 

This report documents several projects that have been executed by the author, to a large 

extent in collaboration with Tom Groot. I am very thankful for the informative, comradely 

and pleasant cooperation during a period of over ten years. This project started when I was 
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working for Deloitte, and I enjoyed the help and support of many colleagues there, of which I 

want to explicitly mention Piet Smit, Wim Hiddink, Hans Bossert, Arie Elsenaar and Cecilia 

van der Mede. At the Vrije Universiteit, the department of accounting and the postgraduate 

school Public Controlling feel like a ‘warm nest’ to me. I enjoyed the good contacts with Paul 

Claes, Luc Quadackers, Henri Dekker and the other colleagues very much. In the postgra-

duate school, I was supported and assisted by Caren van Egten, Raymond Gradus, Gloria 

Wirz, Joke Backer and Patricia Kruisbrink. Although I do not want to discriminate against 

my other colleagues, I would like to explicitly mention the contact with and assistance from 

Martijn Schoute, Eelke Wiersma and Goos Minderman. Martijn and Eelke were always wil-

ling to help me with all kinds of questions with regard to my theory and analysis and I am 

very grateful for their help. Goos has been very stimulating in completing this long project 

and we had several interesting discussions with each other, that made us realize that lawyers 

and economists may have many common interests. In the period when this thesis neared 

completion, I worked on several projects with foreign colleagues, and I would like to thank 

Francisco Bastida and Martine Cools for their patience when I needed additional time for this 

thesis, and deadlines for joint papers were postponed. I am also thankful to the members of 

the reading committee, professors Henk ter Bogt, Johan Christiaens, Caren van Egten, Nico 

Mol and Lourdes Torres. Their questions and suggestions were helpful and stimulating to 

me. Finally, I would like to thank Tineke Yurumez. This thesis benefitted from her numerous 

comments regarding English style and grammar. 

A project like this can only be successful if there is full support from the home front. Mariëtte, 

I am very thankful for all your help and support. Writing this thesis sometimes required sa-

crifices, such as working evenings, holidays and Saturdays. You were always willing to help 

me. I feel very lucky that we share our lives, together with our children Myrthe and Ruben! I 

am also thankful to my family, and especially my parents. They stimulated me and helped us 

in completing this project although I also learned from them that completing a study or a PhD 

thesis does not change you into another person. It is very special to me that I may follow in 
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the footsteps of my father, my father-in-law and my grandfathers. I appreciate it very much 

that my father – who studied at the same faculty – is willing to help me at my defense. My 

late father-in-law, on whose birthday I hope to have my ceremony, showed me already 11 

years before how to  defend a PhD thesis. My grandfathers opa Wolda and opa Van Westrie-

nen did not have the luxury situation in which I have done my studies and research, but 

nevertheless they reached a level of knowledge in business economics I can only dream of.  

All this warm support and good contacts made me realize even more that in order to perform 

well at work and in private situations, conditions such as open communication and stimula-

ting cooperation are crucial. In this, the conclusion of this preface does not differ from the 

results of this thesis, as will become clear in the next chapters of this book. 
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1.1 INTRODUCTION

In Dutch government, as well as in numerous other countries, a wave of reforms can be ob-

served from the 1980s onwards. In the Netherlands, concepts like VBTB, BBI and BBP  have 

attracted a lot of attention. In the beginning of the 21st century the so called Dualisering (dual 

government) joined this group of government reforms.

Internationally this wave of government reforms is frequently coined with the concept New 

Public Management (NPM). NPM has two main lines of thought that guide these reforms in 

public management. The first one is about the introduction of market-like management in the 

collective sector. The second one is about the change from action control to results control 

(Groot and Van Helden, 2003; Hood, 1995). 

Although a lot of attention has been paid to NPM reforms, both in academic literature as well 

as in daily practice, we do not know much yet about the success of these reforms (Lapsley, 

1999; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). Does implementing these reforms result in improved 

functioning of governmental organizations?

1
INTRODUCTION 

1.  VBTB stands for Van Beleidsbegroting Tot Beleidsverantwoording, BBI for Beleids- en Beheers Informatie and BBP 
for Beleids- en BeheersProces. 
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This dissertation aims at filling this gap to some extent. It focuses on the behavioral conse-

quences of NPM’s recommendation to hold managers more accountable for results. Many 

Dutch municipalities decentralized their organization structure and gave managers more 

comprehensive decision making authority. Although we know from other research (Ter Bogt, 

2008; Groot and Budding, 2008a) that public managers think that the operational manage-

ment of their departments improved slightly over the last few years, more in-depth studies to 

the effects of the management changes are missing. 

This introduction is organized as follows: First, a general introduction of New Public Ma-

nagement (NPM) is given. This is followed by an introduction of Dutch municipalities, the 

research object of this thesis. Then, the key elements in this study are introduced: decentrali-

zation, accountability and government performance. For each subject, the concept is introdu-

ced and the way in which it applies to Dutch municipalities is explained. This introduction 

concludes with a short overview of this thesis.

1.2 NPM2

Origin of NPM
The first New Public Management (NPM) developments began in the late 1970s and early 

1980s under Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher in the United Kingdom (the Financial Ma-

nagement and Next Steps initiatives) and in some municipal governments in the U.S. (e.g., 

Sunnyvale in California), suffering from economic recession and tax revolts (Gruening, 

2001). The governments of New Zealand and Australia soon followed, and their success puts 

the NPM reforms on the agendas of other countries as well. This makes NPM primarily a 

movement propelled by practitioners seeking to improve government and public administra-

tion practices. The OECD summarizes these attempts as the aim to make the public sector 

“lean and more competitive while, at the same time, trying to make public administration 

more responsive to citizens’ needs by offering value for money, choice flexibility, and trans-

parency” (OECD, 1994).

2.   This paragraph is mainly based on two joined publications with Tom Groot: Groot and Budding, 2008a and Groot and 
Budding, 2008b. 
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New Public Management is not the first reform movement in public management. In the be-

ginning of the 20th century, the Progressive movement in the US aimed at reforming politics 

and administration by advocating a more interventionist state, the separation of politics and 

administration, and a more competent management. Competent management was then seen 

as tenured and neutral career civil servants, working in specialized units under clearly deline-

ated lines of authority, using sound financial management techniques like line-item budgets 

and striving for efficiency and accountability (Schachter, 1989; Eisenach, 1994). Many of the 

current NPM ideas can be traced back to this movement, but NPM has more aspects. 

Theoretically, NPM has been influenced by an eclectic variety of ideas, coming from dif-

ferent disciplines, like public-choice theory, management theory, classical public admini-

stration, neoclassical public administration, policy analysis, principal-agent theory, property-

rights theory, the neo-Austrian school, and transaction-cost economics (Gruening, 2001). 

These very different theoretical orientations could be grouped into three broad categories: 

(neo-)classical public administration and public management, management sciences and 

new institutional economics. The first group’s main orientation is the orderly organization of 

the state, applying scientific principles of government organization and collective decision 

making (Waldo, 1965; Lee, 1995). We refer to the state here as the governmental system as a 

whole, including state entities as well as publicly funded nonprofit organizations. The second 

stream (management sciences) advocates the introduction in the public domain of private 

sector management ideas and techniques. The third orientation (new institutional economics) 

views governmental decision makers as self-interested subjects, working in an environment 

in which information asymmetry, bounded rationality and opportunism leads to transaction 

costs and agency costs. Each of these three orientations introduces specific themes into the 

NPM agenda (a non-exhaustive list of these themes can be found in Table 1-1).

INTRODUCTION
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Elements of NPM
In academic literature, authors have put forward different elements being the most important 

characteristics of New Public Management. Hood (1991 and 1995) sees the basis of NPM in 

two elements: the lessening or removing of differences between the public and private sector 

and the shift of emphasis from process accountability towards a greater element of accounta-

bility of results. In Table 1-2 the elements as distinguished by Hood (1995) are displayed. The 

first four elements in this table relate to the issue to what extent the public sector should be 

distinct from the private sector in its organization and methods of accountability, and the last 

three broadly relate to what extent managerial and professional discretion should be fenced in 

by explicit standards and rules (Hood, 1995). 

Table 1-1 
Theoretical orientations and some major NPM reform themes

Subjects Public administration 
& public management

Management sciences New institutional 
economics

Main themes Orderly organization and 
decision making

Responsibility and  
accountability

Self-interested behavior 
and efficient contracting

Government and the 
economy

The active state --- Market-based coordina-
tion (vouchers, privati-
zation, contracting out)

Lateral relations 
between state entities

Division of work based 
on specialization, 
homogeneity and span 
of control

Dividing state functions 
into self-contained and 
controllable tasks

Open competition for 
governmental projects, 
buying arrangements

Hierarchical relations in 
the state

Separation of policy ma-
king and administration

Decentralization of 
decision making to auto-
nomous and accountable 
independent entities

Output-based,  
incentivized contractual  
arrangements

Management practices in 
state entities

Optimization based on 
rational decision models

Business-like manage-
ment styles

Labor contracts on diffe-
rent terms (less lifetime 
employment)

Chapter 1
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Hood’s framework has become popular in New Public Management literature and sum-

marizes important elements of NPM according to several authors (Hood claims that most 

commentators have associated NPM with these seven dimensions). However, there are some 

differences between the authors in the aspects they emphasize.  

Pollitt (1993) distinguishes two phases in public sector reforms. In the first phase, manage-

rialism was the most important element of the management changes, especially in the United 

Kingdom and United States: Since the mid-1980s a generic model of management was 

applied to both the public and private sector. This model minimized the differences between 

private-sector business management and the running of public services. Furthermore, this 

model was of a neo-Taylorian character. Pollitt states that this model was re-evaluated in the 

Table 1-2

Difference between Traditional Public administration and New Public  
Management

Feature Traditional Public administra-
tion 

New Public Management

1.  The structure of the organi-
zation 

Centralized, including uniform 
control 

Divisionalized with units organi-
zed by product

2.  Relationships between and 
within units

Unspecified and open-end agree-
ments

Contract-based

3.  Styles and practices Governmental ethics and styles Private ethics and styles

4. Budgeting focus Stable, focused on budgets Efficiency-oriented aimed at cut-
ting of resources

5. Management Inactive; policy skills and know-
ledge of rules are important

Visible, hands-on management

6. Performance-orientation Qualitative, implicit standards Explicit, related to clearly defined 
targets

7. Focus of control Focused on rules and procedures Focused on output and results

Source: Hood (1995)
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late 1980s and early 1990s. From then, the concept of ‘quality’ attracted more attention. This 

second wave of reforms comprised four main elements (Pollitt, 1993, p. 180):

1.  A much bolder and larger scale use of market-like mechanisms for those parts of the pu-

blic sector that could not be transferred directly into private ownership (quasi-markets).

2.  Intensified organizational and spatial decentralization of the management and production 

of services.

3. A constant rhetorical emphasis on the need to improve service ‘quality’.

4.  An equally relentless insistence that greater attention had to be given to the wishes of the 

individual service user/’consumer’.

Pollitt states that this package has become known as NPM in the academic literature. How-

ever, note that the quality and customer-related elements are much more pronounced by  

Pollitt (1993) than by Hood (1991 and 1995) in their respective frameworks. In Pollitt’s 

framework two out of four elements are about quality and customers, whereas Hood only 

refers to a focus on ‘output and results’. Furthermore, Pollitt does not mention the resource-

cutting elements as an characteristic of NPM whereas Hood does. 

Aucoin (1990) observes that in almost every government in developed political systems 

and highly institutionalized administrative states, new emphasis is put on the organizational 

designs for public management. Important elements of this redesign are decentralization, 

deregulation and delegation. 

Olson et al. (1998, p. 18) find the use of accounting-based techniques a notable element of 

NPM and therefore, they focus their attention on the financial management reforms, the ‘new 

public financial management (NPFM) reforms’. They distinguish five categories of these 

reforms:

1.  Changes to financial reporting systems (including the promotion of accrual-based finan-

cial statements across government departments and sectors and a reliance on profession-

ally set accounting standards).

Chapter 1
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2.  The development of commercially-minded, market oriented management systems and 

structures to deal with the pricing and provision of public services (with emphasis on 

cash management, contracting-out arrangements, and internal and external charging/pri-

cing mechanisms).

3.  The development of a performance measurement approach, including techniques such as 

financial (and nonfinancial) performance indicators, league tables, citizen’s charters and 

program evaluations.

4.  The devolvement or delegation of budgets, coupled with the attempted integration of 

both financial and management accounting systems as well as economic-based informa-

tion sets.

5.  Changes to internal and external public sector audits, notably in terms of monitoring 

service delivery functions and providing reviews of the efficiency and effectiveness 

(‘value-for-money’) of public services.

They stress that financial management is no longer confined to ‘financial’ offices, but finan-

cially oriented information has become important to other groups as well, such as managers, 

service providers, government officials and the general public (Olson et al., 1998, p. 19).

Worldwide implementation
There are large differences between the countries with respect to the dominant orientation, 

way of implementation and level of implementation of NPM-practices. Clear differences in 

orientation and, as a result, the specific reforms implemented, show up when New Zealand, 

the United States and Germany are compared. New Zealand draws on managerial ideas about 

controllability and accountability, the use of fixed term labor contracts for senior management 

positions, and applies new institutional economic ideas in defining contractual relationships 

between different actors (Schick, 1996; Pallot, 1998; Scott, 2001). In the United States, 

much attention is paid to the link between policy and means, an element that comes from 

Public Administration. The Planning Programming Budgeting System (PPBS) attracted a lot 

of attention in the 1960s, but was not considered successful. However, in 1993 it was tried 

INTRODUCTION
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to renew attention to this topic by bringing the Government Performance and Results Act 

(GPRA) into operation. Government entities were asked to make their strategic goals explicit 

and to develop performance indicators in order to monitor whether goals have been realized 

(Jones and McCaffery, 2005). Germany is an example of a country in which the reforms are 

mainly based on Management Sciences. The ‘Neue Steuerungsmodell’ encompasses mainly 

management procedures and –instruments, such as cost-benefit analyses and the development 

and use of performance indicators (Wollmann, 2004). 

Countries also differ in the way NPM reforms are implemented. Some introduced NPM 

reforms in a more centralist fashion (New Zealand as an example), whereas in other countries 

these were mostly developed at a decentralized or municipal level (like Sweden) (Olson et 

al., 1998). 

Finally, countries differ in the extent to which they implemented NPM techniques and on 

which levels (central or decentralized). The Anglo-American countries (especially the United 

Kingdom, Australia and New Zealand) are considered frontrunners. In Europe, there is a 

great variety: the North European countries (especially Sweden) implemented many NPM re-

forms, whereas Germany and France used to be more reluctant reformers. However, recent li-

terature shows that the gaps seem to be become smaller. Whereas New Zealand, for example, 

followed economic principles rather strictly in its public management model in the eighties 

and nineties, nowadays the model has been softened and social and public values have been 

added to these principles (Chapman and Duncan, 2007). On the other hand, although Ger-

many was a reluctant reformer in the eighties, municipalities in this country have been quite 

active in implementing NPM-like reforms in the nineties (Reichard, 2003).   

NPM in the Netherlands
The Netherlands is generally regarded as a country in the middle of the NPM group. On the 

one hand, it does not belong to the countries that propagate NPM reforms explicitly (such as 

the Anglo-American countries), but on the other hand the reforms attracted a lot of attention 

(Hood, 1995; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). 
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The NPM reforms in the Netherlands came from all three distinguished orientations. To start 

with, reforms that were inspired by new institutional economics were present, though not in 

a vigorous way as in for example New Zealand. In the 1980s privatization was a prominent 

theme (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004, p. 272). However, because in the Netherlands the number 

of state companies was rather limited, the changes were smaller than in many other countries. 

In 1994 the central government started the project Market Improvement, Deregulation and 

Legislative Quality (Marktwerking, Deregulering en Wetgevingskwaliteit). One of the issues 

of this project was to consider if there was an equal level playing field for public and private 

organizations and whether governmental organizations were not put at an advantage with 

respect to activities that were offered by both private and public organizations. 

Furthermore, internal and external autonomization attracted substantial attention. Internal au-

tonomization renders managerial freedom to units within the governmental organization (Van 

Thiel, 2004) remaining under the full ministerial responsibility. External autonomization re-

fers to the establishment of organizations charged with policy implementation as a main task, 

paid for by government, but operating at a distance from that government without an imme-

diate hierarchical relationship (Van Thiel, 2004). In the Netherlands at the national level, the 

agencies (agentschappen) and autonomous administrative authorities (zelfstandige bestuurs-

organen or ZBO’s) are an example of internal and external autonomization respectively. Van 

Thiel (2004) and Smullen (2004) have shown that both internal and external autonomization 

have been quite popular at a national level, although the motives for implementation as well 

as the actual results of the autonomization are often not clear. In Dutch local government, au-

tonomization was also an important issue in the late 1980s and 1990s and many governments 

selected various tasks for external autonomization, for example in the field of welfare work, 

cleaning and catering in government buildings, culture, public utilities, public transport, pu-

blic housing and the maintenance of roads and parks (Ter Bogt, 2005 and 2008). 

Themes from public administration, public management and management science are visible 

in several projects that were initiated at the local and central government level to improve 

planning & control processes and to connect policy and means. Initiatives to realize this 

INTRODUCTION
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connection were already taken before the 1980s: in 1971 the central government set up the 

interdepartmental civil commission for the development of policy analysis (de interdeparte-

mentale ambtelijke Commissie voor de Ontwikkeling van de Beleidsanalyse, COBA) or the 

coordinating entity for policy analysis (Coördinerend Orgaan Beleidsanalyse). Policy analysis 

was regarded as a way to assess government spending by using quantitative and qualitative 

information. Municipalities started a similar initiative; the association of Dutch municipalities 

established a study group for policy analysis, the commission policy analysis municipalities 

(Commissie Beleidsanalyse Gemeenten, BAG). Neither project was successful: they were not 

considered useful in daily practice. However, at the end of the 1990s the VBTB project was 

initiated that paid renewed attention to this issue. The VBTB project aimed at improving the 

the accessibility of and timeliness of the budget and accountability documents of the central 

government. Policy, performance and means should be linked in these documents. Several 

studies have been done analyzing the successfulness of VBTB. In 2004, a committee incorpo-

rating several ministries (IOFEZ) concluded that although the accessibility of the documents 

was enlarged, the goals often remain too vague and the contribution of the government to 

the realization of the goals is often not clear (IOFEZ, 2004). From 2002 onwards, the Dutch 

Court of Audit (Algemene Rekenkamer) analyses the quality of policy information and gives 

recommendations for improvements. In the most recent report (Algemene Rekenkamer, 

2008) the court concludes that improvements have been realized in the way ministers try to 

measure the results of their policy. However, they (still) find deficits in the sufficiently and re-

levance of the information. Furthermore, the Dutch Court of Audit advices to set goals more 

specific and measurable.       

With regard to external reporting, the Dutch central government reveals a mixed picture: 

Whereas the ministries still use a kind of cash-based accounting, the autonomized parts of the 

central governments use accrual accounting (Van Schaik, 2007). Furthermore, the Internatio-

nal Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS) are not followed by the central government. 

However, recently a pilot study was started to explore the implementation of IPSAS based 

accrual accounting at the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality. In Dutch 
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municipalities, accrual accounting (not IPSAS based) has already been used since 1985 (Bac 

and Budding, 2004). 

To conclude this section, NPM reforms have attracted considerable attention in Dutch central 

government. However, as will be shown in paragraph 1.4, the reforms were even more sub-

stantial at the municipal level, especially with regard to planning & control processes. Before 

going into more detail on this subject, the municipalities will be briefly introduced in the 

following paragraph. 

1.3 DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES

The studies in the dissertation focus on Dutch municipalities. These are considered the most 

important and visible level of subnational government in the Dutch decentralized unitary sta-

te (Hendriks and Tops, 2003). It has a general competence and can initiate all sorts of policies 

that it considers important for the local community. This freedom is constrained by general 

rules and requirements set by national and provincial governments – governments that in turn 

are constrained by a general commitment to subsidiarity, power sharing and decentralization, 

and a particular dependence upon local knowledge and implementation capacity vested in 

local government (Hendriks and Tops, 2003). Municipalities employ important activities, 

such as physical planning, public housing, transport, social services, education, culture and 

welfare. 

The studies in this dissertation focus on the effects of governmental reforms on the munici-

pal administration, the bureaucracy (BUR, refer to Figure 1-1). This level must be separated 

from the political bodies (PB), which consists of the municipal council (MC) and the board of 

mayor and aldermen (BMA). The municipal council, elected by citizens every four years, is 

the superior body in the local political arena, deciding on the most important issues. The board 

of mayor and aldermen is involved in daily operations. The mayor, whose executive powers 
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are limited, is appointed by the Crown (i.e., the Minister of the Interior and Kingdom Rela-

tions). However, since 1983 it has become practice that a “cross-party committee” is selected 

from the municipal council and gives a recommendation to the minister. This recommendation 

is generally taken into account by the minister. Aldermen are elected by the municipal council. 

The members of the board of mayor and aldermen are individually or collectively (this differs 

among the municipalities) responsible for the policy fields. This responsibility is not confined 

to political decision making, but also applies to the operational management of the depart-

ments. The board of mayor and aldermen needs the support of the municipal council majo-

rity. Usually, parties represented in the board of mayor and aldermen form a majority in the 

council. The mayor is first and foremost a manager whose role is to encourage and coordinate 

actions, but the mayor also has certain statutory and representative duties. 

MC

BMA
PB

BUR

TM

MM

CS

 MC = Municipal council
 BMA = Board of mayor and aldermen
 TM = Top (civil) management: 
   municipal manager and management team  
 MM = Middle (civil) management
 CS = Civil servants
 PB = Political Bodies
 BUR = Bureaucracy

Figure 1-1 
Dutch municipal structure
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The municipal bureaucracy (BUR) can be organized according to different organizational 

models. Most frequently, the top level civil manager in the bureaucracy is the municipal ma-

nager (in Dutch: gemeentesecretaris). He is also the linking pin between the political bodies 
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and the bureaucracy and is the most important advisor of the board of mayor and aldermen. 

Generally, the bureaucracy is structured in divisions, each covering a policy area. The divi-

sion managers are individually responsible for policy development and execution in their 

area. The municipal manager and the division managers usually constitute the management 

team (Top Management = TM). Each division consists of departments. The heads of these 

departments are the middle (civil) managers (MM) who manage the civil servants (CS). 

In 2002 the new law “Dual municipal administration” (in Dutch: Dualisering Gemeente-

bestuur) was introduced in all Dutch municipalities. This dual system makes a distinction 

between the municipal council on the one hand – expected to focus its attention more on 

policy making and evaluation of policy execution – and the board of mayor and aldermen on 

the other hand – expected to focus its attention more on the daily management of the munici-

pality and its administrative apparatus (Hendriks and Tops, 2003). Furthermore, aldermen can 

no longer be municipal council members at the same time.

Municipal activities are financed by funds from the central government (grants) and by their 

own revenues. Central government transfers are specific grants and general grants. Specific 

grants are earmarked revenues meant to finance local governments’ duties imposed by central 

government and are based on the specific cost drivers of the activities performed. General 

grants are not earmarked. They come from the Municipality Fund, which distributes the avail-

able resources among all municipalities according to an extended criteria list. Central govern-

ment decides on the amount of money available for the Fund (€ 14.5 billion in 2007). The 

aim is to enable all municipalities to provide an equivalent level of public services. This is 

done by taking characteristics into account that may influence the cost level at a municipality, 

such as demographic, socio-economic and geographic characteristics. Still, municipalities are 

free to determine their preferred service levels. Municipalities wanting to provide a higher 

level of services can finance this by increasing user taxes as long as the user charges do not 

exceed (budgeted) cost prices or by increasing housing taxes within the legal limits. 
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For a long time, a discussion has been going on about the financial relationship between 

central and local government. From the eighties of the 20th century onwards, efforts have 

been made to convert specific grants into general grants. Furthermore, a debate has evolved 

concerning the scale of the municipalities’ independent taxation powers. Although there were 

no important changes in the taxation powers of municipalities, the percentage of local taxes 

grew because of higher costs of the services performed (e.g., because of environmental re-

quirements) and an effort to charge more all-inclusive cost prices. In 2007, 18% (6.8 billion) 

of the income of municipalities came from their own revenues, whereas 38% (14.5 billion) 

were specific grants from the central government and 44% (16.6 billion) were general grants 

(Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations, 2007)3.

1.4 NPM IN DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES

NPM reforms attracted a lot of attention in Dutch municipalities. Reforms inspired from all 

three orientations mentioned in paragraph 1.2 are visible in Dutch municipalities. Although 

Dutch municipalities are rather autonomous in organizing their organizational management, 

the central government has a facilitating and stimulating role4. It launched several projects 

stimulating municipalities to improve their planning and control processes. Management 

reforms at decentralized governments (municipalities, provinces, etc.)  are frequently –  

sometimes after some experiments - incentivized or prescribed by central government, 

whereas central government only implemented these reforms at a later moment. 

In the Dutch municipalities, especially the Policy and Management Instruments (PMI) 

project5 attracted a lot of attention. This project was introduced by the Ministry of Internal 

3  These data are derived from the annual budgets 2007 of the Dutch municipalities. In addition to the sources of income 
mentioned here, municipalities also have benefits from ‘Other own resources’ (overige eigen middelen, OEM). These 
benefits especially stem from spatial development and summed up to approximately 8.5 billion in 2007. However, 
these are gross benefits, and there is discussion if and to what extent these benefits must be taken into consideration for 
determining the financial position of Dutch municipalities (Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations, 2007, p. 56). 

4  Cf. Ter Bogt and Van Helden (2005) who state that the rather autonomous position of Dutch municipalities implies 
that central government – apart from setting accounting standards through the Governments Accounts Act – can only 
advocate rather than enforce the adoption of new accounting practices by provinces and municipalities

5  In Dutch: het Beleids en Beheers Instrumentarium project  
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Affairs in 1987 and stimulated municipalities to apply private sector tools, such as output 

budgeting, responsibility accounting and cost allocation (Ter Bogt, 2004, p. 244). It stimu-

lated municipalities and other people involved to share knowledge and best practices with 

regard to planning and control practices. The PMI project formally ended in 1995. Several 

evaluative studies have been published which showed that whereas the project attracted 

considerable attention by the municipalities, the actual results of the PMI can be questioned. 

It seems as if the PMI project did not have much impact on management practices in Dutch 

municipalities (Van Helden, 1998; Aardema, 2002; also refer to Table 1-3 in which the results 

of these reforms and also other NPM reforms are summarized).

The law dual administration (introduced in the previous paragraph) brought about further 

changes in the planning and control processes. Since 2002, municipalities make a distinction 

between the program budget and the product budget, which are directed to the municipal 

council and the board of mayor and aldermen respectively. The program budget is the muni-

cipal council’s policy document, stipulating political priorities, future activities, the resources 

involved and the outcomes to be achieved. It is supposed to contain clear information on 

the municipal council’s political program, enabling political decision makers to focus on 

the main political issues in coherent policy programs. The program budget lists a number of 

programs, e.g. 10 to 20 (MBZK, 2003, p. 8). Each program contains answers to the following 

three questions (MBZK, 2002, p. 19):

1.  What do we want to achieve? (To be answered by defining goals and effects.)

2.  What are we going to do? (To be answered by specifying programs or activities aimed at 

achieving the goals and effects referred to under 1.)

3.  How many resources are we going to use? (To be answered by specifying how many 

resources are needed for the programs or activities referred to under 2.)

The program budget is a strategic plan of the municipal council, focusing on broad political 

issues. The board of mayor and aldermen is responsible for the execution of the program 

budget, and will be held accountable for it by the municipal council. When the municipal 
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Table 1-3

New Public Management in Dutch municipalities 

Feature Traditional Public 
administration 

NPM characte-
ristic

Evidence Comments

1.  The structure of 
the organization 

Centralized, 
including uniform 
control 

Divisionalized with 
units organized by 
products

Divisionalization 
based on policy 
fields (similarity 
of products) very 
popular 

Recently also 
other principles for 
forming divisions 
(e.g. similarity of 
processes) consi-
dered. 

2.  Relationships 
between and 
within units

Unspecified and 
open-end agree-
ments

Contract-based 
internal relation-
ships 

Businesslike 
internal relati-
ons realized to 
a limited extent: 
wide dispersion of 
quangos

Often compulsory 
internal transacti-
ons maintained

3.  Styles and 
practices 

Governmental 
ethics and styles

Adoption of pri-
vate sector styles 
and practices

Pay for perfor-
mance is rare, but 
its importance is 
growing: preva-
lence of public 
sector ethics 

Minor use of busi-
nesslike perfor-
mance information 
for judgment of 
top managers: 
resistance against 
adoption of private 
sector ethics 

4. Budgeting focus Stable, focused on 
budgets

Cut the use of 
resources

One of the main 
reasons for the 
reforms: efficiency 
supposed to be 
improved  

Evidence about 
efficiency gains not 
always clear-cut 

5. Management Inactive; policy 
skills and know-
ledge of rules are 
important

Visible hands-on 
management

Top managers 
are vulnerable to 
enforced leave

Reasons for top 
manager’s vulnera-
bility hardly rela-
ted to bad results 
on performance 
indicators

6.  Performance-
orientation

Qualitative, impli-
cit standards

The need for 
clearly defined 
targets

Development of 
performance indi-
cators important, 
but target setting 
underdeveloped

Relevance and 
controllability of 
performance in-
dicators generally 
low

7. Focus of control Focused on rules 
and procedures

Output and results 
control 

Change of control 
focus, but change 
seems to be more 
rhetorical than 
rational  

Performance 
information often 
hardly used for 
decision making 
and control 

Source: Van Helden and Jansen, 2003
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council has decided on a program budget, the board of mayor and aldermen derives a product 

budget from it. In the product budget, the necessary municipal output is specified, translating 

the program budget into a specific work program for the municipal bureaucracy. The program 

and product budgets are supposed to more clearly delineate political and managerial respon-

sibilities of the municipal council and the board of mayor and aldermen respectively. Both 

documents also enable each body to exercise control more effectively: the municipal council 

will use the program budget to control policy execution, while the board of mayor and alder-

men use the product budget for controlling the service and output provision of the municipal 

bureaucracy.

To conclude this section, NPM reforms have attracted considerable attention in Dutch go-

vernment, but there is a big gap between the formal implementation and the implementation 

in practice (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004; Van Helden and Jansen, 2003; Ter Bogt and Van 

Helden, 2000). The actual implementation of the reforms and the influence they had on daily 

management lags behind the propagated implementation. However, recent research (Ter 

Bogt, 2008; Groot and Budding, 2008a) shows that this rather negative view has to be sof-

tened: When practitioners are asked to give their opinion about the management reforms that 

were implemented in the last few decades, the picture emerges that reforms were realized, but 

not in the comprehensive and fast pace that is sometimes expected in other evaluative studies. 

The following sections will go into more detail with respect to the changes that were initiated 

by NPM-like reforms. In these sections, the core elements of this dissertation will be intro-

duced: decentralization, accountability and government performance. Furthermore, attention 

will be paid to uncertainty as a contingency factor for the appropriateness of the management 

reforms. Each element will be introduced first, followed by a short description of this element 

with respect to Dutch municipalities.
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1.5 DECENTRALIZATION

Definition
Decentralization is, by definition, the transfer of decision making authority from the center to 

the local level. In a governmental setting, decentralization can relate to two forms, the first is 

the decentralization from central government to other parts of the government; the second is 

the decentralization of decision rights within one organization. 

Rondinelli et al. (1981) give the following definition of decentralization at governments: the 

transfer of responsibility for planning, management, and resource-raising and allocation from 

the central government to (a) field units of central government ministries or agencies; (b) 

subordinate units or levels of government; (c) semi-autonomous public authorities or corpora-

tions; (d) area-wide regional or functional authorities; or (e) Non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) / private voluntary organizations (PVOs). 

In management accounting and control literature, decentralization refers to the allocation of 

decision rights to lower level managers (Abernethy et al., 2004). It is a matter of degree. The 

lower the level where decisions are made, the more decentralized the organization is. 

According to the literature, decentralization is most effective in organizations where subunits 

are autonomous and costs and profits can be independently measured. The benefits of decen-

tralization include (Brickly et al, 2001; Hirsch, 2002): 1. Better possibilities for timely deci-

sions, 2. More knowledge about local conditions is taken account of in decision making, 3. 

Decentralized managers may feel that they are more in business and may have a motivating 

effect, 4. More control over results. However, there are also some negative aspects, such as 1. 

Managers have a tendency to look at their division and lose sight of overall company goals, 

2. There can be costly duplication of services; and 3. Costs of obtaining sufficient informa-

tion increase. Furthermore, in Public Administration literature it is notified that decentraliza-
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tion may lead to diminishing possibilities for political control and coordination (Christensen 

and Lægreid, 2001). 

Decentralization to Dutch municipalities 
Decentralization applies to Dutch municipalities in two ways: Dutch municipalities were 

both subject of decentralization, but they also decentralized their organizations themselves. 

To start with, Dutch central government decentralized several executive tasks and policies to 

municipalities (as well as other governmental and non-profit organizations, see Minderman, 

2008). In the early 1980s a start was made with a government wide decentralization policy6 

(until then it was sector oriented). This decentralization started in the 1980s and aimed at exe-

cuting a large-scale transfer of tasks from central government to municipalities (and provin-

ces) (Boogers et al., 2008). Decentralization was executed in several policy fields, but especi-

ally in the policy field of social security the decentralization was comprehensive. From 1994 

onwards, the municipalities were responsible for the supply of facilities for disabled persons 

(as laid down in the ‘Wet Voorzieningen Gehandicapten’ or ‘WVG’) and they had to bear the 

associated financial risks. Whereas social security departments were already responsible for 

the distribution of social benefits (as laid down in the ‘Wet Werk en Bijstand’ or ‘WWB’), 

the associated financial risks of this policy were quite low (maximized on 10% of the total 

amount paid out in a year). However, from 2004 onwards the financial risks were transferred 

from the central to the local governments. A difference was made between smaller and bigger 

municipalities: the smaller ones (especially those with less than 40,000 inhabitants) were 

excluded from these risks. Recently, the Social Support Act (the ‘Wet Maatschappelijke On-

dersteuning’) was introduced, making municipalities responsible for setting up social support, 

such as aid for elderly and handicapped persons, including the former ‘WVG’ . The Ministry 

of Health, Welfare and Sport defines the framework in which each municipality can make its 

own policy, based on the composition and demands of its inhabitants. Now the financial risks 

are borne by the municipality. 

INTRODUCTION

6 In Dutch: een overheidsbreed decentralisatie beleid. 



32

Decentralization within Dutch municipalities
However, municipalities also initiated decentralization in their organizational structure. In the 

1990s and the beginning of the 21st century municipalities used to be organized according to 

one of the following organizational models: The first model is the secretary model, which is 

a rather centralized model. In this model the secretary (one of the departments) has a central 

position: it advises the board of mayor and aldermen on proposals from the departments and 

businesses and is responsible for the implementation. Furthermore, several staff functions are 

located in the secretary. This model was supplemented with two more decentralized models 

in the eighties and nineties, the sector model and the concern model. In these two models the 

phase in the policy process no longer forms the basis for the organizational model. Policy 

preparation and execution in each policy area are brought together in one single organiza-

tional unit (Hiemstra, 1999). The differences between these two models are quite small: it has 

to do with the level of autonomy of the divisions: in a ‘concern model’ the divisions are more 

autonomous compared to a ‘sector model’ (Van Helden, 1997; Verbon and Bussel, 1994). 

Table 1-4 shows that in the middle of the nineties the secretary, sector and concern model 

were equally popular, but in the first years of the 21st century the secretary model was hardly 

used anymore7. Recently, two additional models were introduced; the direction model and 

the public model (Leeuwendaal Groep, 2007). The direction model emphasizes an integral 

approach to social problems. It removes the sector or concern level and places the depart-

ment managers under direct supervision of the direction. The overall responsibility for policy 

making and execution is in the hands of the direction, so these functions are separated as in 

the secretary model (Aardema, 2005). Generally, the municipal executive (in Dutch: gemeen-

tesecretaris) is the general manager. The department managers remain integral managers, 

although the execution of supporting tasks (such as financial administration) is increasingly 

organized on a central level. The public model can be considered a variant of the direction 

model. In this model (sometimes also referred to as a tiled direction model) the organization 

is no longer organized according to the policy areas. Working processes are rather organized 

Chapter 1

7  Because of the small variation on the models used in 2002, the organization structure was not considered an appropri-
ate proxy for decentralization in the studies documented in Chapter 3 and 4. Instead underlying characteristics were 
used, such as the level of integral management and the degree to which managers have decision making authority. In 
the study documented in Chapter 2, the data (collected in 1996 and 1997) showed considerable variation in the models 
used, so this characteristic was used to measure decentralization. 
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horizontally and more according to the logic of the citizens8. As a result, generally all citizen 

services are concentrated in one department in this model. Table 1-4 shows that the direction 

model has become very popular: more than half of the municipalities use this model.  How-

ever, there are differences in the specific design of this model between the municipalities 

(Van Iperen et al., 2003). Because of the great similarity in the models used by the munici-

palities on the one hand and the differences between the municipalities in the specific design 

and implementation of the models on the other hand, it seems as if municipalities show iso-

morphic behavior (cf. Oliver, 1991). Municipalities seem to experience a kind of pressure to 

implement a certain organizational model (e.g., because it is the ‘fashion’ to do so). However, 

they show dissimilarities in the specific design and use. 

Table 1-4

Organization structure Dutch municipalities

Organization structure (in %) 20069 200210 199611

Secretary model - 5 34

Sector model 30 72 28

Direction model 52 - -

Public model 8 - -

Concern model (concern en dienstenmodel) 9 11 38

Miscellaneous 2 12 -

8 Refer to: www.publieksmodel.nl, consulted on 22 May 2008. 
9   Source: Leeuwendaal Groep (2007). The small municipalities (less than 25,000 inhabitants) and four largest munici-

palities are excluded. Therefore, larger municipalities are overrepresented. However, a similar picture emerges if the 
data of only the municipalities with 25-50,000 inhabitants are taken into account: 54% use the Direction model, 6% 
the Public model, 34% the sector model and 4% the concern model. 

10   Data were gathered by Budding in 2002-2003. The four largest municipalities were excluded from the sample. 
11  The data were gathered by Groot and Budding in 1996/1997 and were derived from a stratified sample: all municipal-

ities with more than 50,000 inhabitants were contacted to participate in this research, whereas 75 municipalities were 
selected for the group of municipalities with 0-25,000 and 25-50,000 inhabitants. Therefore, larger municipalities are 
overrepresented. However, a similar picture emerges if only the data of the smaller municipalities are used.  

Furthermore, instead of process or input control, results control was introduced. Departments 

were given more autonomy in the way the results could be realized. Managers were given 

more comprehensive decision making authority. In the 1980s the concept ‘self control’ (in 

Dutch: zelfbeheer) attracted considerable attention. This concept was defined as: ‘internal 
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organizational decentralization of accountabilities and authorities to lower managerial levels’ 

(Mol, 1984, p. 236, translation by TB). Often its implementation was joined with the use of 

contracts: In a contract mutual responsibilities and authorities were defined12. Self-control 

was implemented in both central and local government13. In the 1990s, the integral manage-

ment concept attracted considerable attention. The Dutch educational television organiza-

tion Teleac even broadcast a series about this concept in this period. However, there was 

considerable confusion about the definition of this concept. It could encompass 1) decision 

making possibilities on all managerial aspects (personnel, finance, etc.), 2) solving problems 

comprehensively, 3) output control and, 4) customer orientation (cf. Buurma and Jacobs, 

1996). Because of this rather confusing linguistic usage, this concept will not be used in this 

dissertation. Instead, the level of decentralization will be measured by the organizational mo-

del used (secretary, sector or concern model) in Chapter 2 and the concept decision making 

authority in Chapter 4. 

1.6 ACCOUNTABILITY

Definition
Although Accountability is at the heart of governance within democratic societies, there is 

confusion and controversy about this term (Thomas, 1998; Mulgan, 2000). This confusion 

is even considered a complication for conducting comparative analysis between countries as 

participants use different definitions of this concept (Olson et al., 1998).  

In its broadest sense, accountability simply refers to the giving and demanding of reasons for 

conduct (Roberts and Scapens, 1985, p. 447). However, this seems to be the only level on 

which authors agree on the definition. In the public administration literature, a vast amount of 

papers pays attention to this concept. Although the purpose of this paragraph is not to sum-

marize this debate, it is important to define this concept in order to make explicit what the 

author of this thesis aims to express with this concept.

12  The definition of the concepts ‘self control and ‘contractmanagement’ are not really clear and are sometimes used as if 
they are synonyms, see Van der Krogt and Spijker, 1989, p. 11-13 as an example. 

13  See special issue of Tijdschrift voor Openbaar Bestuur: Zelfbeheer: een nieuwe weg voor de overheid, Vol. 12, No. 18. 
1986. 
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One important element in this discussion refers to the distinction between accountability 

and responsibility. Llewellyn (1998, p. 292) claims that one can only call for an account (an 

explanation of what happened from a responsible agent or agency), if responsibilities have 

been assigned first. This corresponds with the definition of Gray and Jenkins (1993) who de-

fine accountability as ‘an obligation to present an account of and answer for the execution of 

responsibilities to those who entrusted those responsibilities’. Thomas (1998) states that four 

components usually exist in such an accountability relationship:

• The assignment of responsibilities, ideally based on agreed-upon goals or purposes

• An obligation to answer for the discharge of these responsibilities

• Surveillance of performance to ensure compliance with direction given

• Possible sanctions for non-performance and rewards for successful performance.

However, others have defined accountability as ‘a social relationship in which an actor feels 

an obligation to explain and to justify his or her conduct to some significant other’ (Bovens, 

2005). This definition is broader than that of Gray and Jenkins (1993) on several aspects:

•  The obligation to explain can be either formal or informal: the actor feels such an obli-

gation in a certain social relationship.

•  The conduct can refer to those activities for which an actor is responsible, but also to 

other activities.

•  The accountee (the one to which the explanation has to be given) can be an actor who 

assigned responsibilities to the actor, but also another group.

These elements can be summarized in two main questions: what is the actor accountable for 

and to whom (Bovens, 2005)? The first question is about the substance of accountability and 

would lead to distinctions such as managerial, financial, program, and process accountability 

(Bovens, 2005). Aucoin and Heintzman (2000, p. 244-245) claim that there are three pur-

poses of accountability: The first is to control for the abuse and misuse of public authority. 

The second is to provide assurance with respect to the effective use of public resources and 

adherence to public service values. The third is to encourage and promote learning in pursuit 
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of continuous improvement in government and public management. These purposes can be 

referred to, respectively, as accountability related to policy, organizational and management 

performance. 

Dubnick and Romzek (1987) distinguish between the following forms of accountability and 

the related accountees (Bovens, 2005):

•  Bureaucratic or Organizational accountability: superiors. This reflects the obligations 

and responsibilities to the organization and emphasizes compliance with rules,  

regulations, and organizational directives. 

•  Legal accountability: courts. This reflects an organization’s obligation to elected officials 

or the courts and relies on compliance with established mandates (for instance that the 

financial reporting corresponds to the law).

•  Professional accountability: professional peers. This reflects an organization’s or in-

dividual’s identification with a profession. As a result responsibilities and obligations, 

and ultimately decisions, are based on internalized norms or appropriate practice. These 

norms can reflect professional standards, training and socialization.

•  Political accountability: elected representatives and political parties. This form of ac-

countability is about responsiveness to external stakeholders. 

NPM reforms may have considerable implications for accountability regimes. The central 

change of NPM is a move from process-oriented accountability to results-oriented accoun-

tability (Schwartz, 2002, p. 64). However, as NPM shifts the attention from processes to 

results, there is a potential risk of not paying enough attention to necessary public service 

values and professional standards. Therefore, these should be taken into account for evalua-

tion purposes (Aucoin and Heintzman, 2000). 

Aucoin and Heintzmann (2000, p. 278) distinguish two requirements for improved accoun-

tability. First, there has to be commitment to transparency on the part of those with executive 

and administrative responsibilities (the evaluated persons). Second, there has to be a commit-
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ment to continuously enhance meaningful communication on the part of those with oversight, 

review, and audit responsibilities, because facts – especially in the political arena - rarely, if 

ever, speak for themselves. Therefore, they conclude that accountability is most effectively 

secured, when those who have the responsibility to evaluate and assess performance engage 

in honest dialogue with those whose performance is the subject of accounts.   

Accountability at Dutch municipalities
In this study, we focus on the consequences of holding middle managers accountable for re-

sults. These managers are not politically accountable; for them organizational accountability 

prevails; they are accountable only to their direct superiors in the chain of command (Bovens, 

2005). However, they also have to comply with legal rules (legal accountability). Furthermo-

re, they have to meet professional norms and expectations from their professional colleagues. 

As has been explained in the preceding paragraph, many Dutch municipalities were decentra-

lized, giving more comprehensive decision making authority to their managers. As Ter Bogt 

and Van Helden (2000) remark, this decentralization is interrelated with a greater emphasis 

on output control. If managers are given more room in executing their activities, the control 

focus will also shift from process to output control. As far as accountability is concerned, one 

would also expect a shift from process accountability to accountability for results. There-

fore, these results should be made more transparent. This process was facilitated by several 

projects aiming to reform the planning and control processes in municipalities, especially the 

PMI project. 

Several studies have raised some doubts as to whether managers are indeed held more ac-

countable for results. Bordewijk and Klaassen (2000) analyzed the annual accounts of several 

municipalities and found no indications that departments (and their managers) were held 

accountable for budget deficits. Aardema (2002) investigated the effects of the PMI project 

and found that performance indicators (e.g., the number of services delivered) in budgets and 

annual reports just have an illustrative character. Focusing on the performance evaluation of 
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civil top managers, Ter Bogt (2003) concludes that on the whole aldermen are not only or 

mainly interested in the way managers function in a businesslike manner and in concrete and 

‘objective’ data on outputs, costs, and efficiency. They evaluate top managers’ performances 

on a rather wide range of criteria such as management qualities, goal-orientation, feeling for 

management and politics, openness and expertise. 

Research to the effects of the public management reforms on the middle managers is missing; 

we do not know yet how middle managers respond to the changed accountability regimes 

because of the NPM reforms. This theme will be explored in the following chapters of this 

thesis.

1.7 UNCERTAINTY

Definition
In defining uncertainty, it must first be distinguished from certainty and risk (Luce and Raiffa, 

1957). In a certain situation, each action is known to lead to a particular outcome. Risk refers 

to the situation in which each action leads to a few known outcomes, each of which occurs 

with a specific probability. A well know example is casting a die. Each time a die is cast there 

is a chance of 1/6 for each of the known outcomes (the numbers 1 to 6). In an uncertain situ-

ation, each action may lead to a set of consequences, yet the probabilities of these outcomes 

are unknown. Therefore, it is difficult to predict future situations. Although the concepts 

uncertainty and risk are defined differently, in common language they are frequently used as 

if they are interchangeable.  

Generally, two forms of uncertainty are distinguished in management accounting literature: 

environmental uncertainty and task uncertainty. Environmental uncertainty stems from chan-

ges (or potential changes) in natural conditions (for example the weather), in the political and 

economic climate, or in the actions of competitors, customers, suppliers (including labor), 

Chapter 1



39

and regulators (Merchant and Van der Stede, 2003, p. 588). Task uncertainty refers to beliefs 

concerning the completeness of cause-effect knowledge associated with task performance 

(Thompson, 1967).   

In management accounting literature, it is recognized that uncertainty seems to be a crucial 

element in designing management control systems (Otley, 1980, p. 423; Hartmann, 2000). In 

a paper summarizing 20 years of research, Chenhall (2003, p. 137-138) finds that uncertainty 

has been associated with a need for more open, externally focused, nonfinancial styles of 

MCS. For task uncertainty, he concludes that high levels of task uncertainty are related with 

the use of more informal controls. 

Although especially environmental uncertainty and task uncertainty attracted considerable 

attention, other sources of uncertainty may also be important. Geiger and Ittner (1996) have 

shown that organizations that have to ‘pay their own way’ use more elaborate cost accounting 

systems and use these more comprehensively. Cavalluzzo et al. (1998) find that changes in 

the funding arrangements may have consequences for the cost accounting systems employed. 

These studies suggest that funding uncertainty may have an influence on management control 

systems.

Uncertainty at Dutch municipalities
As has been explained in paragraph 1.5, from the 1990s onwards, Dutch central government 

has decentralized many tasks to municipalities, imposing increased financial risks on the 

municipalities. Especially tasks on the policy field of social welfare have been decentralized. 

Therefore, one would expect municipalities to be more interested in the risks they have to 

bear.

In practice, Dutch municipalities indeed pay considerable attention to risk and uncertainty. 

According to the Dutch external reporting regulations (‘Besluit Begroting en Verantwoording 

provincies en gemeenten’ or ‘BBV’), municipalities have to make those risks transparent that 
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may have an influence on their financial position and operational management. In the man-

datory paragraph ‘resistance capital’ (weerstandsvermogen), they have to report an overview 

of the risks they are confronted with and also have to make explicit how they can deal with 

these risks financially (article 11 BBV). Furthermore, they have to pay attention to the risks 

that stem from the cooperation and/or participation in external parties in a separate paragraph 

‘associated organizations’ (verbonden partijen). Under the former financial reporting law, the 

Comptabiliteitsvoorschriften 1995, that were is use in the period between 1995 and 2004, it 

was also obligatory to report the financial risks. In the official explanation of the BBV it is 

explicitly recognized that municipalities are confronted with more risks nowadays and there-

fore, it becomes more important to pay attention to the financial position of Dutch municipa-

lities: ‘Because municipalities were given more tasks, and are bearing more risks, that stem 

from decentralization and an increasingly complex society, the need for a multi-year insight 

of the financial position has grown.’ (MBZK, 2003, p. 33). 

In Dutch magazines focusing on municipalities (B&G, VNG Magazine and Binnenlands 

Bestuur) considerable attention has been paid to the risk concept. Municipalities seem to be 

aware of the fact that they have to make sure that risks disturb the operations as little as pos-

sible. Furthermore, they realize that in order to make risk management effective, this topic 

deserves structural attention.  

However, in daily practice many Dutch municipalities use a rather narrow approach to risk 

management. They focus on financial control of the risks instead of control of the whole 

organization. Furthermore, the associated tasks are generally delegated to a single employee, 

without giving feedback to the management team or the political superiors (‘t Hart and 

Wekking, 2007). We do not yet know to what extent middle managers are confronted with 

uncertainties in daily practice and how they experience this. This thesis aims at contributing 

to these insights. 
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1.8 GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE

Definition
Although the NPM reforms have been influential in many countries, including the Nether-

lands, we do not yet know much about the results achieved (Lapsley, 1999; Pollitt and Bou-

ckaert, 2004). The difficulties in measuring the results are the most fundamental reason for 

this. The label ‘result’ can be applied to many different aspects, and may incorporate a variety 

of concepts (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004, p. 103). 

Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004, p. 104-105) distinguish between four levels of results:

•  Operational results – these results are discrete and quantifiable. More outputs are ob-

tained for the same inputs.

• Improved processes of management or decision-making, e.g. better coordination. 

•  Changes in the overall capacity of the political or administrative system, e.g. redesigning 

institutions to make them more flexible, with the intention that this will make the system 

more resilient in dealing with pressures which are expected to arise in the future.

•  The degree to which the system has shifted towards some desired or ideal state, e.g. a 

very small, ‘light’ state apparatus.

In this thesis, we will focus on the operational results. Following Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004, 

p. 106) we use a generic input/process/output/outcome model (refer to Figure 1-2) in order 

to define the two most popular performance criteria, efficiency and effectiveness. It assumes 

that institutions and/or programs are set up to address some specific socio-economic need(s). 

They establish objectives concerned with these needs, and acquire inputs (staff, buildings, 

resources) with which to conduct activities in pursuit of those objectives. Processes are then 

those activities that take place inside institutions, in order to generate outputs. The outputs are 

the products of these processes – what the institutions deliver to the outside world. These then 

interact with the environment (especially with those individuals and groups at which they are 

specifically aimed), leading to ‘results’ and, in the longer term, more fundamental impacts. 
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Both results and impacts may be termed outcomes (results are sometimes called intermediate 

outcomes and impacts final outcomes). 

Operational results can be measured by focusing on different elements of the model. Firstly, 

one can focus on the inputs and ‘savings’. Here the main question is how many inputs (ge-

nerally expressed in monetary terms) the institution has used, without analyzing the results 

achieved with these inputs. One of the most common forms of operational ‘result’ in the 

public sector can be seen in the traditional budget, the amount of money to be spent on a 

certain program or an organizational unit. If this amount is close to, but within, the budget a 

good job has been done. Another indicator that is used in this stage of the model is the eco-

nomy. This expresses the costs that were associated with acquiring the inputs (e.g., the costs 

Needs

Final
outcomes
(impacts)

Intermediate
outcomes

(results)

Relevance E�ciency

E�ectiveness

Utility and sustainability

Organization or programme

Socio-economic
problems

OutputsActivitiesInputsObjectives

Figure 1-2 
Generic input/process/output/outcome model  

Source: Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004
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of labor). Secondly, the activities and outputs can be focused on. The main question is what 

activities have been employed and how many products/services have been delivered, e.g. 

by using performance indicators. These first two approaches analyze either the inputs or the 

outputs in isolation. The relation between these is made visible in the third way of measuring 

results by using productivity ratios, such as efficiency. Anthony and Young (2003, p. 11) 

define efficiency as the ratio of an institution’s outputs to its inputs, that is its output per unit 

of input. For governmental activities, the objective is often not to produce outputs as high as 

possible per se, but to realize some societal effect. In the fourth way of measuring results, this 

ultimate goal is taken into account and the focus is on the realized outcomes and impact on 

society. Here the effectiveness ratio is used, which is the relationship between an institution’s 

outcomes and its objectives.     

Furthermore, the following characteristics of output indicators can be distinguished (Anthony 

and Young, 2003, p. 629-634):

1.  Subjective versus objective – to what extent is that indicator free of bias because of 

human judgment.

2.  Quantitative versus nonquantitative – can the measurement be expressed in numbers, 

which can be summarized and compared.

3.  Discrete versus scalar – is the measurement expressed in a dichotomous form (yes/no) or 

can it be measured along a scale.

4.  Actual versus surrogate measures – if the actual output cannot be measured (efficiently), 

a surrogate measure may be used, which should be closely related to an objective.

5.  Quantity versus quality – does the measurement express the quality of the output or a 

quantity of services/products. 

In practice, it is often difficult to measure output and outcomes. Problems that can be en-

countered include the following (Hofstede, 1981; Anthony and Young, 2003, p. 623-626): 

1. Ambiguity - Goals may be ambiguous, e.g. because different actors often do not agree on 
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what the ultimate goals of the organization are. 2. Measurability problems - Can the output 

of an activity be identified and be measured. 3. Terminology problems – Do all participants 

define output in the same way (e.g., what is a result in a hospital: how many patients have 

been treated or how many patients have been cured).   

Another problem regarding output measurement relates to the objectives of public sector 

organizations. Public sector organizations often have multiple goals which cannot be sum-

marized into one ultimate goal, such as profit. However, specific techniques such as Data 

Envelopment Analysis may be helpful as they analyze the relative efficiency of entities (deci-

sion making units) within organizations (Charnes et al, 1978). The heart of the analysis lies in 

finding the ‘best’ virtual producer for each real producer. If the virtual producer is better than 

the original producer by either producing more output with the same input or producing the 

same output with less input then the original producer is inefficient. DEA studies have been 

done at banks, police stations, hospitals, tax offices, prisons, defense bases (army, navy, air 

force), schools and university departments. Although the DEA technique may be helpful as 

it can take multiple input and output indicators into account in one analysis, its disadvantage 

is that it restricts the analysis to efficiency indicators and does not take qualitative indicators 

into account.  

Recent research shows that the use and availability of performance information on multiple 

levels may vary and may not always be linked directly to the organizational objectives. It 

seems as if politicians are hardly interested in written performance information (Ter Bogt, 

2003, Jansen, 2008). Aardema (2002) even claims that the performance indicators in these 

written documents only have an illustrative character. However, in analyzing this perfor-

mance information it should be taken into account that performance measures may have 

multiple functions (Behn, 2003) and that the specific function of a performance measure may 

influence the choice of appropriate performance indicators. Furthermore, Johnsen (1999) 

questions the generally used opinion that performance indicators should be linked directly to 
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the organizational objectives. He introduces a so-called ‘decoupled implementation mode’ 

implying that an organization can formulate, experiment and then take satisfactory perfor-

mance indicators into use, without these being directly linked to organizational objectives 

(Johnsen, 1999, p. 56).  

Performance in Management Control literature
Although authors agree that the ultimate goal of management control systems in organiza-

tions is aiding organizational performance (Ittner and Larcker, 1998; Otley, 1980, p. 423) 

the realized performance is seldom measured, but surrogate measures are used. These can 

focus on the motivational effects of MCS analyzing whether managers are incentivized by 

the instruments (Hartmann, 2000 and 2005). It assumed that the MCS incentivizes managers, 

e.g., by making clearer which goals should be realized or providing more clarity about the 

evaluation criteria. Sometimes, process indicators are used as surrogate measures, such as the 

illness percentage, because worker satisfaction can have a differential impact on future costs 

(Wiersma, 2008). Furthermore, in management control literature the Mahoney instrument 

(Mahoney et al., 1965) has become quite popular: this instrument assesses managerial per-

formance along eight dimensions related to planning, investigating, coordinating, evaluating, 

supervising, staffing, negotiating and representing, and also includes an overall assessment of 

performance (Hall, 2008). The advantage of the Mahoney instrument is its multidimensiona-

lity, but it has the disadvantage of being a self-rating instrument, implying subjectivity in the 

measures. 

Performance of Dutch municipalities
As has been shown in the previous parts of this paragraph, performance can be assessed 

along several criteria and using multiple performance indicators. 

A first, though very rough indicator of government performance is analyzing the government 

expenditures (including central as well as local government) as a percentage of the Gross Do-
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mestic Product (GDP). Figure 1-3 shows that this percentage has been growing in the period 

between 1964 and 1986 (with a maximum of 60.7% in 1987), has declined since and is rather 

stable the last couple of years (with a percentage of about 46.5% in 2008). However, these 

figures do not indicate whether improvements were realized because the level of activities is 

not taken into account. For example, in the nineties the central government was (partially) 

withdrawing from the policy fields of education, social security and social housing, whereas 

it was extending its activities in the policy fields of health, environment, and emancipation/

minorities (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004, p. 114). Although these figures may thus not indicate 

improved government performance, the trend of decreasing government expenditures may be 

considered favorable because of the political will to decrease government expenditure and to 

have a smaller ‘lean’ government. Furthermore, the importance of the financial position of the 

government has grown because of the EMU criteria14. 
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Dutch government expenditures in % GDP   

14  The most important EMU criteria in this respect are an EMU deficit (the difference between government revenues and 
expenditures) below 3 percent and an EMU debt-to-GDP ratio below 60 percent. 
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Several projects have been initiated to make the output of governmental organizations more 

visible. The VBTB project for the central government and the PMI project for the munici-

palities especially aimed at making this performance more transparent. However, research 

has shown that the reported performance has a more illustrative character and the reported 

information does not show the accomplishments of the government (Aardema, 2002; IOFEZ, 

2004). However, the introduction of the dual system may have been a further incentive to 

develop performance indicators.

However, this does not mean that municipalities did not employ activities in order to improve 

their organizational performance. Firstly, the PMI project – and the related development of 

performance indicators - attracted a lot of attention. Many civil servants followed courses 

or participated in workshops, consultancy firms were frequently asked to assist, and the 

(professional) media paid a lot of attention to this project. Secondly, benchmarking projects 

became popular, aiming at sharing knowledge, mutual learning and developing best practices. 

In March 2008, the association of Dutch municipalities VNG reported 44 benchmarking-

projects, of which 37 were quality certified15. Thirdly, the Dutch ministry of Internal Affairs 

initiated a project to make government output more transparent16. This project was further de-

veloped and facilitated by the association of Dutch municipalities. Fourthly, initiatives were 

taken to pay more attention to the annual report of governmental organizations. At central 

government level, each year on the third Wednesday in May (in Dutch: verantwoordingsdag), 

the Dutch parliament discusses the annual accounts of the Dutch ministries with the cabinet. 

This event was not considered very successful by members of parliament and the public. 

However, recently initiatives were undertaken by the minister of finance as well as the Dutch 

Court of Audit to renew attention for this event. 

Although these initiatives have been carried out, it is still not possible to compare the perfor-

mance of municipalities or analyze this performance longitudinally. Furthermore, the public 

opinion is still rather negative. According to Ringeling (1993), this negative image does not 

stem from the real performance of the government, but rather from social moods, prejudg-

15 www.watdoetjegemeente.nl, consulted 3 March 2008
16 www.watdoetjegemeente.nl 
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ments and an incorrect view of what the government does. Moreover, the existence of small 

municipalities is questioned occasionally17, although we lack data that prove the inefficiency 

or ineffectiveness of smaller municipalities. 

In order to overcome the problem that we lack objective performance data, subjective indi-

cators can be used. From September 2004 to April 2005, Ter Bogt interviewed 23 municipal 

and provincial politicians and professional managers. The interviewees were asked to look 

back at and discuss their experiences and perceptions of the management reforms. Most in-

terviewees stated that they had the impression that the various management changes slightly 

improved the functioning of their organizations and the services they provide. Furthermore, 

they indicated that the changes also seemed to have slightly positive effects on the quality 

of services supplied to citizens, as well as on the quality and job satisfaction of employees, 

and the realization of the political aims of their organizations (Ter Bogt, 2008, p. 42 and 53). 

In September 2005, a group of 105 practitioners actively involved in Dutch and Belgium 

government and nonprofit organizations were asked to give their opinion on the successful-

ness of the NPM reforms. Most respondents agreed with the statement that effectiveness and 

efficiency have increased in recent years (67%), but almost half of this group added, that this 

improved performance was not due to the NPM reforms18  (Groot and Budding, 2008a). The 

advantage of this way of analyzing the successfulness of the reforms is that a rather long pe-

riod can be taken into account and the respondents are able to overlook several aspects. This 

way it can be prevented that just a temporary effect is taken into account or that a too narrow 

focus is used on just one or a small number of effects.  

 

1.9 CONTENT AND STRUCTURE OF THIS DISSERTATION

In this chapter, the management changes in Dutch municipalities have been introduced. Se-

veral projects and initiatives were undertaken, of which decentralization and the introduction 

of performance measurement systems were important elements. However, we do not know 

17  Most recently by the chairman of the management board of the association of Dutch municipalities on the Dutch 
television program ‘Buitenhof’, 27 May 2007.

18 The results for the practitioners from local government do not differ from the results obtained from the total sample.
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much yet about the successfulness of these changes. In this PhD thesis we aim to provide 

further insight into the behavioral and organizational effects of introducing public manage-

ment reforms. We analyze two sets of reforms: the decentralization of decision making autho-

rities within the organization and the introduction of accounting measures (such as budgets, 

costs and production numbers) for performance evaluation. We expect these reforms to be 

interrelated: if managers are given more comprehensive decision making authority, we expect 

them to be evaluated to a greater extent on accounting measures (AM), holding them accoun-

table for the results they achieve with the allocated budgets and the authorities they have. 

We analyze the results of these reforms in three subsequent papers that form the following 

chapters. In the study in Chapter 2 we analyze the influences of implementing NPM reforms 

on product costing and service pricing decisions in Dutch municipalities19. This study uses 

survey data derived from 114 Dutch municipalities. It focuses on two reforms, decentrali-

zation and the transition from functional budgeting to product budgeting. Decentralization 

is operationalized here as the implementation of a decentralized management model in a 

municipality. We find that the introduction of these changes is associated with the use of more 

elaborate cost accounting techniques. Furthermore, our analysis reveals that decentralization 

is associated with higher tariffs for some services. However, this study does not show the 

causes of these higher tariffs. An explanation might be that decentralization transfers risks to 

lower level managers and these managers take measures to protect themselves against these 

risks. 

In the study in Chapter 3 our level of analysis is the municipal manager20.  In an exploratory 

study we analyze the relationship between accountability, uncertainty and performance at the 

level of operational managers. Twenty three interviews were held to explore these relation-

ships. This study was conducted in two phases. In the first phase a grounded theory approach 

was used, seeking to get as much insight as possible from the empirical findings, without 

using a specific theoretical framework. In the second phase, the decision was made to fol-

low the Reliance on Accounting Performance Measures (RAPM) literature in management 

19 This study is published in a joint paper with Tom Groot in Financial Accountability & Management (2004). 
20 This study was published in Management Accounting Research in 2004. 
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accounting, as this literature addresses the same evaluation issues as this thesis, although 

mainly in a private sector setting. Furthermore, a contingency-based approach was used, 

analyzing internal and external conditions that may influence the suitability of performance 

evaluation systems. This study reveals that municipal managers are confronted with environ-

mental uncertainties to a large extent (especially stemming from central government), but that 

they do not see these uncertainties as an impediment for being held accountable for results. 

However, they also state that internal conditions, such as having open communication, are 

important elements contributing to an honest and fair performance evaluation. 

The study in Chapter 4 aims to generalize the findings of Chapter 3 and to provide further 

insights21. It documents a survey research analyzing both the antecedents of performance eva-

luation systems and the effects of these systems. In doing so, it focuses on the use of accoun-

ting measures (AM) for performance evaluation. The analysis shows that the performance 

evaluation system of municipal departments is hardly linked to the level of decentralization. 

Furthermore, it is shown that the effect of the use of accounting performance measures for 

evaluation purposes on performance is moderated by the level of environmental uncertainty: 

the use of accounting criteria results in more goal clarity at higher levels of uncertainty. 

However, we also find that managers are more concerned about their performance evaluation 

in these circumstances. These findings confirm the claim of Hartmann (2000) that environ-

mental uncertainty may have multiple effects. The use of objective nonfinancial indicators 

(such as indicators expressing the quality of services) overall has a positive effect. For the use 

of subjective nonfinancial indicators we found opposite effects. Finally, we show that goal 

clarity of the managers is positively related to the performance of municipal departments.

This thesis ends with a chapter in which the results are summarized, the conclusions are 

drawn, the limitations of this research project are discussed and some avenues for future 

research are presented. Furthermore, in the appendices of this dissertation the questionnaires 

(in English translation) are supplemented, as well as some additional analyses. 

21  Earlier versions of the study reported in Chapter 4 were presented at the EAA Conference 2004 in Prague, the NPM 
Seminar 2004 in Amsterdam and the mid-year session 2006 of the AAA Government and Non-Profit Section in 
Miami.
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2.1 ABSTRACT

New Public Management reforms are aimed at improving effectiveness and efficiency 

of performance by a great variety of different organizational, managerial and accounting 

reforms. In the last decade, a great number of Dutch municipalities have been implementing 

some NPM reforms, most notably decentralization of responsibilities to lower organizational 

levels and restructuring of the budget and financial reports into a product based format. This 

study comprises a survey among 114 municipalities to assess the relationship between NPM 

reforms and municipalities’ decisions on costing and pricing of their services. As expected, 

decentralized municipalities and municipalities applying product budgeting systems monitor 

more strictly the degree in which costs are covered by revenues and use more sophisticated 

2
THE INFLUENCE OF NEW PUBLIC 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ON 
PRODUCT COSTING AND SERVICE 
PRICING DECISIONS IN DUTCH  
MUNICIPALITIES22 

22  The study reported in Chapter 2 is published in cooperation with Tom Groot in Financial Accountability &  
Management, November 2004. This published paper is slightly adapted and updated for this PhD thesis. We gratefully 
acknowledge the valuable comments made by Fred Lindahl (George Washington University, Washington D.C. and 
Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam), Laurence E. Johnson (Colorado State University), participants of the NPM Seminar 
2001 at the University of Nyenrode, participants of the 2001 AAA Annual Conference in Atlanta and two anonymous 
reviewers. 
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cost accounting methods in calculating full product costs of services. Given the fact that 

decentralization may help municipalities to make operational managers more accountable for 

performance and that product budgeting systems enhance cost consciousness among muni-

cipal managers, we expect NPM measures to contribute to lower prices for services rendered 

to citizens. The results show that the two NPM measures do not have any relation with price 

setting for garbage collection. However, the NPM decentralization measure is significantly 

related to higher prices for contracting marriages. In this paper we try to come up with some 

alternative explanations for these unexpected findings.

 

2.2 INTRODUCTION

During the last twenty years, management of the Dutch public sector has undergone frequent 

changes and reforms. Attempts have been made to introduce private sector management 

styles and techniques, sometimes referred to as ‘neo-Taylorist reforms’, combined with an 

increased emphasis on customer demands and service quality (Pollitt, 1993). These innova-

tions have, to a greater or lesser extent, been implemented in other countries as well and are 

commonly known under the name New Public Management (abbreviated as NPM). In  

general, NPM measures vary from restructuring government agencies into separately 

managed ‘corporatized’ units, introducing greater competition in markets for public goods, 

putting more emphasis on explicit and measurable standards of (mostly output-related) 

performance and using more performance-related compensation (Aucoin, 1990; Hood, 

1991; Hood, 1995; Lapsley, 1994; Miah and Mia, 1996; Pollitt, 1993). Some claim that an 

important element of NPM is the emergence of new accounting-based financial management 

techniques, like ‘accrual accounts’, ‘full costs’, ‘product budgeting’, ‘devolved budgeting 

systems’ and ‘financial performance indicators’ (Guthrie, Olson and Humphrey, 1999; Olson, 

Guthrie and Humphrey, 1998). This is particularly true when NPM is considered from an 

organizational change perspective. Accounting can be supportive of change by making things 

visible that otherwise would not be, for instance by constructing ‘product cost’ for non-profit 
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services. It can also function as a calculative practice by using ‘product costs’ to calculate 

gross margins or to establish break-even quantities of service. By doing so, accounting is 

creating a domain of economic action in which social and political agendas are confronted 

with economic knowledge and understandings (Hopwood, 1988). However, accounting may 

also hinder organizational change. From a control perspective, changing accounting practices 

too frequently should be avoided. Stability and continuity in accounting procedures enhance 

comparability and accountability among organizational units and across time periods, leading 

to higher effectiveness of management control systems (Groot and Lukka, 2000).

In recent years, empirical studies have been published which try to shed more light on the 

role NPM plays in improving public sector management. Some studies explain under which 

circumstances NPM is adopted (Van Helden, 2000a; Hood, 1995), some provide descrip-

tions of how new public management practices are introduced (Chua, 1995; Covaleski and 

Dirsmith, 1995) and others study the impact NPM measures have on operational activities 

(Lapsley, 1994; Pettersen, 1995). Most studies are focused on organizational and operational 

consequences which the introduction of specific NPM techniques may have had. Broadbent 

and Guthrie (1992) label this approach ‘technical accounting’ studies. In our study, we try 

to explain the use of specific accounting measures in terms of the organizational context in 

which they are adopted, following a ‘contextually technical accounting’ approach.

It looks as if a greater emphasis on economy has indeed reversed the rising trend in gover-

nment spending23 in some countries like the UK and New Zealand (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 

2000), as well as in some sectors in the Netherlands (Groot, 1999). However, convincing 

evidence that it will also lead to greater efficiency and effectiveness has not yet been found 

(Lapsley, 1999; Pollitt, 2000, Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000). There are some reasons to expect 

that private sector management will not work in a non-profit environment, because goals may 

be ambiguous, outputs are not always readily measurable and non-profit professional pro-

duction technology may not be well understood (Hofstede, 1978 and 1981; McDaniel, 1997; 

Ouchi, 1979). 

23 In terms of changes in government outlays as a percentage of the nominal GDP (1985-1999).
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In this study we try to assess the influence NPM measures have on cost accounting practices 

and pricing decisions in Dutch municipalities. In order to be able to distinguish different 

types of services, we focus on product costing and price setting by municipalities for garbage 

collection and contracting of marriages. This paper is structured as follows: in the next sec-

tion we discuss recent NPM reforms in Dutch municipalities, followed by an explanation of 

the institutional and legal arrangements under which Dutch municipalities provide services to 

the public. Both sections lead to the formulation of the main research questions and hypo-

theses on the relation between NPM measures and practices in costing and pricing of local 

services. We will then provide information on the research design. The results section reports 

costing practices and pricing decisions separately. The paper concludes with a discussion sec-

tion in which the major results as well as some limitations of the current study are discussed.

2.3 PUBLIC SECTOR REFORMS IN DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES

The new public management practices introduced in Dutch municipalities during the 1980s 

and 1990s follow a widespread international trend in local governmental reform. They relate 

to two major groups of reforms, namely (a) management and organizational changes in local 

authorities and (b) the use of output-oriented and accounting-based executive information for 

planning and control purposes (Lapsley and Pallot, 2000; Lapsley, Pallot and Levy, 2002). 

Each reform will be discussed separately.

A major organizational change in many Dutch municipalities was the replacement of the tra-

ditional centralized organizational structure (referred to as the secretary model) by a decentra-

lized organizational structure (the sector or concern model) (Van Helden and Jansen, 2003). 

The difference between the ‘sector model’ and the ‘concern model’ has to do with the level of 

autonomy of the divisions: in a ‘concern model’ the divisions are more autonomous compa-

red to a ‘sector model’ (Van Helden, 1997; Verbon and Bussel, 1994). A well-known example 

of decentralization is the Tilburg model: the city of Tilburg was the first to put an end to the 
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centralized secretary model in which the municipal bureaucracy, headed by the secretary-ge-

neral, was responsible for both policy preparation and policy execution. The traditional model 

was functionally organized and consisted of a large number of operational departments, like 

the department for civil affairs24 and the social security department25, and separate functional 

support departments for Personnel Affairs, Finance, and Public Relations, etc. The decentra-

lized Tilburg model reduces the large number of operational departments to a smaller number 

of larger operational divisions that have their own functional support departments. The divi-

sions are responsible for policy execution, while the remaining and reduced-size headquarter 

division concentrates on policy preparation and monitoring of the divisions’ performance. 

This model aims at two major advantages: the small number of divisions and the streamlining 

of the organization is expected to lead to a significant cost reduction. At the same time, the 

decentralization of decision making power to operational units jointly with increased monito-

ring of performance by the corporate staff is expected to lead to more effective and efficient 

execution of municipal policy (Groot and Van Helden, 1999; Van Helden, 2000a; Verbon and 

Van Bussel, 1994). 

The most important innovation in executive information is the introduction of product budge-

ting systems. This innovation was encouraged by two nationwide developments. The first is 

the implementation of accounting reforms in 1985 and 1995, introducing accrual accounting 

principles and a new accounting scheme that classified accounts into 80 major policy areas 

(Bac, Knoop and Zanten, 1991; VB Groep, 1995). The second development is the execution 

of a project called BBI (in Dutch: ‘Beleids- en BeheersInstrumentarium’, which may be 

translated as ‘Policy and Management Instruments’), that provided ideas about how informa-

tion could be improved to effectively support planning and control decisions in municipalities 

(Van Helden, 1998, 2000b; Houwaart, Van der Linde, Post and Verduijn, 1995). The BBI 

project provides specific instructions and recommendations concerning the application of 

24  In the Netherlands, every municipality has a department of civil affairs which is responsible for the administration 
and execution of the marriage law, the provision of a system for the registration of deeds (births, deaths and mar-
riages), the issuing of driver licences and passports and other services to citizens. 

25  Social security departments are responsible for welfare and employment issues, such as providing help in finding 
employment and paying allowances. In the Netherlands, the execution of these services is the responsibility of the 
municipalities. Most municipalities have their own social security department, although some municipalities subcon-
tract a part of their services. 

THE INFLUENCE OF NEW PUBLIC MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ON PRODUCT COSTING 
AND SERVICE PRICING DECISIONS IN DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES



56

different tools, like output budgeting, responsibility accounting, variance analysis and cost al-

location (Van Helden and Jansen, 2003). Both developments stimulated some municipalities 

to change the traditional budget format that is structured according to policy area (e.g., social 

security, education, infrastructure) into a product-based format, facilitating the identification 

of specific services (e.g., passports, primary education, maintenance of canals) and their 

related costs and revenues. 

These NPM reforms appear not to be implemented as a package: most municipalities opted 

to do some of them, some municipalities did most and some decided to introduce none. This 

variation in adoption of NPM measures offers the ideal situation to evaluate the implications 

of NPM measures on product costing and pricing of services. 

2.4 LOCAL SERVICE PROVISION BY DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES

In the Netherlands, municipalities generally have three sources of income: (a) grants from the 

central government, (b) taxation of local citizens and businesses and (c) payments for servi-

ces provided, like issuing passports, collecting garbage, issuing permits for remodeling buil-

dings and contracting marriages (refer to paragraph 1.3). The income from services provided 

has always been a small part of the municipal budget, but has grown over the last ten years 

from approximately 8% (CBS, 1999) to 16% (CBS, 2004) of the municipal budget. This is 

due partly to increased revenues from services and partly to decreased state funding (Van 

Helden, 2000a; Westhoff, 1993). Dutch municipalities are entitled by law to freely establish 

selling prices for a limited number of specific services as long as the income generated by 

these services does not exceed full costs (Municipal Law, article 229b). Full-cost information 

therefore imposes an important (upper) constraint on local government pricing decisions26. 

However, Dutch law does not prescribe how the full costs should be calculated in terms of 

what costs to include and how they should be assigned to the services provided. Further-

more, Dutch law does not prescribe if the rule that income generated by the services may not 

26  In case prices do not cover all costs for the services offered, municipalities could finance these by the funds provided 
by the central government or by taxes that do not have a specific destination, such as the property tax.
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exceed costs applies to one service or a group of services. In daily practice, municipalities 

indeed interpret this rule differently (Groot and Budding, 1998). 

The decline in state funding and the vagueness of state regulation on pricing decisions have 

contributed to the current situation where tariffs for local services increase more than infla-

tion (Allers, Schrantee and Sterks, 2000; Consumentenbond, 2002) and where local tariffs 

for comparable services differ greatly among all Dutch municipalities (Allers, 1996, 2002; 

Allers, Haan and Sterks, 1999; VNO-NCW, 1996). For instance prices for garbage collection 

varied from 5.72 to 267.64 Euros a year for a one-person household in 1998 (Allers, 1998). 

These price differences may be caused by (a combination of) four different circumstances. 

Firstly, they may be a result of differences in service level, like quality and frequency of 

service. Secondly, prices may vary due to cost differences: low-density municipalities gener-

ally incur higher unit cost for garbage collection than high-density populated municipalities. 

Thirdly, cost differences may also be caused by differences in efficiency of service provi-

sion. And finally, price differences may be the result of different cost accounting and pricing 

practices. Since Dutch law permits tariffs up to full cost of services27, cost calculation plays 

an important role in the determination of prices for municipal services. Our study is mainly 

concentrated on the relationship between NPM and managerial decisions on cost accounting 

and pricing of municipal services.

2.5 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

New Public Management thinking suggests that restructuring municipal bureaucracies into 

a decentralized structure of relatively independent operational divisions and managing their 

conduct by the use of output-oriented performance measures may lead to improvement of 

effectiveness and efficiency of performance. Some Dutch municipalities have been decentra-

lized by replacing the secretary model by the concern model or the sector model. A number 

27  We would like to stress here that municipalities may choose (because of political wishes) to charge tariffs that do not 
represent actual cost levels, e.g. to make services accessible to all inhabitants. 

THE INFLUENCE OF NEW PUBLIC MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ON PRODUCT COSTING 
AND SERVICE PRICING DECISIONS IN DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES



58

of municipalities have introduced output-oriented accounting information by replacing the 

traditional functional budget with a product budgeting system. We expect each NPM measure 

to have the following influence on costing and pricing decisions in the provision of municipal 

services.

Managers of decentralized operational units in municipalities are made more responsible for 

the balance between costs and revenues than are managers in traditional municipalities. The 

application of product budgeting reinforces this difference by making costs and benefits more 

visible and transparent. This may have consequences for the product costing decisions muni-

cipalities make. We anticipate decentralized municipalities and municipalities using product 

budgeting systems to put more effort into identifying and calculating total product costs of 

services provided. More specifically, we expect decentralization and product budgeting to 

cause municipalities to know better the balance between total costs and revenues, to recover 

more costs from revenues, to include more indirect cost items in total product costs and to use 

more sophisticated cost allocation techniques. These differences in product costing activities 

may also influence pricing decisions. The first expectation is that decentralized municipalities 

and municipalities using product budgeting systems will make more use of cost information 

for pricing decisions. Partly because of this enhanced cost-consciousness, they will ultimately 

come up with higher product cost figures for similar services than traditional municipalities 

do. On the other hand, each of the NPM measures may also lower product costs. Decentrali-

zation is expected to downsize municipal bureaucracies and to provide operational manage-

ment the authority for effective and efficient operational management. Product budgeting sys-

tems may also lead to lower costs because they provide improved product cost information 

upon which operational management can act. Lower reported accounting costs must always 

lead to lower prices, because Dutch law mandates service tariffs not to exceed total costs. 

Higher costs may lead to higher prices, but municipalities are entitled to decide to charge ci-

tizens less than total costs and incur a calculated loss on the service. Given the current public 

debate criticizing recent local tariff increases, we expect that the opportunities to lower costs 

will in the end outweigh the higher product costs and that each of the NPM measures will 

eventually lead to lower prices of services provided.
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2.6 RESEARCH DESIGN

In order to be able to distinguish different types of services, we focus on product costing and 

price setting by municipalities for garbage collection and contracting of marriages. These 

services are both examples of important municipal services for which citizens and busines-

ses can be charged, but for which the income generated may not exceed full costs. However, 

there are also some important differences between both services. In the Netherlands, every 

household has to pay for garbage collection services, i.e. this service is obligatory. On the 

other hand, every person who wants to marry can choose in which municipality to marry. 

The only obligation is that marriages have to be contracted by an official from a municipality. 

Another difference between these services lies in the availability and analyzability of compa-

rable cost and price information. The service ‘garbage collection’ can be defined fairly pre-

cisely, because its technology is well-known, garbage collection activities are repetitive and 

analyzable. These aspects facilitate the identification of garbage collection costs: these costs 

can be considered engineered costs because they have a specified engineered, or designed, 

relationship with the number of units serviced (see also Kaplan and Atkinson, 1998). Engi-

neered costs facilitate the exchange and analysis of cost information from different garbage 

collection departments. The product ‘contracting marriages’ is much more difficult to define, 

because of the many differences in the intangible aspects of the service, like the attractiveness 

of the environment and style of the ceremony. Costs for contracting marriages are largely 

determined by periodic decisions on service style and service environment which make them 

discretionary costs. Cost information on contracting marriages cannot as easily be exchanged 

and analyzed as cost information on garbage collection. A final difference is in the organi-

zation of the services. Garbage collection services are performed by separately identifiable 

organizational units inside or outside the municipalities. The service of contracting marriages 

is one of the many services that are performed by the department of civil affairs. 

Since the study was meant to give more insights into the relatively unknown area of munici-

pal cost accounting, it was decided to do the study in two phases. The first phase was a series 
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of case studies designed to gain a better understanding of how local authorities make costing 

and pricing decisions. A sample of six municipalities was selected: in each municipality the 

manager of the department of finance was interviewed as well the person who calculates the 

tariffs of garbage collection. These interviews were held during December 1996 and January 

1997.  These interviews revealed that the six municipalities differed considerably in the adop-

tion of NPM measures and in costing and pricing practices28.  

Based on the findings of the first phase, a survey was constructed. In the survey instrument 

we asked the respondents to report whether their municipality implemented the NPM measu-

res ‘decentralization’ and/or ‘product budgeting’. Subsequently, we solicited information on 

product costing and pricing practices for the two products studied, based on the expectations 

stated in the previous paragraph. We included in this survey two additional control variables: 

size and financial position of the municipality. Size is measured by the number of inhabitants. 

Due to the fact that in the Netherlands there is a rather large number of small municipalities 

and a rather small number of larger municipalities, we decided to use a stratified sampling 

method. We excluded the four largest municipalities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Rot-

terdam, The Hague and Utrecht) because each of them has special legal, administrative and 

financial arrangements with the state that do not apply to other Dutch municipalities. We sent 

a questionnaire to all big municipalities (more than 50,000 inhabitants), and for the medium 

and small category we randomly selected 75 municipalities for each category. The control va-

riable financial position is measured by the change in the municipality’s financial position as 

a result of a change in the state budget allocation system, which occurred shortly before our 

study took place. We classify municipalities which had more than a 5% advantage29 as ‘posi-

tive financial position’ and municipalities having more than a 5% disadvantage as ‘negative 

financial position.’ This measure does not fully capture the financial position of the municipa-

lities (see also Van Helden, 1998), but the recent reallocation of funds gave municipalities a 

significant surplus or deficit which clearly influenced local financial strategies. 

28  Because nearly all findings from the case study phase served as input for the second phase, the results of the case 
study phase are not reported separately in this paper.

29  We used this 5% cut-off because during the first five years of the new allocation system, the maximum disadvantage 
for municipalities was set on 5% a year. Municipalities that had a greater disadvantage were compensated. Therefore, 
the municipalities with a smaller disadvantage were expected to be able to find a solution for this effect themselves 
(Toet and Oskam, 1996).
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In the Spring of 1997, the survey was sent to the manager of the financial department in a 

sample of 207 Dutch municipalities. One reminder was also sent. The survey produced 114 

usable responses, leading to a fairly high response rate of 55%, representing 20% of all Dutch 

municipalities (refer to Panel A in Table 2-1). Panel B in Table 2-1 depicts the distribution 

of the sample municipalities over the two NPM variables and two control variables studied. 

Each of the variables appears to be reasonably well represented in the sample. 

Table 2-1

Survey response and characteristics of the sample municipalities

Panel A: survey response
Category by num-
ber of inhabitants

Number of munici-
palities in the  

Netherlands (1997)

Number of  
municipalities  
in the sample

Number of  
respondents

Response rate

0 – 20,000 360 75 37 49.3%

20,000 – 50,000 155 75 43 57.3%

More than 50,000 57 57 34 59.6%

Total 572 207 114 55.1%

Panel B: characteristics of the sample municipalities1

Characteristic Groups Frequency

Organization 
structure

Secretary-model 38

Sector-model 31

Concern-model 43

Budgeting system

Product budgeting 60

Functional budgeting 48

Other system 3

Size

Small (less than 20,000 inhabitants) 37

Medium (20,000 – 50,000 inhabitants) 43

Large (more than 50,000 inhabitants) 34

Financial position

Negative position (> 5% decrease) 41

Neutral position (between –5 and +5%) 37

Positive position (> 5% increase) 33

1  n=111-114, due to missing data.
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We will first present the results for product costing decisions and subsequently for pricing 

decisions.

2.7 RESULTS ON PRODUCT COSTING DECISIONS

Our expectations were that NPM measures would motivate municipalities to (a) monitor 

more accurately the degree to which revenues compensate for the costs of service provision, 

(b) cover more costs from revenues, (c) include more indirect cost items in the total product 

costs and (d) use more sophisticated cost allocation techniques. 

Table 2-2 provides information on expectations (a) and (b). Our results indicate that muni-

cipalities take different product costing decisions for each of the two products. Around 85% 

of the sample municipalities set prices for garbage collection that fully or nearly fully (from 

90% to exactly 100%) cover garbage collection costs, while only 40% do so for contracting 

marriages. All municipalities indicate they know what the relation between costs and tariffs 

for garbage collection are, while 25% of the municipalities have no information on the rela-

tion between costs and tariffs for contracting marriages. The close connection between costs 

and prices in garbage collection does not allow for large differences in cost recovery when 

NPM measures are concerned. This is different for marriages: relatively more municipalities 

with a decentralized organizational structure set prices close to full cost levels and know what 

the degree of cost recovery actually is than do municipalities with a traditional organization 

structure. A similar picture emerges when the financial position is taken into account. More 

municipalities in an unfavorable financial position set tariffs at full cost levels and have 

information about product cost recovery rates than do municipalities in a favorable financial 

position. 
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Table 2-3 presents results on expectation c, the inclusion of indirect costs in product cost 

calculations. Since we expected that detailed product cost calculations would only be made 

for garbage collection costs (refer to the Research design section), these data refer only 

to product costs for garbage collection. Most municipalities include overhead costs of the 

department (the lowest operational level) in the total cost of garbage collection.  Just over 

half of the municipalities include overhead costs of the sector (the larger division or business 

unit to which the department belongs) and less than half the municipalities add corporate 

overhead (on the highest organizational level) as well. Organization structure and size of the 

municipality make a difference: more decentralized and larger municipalities assign overhead 

costs of higher organizational levels to the unit cost of garbage collection than do traditional 

and smaller municipalities. 

Table 2-2

Degree to which Revenues cover Costs

Tariff covers 
costs for

Total sample Organization structure 1,2 Financial position 1,3

Garbage Marriages Secretary Sector Concern Unfavorable Favorable

> 100% 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 3% 0% 5% 2% 6%

Exactly 100% 64 (58%) 26 (23%) 16% 36% 19% 37% 12%

90 – 100% 30 (27%) 19 (17%) 11% 19% 21% 17% 12%

70 – 90% 12 (11%) 14 (12%) 11% 13% 14% 12% 18%

< 70% 4 (4%) 23 (20%) 21% 16% 23% 15% 21%

We don’t know 0 (0%) 29 (25%) 40% 16% 19% 17% 30%

n4 111 (100%) 114 (100%) 38 31 43 41 33

1 These results relate to marriages only.
2  Kruskal-Wallis test, p < 0.040. This nonparametric test is used because of the ordinal nature of the variables. Kruskal-Wallis allows us to com-

pare more than two independent samples (Siegel and Castellan, 1988).
3  Mann-Whitney test, p < 0.044. This nonparametric test is used to compare two independent samples.
4  Because of listwise deletion, the sum of the number of disaggregated cases under organization structure is 112 instead of 114. For the financial 

position, we only used the two most extreme categories, totaling to n=74.
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Expectation d related to the cost allocation model’s level of sophistication is tested by 

looking at four aspects: the type of allocation method chosen, the number of cost drivers 

included, the type of cost drivers applied and the extent to which time registration techniques 

are used (see Table 2-4). Most municipalities use common service department cost allocation 

methods, like the direct method, applying a common overhead charge to a department’s direct 

costs to cover overhead costs, and the cost centre method (a Dutch version of the step-down 

method), which allows for partial recognition of the services rendered by support departments 

to other support departments. More sophisticated cost allocation systems, like Activity-Based 

Costing, are very rarely applied (see Table 2-4, panel A). NPM-measures do not make any 

statistically significant difference in the choice of allocation methods. Dutch municipalities 

use an average of 2.7 cost drivers to allocate overhead costs to products and services (see 

panel B in Table 2-4). Municipalities using a product budgeting system use significantly more 

cost drivers than do municipalities applying a traditional, functional budgeting system. Most 

of these cost drivers are related to labor costs (labor hours, number of full-time equivalents 

and cost of personnel), square meters of housing, and material costs (refer to panel C in Table 

2-4). Since most of municipalities’ services are labor-intensive and most cost drivers are 

related to labor hours, accuracy in determining product costs depends to a large extent on in-

formation about personnel’s time usage. Only 21% of the Dutch municipalities appear not to 

record labor time at all. The remaining municipalities record time in some form. Both NPM-

Table 2-3

Inclusion of indirect costs in product cost calculation1

Unit costs include2 Total
Sample

Organization Structure3 Size municipality4

Secretary Sector Concern Small Medium Large

Overhead department 95 (83%) 87% 83% 88% 89% 83% 88%

Overhead sector 69 (61%) 40% 55% 90% 31% 64% 94%

Overhead corporate 51 (46%) 29% 62% 49% 20% 67% 49%

Total response 110 38 29 41 35 38 37

Difference between total sample observations and the sum of disaggregated organization structure ob-servations is due to missing values.
Statistically significant differences are printed in bold
1 Data refer to unit costs of garbage collection.
2 Respondents could choose more than one option.
3 Kruskal-Wallis test, p = 0.001
4 Kruskal-Wallis test, p = 0.0001
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measures make a difference: decentralization and product budgeting appear to be related to 

statistically significant greater use of time registration techniques in calculating product costs 

(see Table 2-4, Panel D).

Table 2-4

Cost allocation systems for Product Costing purposes 
A. Allocation method used Nearly always Frequently Occasionally Never

Direct allocation method 28 (25%) 8 (7%) 19 (17%) 58 (51%)

Equivalent units 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 112 (99%)

Cost centre method 75 (67%) 6 (5%) 5 (4%) 29 (26%)

Activity-Based Costing 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 107 (95%)

Other 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 113 (100%)

B. Number of cost drivers used Total sample Budgeting system

Functional budget Product budget

1 cost driver 30 (27%) 15 (33%)1 13 (22%)1

2 cost drivers 22 (20%) 12 (26%) 10 (17%)

3 cost drivers 29 (26%) 11 (24%) 17 (29%)

4 cost drivers 17 (15%) 5 (11%) 10 (17%)

5 and more cost drivers 13 (12%) 3 (6%) 9 (15%)

Total response5  111 (100%) 46 (100%) 59 (100%)

C. Type of cost drivers2

Labor hours direct personnel 84 (75%) Physical units of product 16 (14%)

Number of full-time equivalents 70 (62%) Historic % of indirect costs 16 (14%)

Square meters housing 24 (21%) Activities 16 (14%)

Costs of personnel 19 (17%) Number of PC’s 15 (13%)

Material costs 18 (16%) Other 28 (25%)

D. Use of time registration Total sample Organization Structure3 Budgeting System4

Secr. Sector Conc. Fun.b. Prod.b.

No, we don’t register time 24 (21%) 34% 19% 12% 35% 8%

Yes, to calculate some product costs 34 (30%) 34% 19% 33% 38% 25%

Yes, to calculate most product costs 25 (22%) 13% 16% 33% 13% 28%

Yes, to calculate all product costs 31 (27%) 18% 45% 23% 15% 38%

Total sample5 114 (100%) 38 31 43 48 60

1 Differences in all responses to this question are significant at p = 0.037 (Mann-Whitney test).
2 Respondents could give more than one answer to this question.
3 Differences are significant at p = 0.001 (Kruskal-Wallis test).
4  Differences are significant at p = 0.0001 (Mann-Whitney test).
5  Summation of subcategories falls short of the total sample number of observations, due to exclusion of the “other system” budgeting category 

(refer to Table 2-1) and due to missing values in the variables ‘number of cost drivers’  (part C) and ‘use of time registration’ (part D), which 
were eliminated in the listwise deletion procedure.
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2.8 RESULTS ON PRODUCT PRICING DECISIONS

As can be appreciated from Table 2-5, Panel A, sample tariffs have a wide variation. The va-

riation is larger for marriages than for garbage collection. Large municipalities charge higher 

prices for marriages than do small municipalities. Decentralized municipalities (sector and 

concern models) charge higher prices for marriages than do traditional municipalities. Dif-

ferences in financial position and in budgeting systems also relate to the expected differences 

in tariffs for marriages, but these differences are not statistically significant (refer to Table 2-5 

Panel B). The four characteristics do not make any statistically significant difference in the 

tariffs for garbage collection.

Panel A: Sample tariffs

Services Mean tariff n s.d. Lowest tariff Highest tariff

Marriages

     Working day, daytime €   138.24 111 45.81 €     45.83 €   265.01

     Working day, evening -   257.17 32 134.22 -     74.87 -   667.06

     Saturday -   373.16 106 127.59 -   102.11 -   998.32

Garbage collection

     Single household -   142.40 107 35.83 -     28.59 -   218.65

     Two person household -   170.75 105 34.47 -     38.12 -   251.85

     Three and more -   173.60 103 36.00 -     38.12 -   249.87

Table 2-5

Sample tariffs and sample tariff differences
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The higher tariffs for marriages in decentralized municipalities suggest that the efficiency 

improvement effects of decentralization are outweighed by the effect of using more detailed 

and complete product cost information. In order to corroborate this finding, we asked our 

respondents to indicate to what extent cost information is used in price setting decisions 

for contracting marriages. The results depicted in Table 2-6 confirm that significantly more 

decentralized municipalities use cost information in the yearly adjustment of prices than do 

traditional municipalities. More traditional municipalities use indexation of existing tariffs 

Table 2-5 (continued)

Sample tariffs and sample tariff differences
Panel B: Sample tariff differences1

(Sub-)samples Mean tariffs marriages2 n Mean tariffs garbage 
collection3

n

Total sample € 138.24 111 € 162.13 103

Size

Small € 126.79 35 € 163.71 32

Medium € 134.84 43 € 165.12 38

Large € 154.804 33 € 157.15 33

Financial position

Negative position € 145.53 40 € 163.57 37

Neutral position € 135.93 37 € 163.43 34

Positive position € 133.54 31 € 161.08 29

Organization structure

Secretary model € 111.785 36 € 163.38 35

Sector model € 151.31 31 € 167.65 26

Concern model € 150.29 42 € 157.79 41

Budgeting system

Functional budgeting € 136.25 46 € 165.10 44

Product budgeting € 143.88 59 € 163.77 54

1  Statistically significant differences are printed in bold. Since tariff data are ratio values, differences between sample means are tested by ANOVA 
procedure, using the Bonferroni test.

2 The most commonly used tariff is chosen here: the tariff for marriages on working days during daytime.
3  The garbage collection tariff for an average household is used. This tariff is calculated by multiplying the tariffs for the different household 

categories (one, two three or more persons) by the average percentage of these households in the Netherlands (source: CBS, 2000).
4 Large is different from small (p=0.034). 
5 Traditional secretary model is different from sector model (p=0.001) and concern model (p=0.000).
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instead. The financial position also appears to influence price decisions: a negative financial 

position is related to an increased use of full cost information in price setting decisions.

Price setting Total sample Financial position1

Negative Positive Neutral

Mainly based on full costs 40 (36%) 16 (40%) 6 (19%) 16 (43%)

Mainly based on price comparisons with 
other municipalities

21 (19%) 5 (13%) 6 (19%) 10 (27%)

Both on full costs and price comparisons 45 (40%) 16 (40%)  19 (59%) 9 (24%)

Based on other considerations 6 (5%) 3 (7%)  1 (3%) 2 (5%)

Total sample 112 (100%) 40 (100%) 32 (100%) 37 (100%)

Yearly price adjustments Total sample Organization Structure2

Secretary Sector Concern

Based on cost analysis 30 (27%) 3 (8%) 13 (42%) 13 (30%)

Indexation of existing tariffs 73 (66%) 29 (76%) 17 (55%) 26 (60%)

Other approaches 8 (7%) 4 (11%) 1 (3%) 3 (7%)

Total sample 111 (100%) 36 (100%) 31 (100%) 42 (100%)

Table 2-6

Pricing decisions for Contracting Marriages 

Small differences between total sample number and sum of disaggregated categories is due to missing observations.
Statistically significant differences are printed in bold
1 p = 0.054 (Kruskal-Wallis Test)
2 p = 0.006 (Kruskal-Wallis Test)

So far, we have assessed the relationship between municipality characteristics and pricing de-

cisions for each explanatory variable separately. We are also interested in finding out how the 

different explanatory variables jointly relate to pricing decisions. We used OLS regression to 

explain tariffs for garbage collection and tariffs for contracting marriages.30 Multivariate ana-

Chapter 2

30  Diagnostic tests indicate that our models do not fail on meeting the regression assumptions. The Kolmogorov-
Smirnov statistic for normality of the dependent variables does not show significant deviations from normality 
(p=0.20 for both variables). K-S statistics for error terms of garbage collection and contracting marriages models are 
0.60 (p=0.20) and 0.083 (p=0.09) respectively. Skewness and Kurtosis statistics of the contracting marriages model 
are acceptable (z-scores below 1.8). Inspection of the standardised residuals’ distribution against the standardized pre-
dicted variable does not indicate heteroscedasticity problems. Some multicollinearity is present, but in a weak form: 
VIF factors are below 2.2 and most are close to 1.1; all VIF factors are well below 10, which is regarded acceptable 
(Hair et al., 1998).
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lyses of garbage collection tariffs do not explain much variation (refer to the second and third 

column of Table 2-7). The results change dramatically, however, when tariffs for contracting 

marriages are analyzed (see Table 2-7’s fourth and fifth column). We added a new control va-

riable to the list of exogenous variables. The large variation in tariffs for marriages may very 

well be caused by municipalities being more entrepreneurial in offering more different servi-

ces. This enlarged offering allows them to ask higher prices for premium services. We used as 

a proxy for the municipality’s level of entrepreneurialism the number of additional different 

locations (besides the town hall) offered by the municipality for marriage ceremonies. The 

more entrepreneurial a municipality is, the more different locations it offers to its citizens, the 

larger the variance of price offerings and thus the higher the mean tariff for contracting mar-

riages. The mean value of this variable is 0.94, minimum value is 0 and maximum number is 

3 (standard deviation is 1.051, n=112). The results in Table 2-7 show that the model explains 

25.8% of the variation in the tariffs for marriages. Size and the NPM variable decentraliza-

tion are significant, indicating that larger municipalities and more decentralized municipali-

ties charge their citizens more for their services. These results confirm the price differences 

already found in Table 2-5. The NPM variable product budgeting system is not significantly 

related to pricing decisions. This result indicates that more inclusive cost information does 

not necessarily lead to higher tariffs. Decisions about the degree to which revenues should 

cover costs and about whether pricing decisions should be based on cost information, on 

indexation or on price comparisons with other municipalities appear to play a bigger role in 

pricing decisions. The new control variable entrepreneurialism has the expected sign, but 

is not significant either. More entrepreneurial municipalities do therefore not automatically 

charge higher tariffs for their services. The results of the analyses appear to be robust under 

the use of different control variables and alternative specifications of the models.31

THE INFLUENCE OF NEW PUBLIC MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ON PRODUCT COSTING 
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31  We replaced the two dummy variables for organisational structure by one dummy variable for decentralisation (0=tra-
ditional secretary structure; 1=concern or sector structure) and used the logarithm of number of inhabitants for size. 
None of these alternative specifications of the models lead to significantly different results.
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Tariffs garbage collection Tariffs contracting marriages

ß t ß t

Constant --- ---

Sizea -.040 -.282 .201 * 1.700

Financial positionb .066 .607 -.072 -.797

Organization structurec

      Sector-structure .027 .210 .470 *** 4.405

      Concern-structure -.090 -.557 .336 ** 2.574

Budgeting systemd -.027 -.238 -.020 -.210

Number of locationse .097 1.045

F=.974  (p=.438) F=6.460  (p=.000)

R2=.050 Adj R2=.001 R2=.306 Adj R2=.258

n=98 n=95

Table 2-7

NPM factors as explanatory variables for tariffs for garbage collection 
and contracting marriages 

***p<.01; **p<.05; *p<.10 (two-tailed)
five cases are excluded because of outliers in size and tariffs (more than 3 s.d.’s from the mean)
a number of inhabitants. We also used log(size) as independent variable, this did not lead to different results.
b categorial variable (1=negative, 2=neutral, 3=positive position)
c  two dummy variables are used here: one for sector structure and one for concern structure. Traditional centralized structure (secretary) loads on 

constant
d dummy variable (functional budgeting system=0; product budgeting system=1)
e number of additional locations for contracting marriages, besides the town hall (minimum is 0, maximum is 3)

2.9 DISCUSSION

The results of our study show that NPM measures do influence cost accounting and pricing 

decisions in Dutch municipalities. However, NPM measures do not influence all cost accoun-

ting practices and pricing decisions similarly, nor do they influence every service to the same 

extent.

If we consider differences in cost accounting practices, the results mainly confirm our 

previous expectations. Municipalities that have introduced the decentralized sector model 
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or concern model appear to monitor more strictly the degree to which revenues cover costs, 

include more indirect costs in product cost calculations and make more use of time registra-

tion systems in calculating product costs. Municipalities using a product budgeting system 

use a larger number of cost drivers to attribute indirect costs to their products and apply also 

time registration systems more frequently. A result that stands out here is that the effect of 

the product budgeting system is very much restricted to the use of accounting techniques, 

whereas the effect of the decentralized structure affects a wider range of decisions, like the 

inclusion of more indirect cost categories and more intense monitoring of the degree to which 

revenues cover costs. 

Looking at pricing decisions, we conclude that the NPM decentralization measure affects 

pricing decisions of contracting marriages. This may be partly explained by the fact that more 

decentralized municipalities base the yearly price adjustments on cost analysis instead of on 

indexation of existing tariffs. Our conclusion that the NPM decentralization measure leads 

municipalities to charge higher prices for their services is contrary to our expectations. We 

expected NPM measures to have two separate effects. We believed NPM measures to lead to 

an increased awareness of costs by calculating more inclusive product cost figures and stri-

ving towards higher cost coverage from revenues. Higher product cost figures and higher cost 

coverage percentages permit municipalities to fix higher tariffs. Yet at the same time, NPM 

measures are supposed to assist municipalities in improving the efficiency and effectiveness 

of operations. These effects would lower total production costs and thus municipal tariffs. 

We expected that improvements in efficiency and effectiveness would outweigh the opportu-

nity to increase prices. Instead of a decrease in tariffs we find that the NPM decentralization 

measure leads to significant price increases. A possible explanation for this unexpected result 

is that the price increase caused by the use of total product information may be larger than 

the cost advantage from improved efficiency and effectiveness. This can also be a temporary 

effect: it seems plausible to expect that cost reductions from improved operations take more 

time than that it takes to produce higher product costs by making changes in the accounting 

system. An alternative explanation might be found in the effect NPM measures may have 
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on managerial behavior in municipalities. Decentralization aims at providing operational 

managers the means to effectively manage the provision of services and to hold operational 

managers responsible for results. Decentralization in this form introduces risk to operational 

managers: they now run the risk of providing bad services, of running out of budget and of 

incurring a budget deficit. An effective way for operational managers to reduce these risks is 

to persuade municipal policy makers to settle for the highest attainable prices by providing 

the municipal council all-inclusive cost figures in the pursuit of full cost coverage.

Another unexpected result is the remarkable difference in NPM decentralization effect for 

the two services considered. We did not find any statistically significant relation between 

size, financial position, organizational structure and budgeting system on the one hand and 

tariffs for garbage collection on the other. This result is partly caused by the smaller variation 

in garbage collection tariffs among the sample municipalities. This smaller variation also 

suggests a possible reason for our finding: since garbage collection activities are very similar 

in all sample municipalities, cost information and prices can easily be exchanged, compared 

and analyzed. The engineered garbage collection cost figures permit operational managers to 

calculate efficiency scores and to benchmark their conduct against the outcomes of peers (cf. 

Dijkgraaf and Gradus, 2003). An additional explanation may be found in the market structure 

for garbage collection and disposal services. In the Netherlands, a relatively small number 

of commercial firms service an increasing segment of the garbage collection and disposal 

market. This may lead to lower variation in tariffs throughout the country. In contrast, cost 

information on contracting marriages does not permit simple efficiency calculations and 

straightforward comparison of production and cost figures. The discretionary nature of cost 

in contracting marriages and the large variation in the ceremonies’ style and standing allow 

municipalities to maintain greater price differences. Here is where all-inclusive cost calcula-

tions and risk reducing behavior easily lead to higher tariffs without its reasonableness being 

questioned.
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This study has limitations. First of all, we could not directly assess the impact NPM measures 

had on costs of service provision. Cost information would have helped us in gaining more 

insights into the balance between the forcing up of prices by all-inclusive cost information 

and the decline of prices by increased efficiency and effectiveness of operations. A number 

of municipalities did not have reliable cost information available. At the same time, dif-

ferences in cost accounting practices would make it difficult to compare cost information 

between municipalities. Nevertheless, studies that allowed meaningful comparisons of cost 

and price information would contribute significantly to our understanding of the effects of 

NPM measures on municipal management and service provision. In our analysis we used 

prices and these contain not only efficiency variances, but also variances caused by diffe-

rences in service level quality. A second limitation is the nature of our study. We use cross-

sectional analyses that do not allow us to determine causality between variables. In our case, 

NPM measures may have caused municipal costing and pricing practices to change. On the 

other hand, municipalities using NPM methods may already have had advanced accounting 

practices and pricing models in place which made it easier for them to adopt NPM innovati-

ons. Longitudinal studies analyzing the introduction of NPM measures may provide new and 

important insights into the effectiveness of NPM reforms. A third limitation concerns the time 

period of this research project. The data were gathered in the period between December 1996 

and June 1997. The situation in municipalities might be changed in the meantime. However, 

more recent studies (Princen et al., 2004; Dekker and Budding, 2005) show that cost ac-

counting practices have not changed significantly in Dutch municipalities. A fifth limitation 

relates to the measurement of our variables: we used several proxies to measure our variables. 

Although we think we choose the most appropriate proxies, these are (by definition) not able 

to fully capture all elements of the concepts. Finally, our study tried to reconstruct the effect 

of NPM measures on costing and pricing practices by looking at results: the cost accounting 

practices used and the price levels chosen. An important next step would be to focus more 

on changes in the decision-making behavior and in attitudes that NPM innovations provoke. 

In-depth studies into the effect of organizational change on risk attitudes, risk-taking behavior 
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and decision-making may provide useful evidence in order to understand better the functional 

and dysfunctional effects of NPM innovations. This study indicates that NPM measures have 

an effect on managerial behavior in municipalities, even more than we expected, but it also 

reveals that much needs to be learned in order to understand fully the dynamics and drivers of 

organizational change in local government.
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3.1 ABSTRACT

This paper examines the call from NPM to place more emphasis on measuring the perfor-

mance of subunits and holding managers accountable for results. Following a contingency-

approach, it is expected that holding managers accountable for results will only lead to im-

proved performance if certain conditions are fulfilled. The data were collected from a series 

of semi-structured interviews with 19 managers of Dutch municipalities and 4 experts. 

The results show that instead of output indicators, throughput indicators are used for hol-

ding managers accountable. Managers do not consider environmental uncertainty (including 

uncertainties from the political environment) as an impediment to implementing accountable 

management. It appears that the attitude of municipal managers towards accountability and 

3
ACCOUNTABILITY,  
ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY 
AND GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE: 
EVIDENCE FROM  
DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES32 

32  The study reported in Chapter 3 is published in Management Accounting Research, September 2004. This published 
paper is slightly adapted and updated for this PhD thesis. I gratefully acknowledge the valuable comments made by 
Tom Groot and Martijn Schoute (Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam), participants of the 3rd EIASM International Confer-
ence on Accounting, Auditing and Management in  Public Sector Reforms in Dublin, 2002 and two anonymous 
reviewers
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towards uncertainty depends to a large extent on the way accounting information is used. 

Especially organizational conditions, such as the attitude of superiors, a results-oriented 

organizational climate and the creation of a ‘game spirit’, seem to improve government per-

formance.

3.2 INTRODUCTION

New Public Management (NPM) concepts call for the introduction of more incentives in 

governmental organizations that are believed to prevail in private firms, in order to improve 

effectiveness and efficiency (Dixit, 1997). Placing more emphasis on measuring the output of 

subunits and holding managers accountable, is one of these incentives (Hood, 1995). In doing 

so, managers are thought to be motivated to improve decision-making. As a result, govern-

mental organizations are expected to improve their performance.  

During the last two decades, NPM concepts have attracted much attention in western coun-

tries, including the Netherlands, the country this study focuses on (e.g. Groot, 1999; Ter Bogt 

and Van Helden, 2000). Financial management techniques from the private sector have been 

introduced to government organizations. Two important changes were decentralization/auto-

nomization and greater emphasis on output control (Ter Bogt and Van Helden, 2000). These 

two changes are interrelated. In the Netherlands, many municipalities replaced the traditional 

centralized organizational structure by a decentralized organizational structure (Van Helden 

and Jansen, 2003). In the new structure, the responsibility for policy execution was laid on the 

level of the divisions and the divisions were also given more extensive powers of decision ma-

king. The more freedom for the divisions also meant an obligation for them to provide more 

and better information and to account for their actions (Ter Bogt and Van Helden, 2000).   

Despite considerable interest, relatively few studies have been conducted on the effects of 

management reforms on the efficiency and productivity of nonprofit organizations (Groot, 

1999). Convincing evidence that it will lead to greater efficiency and effectiveness has not 

yet been found (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000; Lapsley, 1999). Empirical studies about the 
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effects of introducing NPM instruments show mixed results. There are reasons to expect that 

private sector management will not work in a nonprofit environment because goals may be 

ambiguous, outputs are not always readily measurable, and nonprofit professional production 

technology may not be well understood (Hofstede, 1978, 1981; Ouchi, 1979). As a result, 

holding managers accountable may be problematic.

This research aims at deepening and extending the understanding of the behavioral and 

organizational effects of holding managers accountable in governmental organizations. We 

will show that the specific environmental characteristics of these organizations (for example, 

the political environment) do not have to be an impediment to holding managers accountable 

for results. Instead of external factors, internal organizational characteristics (such as the way 

accounting information is used by superiors and the organizational climate) seem to be much 

more important for the relationship between accountability and government performance. 

This paper is structured as follows. The next section introduces the research questions. This is 

followed by a description of the study design and method. We will then elaborate on what ac-

countability and uncertainty mean in daily practice to managers at Dutch municipalities. The 

extent to which managers are held accountable for results and how much uncertainty they 

experience in daily practice are the subjects of the following section. After that, we discuss 

the relationship between accountability and performance. The paper concludes with a section 

in which the major results as well as some limitations of the current study are discussed.

3.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In this paper a contingency approach is used. It is expected that holding managers accoun-

table will lead to improved performance only if certain conditions (such as a stable environ-

ment) are fulfilled. Although the number of contingency studies in management accounting  

is quite large, only a limited number of these studies were in nonprofit or governmental  

organizations. Therefore, at the start of the study we decided to use a grounded research  

approach (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) aiming to develop a framework for the relationship 
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between accountability and government performance. However, after the first phase of this 

project, it became apparent that instead of having to develop an entirely new framework, this 

study could build on the insights from the Reliance on Accounting Performance Measures 

(RAPM) literature. 

Although ‘accountability’ and ‘being held accountable for results’ are key elements of NPM, 

little is known about the meaning of these concepts on the level of day-to-day management. 

What does this accountability mean to managers? For what, how and by whom are they held 

accountable? Therefore, the first research question of this paper is:

1.  What is the meaning of the concept ‘accountability’ to managers in 
governmental organizations?

As already stated, being held accountable can be problematic to managers in governmental 

organizations in certain circumstances. To begin with, one reason why this could be proble-

matic, has to do with the identification of the organization’s goals. This identification and 

definition of the products of governmental organizations is a relatively subjective exercise, 

and therefore, output-indicators are also relatively subjective and easy to manipulate. Further-

more, decision making in these organizations is a consequence of the multiple, conflicting 

political pressures, which result in relatively vague compromises that are also very unstable 

(Pollitt, 1990). Various interests are likely to result in various output measures (Anthony and 

Young, 1994). Due to these circumstances, identifying the relevant performance indicators 

and their targets is complicated for governmental organizations. As a result, holding mana-

gers accountable when targets are not clear could lead to negative effects. 

A second reason why being held accountable could be problematic has to do with the external 

environment of governmental organizations (cf. Govindarajan, 1984). Not all circumstances 

are under managers’ control. They can be confronted with (external) uncertainties which 

influence the performance of their departments. The controllability principle states that ma-

nagers should only be held responsible for events and accounting items that are reasonably 

under their control (Modell and Lee, 2001). 
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In this research project, we want to find out what could be the impediments in implementing 

accountable management. Such impediments could cause negative behavioral effects on 

managers. Therefore, the second research question is:

2.  Are managers in governmental organizations confronted with circum-
stances that make it problematic to be held accountable for results? 

In this project, we expect that a higher level of uncertainty makes it undesirable to hold 

managers accountable (e.g. Hirst, 1983; Govindarajan, 1984). Holding managers accountable 

under such circumstances can lead to dysfunctional behavior from managers and as a result, 

to poorer performing organizations. The third research question is about this influence of 

uncertainty: 

3.	 	What	is	the	influence	of	the	level	of	uncertainty	upon	the	relationship	
between accountability and organizational performance?

By dealing with the aforementioned research questions, we aim at gaining insights into the 

behavioral effects of holding managers accountable under conditions of uncertainty. We 

expect that positive behavioral effects will result in improved managerial and government 

performance. However, because of the exploratory character of this research project, we also 

want to keep an ‘open mind’ for other circumstances which encourage government perfor-

mance as well. Therefore, the fourth research question is generally formulated: 

4.  What are the factors that municipal managers consider important in 
enhancing their organizational performance?
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3.4 STUDY DESIGN AND METHOD

This paper studies Dutch municipalities. These organizations supply a wide array of services, 

from printing passports to collecting garbage. Since the mid-1980s, the Dutch municipalities 

have changed their management (such as their planning & control tools, see Ter Bogt and Van 

Helden, 2000) and their internal organization (Ter Bogt, 2001). These developments were 

stimulated by spending cuts, national legislation and the Policy and Management Instruments 

(PMI) project33. However, from previous research we know that there are great differences 

among the municipalities with respect to the level of implementation of these changes (Groot 

and Budding, 2004). Furthermore, Ter Bogt and Van Helden (2000) have shown that there is 

a wide gap between formal accounting changes and their actual application. In this project, 

we want to make comparisons between organizations that differed in the extent to which 

NPM reforms have been implemented in practice. We aim at including as much variation as 

possible. Therefore, we include municipalities that implemented and actually used a large 

number of NPM reforms (the NPM group) and municipalities that implemented only some 

(or none) of these reforms (the non-NPM group).

Because we hope to provide further insight into the effects of being accountable for results, 

we choose that level of analysis at which results could be measured. Therefore, managers 

were interviewed in this project at the level of a separate identifiable unit. Two municipal 

departments were the subject of this project: the ‘department of civil affairs’34 and the social 

security department35. These departments were chosen because they provide services that – 

according to the author – could be measured to a great extent, such as issuing driver licenses 

(DCA) and handling requests for financial aid (SSD). This is one of the basic conditions for 

the implementation of results control (cf. Merchant and Van der Stede, 2003). We included 

two different departments because this provided an opportunity to analyze the influence of 

specific task characteristics and organizational conditions on our findings. 

33  In Dutch: het BBI (Beleid en BeheersInstrumentarium) project
34  In the Netherlands, every municipality has a department of civil affairs which is responsible for the administration 

and execution of the marriage law, the provision of a system for the registration of deeds (births, deaths and mar-
riages), the issuing of driver licences and passports and other services to citizens.

35  Social security departments are responsible for welfare and employment issues, such as providing help in finding 
employment and paying allowances. In the Netherlands, the execution of these services is the responsibility of the 
municipalities. Most municipalities have their own social security department, although some municipalities subcon-
tract a part of these services. 
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Due to the exploratory character of this project, we decided to conduct the study in two pha-

ses; the Orientation phase and the Multiple field study phase. In the first phase a (qualitative) 

grounded theory approach was used, whereas the second phase comprised elements of both 

quantitative and qualitative research. 

Orientation phase
The first phase, the orientation phase, aimed at getting a better insight into the meaning of 

the concept ‘accountability’ (research question 1) and the circumstances in which ‘being held 

accountable for results’ were felt to be problematic by managers (research question 2). In 

this phase, eight interviews were held in the period between April and May 2001. Four of the 

interviewees are managers at municipalities36, the other four are experts in the field of per-

formance measurement in nonprofit organizations (e.g. management consultants, professors). 

All contacted persons participated. Before the interviews were held, an interview protocol 

was constructed. In this protocol the procedure and the main items for each interview were 

described (Appendix 2 provides a summary of these items). We tried to leave the interviews 

as open as possible. The interviews lasted from about one hour to almost two hours. 

Multiple field study phase
The multiple field study phase aimed at answering the following questions: ‘What is the in-

fluence of the level of uncertainty upon the relationship between accountability and organiza-

tional performance?’ (research question 3) and ‘What are the factors that municipal managers 

feel are important in enhancing their organizational performance?’ (research question 4). 

Furthermore, this phase aimed at developing instruments to measure ‘accountability’ and 

‘uncertainty’, because we did not find appropriate instruments in the literature to measure 

these variables.

We expected that there would be great differences among the municipalities in characteris-

tics that could be of great importance to the findings, such as the size of the municipality 

and the implementation of NPM reforms (e.g., the extent to which performance evaluation 

was introduced, cf. Van Dooren, 2005). Because of our aim to include as much variation as 

36  Two of the interviewees are managers at a social security department, the other two are managers at a department of 
civil affairs.
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possible, we used a stratified sampling procedure. With respect to the size, four groups were 

distinguished: municipalities with a maximum of 20,000 inhabitants, with 20-50,000 inha-

bitants, with 50-100,000 inhabitants and with more than 100,000 inhabitants. We think that 

size may be important because the applicability of accountable management could depend 

upon organizational characteristics, such as the organizational model and the span of control. 

These characteristics are more or less related to the size of the municipality. In order to make 

a distinction between municipalities that implemented many NPM reforms and municipalities 

that did not, a two-step selection approach was followed. This approach was used in order 

to have a selection of municipalities that implemented and actually used NPM reforms and 

municipalities that did not. 

The first step was to use a ‘reputation criterion’ to come to a selection of NPM and non-NPM 

municipalities. In the second step we verified this selection by asking questions to the man-

agers about the actual implementation of NPM reforms. In the first step, we looked for mu-

nicipalities that could be considered ‘NPM municipalities’, that is that they implemented rela-

tively many NPM reform initiatives. This was done by asking experts37 for suggestions and 

by searching for examples in Dutch public sector magazines38. This approach was also used 

for the ‘non-NPM municipalities’. The experts were asked to give suggestions for municipa-

lities that in their opinion implemented management reforms such as ‘integral management’, 

‘contract management’ and ‘business-like operating’ (in Dutch: bedrijfmatig werken). We did 

not rely on the opinion of one expert, but mutually compared their responses. We used this 

reputation criterion instead of a formal criterion (such as the use of output budgets) because 

we think this procedure provides us with examples of municipalities that indeed implemented 

and used the reforms rather than municipalities that have just formally implemented them. 

When a municipality was included in the sample, the managers of both departments were 

contacted by telephone. In each case the receptionist of the municipality was asked for the 

manager who was responsible for each department (the ‘department of civil affairs’ and the 

‘social security department’). Almost all managers promised to participate in the research 

project39. When participation was promised, a confirmation letter was immediately sent to 

the manager. Two weeks before the interview, a short questionnaire was sent, in which some 

37  These experts were consultants and auditors from two important professional service organizations in the Nether-
lands, Deloitte & Touche Accountancy and Consultancy services and Capgemini Ernst & Young.

38  Examples of these magazines are B&G and Overheidsmanagement.
39  Just one municipality did not want to participate because of a reorganization.  
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basic questions were asked, such as the number of employees in the department, the working 

experience of the interviewee, and two verification questions. The verification questions 

checked whether a municipality indeed could be labeled as an NPM municipality. We asked 

the interviewees whether they agreed with the following propositions: 

1.  The ‘principle of integral management’ is implemented to a large extent within my  

municipality. 

2. Heads of departments are held accountable for the performance of their departments. 

In the Netherlands, one of the most important NPM reforms at municipalities was to give  

 managers more (comprehensive) decision making authority, especially with regard to finan-

cial and personnel decisions. The term ‘integral management’ was used frequently to indicate 

that municipalities gave their managers more decision making authority (refer to paragraph 

1.5). Table 3-1 (panel A) shows that the level of ‘integral management’ is statistically signifi-

cantly higher in NPM municipalities than in non-NPM municipalities, so managers in NPM 

municipalities have a more comprehensive authorization to make decisions than in non-NPM 

municipalities. It was expected that managers would be held more accountable for results at 

NPM municipalities than at their non-NPM counterparts. However, the actual extent to which 

managers are held accountable for the performance is just slightly higher in NPM than in 

non-NPM municipalities (refer to Table 3-1, panel B). This suggests that managers in NPM 

municipalities have more decision making authority, but are not held accountable for that. 

Furthermore, additional analysis (Mann-Whitney U-test, not reported) showed that there 

are no significant differences between the two groups with respect to the implementation of 

a decentralized organization structure and the budgeting system used. Formally, almost all 

municipalities used an organization structure (decentralized) and budgeting system (product 

budgeting), which are proposed by NPM. The results of our verification and the additional 

analysis confirm our expectation that indeed there are differences between the two groups 

in daily practice, whereas there does not seem to be a difference if we only look at formal 

criteria (whether or not implementing NPM reforms). 
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Prior to making the interviews, an interview protocol was drawn up (Appendix 2 provides a 

summary of this protocol). Each interview was divided into two parts. In the first part of the 

interview open questions were posed. These questions had to do with the level of authoriza-

tion of the managers, their accountability and their responsibilities. In the second part of the 

interview, closed questions were posed in the form of a questionnaire. The interviews were 

held in the period between September and October 2001 and each lasted for about one to one 

and a half hour. At each of the four NPM and the non-NPM municipalities, we interviewed 

the manager of the social security department and the manager of the department for civil 

affairs. However, at one (non-NPM) municipality both departments had the same manager. 

Therefore, the total number of interviews was fifteen. 

Non-NPM (n=4) NPM (n=8)

Level of integral management

Max. 20,000 inhabitants No data 4.0

20-50,000 inhabitants 2.0 3.5

50-100,000 inhabitants 3.0 3.0

More than 100,000 inh. 3.0 4.5

Averagec 2.5** 4.0**

Accountability for performance

Max. 20,000 inhabitants No data 4.0

20-50,000 inhabitants 3.0 3.0

50-100,000 inhabitants 4.0 4.0

More than 100,000 inh. 4.0 4.5

Averagec 3.6 3.9

Table 3-1

Verification questionsa:  
Integral management and accountability for performanceb

** Differences are significant at p < 0.05 (Mann-Whitney U-test)
a For these questions, a five point Likert scale is used, with a score of 1 for ‘very much disagree’ and 5 for ‘very much agree’. 
b  These questions were: ‘In my municipality the principle of integral management is implemented to a large extent’ and ‘In my municipality 

managers are held accountable for the performance of their department’.
c  The average is calculated by summing all scores of individual interviewees and dividing by the number of interviewees that answered these 

questions (not all interviewees answered these).
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Data analysis
All interviews were recorded on tape40 and transcribed. The interviews were then analyzed 

with Nudist (version 4) data analysis software, a Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Ana-

lysis Software (CAQDAS) package41. The advantages of using this package for the analysis 

(instead of using an ordinary Word processor such as Microsoft Word) were the following 

(Seale, 2000):

-  This package made it possible to easily retrieve data in spite of the huge amount of data 

collected (in this project: approximately 450 pages of transcribed interviews) 

-  The package offered possibilities for data analysis, such as making word counts and 

coding of fragments.

An important step in the process of analyzing the data is the coding process (Miles and 

Huberman, 1994; Lillis, 1999). In this study, a ‘start list’ of codes was created, based on the 

open questions which were included in the interview protocol (refer to Appendix 2, panel 

B) and on the closed questions in the questionnaire (refer to the questions in Table 3-3 until 

3-8). After the data were imported into the Nudist package, the text fragments were coded. 

The answers to the closed questions were coded with the number of the question, using a tree 

structure. For example, the questions about the indicators that are used for holding managers 

accountable (the Reliance on Accounting Performance Measures construct) were coded 1.1 

1.13. After the coding of the closed questions, the researcher looked for items that could 

be important for the research, but were not included in the ‘start list’ of codes. These items 

were coded using a ‘Free node’. When such a free node was used for one interview, the other 

interviews were re-read and analyzed to discover whether such an item also appeared in that 

interview. At the moment the researcher had the feeling that all text fragments were appropri-

ately coded, the free nodes were analyzed to see whether they could fit into the main codes 

scheme. The main and the free codes are reported in Table 3-2. 

40  Due to technical problems one interview was not recorded. At one interview, the interviewee did not give permission 
to use the tape recorder.  From both interviews, a report was made based on the notes of the researcher, the same day 
the interview was held.

41  For an extended overview of the advantages and disadvantages of using CAQDAS for accounting research in general 
and for this project in particular, see Budding and Cools, 2003.
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3.5 ACCOUNTABILITY AND UNCERTAINTY IN DAILY PRACTICE

Accountability
The first question the interviewees were asked was: Are you (or is the municipal manager) 

held accountable for the performance of the department? All interviewees answered this 

question positively. However, almost everyone added that this is not done by evaluating  

managers on reaching of objectives and that a distinction has to be made between the  

different types of stakeholders (such as citizens and political superiors).

Table 3-2

Nudist data coding tree 

Main codes:
(1) /RAPM
(2) /Experience
(3)  /PEU – Influence (The influence of the uncertainty, perceived by the interviewee)
(4)  /PEU - Predictability (The predictability of the different sources of uncertainty)
(5) /TU (Task Uncertainty)
 (6) /Consultation
 (7) /Reports
 (8) /Authorization
 (9) /Accountability
 (10) /Background

Free nodes:
(F 1) //Free Nodes/game of budget control
(F 2) //Free Nodes/controllability problems
(F 3) //Free Nodes/personality of managers
(F 4) //Free Nodes/transparency
(F 5) //Free Nodes/co-operation
(F 6) //Free Nodes/performance measurement
(F 7) //Free Nodes/one owns judgment
(F 8) //Free Nodes/risk aversion
(F 9) //Free Nodes/report to the department (the social security department)
(F 10) //Free Nodes/the attitude of politicians towards operational management
(F 11) //Free Nodes/operational management
(F 12) //Free Nodes/culture
(F 13) //Free Nodes/combination of functions
(F 14) //Free Nodes/rationality of management
(F 15) //Free Nodes/conduct of controlling-department
(F 16) //Free Nodes/entrepreneurship and innovation
(F 17) //Free Nodes/funding uncertainty
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If accountability is not based on the evaluation of reaching objectives, what are managers 

held accountable for? Two experts stated that the most important criterion is that you have 

transparency. You have to make clear what the costs are. One of the experts said that people 

in the Municipal Council only want to know the costs. However, after this is known, nothing 

is done with that information. For municipal departments, there are at least six groups of 

stakeholders: 1. aldermen (including the mayor), 2. councilors, 3. municipal executives, 4. 

managing directors, 5.  employees and 6. colleagues on the same hierarchical level.  The first 

group of stakeholders consists of the aldermen, the political superiors of the managers. In 

Dutch municipalities, the alderman is politically responsible for the daily management of the 

department. Ter Bogt (2001; 2003) shows that aldermen focus on the activities and processes 

instead of on their outputs or outcomes. 

In this phase we asked the interviewees whether they thought aldermen are interested in the 

management of the departments, and especially in the cost consciousness of the managers. 

All four municipal managers stated that their alderman was hardly or not at all interested 

in this and that aldermen do not have an incentive to take an interest in these matters. For 

example one manager said:

 No politician is reelected because he is particularly thrifty.  

Two experts added that the functioning of the department can be used for political purposes. 

Sometimes, people who want to force an alderman to withdraw, question the performance of 

a department. These findings do not mean that aldermen are not interested in the functioning 

of the departments at all. It is very important for the aldermen that the budget is not overrun. 

Overrunning the budget, especially when the municipal council is not informed on time, can 

result in enormous problems for the alderman. So cost consciousness does not seem to be an 

item for the aldermen, as long as the budget is not overrun. Furthermore, some interviewees 

stated that managers are evaluated by the aldermen on realizing specific (extraordinary) pro-

jects, such as the realization of a project in which organizations cooperate in helping citizens 

to find employment.
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The second group of stakeholders consists of the councilors. Although sometimes there are 

questions in the municipal council about the functioning of the departments, there is no struc-

tural interest in the efficiency and effectiveness. One of the interviewed experts said about the 

interest of councilors in efficiency and effectiveness:

 …	one	is	not	there	(in	the	municipal	council)	to	make	a	profit.

The third group of stakeholders is formed by the Municipal Executives (in Dutch: gemeen-

tesecretarissen). In most municipalities these persons are the highest ranked managers. The 

interviews with the managers indicated that they (the heads of departments) only had to deal 

with the Municipal Executive when there were severe problems. 

The fourth group consists of the direct superiors of the managers, the managing directors. All 

interviewees stated that these persons should be and indeed are interested in the functioning 

of the departments. For example, one expert answered on the question whether managing 

directors care for efficiency and effectiveness:

  Yes, they do. I think it is in the nature of managing directors to be interested in such 

things.  

The fifth group of stakeholders is formed by the employees of the manager. This group does 

not seem to be very interested in operational management. As one manager stated it:

  Generally, on the part of the employees, there is very little interest. What you see is that 

the workload of the employees of the social security department is quite heavy. And in 

such a situation, you see that people are very focused on their own core business and 

that they can or are hardly willing to be concerned with – for instance - operational 

management,	management,	efficiency	gains,	developments	and	other	things.

The sixth group of stakeholders was not referred to in the interview protocol, but was men-

tioned spontaneously by some interviewees, i.e. other managers on the same hierarchical 

level. Some managers found it very motivating that colleagues on the same hierarchical level 

were interested in the operational management of their department. This provided an opportu-

nity to discuss and to interchange ideas for management improvement. 
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Uncertainty
In the second part of the interview we asked the manager/expert about impediments to ac-

countability. We expected that especially uncertainties in the (political) environment could be 

an important impediment, because due to these uncertainties managers could be held accoun-

table for results that are not under their control.

Four types of such environmental uncertainties were mentioned. As expected from previous 

research (Budding, 1997), the actions of the central government were suggested to be the 

most important source of uncertainty. All managers mentioned this uncertainty. A second type 

of uncertainty, especially for the social security departments, are uncertainties due to co-

operation with other organizations outside of the municipality, such as employment agencies. 

The third type of uncertainty is uncertainty stemming from customers. The uncertainty stems 

from the fact that one does not know in advance the demand for services from citizens and 

companies for a certain period, as well as in the changing composition of the customers. The 

fourth type of environmental uncertainty stems from local politics, but the interviewees stated 

that the unpredictability of this type of uncertainty is quite limited.

In addition to environmental uncertainty, two other types of impediments to being held ac-

countable were mentioned. Two managers mentioned the fact that Dutch law offers far- 

reaching protection to civil servants. Therefore, it is difficult to dismiss employees who do 

not perform well. One expert stated that in his opinion the most important source of uncer-

tainty depends upon the acceptance of a position (the tasks, responsibilities, etc.) by other 

people in the organization. Especially at organizations in a political environment, it is impor-

tant to have backing from superiors.

3.6 MEASURING ACCOUNTABILITY AND UNCERTAINTY

Construction and testing of measurement instruments
Based on the conclusions of the orientation phase and a literature review, it was decided 

to follow the literature on Reliance on Accounting Performance Measures (RAPM). This 
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conclusion was based on the finding that the managers themselves translated the concept of 

‘accountability’ especially in terms of being accountable to their direct superiors, the  

managing directors. This accountability-relationship was felt to be the most important and 

it was expected that the performance evaluation of direct superiors could be an incentive for 

performance improvements. The RAPM literature is exactly about this relationship between 

managers and superiors, and it analyzes the behavioral and organizational effects of using 

accounting information for the performance evaluation of subordinate managers (Hartmann, 

2000). Furthermore, the RAPM literature is considered ‘..the only critical mass of empirical 

work in management accounting at present’ (Brownell and Dunk, 1991). Rather than having 

to develop an entirely new framework for this research project, it was considered to be much 

more efficient to use insights (e.g. measurement instruments and findings) from the RAPM 

literature. 

However, although the volume of research projects on RAPM is quite impressive, we were 

not able to find measurement instruments that were adapted to nonprofit or governmental 

organizations. Therefore, in this study we have to adapt the main constructs and measurement 

instruments to the specific context of this study, municipalities.  

With this research project, we aimed at deepening RAPM literature on another aspect as well: 

Although ‘uncertainty’ is considered to be a ‘central concept’ in contingency research, ‘… the 

current state of RAPM research does not allow the conclusion that the effects of uncertainty 

are well understood’ (Hartmann, 2000). In this research project, the political influences are 

especially expected to create an uncertain environment. Anthony and Young (1994) even 

state that there is ‘a wider variety of pressures on managers of public organizations than on 

managers of private ones, whether nonprofit or for-profit’. Therefore, the research object of 

this study enables us to gain more insights into the influence of uncertainty upon the effects 

of using accounting information for the performance evaluation of subordinate managers. 

Taking these considerations into account, the following procedure was used in this project. 

First, we selected measurement instruments that were previously used by other researchers. 

In order to measure accountability for results, we selected the Reliance on Accounting Per-
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formance Measures (RAPM) instrument. For the measurement of uncertainty, we chose the 

Perceived Environmental Uncertainty (PEU) instrument. These instruments were translated 

to Dutch and amended by Hartmann (1997), who built upon other important RAPM stu-

dies42. We adapted these instruments to a governmental context, based upon the first phase’s 

findings. The most important modifications resulted from  the entirely different meaning of 

the concept ‘budget’ and the multiple sources of uncertainty from the political environment 

(Tables 3-3, 3-4 and 3-5 provide an overview of these instruments). In order to gain insight 

into the behavioral effects of being accountable for results, we also developed some questions 

for this study43.  

In the second part of each interview the questionnaire was presented to the interviewee 

and he/she was asked to read every question aloud and to tell us how he/she interpreted the 

question. The interviewees were also encouraged to give comments. Although most ques-

tions were understood by the interviewees as intended, this test resulted in the modification of 

some questions. The interviewees were then asked to actually answer the question by giving 

a score. For all questions, we used a five point Likert-scale with a score of 1 for ‘no’ (low) 

and 5 for ‘very much’ (high). However, some managers preferred speaking about the topics 

of this study instead of filling in the questionnaire. Therefore, the number of respondents for 

the quantitative questions was twelve managers (eight managers at the NPM municipalities, 

four at the non-NPM municipalities, we have some missing data for individual questions44). 

We had multiple goals with using the questionnaire. Firstly, the score given by the respondent 

expressed his/her opinion or perception of a topic, such as the way he/she was evaluated and 

how this was experienced. Secondly, the answer of the respondent was used as a starting 

point for further discussion about the topic (e.g., why did the respondent experience this posi-

tively or negatively).  Thirdly, the insights provided by using the questionnaires were used for 

the design of the survey to be used in a later stage of this project (documented in Chapter 4). 

42  The sources for the RAPM instrument were Hopwood (1972a) and Otley (1978), and for the PEU instrument these 
were Govindarajan (1984) and Merchant (1990).

43  The questions that were asked on this dimension are displayed in Table 3-6.
44  We have data for both departments in our study (DCA and SSD) for the NPM municipalities. For the non-NPM 

municipalities, we had missing data for the DCA in the category 50-100,000 inhabitants and for both the DCA and the 
SSD in the category 100,000 and more inhabitants. Furthermore, one manager was in charge of both the DCA and the 
SSD in the smallest category (less than 20,000 inhabitants). 
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Finally, the variances in scores between the groups in our study gave a preliminary impres-

sion of the differences between the groups. However, because of the rather limited number of 

observations, one must keep in mind that these results should be considered carefully and the 

results cannot be generalized without doing more elaborate research. 

How much importance does your superior, when evaluating 
your performance, attach to:

Non-NPM NPM Average

a. How well I cooperate with my colleagues 4.5 4.3 4.4

b. My concern with costs 3.6 3.9 3.8

c. How well I get along with my operational boss 4.3 3.4 3.5

d. How well I get along with my political boss 4.2** 3.4** 3.7

e. How much effort I put into the job 3.8 3.9 3.9

f. My concern with quality 4.2 4.3 4.2

g. Not overrunning the budget 3.7 3.3 3.5

h. Meeting the goals at the amount of the agreed upon costs 4.0 3.1 3.4

i. My attitude toward my work and the organization 4.3 4.3 4.3

j.  The level to which I succeed to display initiatives that lead to 
a good image of the municipality

4.0 4.0 4.0

k.  The level to which I succeed to display initiatives that lead to 
a good image of my political superior

3.3 3.6 3.5

l.  The level to which I succeed to display initiatives that lead to 
a good image of my operational superior

2.5 3.1 3.0

m. My ability to handle my subordinates 4.5 4.4 4.4

Table 3-3

RAPM

** Statistically significant differences at p<0.05 (Mann-Whitney U-test)

The first questions were about the indicators that are used for holding managers accountable 

(the RAPM construct). Table 3-3 shows that throughput indicators (items that have to do with 

daily management, such as handling the workforce) are used for holding managers accoun-

table instead of output indicators (items that have to do with results and cost orientation). 

However, an important item for evaluation purposes concerns the managers’ concern with 

quality. 
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It was expected that the NPM municipalities would have a higher score on the items that 

were related to results or cost orientation (item b-cost consciousness, item g-not overrun-

ning the budget and item h-meeting the goals with the agreed upon costs), because such 

items are expected to be more important points of interest in those municipalities that strive 

for reaching results at cost levels as low as possible. The average score on the item about 

the ‘concern with costs’ was indeed a little bit higher for NPM municipalities (3.9) than for 

non-NPM municipalities (3.6). For the other two items, the scores at the NPM municipalities 

are much lower than at their non-NPM counterparts, suggesting that at NPM municipalities 

(simply) not overrunning the budget is not considered to be so important. For the item about 

the ‘concern with quality’, there is little difference between the two groups. 

The other items were expected to score higher for non-NPM municipalities than for NPM 

municipalities, because we expected throughput indicators to be more important at non-NPM 

municipalities for evaluation purposes. The results for these items are mixed. Some scores 

(items a,c and d) are indeed higher for the non-NPM municipalities. However, some scores 

are lower (items k and l) and for the other items (items e, i, j and m) the differences between 

the scores are minimal.  

With regard to uncertainties, the interviewees were asked to give their opinion about the pre-

dictability of ten different sources of uncertainty (refer to Table 3-4, the higher the score, the 

more unpredictable). The most important sources of uncertainty are suppliers for goods (3.3), 

suppliers of services that have been contracted out (3.2) and the central government (3.0). 

It was expected that the managers of NPM municipalities estimate the environment as less 

uncertain than their non-NPM counterparts, because we thought that these managers would 

be more used to pay attention to the environment (such as the clients) than their colleagues in 

the non-NPM municipalities (Hood, 1995). Contrary to expectations, the NPM municipalities 

scored lower, which means that they estimated the environment as more uncertain than their 

non-NPM counterparts. A possible explanation for this finding is that because of their greater 

attention to the external environment, managers in NPM municipalities are more aware of 

them. For example, a manager of a department for civil affairs at an NPM municipality, who 
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plays an active role in discussions with the central government said:

  I never know what the central government wants. [ On one hand they want ] one counter 

for all government services and that needs are handled on the spot and on the other 

hand they let a customer come back twenty times because of [ the risk of ] fraud. 

The manager of the social security department at the same municipality stated more or less 

the same:

  They (the central government) are more or less predictable in the sense that you never 

know what will happen, but that goes without saying. 

Unpredictability of….. Non-NPM NPM Average

a. Changes in the clientele 2.5 2.7 2.6

b.  Technological developments in your profession do have an 
impact on your operational management

1.9** 2.9** 2.5

c.  Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out 
services

2.0** 3.3** 2.9

d. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own goods 2.8 3.5 3.2

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard 
to job responsibilities

2.7 3.1 3.0

f.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard 
to the way services have to be performed

2.5 3.1 2.9

g.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to 
job responsibilities

2.0 2.9 2.6

h.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to 
the way services have to be performed

2.0 2.7 2.4

i.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard 
to job responsibilities

2.0 2.1 2.1

j.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard 
to the way services have to be performed

2.0 2.1 2.1

Table 3-4

PEU-Predictability

** Statistically significant differences at p<0.05 (Mann-Whitney U-test)
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Just as in the orientation phase we also found in the multiple field study phase that the uncer-

tainties that have the highest impact (refer to Table 3-5) are uncertainties stemming from the 

central government (4.4)45, changes in the clientele (4.3) and technological developments 

(4.2). The interviewees stated about the central government that ‘We just have to do what 

the government wants. There’s no discussion about that.’ and that ‘the law determines what 

we are doing’. The uncertainty from changes in the clientele was about social, economic and 

demographic trends. The impact of uncertainty stemming from technological developments 

was considered high because of the impact of information and communication technology for 

the operational management of the departments.  

We expected beforehand that the impact of environmental uncertainties would be less for 

NPM municipalities than for non-NPM municipalities. We thought that NPM municipali-

ties would pay more attention to their planning & control instruments to get a grip on the 

organization, and therefore, they would be better able to respond to uncertain events. Ta-

ble 3-5 shows that the scores are indeed higher for non-NPM municipalities than for NPM 

municipalities. The impact of the uncertainties stemming from the suppliers of goods (item 

d) and from operational bosses (item i and j) were even statistically significantly higher at 

the non-NPM municipalities than at their NPM counterparts. This last finding suggests that 

department managers’ superiors in NPM municipalities intervene to a lower extent in the 

operational management. This corresponds with the more decentralized structure in these 

municipalities, and the better defined responsibilities in these municipalities. 

45  In fact two questions were asked about the risks coming from central government, namely those risks that have an in-
fluence on the job responsibilities (4.4) and those that have an influence on the way services have to be performed (4.3). 
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Impact on functioning and performance of Non-NPM NPM Average

a. Changes in the clientele 4.8 4.1 4.3

b.  Technological developments in your profession do have an 
impact on your operational management

4.5 4.0 4.2

c.  Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out 
services

4.0 2.8 3.3

d. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own goods 4.5** 3.5** 3.8

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard 
to job responsibilities

4.5 4.4 4.4

f.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard 
to the way services have to be performed

4.5 4.1 4.3

g.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politics with regard to job 
responsibilities

3.5 3.4 3.5

h.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politics with regard to the 
way services have to be performed

3.5 3.1 3.3

i.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard 
to job responsibilities

3.8* 2.5* 2.9

j.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard 
to the way services have to be performed

3.8* 2.4* 2.8

Table 3-5

PEU-Influence

*   Statistically significant differences at p<0.10 (Mann-Whitney U-test)
** Statistically significant differences at p<0.05 (Mann-Whitney U-test)

If we look at the combined effect of both unpredictability and influence (refer to Table 3-6), 

we find that the most important uncertainties refer to the central government (2.6), suppliers 

for goods (2.5), and changes in the clientele (2.3). We did not find statistically significant dif-

ferences between NPM and non-NPM municipalities. 
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Another kind of uncertainty, with which the managers can be confronted, has to do with the 

tasks of the manager. Table 3-7 shows that generally managers see their own tasks as fairly 

uncertain (not routine) and the tasks of their employees are certain (routine). Furthermore, 

managers at NPM municipalities experience their own tasks and those of the employees as 

more uncertain that their non-NPM counterparts46. However, only item (e-My duties are repe-

titious) is statistically significant different. 

Predictability of….. Non-NPM NPM Average

a. Changes in the clientele 2.4 2.3 2.3

b.  Technological developments in your profession do have an 
impact on your operational management

1.7 2.3 2.1

c.  Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out 
services

1.6 1.8 1.8

d. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own goods 2.6 2.5 2.5

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard 
to job responsibilities

2.5 2.7 2.7

f.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard 
to the way services have to be performed

2.3 2.5 2.5

g.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to 
job responsibilities

1.3 2.0 1.8

h.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to 
the way services have to be performed

1.5 1.7 1.7

i.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard 
to job responsibilities

1.6 1.1 1.3

j.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard 
to the way services have to be performed

1.6 1.1 1.3

Table 3-6

PEU-Unpredictability x Influence (divided by 5)

46 Note that a higher score expresses a higher level of uncertainty. 

ACCOUNTABILITY, ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY AND GOVERNMENT  
PERFORMANCE: EVIDENCE FROM DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES



98

3.7. THE EFFECTS OF BEING ACCOUNTABLE

In this research project, no fully worked out framework was used, in order to remain as open 

as possible for diverse explanations of why being held accountable could lead to performance 

improvements. Instead, we formulated a number of questions about the behavioral effects of 

being accountable for results. Some of these questions were built upon underlying hypotheses 

of the RAPM literature. In the multiple field study phase of this research project, the man- 

agers were asked to give their score on and interpretation of these questions.

Non-NPM NPM Average

a. My tasks are the same from day-to-day (R) 3.7 4.0 4.2

b. In general I would say that my work is fairly routine (R) 4.0 4.3 4.2

c.  People in this unit do about the same job in the same way 
most of the time (R)

2.5 2.7 2.6

d.  Basically, unit members perform repetitive activities in doing 
their jobs (R) 

2.0 2.9 2.5

e. My duties are repetitious (R) 2.2** 3.6** 3.1

f.  There is a clearly know way to do the major types of work I 
normally encounter (R) 

3.0 3.4 3.3

g.  There is a clearly defined body of knowledge of subject mat-
ter which can guide me doing my work (R)

3.5 2.7 3.0

h.  There is an understandable sequence of steps that can be fol-
lowed in doing my work (R)

2.2 3.6 3.4

i.  To do my work, I can rely on established procedures and 
practices (R) 

2.2 3.1 2.8

Table 3-7

Task Uncertaintya

** Statistically significant differences at p<0.05 (Mann-Whitney U-test)

a A higher score expresses a higher level of uncertainty.
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The results show that managers are positive about making and complying with agreements 

and about providing more transparency in the results of the department. When managers are 

held more accountable and/or responsible, their incentive to improve efficiency is greater.  

We expected beforehand that managers in NPM municipalities would be more enthusiastic 

about making results transparent (item a) and about making agreements about responsibi-

lities (item c) than the managers in the non-NPM municipalities. However, the scores on 

these items are higher for the non-NPM municipalities than for their NPM counterparts. One 

explanation for this can result from the fact that managers at NPM municipalities have more 

experience with the management reforms. They might have expected more improvements 

than were actually realized and may see more limitations and drawbacks.  The statements of 

the interviewees confirm this explanation. The managers at the NPM municipalities especi-

Non-NPM NPM Average

a.  I feel inspired to improve the efficiency of the operational 
management by providing more insight into the results of my 
own department.

4.8 4.3 4.4

b.  I see the maximum available budget as an important con-
straint. I will strive to keep within this budget and not to ask 
for an increment.

4.8** 3.6** 4.0

c.  I see making agreements about responsibilities as a positive 
constraint of those things I can be held accountable for.

4.5 4.0 4.2

d.  In case I am called into account for financial responsibilities, 
I manage to look for ways to make savings and/or to increase 
funds.

3.8 4.2 4.0

e.  Overspending due to unexpected events isn’t problematic as 
long as a good explanation can be given.

5.0** 4.0** 4.3

f. The importance of the budget has increased in recent years. 4.5 4.1 4.3

g. It is time that performance related pay is introduced. 3.5 3.9 3.7

h.  Being paid related to my performance is very important to 
me.

3.0 3.5 3.3

Table 3-8

Effects of being accountable

** Statistically significant differences at p<0.05 (Mann-Whitney U-test)
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ally made more reservations about the advantages of providing more insight. They stated, for 

example, that ‘performance indicators must not be a goal in itself’ and that ‘the performance 

does not depend upon providing insight into performance indicators’. At the same time, their 

non-NPM counterparts said: ‘it helps enormously’ and ‘it is fun to provide those insights’.

The results of the proposition about the role of the budget (item b) confirm our previous fin-

ding (refer to item g at Table 3-3), that managers in non-NPM municipalities see budgets as 

a more important constraint than their counterparts in NPM municipalities. At NPM munici-

palities not overrunning the budget is not a goal in itself. For example, two managers at NPM 

municipalities made the remark that instead of worrying about the budget, attention should be 

paid to the relationship between cost and quality. Three other managers of this group stated 

that if one has a good plan, then one should confidently ask for a higher budget. However, 

the results of a proposition about overspending (item e) seem to contradict this finding. All 

managers at the non-NPM municipalities share the opinion that overspending due to unex-

pected events is not problematic as long as a good explanation can be given, whereas the 

managers at the NPM municipalities support this claim to a lower extent. Interviewees in the 

NPM group made the remark that it is important how uncertainties are dealt with within the 

organization. Sometimes unexpected events can be used to create a political scandal. Further-

more, it is important to know how often such unexpected events occur (not too often) and at 

what moment you report the unexpected event.

Most interviewees agree with the statement that the importance of the budget has increased 

in recent years (item f). The enthusiasm for introducing performance-related pay is moderate 

(item g) and being paid related to the performance is not very important for the interviewees 

themselves (item h). However, there is a difference here between the NPM and the non-NPM 

municipalities. The managers in the NPM group are more enthusiastic about performance-

related pay than the managers in the non-NPM group. This result suggests that non-NPM 

municipalities are still in the phase of developing more basic planning & control-instruments, 

whereas the managers in the NPM municipalities are now looking forward to reach further 

improvements, such as introducing performance-related pay. 
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The influence of uncertainty
From the questions about environmental uncertainty (PEU), it became apparent that managers 

are confronted with uncertainties. However, uncertainties do not have to become a severe 

problem (refer to item e in Table 3-8).  As long as good explanations can be given, overspen-

ding due to unexpected events does not have to be problematic for managers. However, we 

also found that organizational conditions are important, such as the way unexpected events are 

handled by the manager and his superiors. Furthermore, it became apparent that the specific 

characteristics of the nature of the unexpected event play an important role. In an interview 

with a manager of a social security department that had just had to deal with one of the 

greatest catastrophes in the Netherlands in the last decade, the question was posed how the 

employees experienced unexpected events in terms of their work motivation and he answered:

  It depends on the nature of the event. In case of a catastrophe such as the one we just 

had it raises no discussion at all. They have worked there day and night. ……. Nothing 

was too much for the employees. On the other hand, if it is experienced as a political 

whim by the people, does that alderman have to disturb or that councilor gain publicity, 

well, I am not available for that! Such things happen. 

Other performance improving circumstances 
Moreover, a special form of uncertainty seems to be an incentive for performance improve-

ments. At one municipality, the manager of the department of civil affairs was held accounta-

ble for the funding of his unit. By means of tariffs he had to provide his own funds and when 

he needed additional funds, he had to bargain for them. This interviewee was enthusiastic 

about this procedure.

During the analysis of the data from the multiple field study phase and the orientation phase, 

another incentive for performance improvement became apparent. In some municipalities a 

sphere of a ‘game’ is created with regard to budgeting and realizing goals. For example, one 

manager said about the municipality where he worked:
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	 	It	is	a	game.	And	I	perceived	myself	to	be	an	entrepreneur	for	the	benefit	for	the	com-

munity. I had to do a job for the council. And I want to do that properly. I want to do 

that in a way that is sensible, that provides good quality for the customers. And to show 

the	politicians	that	I	did	a	good	job,	too.	And	financially	attractive.	That	just	became	a	

sport,	also	to	the	people	on	the	shop	floor.	I	enjoyed	working	there	very	much,	although	

it	gave	rise	to	a	lot	of	conflicts.	It	should	be	possible	to	organize	that	(such	as	situation)	

here also. 

In addition to creating a sphere of a ‘sports game’ with regard to budgeting, such a sphere 

could exist with regard to other aspects as well. For example, one manager stated about 

management:

  In that sense, a municipality looks like a football club. It strongly depends on the people 

that are involved in it. 

To analyze this further, and see whether there are differences between non-NPM and NPM 

municipalities, a word count was done on words that were expected to reflect a results-orien-

ted organizational climate. It was expected that in cases where the interviewees frequently 

used these key words during the interview, they also considered these items to be important 

in daily practice. 

Text search on: Non-NPM NPM 

• Game 3 hits (3 interviews) 4 hits (2 interviews)

• Budget 21 hits (5 interviews) 31 hits (7 interviews)

• Quality 11 hits (5 interviews) 20 hits (8 interviews)

• Efficiency 1 hits (1 interview) 0 hits 

• Customersa 12 hits (5 interviews) 24 hits (7 interviews)

• Objectives 3 hits (2 interviews) 2 hits (2 interviews)

Table 3-9

Number of key words

a  Including the word ‘customer-oriented’
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Table 3-9 shows that the number of used key words is higher at NPM municipalities than at 

non-NPM municipalities. However, the average number of hits per interview (in which the 

key words are used) differs less. The most important difference is the number of hits for the 

word ‘customers’. This can be explained by just one municipality. In the two interviews with 

the managers of this municipality (well known as an NPM municipality in the Netherlands), 

the word ‘customers’ was used 11 times. Therefore, this analysis only shows weak evidence 

for a significant difference in (results-oriented) language among both groups of municipali-

ties. 

3.8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Throughout this research project it became apparent that managers in Dutch municipalities 

are held accountable. The managers themselves stated that they are mainly held accountable 

by their direct superiors, the operational managers. To a lesser extent they are also held ac-

countable by their employees or their colleagues on the same hierarchical level. The results 

show that throughput indicators (items that have to do with daily management, such as han-

dling the workforce) are used for holding managers accountable instead of output indicators 

(items that have to do with results and cost-orientation). However, for evaluation purposes 

managers’ concern with quality is also considered to be an important item. At the NPM muni-

cipalities managers’ concern with costs is considered more important than at their non-NPM 

counterparts, whereas at the non-NPM municipalities not overrunning the budget is more 

important.

Managers feel confronted with many uncertainties. Some of these are comparable to those 

in the private sector, such as uncertainties stemming from the clientele and the behavior of 

suppliers (Buchko, 1984; Milliken, 1997). It was expected that uncertainties stemming from 

the political environment would be important. However, it became apparent that only the 

behavior of the central government was considered a major source of uncertainty. Uncer-

tainties stemming from local politics and other managers were moderate. With respect to the 
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difference between NPM and non-NPM municipalities the results show that the impact of 

environmental uncertainties is less for NPM municipalities than for non-NPM municipalities. 

This was according to expectations, because one of the core aspects of NPM is the moderni-

zation of the planning & control instruments in order to get a better grip on the organization. 

Furthermore, the higher level of integral management in these municipalities enables middle 

managers to react more quickly on developments in the environment and make them less 

depended on the behavior of other parties, both internally (e.g., operational bosses) and exter-

nally. However, managers at NPM municipalities perceive the environment as more uncer-

tain. We think that a possible explanation can be that managers at the NPM municipalities 

pay greater attention to the external environment and therefore are more aware of them. 

It was assumed that being held accountable could lead to negative behavior from managers in 

situations of high environmental uncertainty, because of the tension that a manager expe-

riences if he is being held accountable for factors outside his control. The findings of this 

research project question this assumption. Managers said they were motivated by being held 

accountable. In situations of unexpected events occurring, overspending was not felt to be 

problematic as long as a good explanation could be given. However, we found that organiza-

tional conditions are important in this respect, such as the way the uncertainties are dealt with 

by the manager and his superiors. Furthermore, it became apparent that the specific nature of 

the unexpected event plays an important role. 

In addition to these findings, this study provides support for three other important organiza-

tional conditions. These conditions were not asked about, but were mentioned spontaneously 

by interviewees. First, the organizational climate was said to be of great importance by some 

of the interviewees. Items that seem to be important here are customer-orientation, cooper- 

ation and commitment among managers and superiors, and readiness to innovate. Previous 

research (Cavalluzzo and Ittner, 2004; Gray, 1999; Rogg et al., 2001) supports that these 

aspects are important for organizational success. Second, at some municipalities we found 

that the planning and control-process and the way of dealing with budgets were treated as a 

sports game. Managers were very enthusiastic about this. This seemed to be an incentive for 

Chapter 3



105

improving operational management. Therefore, the plea of Hofstede (1967) to create a game 

spirit, deserves more attention nowadays. Third, in one municipality, funding uncertainty 

was introduced as a means to make managers more responsible for their own funding. In this 

municipality, the department had to provide its own funding by external tariffs. When the 

manager needed additional funds, he had to bargain for them. The manager considered this 

process positively. Here also, previous research (Geiger and Ittner, 1996; Cavalluzzo, Ittner 

and Larcker, 1998) has shown that the effects of funding uncertainty can be positive and lead 

to increased efficiency and more intensive use of management control.

We checked whether personal characteristics of the interviewees (such as years of working ex-

perience and educational background) could explain our findings (not reported). This analysis 

did not indicate such an influence. Furthermore, we also analyzed the differences between the 

two departments in our study (refer to Appendix 3). We found that costs related items seem to 

be more important at social security departments than at departments of civil affairs. Man-

agers at DCAs experience more environmental uncertainty than their colleagues at SSDs (no 

statistically significant differences). However, the SSD managers consider their own tasks less 

routine than their counterparts at DCAs (no statistically significant differences). 

The findings of this study are not without limitations. First of all, although we made a careful 

distinction between the NPM and the non-NPM municipalities by looking at the actual level 

of implementation of NPM reforms, this distinction remains debatable. This results from the 

multidimensional character of New Public Management as well as from the findings in pre-

vious research that in the Netherlands NPM reforms appear not to be implemented by muni-

cipalities as a package (e.g. Groot and Budding, 2004). Second, the choice of the departments 

in this study limits the extent to which the results of this study can be generalized. Other 

departments of municipalities may be confronted with other sources and levels of uncertainty 

than the departments in this study. Finally, the results presented in this paper are based upon 

a small number of municipalities and are therefore preliminary. Therefore, additional survey 

research is needed to generalize the findings of this project.
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This study indicates that holding managers accountable for results can result in improved go-

vernment performance. Generally, managers are positive about making and complying with 

agreements and about providing more transparency in the results of the department. Environ-

mental uncertainty (including uncertainty from the political environment) does not have to 

be an impediment to successfully implementing accountable management. However, internal 

organizational conditions seem to be crucial elements in the relationship between accountabi-

lity and government performance. 
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4.1 ABSTRACT

In order to improve the organizational performance of governmental entities, there has been 

a tendency in many countries to introduce management reforms that are believed to prevail 

in private companies. The term ‘NPM’ (New Public Management) was coined to label these 

reforms. NPM stresses – among many other things - that public services have to be rationali-

zed and emphasis put on quantification as a means of demonstrating achievements (efficiency 

gains, new levels of performance) and of holding responsible people accountable. In the 

Netherlands, many municipalities have adopted NPM reforms.

This paper considers the results of these NPM reforms. In particular, it focuses on two re-

forms: the decentralization of decision making authority to middle managers and the greater 

emphasis on accounting criteria for performance evaluation. This research explores whether 

managers are indeed motivated by such measures using a contingency-type approach. 
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In this paper, the survey data (214 observations) are analyzed by using Partial Least Squares 

(PLS). The analysis shows that the performance evaluation system of municipal departments 

is hardly related to the level of decentralization. Furthermore, it is shown that the effect of the 

use of accounting performance measures for evaluation purposes on the performance is mo-

derated by the level of environmental uncertainty: the use of these accounting criteria results 

in more goal clarity at higher levels of uncertainty. However, we also found that managers are 

more concerned about their performance evaluation in these circumstances. These findings 

confirm the claim of Hartmann (2000) that environmental uncertainty may have multiple 

effects. Organic processes are found to be an important moderator: especially open commu-

nication increases the positive effects of using accounting performance measures at higher 

levels of environmental uncertainty and it mitigates the negative effects. The use of objective 

nonfinancial indicators (such as indicators expressing the quality of services) overall has a 

positive effect. For the use of subjective nonfinancial indicators we found opposite effects. 

Finally, we show that goal clarity of the managers and agreement on evaluation criteria are 

positively related to the performance of municipal departments.

4.2 INTRODUCTION

Starting from the 1980s important management changes have been introduced in the public 

sector in many countries. These changes are frequently labeled ‘New Public Management’ 

(NPM) (Hood, 1995).  NPM should not be considered as an overall theory, but rather as a 

set of ideas, theories and techniques that aim to improve government. NPM has two impor-

tant characteristics. The first characteristic is the introduction of marked-based techniques 

in the public sector, such as the introduction of competition within the government and with 

organizations outside the government. The second characteristic aims at shifting the emphasis 

in control orientation: instead of focusing on the processes, the control should focus on the 

results.
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In actual practice, governments in many countries have indeed made considerable efforts to 

introduce results oriented control. In the Netherlands, the country which this paper focuses 

on, especially the local governments have taken many initiatives to modify their planning 

and control processes. Many municipalities decentralized their organizational structure and 

gave middle managers the authority as well as the responsibility for the management of their 

entities. Performance management facilitated the introduction of results control: measurable 

and explicit goals should be formulated, results should be measured and managers should be 

evaluated on their performance. At the end of the eighties, the Ministry of Internal Affairs 

introduced the Policy and Management Instruments (PMI) project47, which stimulated mu-

nicipalities to apply private sector tools, such as output budgeting, responsibility accounting 

and cost allocation (Ter Bogt, 2004, p. 244). This project can be considered one of the key 

manifestations of NPM in the Netherlands. 

Although research shows that the reforms attracted considerable attention in Dutch local 

government, there is considerable doubt about the successfulness of these changes. Several 

evaluation studies have been published which were critical of the successes of the PMI 

project (Van Helden, 1998; Aardema, 2002). These findings correspond with international 

literature which on the one hand shows that NPM-like reforms have been implemented to 

a large extent and on the other hand question the success of these changes (e.g., Pollitt and 

Bouckaert, 2004; Guthrie et al., 2005). One might expect that time would be taken in order to 

evaluate the reforms, but in daily practice this is not the case: some recent studies presenting 

an overview of governmental reforms claim that NPM is ‘... here to stay’ (Lapsley, 2008) and 

‘… there is no way back’ (OECD, 2005). At the same time, these studies suggest that more 

attention should be paid to the characteristics of the organization and its environment, in 

order to consider the appropriateness of the reforms for the organization. 

This project focuses on the way Dutch municipal middle managers are evaluated by their su-

periors. These managers have a superior in the bureaucracy, most often the division manager 

or the municipal executive, as well as a superior in the political system, one of the aldermen. 

47 In Dutch: het BBI (Beleids- en BeheersInstrumentarium) project
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In Chapter 3 of this thesis, the findings of a multiple field study were described, in which 

the performance evaluation of municipal middle managers was analyzed. These managers 

seemed not to be evaluated regularly by the aldermen, but (only) by their direct civil supe-

riors. Furthermore, this study revealed that these managers are evaluated on a rather broad 

range of criteria, in which results and costs oriented criteria are equally important as other 

criteria, such as the way they handle their personnel. This finding is supported by Ter Bogt 

(2003) who finds that municipal aldermen evaluate municipal top managers on a broad range 

of criteria. Based on his analysis, he adds one evaluative style to Hopwood’s styles, namely 

the facilitating style. In this style, considerable attention is paid to the extent to which a ma-

nager acts as a ‘facilitator’, i.e. ensures that the organization and alderman concerned perform 

well in the short and long term (Ter Bogt, 2003, p. 316). This finding corresponds with BSC 

literature advocating the use of a rather broad set of criteria to evaluate the performance of 

organizations and their respective managers (Kaplan and Norton, 1992).   

The main goal of this paper is to explore the antecedents and effects of the performance 

measurement systems (PMS) of Dutch municipalities. In accordance with the contingency 

literature, special attention is paid to conditions that seem to be important for the appropriate-

ness of PMSs. 

The structure of this paper is as follows. The next section gives a short overview of litera-

ture on the appropriateness of PMSs. Then the research object, i.e. the Dutch municipalities, 

is introduced. This is followed by a literature review in which the hypotheses and research 

questions are introduced. The next section describes the study design and method. We will 

then present the findings of this study. At the end of the paper the main findings are discussed 

and some avenues for further research are suggested. 
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4.3 APPROPRIATENESS OF PMS

In analyzing the appropriateness of PMS, three streams of literature especially seem to pro-

vide relevant insights: the Reliance on Accounting Performance Measures (RAPM) literature, 

the contingency-based research in management accounting (hereafter referred to as contin-

gency-based research) and the Balanced Scorecard/nonfinancial measures literature (hereafter 

referred to as BSC literature). The RAPM literature is about the behavioral and organizational 

effects of using accounting performance measures for the performance evaluation of subor-

dinate managers. The contingency-based research analyses Management Control Systems 

(MCS) within its organizational context, attempting to explain the effectiveness of MCS by 

examining designs that best suit the organization’s environment, technology, size, structure, 

strategy and  culture. The BSC literature claims that financial measures provide a rather nar-

row overview of the results of organizations and suggests that nonfinancial measures should 

be added to these measures.  

RAPM
The starting point for the RAPM literature in management accounting is frequently traced 

back to the studies by Hopwood (1972a) and Otley (1978). Hopwood (1972a) analyzed the 

behavioral consequences of evaluation styles of managers. He distinguished three evaluation 

styles (Hopwood, 1972a, p. 160):

1.  Budget Constrained Style – in organizations using this style the evaluation is primarily 

based on the subordinate manager’s ability to meet the budget on a short-term basis. 

2.  Profit Conscious Style – the performance of the subordinate manager is evaluated on 

the basis of his ability to increase the general effectiveness of his unit’s operations in 

relation to the long-term purposes of the organization. 

3.  Nonaccounting Style – accounting data play a relatively unimportant part in the supervi-

sor’s evaluation of the subordinate manager’s performance.
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In his study, Hopwood found that the Budget Constrained Style could lead to higher job-rela-

ted tension. However, some years later, Otley (1978) replicated Hopwood’s study and found 

contradictory results. In his study, the use of the Budget Constrained Style was associated 

with higher managerial performance than other performance evaluation styles. Since there are 

no fundamental differences in the measurement instruments used by Hopwood and Otley, the 

differences in their findings might be attributed to situational differences (Hartmann, 2000; 

Noeverman, 2007). 

As Hartmann notes, the contradictory findings of these studies provided a strong incentive 

for further empirical research (Hartmann, 2000, p. 454). In 2000, more than 20 years after 

Otley’s publication, a special issue of Accounting, Organizations and Society was published 

dealing with the state of affairs in RAPM research. Although it concluded that there is now a 

vast number of papers in management accounting and control literature on RAPM (Hartmann 

reports 57 papers in his 2000 AOS publication), another finding was that these studies still 

fail to provide clear insight into the behavioral consequences of using accounting measures 

for performance evaluation. Furthermore, the studies show contradictory findings. These 

contradictory findings might be attributed to differences in measurement and the selection of 

contingency factors. 

Otley and Fakiolas (2000) show that the conceptualization and the measurement instruments 

used vary among researchers. The main differences in measurement result from the different 

ways of scoring the items. In Hopwood’s study a ranking procedure was used to determine 

the evaluation style. First, he asked the respondents to give a 5-point Likert importance score 

to the eight questionnaire items. Hereafter, the respondents were asked to rank the three most 

important factors in order of their importance by attaching the ranks ‘1’, ‘2’ and ‘3’. Only this 

ranking information was then used to determine the evaluation style:  

•  If the item “meeting the budget” was ranked in the top three ranks given, but the item 

‘my concern with costs’ did not appear in these top three ranks, then the style was cate-

gorized as Budget-Constrained.
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•  If the item ‘my concern with costs’ was ranked in the top three ranks given, but the item 

‘meeting the budget’ did not appear in these top three ranks, then the style was categori-

zed as Profit-Conscious.

•  If neither of the two items above appeared in the top three ranks given, then the style 

was categorized as Non-Accounting.

•  If both items appeared in the top three ranks given, the style was categorized as Budget-

Profit (Otley and Fakiolas, 2000, p. 500). 

Brownell (1985) was the first published paper in which the evaluation style was set by using 

the importance scores instead of the ranking scores. He used a single overall ranking score 

that was calculated by summing up the accounting related items (‘meeting the budget’ and 

‘concern with costs’). The other items were not taken into account. Otley and Fakiolas (2000) 

critically remark that this approach should be grounded by reporting a high inter-correlation 

of these items, which Browell (1985) fails to do. The Brownell (1985) approach was also used 

by other authors. Dunk (1989 and 1990) used this score to dichotomize between high and 

low reliance on budgetary control. However, as Otley and Fakiolas show, this overall score 

can only be used to distinguish the non-accounting (low score) from the other styles (score 

of 6 and higher). Harrison (1992 and 1993) divided the score of the accounting items by the 

non-accounting items, expressing the relative importance of the accounting items to the non-

accounting items. In none of the studies reported by Hartmann (2000) a distinction is made 

between different kinds of non-accounting items. All items are treated as a common group. 

Most researchers used Hopwood’s original items, but modified instruments were also deve-

loped, some with only small (cf. Otley, 1978; Brownell, 1985; for an overview see Otley and 

Fakiolas, 2000, p. 499) and some with mayor modifications (Hirst, 1983). The primary reason 

for adapting the instruments was to modify them to the organizational context in which the 

research project was conducted. Some authors considered Hopwood’s original instrument as 

too much focused on manufacturing companies (Hirst, 1983; Hirst and Yetton, 1984), which 

is questioned by other authors (Otley and Fakiolas, 2000). 
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Although nowadays there is a vast amount of papers in management accounting and control 

literature on RAPM, these papers mainly focus on manufacturing companies (refer to Table 

4-1).  Only 2 of the 54 papers in this overview focus on public sector organizations (Wil-

liams et al., 1990; Macintosh and Williams, 1992), whereas 4 papers use data from public 

and private organizations, without treating these organizations as subsamples (Macintosh and 

Daft 1987; Ross, 1994 and 1995; Hartmann, 2005). Furthermore, most studies use a survey 

approach, examining middle managers’ responses to budgetary control. Most studies are 

conducted in the US, Australia, UK and Singapore. Only three papers (Van der Stede, 2000 

and 2001; Hartmann, 2005) research organizations in continental Europe. 

Contingency-approach
In Management Control literature, considerable attention has been paid to the suitability 

of performance measurement systems in specific circumstances (Chenhall, 2003). In this 

contingency approach, fit is understood as a positive impact on performance due to certain 

combinations of context and structure. It is assumed that high-performing as well as low-

performing firms do exist as a result of more or less successful combinations of context and 

structure (Gerdin and Greve, 2004, p. 307). Starting from the 1970s this approach has been 

used by many authors (Otley, 1980). Especially the following aspects were explored: the na-

ture of the environment, technology, size, structure, strategy and national culture (Chenhall, 

2003). In RAPM studies, this contingency approach also became quite popular (Hartmann, 

2000). 

However, one of the most important problems in a contingency-based approach is that it ‘all 

depends’. It is very hard to select those contingency factors that are important, because so 

many variables may have influence. This has also important implications for the data col-

lection and analysis, as it would be desirable to include all relevant variables in one model, in 

order to analyze their relative importance. As Chapman (1997) remarks, this has resulted in 

the observation that ‘Contingency studies have come to be seen as large scale, cross sec- 

tional, postal questionnaire based research, which examines the interaction of a limited 
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Table 4-1

Overview of research method and object of RAPM papers1

Study Data collec-
tion method

Branch Respondent characteristics Usable n Country

Abernethy and 
Brownell, 1997

Survey (1st) 
and interviews 
(2nd)

Large industrial 
company and 
scientific organi-
zation

Senior research officers in 
research and development 
(R&D) divisions

127 Australia 
(industrial 
company) and 
US (scientific 
organization)

Barrett et al., 
1992

Survey Medium-sized 
manufacturing 
companies

Senior marketing managers 
and their subordinates

72 UK

Brownell, 1981 Experiment University stu-
dents and a large 
manufacturing 
company 

Students from an under-
graduate accounting course 
and managerial personnel

46 (stu-
dents) / 
48 (man. 
company)

US

Brownell, 
1982a

Survey A large manufac-
turing company

Managers holding cost 
responsibility and repre-
senting separate functional 
divisions

48 US

Brownell, 1985 Survey (1st) 
and interviews 
(2nd)

Large multinati-
onal electronics 
and computer 
business

Managers drawn from the 
marketing and R&D activi-
ties (S) and vice-presidents 
(I) of each function

61 n.i.

Brownell and 
Dunk, 1991

Survey Manufacturing 
organizations

Managers in different 
functional areas, including 
production, marketing, 
research and development, 
engineering and adminis-
tration 

79 Australia

Brownell and 
Hirst, 1986

Survey A large manufac-
turing organi-
zation

Line managers represen-
ting a wide variety of 
functions (i.e., marketing, 
production, research, admi-
nistration, and distribution)

76 Australia

Brownell and 
McIness, 1986

Survey Two companies 
in the electronics 
industry and one 
company in the 
steel industry

224 middle-level managers 
drawn from a variety of 
functional areas

108 n.i. 

Dunk, 1989 n.i. Consumer pro-
duct manufac-
turing organiza-
tions

Production managers 26 UK

1  This table provides an overview of the research method and object of the papers that are reported by Hartmann (2000, Table 1, p. 456-462) and 
Noeverman (2007, Table 3.1, p. 31-32). One paper was added to this list (Hartmann, 2005). Two papers are not included in this list: Aranya, 
1990 and Brownell, 1987. 
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Dunk, 1992 = Dunk, 1989

Dunk, 1993a Survey Manufacturing 
organizations

Managers from different areas of 
responsibility (including produc-
tion, marketing, R&D, finance and 
administration)

79 Australia

Dunk, 1993b = Dunk, 1993a

Emsley, 2001 Interviews 
and question-
naire (presented 
during the 
interview)

Medium-to-
large sized 
manufacturing 
companies

Production and operational ma-
nagers

38 n.i.

Ezzamel, 1990 Survey Companies from 
the Times 1000

Finance directors2 81 UK

Frucot and 
Shaeron, 1991

Survey 21 different 
companies, 
varying in size, 
industry, and 
degree of fo-
reign ownership 
(23% services, 
8.4% merchan-
dising, 60% 
manufacturing, 
8.4% holding 
companies) 

Managers from eight different 
functional areas

83 Mexico

Govindarajan, 
1984

Interviews (1st), 
survey (2nd)

Multi-business 
firms

The senior-most corporate execu-
tive in charge of strategic planning 
(usually the vice president for plan-
ning) and also one or more senior 
line executives (usually a group 
vice-president) (I), business unit 
managers (S)

n.i. 
(1) 
/ 58 
(2)

US

Govindarajan, 
1988

Survey 24 firms on the 
Fortune 500 list 
from various 
industries 
(automotive, 
petroleum, food 
products, che-
mical produc-
tion, aerospace, 
electronics, 
consumer du-
rables, clothing 
manufacture and 
retail, and vari-
ous consumer 
non-durables 
industries)

SBU general managers and their 
superiors

75 n.i.

Table 4-1 (continued)

2 The finance directors were asked to solicit answers on each question from the relevant corporate manager. 
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Govindarajan 
and Gupta, 1985

= Govindarajan, 1984

Gupta, 1987 = Govindarajan, 1984

Harrison, 1992 Survey Department and 
Retail stores

Middle-level managers in 
the merchandising and buy-
ing functions

117 Singapore 
Australia

Hartmann, 2005 Survey Diverse organi-
zations (both pu-
blic and private 
sector)

Responsibility centre 
managers, across functional 
areas and positions in the 
organizational hierarchy, 
including line and staff 
managers, and of a single 
(Dutch) nationality.

196 The Nether-
lands

Hirst, 1981 No empirical data

Hirst, 1983 Survey Diverse orga-
nizations (not 
specified) 

Part-time students who are 
responsible for at least one 
subordinate, and accounta-
ble to a superior.

111 Australia

Hirst, 1987 No empirical data

Hirst and Yetton, 
1984

= Hirst, 1983

Hopwood, 
1972a, 1973 and 
1974

Survey (1st), 
interview (2nd)

One manufactu-
ring division of a 
large company

S: Cost center managers/
departmental supervisors, 
I: cost center managers as 
well as other significant 
members of their organizati-
onal role sets (including su-
pervisors, fellow cost center 
heads, cost center heads 
in other closely related 
departments, departmental 
administrators, depart-
mental accountants and 
members of the company’s 
sales department)

167 (I),  
20 (S)

US

Hughes and 
Kwon, 1990

= Merchant, 1985

Imoisili, 1989 Survey Manufacturing 
companies

Cost center managers and 
their superiors

102 n.i. 

Kenis, 1979 Survey Manufacturing 
companies

Department managers and 
supervisors of plants

169 US

Kren, 1992 Survey Fortune 500 
manufacturing 
firms

Profit center managers 80 n.i. 

Lal et al., 1996 Survey Manufacturing 
companies

Managers 83 New  
Zealand

Table 4-1 (continued)
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Table 4-1 (continued)

Chapter 4

Lau et al., 1995 Survey Manufacturing 
companies with 
more that 100 
employees

Functional heads 112 Singapore

Lau et al., 1997 Survey Manufacturing 
companies

Functional heads (produc-
tion, marketing and service)

197 Singapore  
Australia

Lau and Tan, 
1998

Survey Financial 
institutions with 
more than 100 
employees

Middle-level managers 189 Australia 
Singapore

Lau and Tan, 
2006

Survey Manufacturing 
organizations 
with more than 
100 employees

Functional heads 152 Singapore

Macintosh, 1985 No empirical data

Macintosh and 
Daft, 1987

interviews Diverse organi-
zations (private 
and public sec-
tor)

Corporate controller 
(preliminary visits) and 
department managers who 
have a clearly defined res-
ponsibility for meeting their 
operating budget

90 US Canada

Macintosh and 
Williams, 1992

= Williams et al, 1990

Marginson and 
Ogden, 2005

Interviews (1st), 
Survey (2nd)

A large commu-
nication business

Middle managers (having a 
business unit manager as a 
superior)

I: 26  
S: 221

UK

Merchant, 1981 Interviews (1st), 
survey (2nd)

Electronics 
industry

I: Senior corporate officials 
such as the financial vice-
president, controller, or 
director of planning and 
budgeting, S: middle-level 
manufacturing managers 

I: 19  
S: 170

n.i. 

Merchant, 1984 = Merchant, 1981

Merchant, 1985 = Merchant, 1981

Merchant, 1990 Interviews Two large 
(Fortune 300) 
divisionalized 
US corporations 
of which one has 
businesses in a 
wide variety of 
industries

Personnel at many levels 
in the organizations, oc-
cupying both staff and line 
positions, especially profit 
center managers. 

n.i. /17 
different 
profit 
centers

US

O’Connor, 1995 Interviews (1st) 
and survey (2nd)

Manufacturing 
organizations

I: General Managers/Mana-
ging Directors and/or their 
Directors of Personnel, S: 
Middle-level managers

I: 62 
S: 125

Singapore
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Table 4-1 (continued)

number of variables.’ Many review articles have been published (Otley, 1980; Dent, 1990; 

Langfield Smith, 1997) showing a lack of an overall framework which could have helped 

to explain the sometimes even contradictory findings (Chapman, 1997, p. 189).  However, 

Chapman (1997) and Hartmann (2000) both point to uncertainty that seems to be an underly-

ing element for differences in findings. Hartmann (2000) demonstrates that ‘no support exists 

for a universal negative effect of uncertainty on the appropriateness of RAPM’ (p. 472) and 

that the results of a positive effect of uncertainty on the appropriateness of RAPM are neglec-

ted. This project aims at providing more insight into the effects of uncertainty on the use of 

accounting measures for performance evaluation.  
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Onsi, 1973 Interviews (1st), 
survey (2nd) 

Interviews: 
Large, national 
and international 
multidivisional 
companies 
Survey: large 
multinational 
manufacturing 
corporations

I: corporate controllers, 
budget directors, production 
vice-presidents, sales vice-
presidents, and divisional 
managers 
S: divisional controllers, 
budget directors, cost 
analysts, manufacturing 
manager, sales managers

107 US

Otley, 1978 Interview (1st), 
questionnaire 
(2nd), document 
analysis (3rd) 

One single large 
manufacturing 
organization

Interview and survey: unit 
managers and group staff

41 UK

Otley and Pierce, 
1995

Survey Big Six audit 
firms

Audit seniors 257 Ireland

Ross, 1994 Survey Diverse organi-
zations (both pu-
blic and private 
sector)

Senior and middle-level ma-
nagers having responsibility 
center control

215 Australia

Ross, 1995 = Ross, 1994

Simons, 1987 Interviews, 
survey

Manufacturing 
firms

I: senior general managers 
(usually the chief operating 
officer of the strategic 
business unit) 
S: chief executive officer

I: 12 
S: 171

Canada

Van der Stede, 
2000

Survey Diverse in-
dustries (only 
private sector)

Business unit general 
managers

153 Belgium

Van der Stede, 
2001

= Van der Stede, 2000

Williams et al., 
1990

Interviews, 
survey

Public sector 
organizations

Lower-level managers 201 Canada
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Nonfinancial measures
In the late 1970s and 1980s, authors expressed a general dissatisfaction with traditional 

performance measurement systems. These traditional systems, developed from costing and 

accounting systems, were criticized for encouraging short termism, lacking strategic focus, 

encouraging local optimization, encouraging minimization of variance rather than continuous 

improvement and not being externally focused (Bourne et al., 2000). Furthermore, they fail 

to signal changes in the company’s economic value, as an organization makes substantial 

investments (or replaces past investments) in intangible assets, such as the skills, motivation, 

and capabilities of its employees, customer acquisition and retention, innovative products and 

service, and information technology (Kaplan, 2001, p. 357). In an attempt to overcome these 

criticisms, performance measurement frameworks have been developed to encourage a more 

balanced view. The most well known instrument resulting from these attempts is the Balan-

ced Scorecard (BSC), developed by Kaplan and Norton (1992). Kaplan and Norton call their 

scorecard balanced as it represents a balance between 1. external measures for shareholders 

and customers and internal measures for critical business processes, innovation, learning and 

growth, 2. the measures are balanced between the outcome measures – the results from past 

efforts – and the measures that drive future performance and 3. the measures are balanced 

between objective, easily quantified outcome measures and subjective, somewhat judgmental, 

performance drivers of the outcome measures (Kaplan and Norton, 1996, p. 10). The Balan-

ced Scorecard translates mission and strategy into objectives and measures, organized into 

four perspectives: financial, customer, internal business process, and learning and growth. 

Therefore, the BSC does not only focus on (more short term) financial indicators, but also 

pays attention to enablers of (longer term) success. Although the BSC was originally develo-

ped for the private sector, some recent studies also demonstrate the usefulness of the BSC for 

non-profit (Kaplan, 2001) and government organizations (Wisniewski and Olafsson, 2004). 
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4.4 NPM AT DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES

This study analyses decentralization and the use of accounting measures for performance 

evaluation in Dutch municipalities. Local government in the Netherlands is considered the 

most important and visible level of sub-national government in the Dutch decentralized 

unitary state (Hendriks and Tops, 2003). It has an autonomous position and can initiate local 

policies it considers important for the local community. This freedom is constrained by ge-

neral rules and requirements set by national and regional governments – governments that in 

turn are constrained by a general commitment to subsidiarity, power sharing and decentraliza-

tion, and a particular dependence upon local knowledge and implementation capacity vested 

in local government (Hendriks and Tops, 2003). Municipalities employ important activities 

such as physical planning, public housing, transport, social services, education, culture and 

welfare. Some of these activities are obligatory; some are at the discretion of the municipa-

lity. Municipalities consist of two systems: the political bodies (the municipal council and the 

board of mayor and aldermen) and the bureaucracy (an extended overview of the characteris-

tics is provided in paragraph 1.3). 

Since the mid-1980s, Dutch municipalities have implemented a variety of management re-

forms (Ter Bogt and Van Helden, 2000; Ter Bogt, 2001; see also paragraph 1.4 of this thesis). 

These developments were stimulated by spending cuts, national legislation and the Policy 

and Management Instruments (PMI) project48. In this paper we will focus on two reforms: in-

ternal decentralization – that is the transfer of decision making authority to subordinate mana-

gers – and changes in performance evaluation. Many municipalities changed their organiza-

tional structure from a more central model to a decentralized model (refer to paragraph 1.5), 

in which subordinate managers were given more comprehensive decision making authority 

and which were more focused on customers or custom-related processes. Furthermore, many 

municipalities changed their planning and control processes, aiming to provide more transpa-

rency and linking municipal policy and budgets. 

48 In Dutch: het BBI (Beleid en BeheersInstrumentarium) project
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Although the reforms attracted considerable attention in Dutch public sector – especially the 

PMI project -, we do not know much yet about the results achieved (Van Helden and Jansen, 

2003; refer to paragraph 1.4 of this thesis). After a review of several studies, Aardema (2002) 

concludes that the PMI project did not have much impact on management practices in Dutch 

municipalities (see also Van Helden, 1998). Furthermore, Ter Bogt and Van Helden (2000) 

have shown that there is a wide gap between formal accounting changes and their actual ap-

plication, implying that the formal level of implementation (such as reporting performance 

indicators) is not a good indication for the actual changes in daily practice.  However, Ter 

Bogt (2008) and Groot and Budding (2008a) reveal a somewhat more optimistic view of the 

successfulness of the management reforms. Based on 23 interviews with public managers 

and politicians (Ter Bogt, 2008) and a survey with more than 100 respondents (Groot and 

Budding, 2008a) both studies show that public sector practitioners  report (slightly) improve-

ments in performance, partly because of NPM reforms. 

4.5 DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHESES

Performance Measurement Systems
As has been shown in the previous section (and paragraph 1.5 of this thesis), many Dutch 

municipalities decentralized their organization structure in the 1990s. Decentralization is 

viewed here as the locus of decision making authority that is delegated to the department  

manager by his/her superiors (cf. Govindarajan, 1986). In most Dutch municipalities, man-

agers were given more comprehensive decision making authority (DMA) with regard to 

financial as well as personnel affairs, generally as an important component of implementing 

integral management. We do not know, however, if this decentralization also led to changes in 

the performance measurement system. NPM calls for both decentralization and accountability 

for results (see Chapter 1). Both reforms seem to be interrelated: More freedom for middle 

managers also means an obligation for them to provide more and better information and to 

account for their actions (Ter Bogt and Van Helden, 2000). We expect this information to be 

explicit and related to clearly defined targets (Hood, 1995), i.e. result oriented and objective. 
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In Management Accounting Research there is only limited understanding of the antecedent 

conditions that influence the design of management accounting systems (Bouwens and 

Abernethy, 2000, p. 221). Chenhall and Morris (1986) found that decentralization is associ-

ated with a preference by decentralized managers for aggregated and integrated information. 

This finding is confirmed by Abernethy et al. (2004) who found that corporate management 

relies more on divisional summary performance measures (rather aggregated and decision 

specific information) when they have delegated authority to divisions (Abernethy et al., 2004, 

p. 547). In a study using hospital data, Abernethy and Lillis (2001) found that autonomy is 

positively related to the use of the performance management system, especially the use of 

resource management data (including cost and productivity data). Based on a study among 34 

firms, Gordon and Narayanan conclude that decentralization leads to the use of more exter-

nal, nonfinancial and ex ante information (Gordon and Narayanan, 1984, p. 42). 

Based on both NPM and Management Accounting literature therefore our first hypotheses 

are:

H1  Decentralized Decision Making Authority (DMA) is positively associated with the use 

of (a) Accounting Measures (AM) and (b) objective nonfinancial measures (NF) for 

performance evaluation. 

H2  Decentralized Decision Making Authority (DMA) is negatively associated with the use 

of subjective nonfinancial measures (SUB) for performance evaluation. 

PMS effects
In this project, we want to find out under what circumstances it is appropriate to hold man-

agers accountable for results which might lead to improved organizational performance. In 

the RAPM literature, the question is discussed how the appropriateness of APM should be 

measured. In this paper, we follow Hartmann (1997) and focus on two aspects, goal clarity 

(GC) and agreement on evaluated criteria (AEC). We think that one of the most important 
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consequences of PMS is that it provides more clarity over the goals to be attained. Recent 

literature has shown that in order to manage human capital effectively and to attain strategic 

success, it is essential for employees to have ‘line of sight’ with their organization’s strategic 

objectives (Boswell, 2006). Therefore, management must clearly communicate these objec-

tives. This claim is supported by the goal setting theory. This theory states that, given goal 

commitment, a specific challenging goal leads to higher task performance that a vague goal, 

such as ‘do your best’ (Locke and Latham 1990). This assertion has been supported in nume-

rous empirical studies (Locke and Latham, 2002). 

However, evidence of this theory in public sector is scarce. Using data derived from hospital 

managers, Bouillon et al. (2006) demonstrate that significant economic benefits occur when 

organizations realize goal congruence (manager consensus). Hyndman and Eden (2001) 

interviewed the chief executives of nine agencies and they indicated that a focus in mission, 

objectives, targets and performance measures had improved the performance of the agency. 

Using data from 93 managers of Dutch public sector organizations, Verbeeten concludes that 

the definition of clear and measurable goals is positively associated with both quantity perfor-

mance (efficiency, production targets) as well as quality performance (accuracy, innovation, 

employee morale) (Verbeeten, 2008, p. 441-442). 

Another important attribute of a PMS is that it adds to fairness of the evaluation. Hartmann 

(1997, p. 40) argues that prior RAPM studies suggest that disagreement with evaluation cri-

teria is an important consequence of using APM in uncertain environments, and an important 

cause of subsequent job-related tension. Such tension negatively influences the organization’s 

performance. 

In this study, we explore the effects of different groups of performance measures. We dis-

tinguish between three groups: accounting measures (AM), objective nonfinancial measures 

(NF) and subjective nonfinancial measures (SUB). In RAPM literature the attention is rather 

limited to the use of accounting measures (refer to paragraph 4.3). BSC literature has shown 
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the importance of using a broader set of performance measures, as nonfinancial measures 

may express important conditions for more long-term organizational success. 

 

The RAPM literature provides mixed evidence with regard to the effects of using accoun-

ting performance measures (AM). AM are rather objective measures which can be measured 

and defined. The use of AM can function as a ‘buffer’: budgets provide a buffer between the 

wider, strategic and external environment of the organization, and the manager’s narrower, 

functional and internal working environment (Hartmann, 2005, p. 244). The use of accoun-

ting measures may provide structure and certainty, particularly for those managers whose 

roles have been defined ambiguously (Marginson and Ogdon, 2005, p. 436).  However, the 

use of accounting performance measures may imply controllability problems, i.e. managers 

are held accountable for results beyond their control. There can be more debate at evaluations 

about the aspects managers should be held accountable for. 

Therefore, our hypotheses with regard to the use of AM are as follows:

H3  The use of accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation is (a) positively asso-

ciated with Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) negatively associated with Agreement on Evalua-

tion Criteria (AEC). 

Recent performance measurement literature emphasizes the positive attributes of using nonfi-

nancial measures for performance evaluation. Banker et al. (2000) have shown that by inclu-

ding nonfinancial measures in the compensation contract, managers more closely align their 

efforts along the dimensions emphasized by those measures, resulting in improvements in per-

formance49. Lau and Sholihin (2005) state that the use of nonfinancial measures may contribute 

to the perceived fairness of the evaluation procedures. Subordinates generally view these mea-

sures as meaningful and relevant. They provide a broader overview of a subordinate’s accom-

plishments than if only financial measures are used. The nonfinancial measures comprise both 

lagging and leading indicators, thereby including measures that drive future performance. This 

49  See also Anderson et al. (1994), Amir and Lev (1996) and Behn and Riley (1999) amongst others for studies showing 
positive effects of using nonfinancial measures.  
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may add to the fairness as perceived by subordinates investing in long-term objectives (Lau 

and Sholihin, 2005, p. 393). Using a dataset of 70 Indonesian manufacturing organizations, 

Lau and Sholihin show that the use of nonfinancial measures indeed contributes to the subor-

dinate’s perceived fairness of the evaluation procedures. Said et al. (2003) hypothesize that the 

performance consequences of using nonfinancial measures may depend on contextual factors, 

environmental factors, and strategic plans of firms. They expect that regulated industries more 

extensively use nonfinancial measures for performance evaluation, because in these industries 

the regulator is likely to link profits or rate increases to the achievement of nonfinancial goals, 

such as customer satisfaction, reliability and employee safety. Using a dataset of 1,441 obser-

vations from various industries, they indeed find support for the hypothesis that nonfinancial 

measures are used more intensively by regulated industries (see also Ittner et al, 1997). In our 

sample, we analyze the performance evaluation of municipalities, which are strongly regulated 

by central government. Following Said et al. (2003), we therefore expect the positive effects of 

using nonfinancial measures to be even greater than in other industries. 

Based on this literature overview, we hypothesize:  

H4  The use of objective nonfinancial measures (NF) for performance evaluation is 

positively associated with (a) Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation 

Criteria (AEC). 

As discussed before, the introduction of New Public Management’s practices in Dutch muni-

cipalities called for the use of more objective instead of subjective indicators for performance 

evaluation. However, Ter Bogt (2003) and Budding (2004; documented in Chapter 3) have 

shown that in daily practice these subjective performance indicators, such as having a feeling 

for political wishes and needs, showing initiative, having good relations with superiors and 

contributing to a positive image of the municipality50, are still used frequently. We expect, 

however, that the use of these measures for performance evaluation is not considered positive 

by the subordinate managers. The measurement of these indicators is subjective, they heavily 

depend on the perception of the superior. Therefore, there can be more debate about the mea-

50 The first two items are mentioned in Ter Bogt’s study (2003), the last two in Budding (2004). 
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surement and the interpretation of these indicators. Furthermore, they do not provide more 

clarity over the goals, as these measures do not express clear tasks or responsibilities of the 

managers. Therefore, our hypothesis is as follows:

H5  The use of subjective nonfinancial measures (SUB) for performance evaluation is nega-

tively associated with (a) Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria 

(AEC). 

Contingencies
Based on the RAPM literature and the findings from previous research (Budding, 2004), we 

analyse four groups of contextual variables that might influence the relation between man-

agers being held accountable and organizational performance. These four groups are:  

1. Environmental Uncertainty (EU), 2. Task Uncertainty (TU), 3. Funding Uncertainty (FU), 

and 4. Organic Processes (OP). For hypothesizing the effects of these groups of uncertainty, 

we mainly use arguments derived from RAPM literature and analyze the influence of these 

uncertainties on the relationship between the use of accounting measures (AM) and our out-

put variables, Goal Clarity (GC) and Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC). We choose to 

focus on the accounting measures, because New Public Management especially advocates the 

use of these measures. Although we also analyzed the effects of using objective and subjec-

tive nonfinancial measures (NF and SUB respectively) on our output variables and the influ-

ence of the moderators on these effects, we do not develop hypotheses for these relationships, 

as the literature on the moderating effects of using nonfinancial measures on performance is 

still rather limited51. Therefore, these effects are analyzed in an exploratory way. The inclu-

sion of the nonfinancial measures enables us to compare the effects of different measures and 

analyze their relative effects. 

 

Environmental Uncertainty (EU)
Managers feel they are confronted with many uncertainties. Some of these have to do with 

the environment of the departments, such as uncertainties stemming from the clientele and 

51  Said et al. (2003) is a positive exception. They show that the association between nonfinancial measures and firm 
performance is contingent on whether the use of nonfinancial measures matches the firm’s characteristics.  
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the behavior of suppliers. These uncertainties are more or less the same as in a private sector 

environment (e.g. Buchko, 1984; Milliken, 1997). We expected that uncertainties stemming 

from the political environment would also be important. Because these uncertainties are 

comparable to commercial organizations, we follow the arguments that are used in RAPM 

literature to analyze the influence of environmental uncertainty (EU) on the relation between 

the use of accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation and the outcome variables 

Goal Clarity (GC) and Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC). 

In RAPM literature there is mixed evidence with regard to the (interaction) effect of EU on 

the relation between the use of accounting measures for performance evaluation and output 

variables, such as performance. Some studies showed a negative effect of environmental 

uncertainty on the relationship between reliance on the use of accounting measures for per-

formance evaluation and performance (Hirst, 1981 and 1983; Brownell, 1987a; Govindara-

jan, 1988), while other studies do not give evidence for this effect (Merchant, 1984; Brow-

nell, 1985; Lau et al., 1995). However, empirical evidence is increasingly showing that using 

accounting measures for performance evaluation is especially useful under conditions of high 

environmental uncertainty (Ezzamel, 1990; Marginson and Ogden, 2005). 

Hartmann (2000) states that there seems to be a paradox with regard to uncertainty. On the 

one hand there are the negative effects of using AM under high environmental uncertainty. 

These negative effects seem to stem especially from violating the controllability principle 

(Hartmann, 2000, p. 471).  This principle is about the effects of evaluating managers on items 

beyond their control. Generally, it is opposed that evaluating managers on items beyond 

their control is considered negative by the subordinates. Therefore, evaluating managers 

on accounting measures that are not controllable by them may result in tension because the 

performance measurement may be incomplete and irrelevant (Hartmann, 2000, p. 471) and 

therefore, not considered ‘fair’. 
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On the other hand, the use of AM may also be useful under high environmental uncertainty. 

Using budgets enhances managers’ autonomy. Furthermore, uncertain conditions require 

more information sharing, which mostly takes place within the context of formal accounting 

and control procedures (Hartmann, 2005, p. 244). Finally, budgets may have a buffering 

function against the influence of environmental uncertainty. In uncertain conditions, the ac-

counting measures provide clarity with respect to the goals to be attained and the evaluation 

criteria (e.g., simply not overrunning the budget). Analyzing an organization in the ‘global 

communications business’, with a fast-moving business environment, Marginson and Ogden 

(2005) indeed show that in this organization budgets offer ‘a source of structure and certain-

ty’ for the managers. Hartmann (2005) supports this finding and shows that high environmen-

tal uncertainty is associated with a more positive opinion of managers about the appropriate-

ness of using accounting measures for performance evaluation. 

 

Because of the mixed empirical findings thus far, we formulate the hypothesis in the null-

form:

H6  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) Goal 

Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is not affected by Envi-

ronmental Uncertainty (EU).

Task Uncertainty (TU)
Managers are also confronted with uncertainties that stem from the tasks they perform. If the 

tasks of the manager and his employees are less repetitive and there is less knowledge as to 

how to perform the tasks, it may be more complex to define the goals and for the manager 

to know what should be done (cf. Hirst, 1987). Task uncertainty may also lead to confusion 

about the evaluation. If tasks are highly uncertain, it is more difficult to draw up budgets, be-

cause reliable information is missing. Furthermore, under such circumstances it is also harder 

to measure accomplishments. Therefore, the use of accounting measures is less appropriate. 
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Several studies have proved that higher task uncertainty is indeed negatively associated with 

the use of accounting based controls (Hirst, 1983; Rockness and Shields, 1984; Abernethy et 

al., 1997; see also Chenhall, 2003 for an overview). 

With respect to the interaction effect on GC, RAPM literature gives mixed evidence. First, 

accounting performance measures may add positively to the structure of the working envi-

ronment, in terms of providing clear and specific objectives. This may be especially appre-

ciated under high task uncertainty and give managers ‘line of sight’. The use of accounting 

measures may give managers direction as to what should be done. On the other hand, task 

uncertainty leads to confusion about the way in which the budget targets should be attained, 

because there is limited knowledge with respect to the way this should be realized and more 

variability in the tasks. Hartmann (2005) shows that managers indeed dislike to be evaluated 

on accounting performance measures under high levels of task uncertainty. We do not know 

which effect is stronger and therefore formulate the hypothesis for the effect on GC in null-

form.  

For AEC, we expect that task uncertainty will lead to job related tension, because managers 

disagree with the potentially incomplete, irrelevant and uncontrollable accounting perfor-

mance measures (Hirst, 1983). Therefore, we formulate this part of the hypothesis in the 

negative direction. 

H7  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) Goal 

Clarity (GC) is not affected by Task Uncertainty (TU) and the effect on (b) Agreement 

on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is negatively affected by Task Uncertainty (TU).

Funding Uncertainty (FU)
Funding Uncertainty (FU) refers to a manager not being sure whether his department can get 

enough resources for operations. In this paper, we aim to analyze the moderating effect of 

funding uncertainty on the use of accounting criteria for performance evaluation on GC and 
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AEC. Prior literature on this effect is not available, but some studies have been published ana-

lyzing the influence of funding uncertainty on the design and use of cost accounting systems. 

Geiger and Ittner (1996) show that organizations that are required to ‘pay their own way’ by 

fully covering costs through revenues or fees, implement more elaborate cost accounting sys-

tems and also use these systems more intensively. They argue that the requirements to be self 

funding increase funding uncertainty, which in turn leads to more elaborate cost control. They 

especially use two arguments for this hypothesis. Firstly, they point to the analytical model 

of Zimmerman (1976) that suggests that non-profit organizations facing funding uncertainty 

(Zimmerman uses the concept ‘budget uncertainty’) will place greater emphasis on budgets 

and costs. Secondly, they draw the parallel between funding and environmental uncertainty, 

suggesting that both increase the demand for decision-making information. Groot and Bud-

ding (2004) found that organizations that were confronted with lower funding as a result of 

changing funding rules, charge tariffs that better represent actual cost levels (refer to para-

graph 2.7 and especially Table 2-2 of this thesis). Furthermore, Rockness and Shields (1986) 

find that research and development organizations facing greater funding uncertainty placed 

more emphasis on budgetary controls.  However, note that these studies provide insight into 

the effects of funding uncertainty on the usefulness of accounting data for decision making 

and do not give information about the effects of using AM for performance evaluation. 

We think that on the one hand the use of AM may be considered favorable since they are 

rather objective criteria. In situations of large funding uncertainty these objective criteria may 

be experienced even as more useful than in situations with lower levels of funding uncertain-

ty. On the other hand, funding uncertainty may cause even additional tensions that a manager 

may not have enough resources to reach the goals. As a result, the manager may be confused 

as to which goals he should attain first given the limited resources. Furthermore, this may 

also cause tensions at performance evaluation, because there is a risk of being evaluated 

negatively for not reaching goals. Therefore, we formulate the hypothesis as follows:
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H8  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) Goal 

Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is not affected by the 

level of Funding Uncertainty (FU). 

Organic Processes (OP)
The previous phase of this research project (documented in Chapter 3) analyzing the factors 

that may be contingent upon the effects of using AM for performance evaluation on orga-

nizational performance, revealed that in addition to external contingent factors, attention 

should be paid to internal organizational conditions as well. These internal conditions seem 

to be under-explored in management accounting research, although some recent publications 

have drawn attention to this issue. Otley (2003, p. 323) claims that ‘individuals are affected 

by a range of cultural differences beyond those of the nation in which they are brought up, or 

in which they currently work.’ and that ‘… All of these aspects remain under-explored….’. 

Manzoni (2002, p. 40) states that ‘the Management control community should devote more 

attention to studying organizational factors (italics by Manzoni) that make new accounting 

methods and systems so hard to implement successfully in practice.’ As early as 1967, Hof-

stede (1967) made a plea to pay attention to organizational conditions that make management 

control systems work effectively.

 

Chenhall and Morris (1995) and Emsley (2001) point to open and complete communication 

as an important condition for the successfulness of using performance evaluation systems. 

Emsley (2001) shows that the completeness of information that explains budget variances to 

the superiors, affects subordinate managers’ ability to understand budget variances and ex-

plain them to their superiors which, in turn, affects subordinates’  level of job related tension, 

especially where superiors use a budget-emphasis style of performance evaluation. Chenhall 

and Morris (1995) analyze the influence of organic decision and communication processes 

on the use of management accounting systems. They find that the combined effect of organic 

processes and management accounting systems is associated with superior organizational 

performance. Although Chenhall and Morris (1995) found two separate dimensions in their 
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construct, they did not analyze the effects of each dimension separately. The first dimen-

sion captured the formality of decision processes and openness of communications, and 

the second focuses on emphasis of adaptability and change (Chenhall and Morris, 1995, p. 

489-490). In this study, we follow the approach of Chenhall and Morris and we use a con-

struct Organic Processes that is calculated by taking the average score of all items. 

H9  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) Goal 

Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is more positive for 

higher levels of Organic Processes (OP).  

Government Performance
Previously in this paragraph, we discussed how goal clarity and agreement on evaluation 

criteria may enhance organizational performance as they represent the behavioral effects of 

using a performance evaluation system. We expect that if managers have more clarity over 

the goals to be attained and agree more on the way they are being evaluated, they have less 

tension and have more ‘line of sight’ with the organizational goals.  Our last hypothesis is 

about this expected positive influence:

H10  (a) Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is positively as-

sociated with Performance of the department (PD). 

In Figure 4-1 our research model is displayed. 

Decentralized
DMA

PMS

Contingencies

Behavioral
e�ects

Performance

Figure 4-1 

Research model
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4.6 RESEARCH METHOD AND SAMPLE

Data and sample selection
In this project, we want to analyze the implementation and consequences of two specific 

NPM reforms, decentralization and changes in performance evaluation.  

We aimed at including as much variation as possible, by sending a questionnaire to all Dutch 

municipalities. In Chapter 3, we tried hard to include ‘extreme cases’, i.e. municipalities that 

implemented a lot of NPM reforms and municipalities that did not implement any. Therefore, 

these groups were labeled NPM vs. non-NPM municipalities. Whereas it was possible to 

follow this procedure in case study research, it is not in survey research, which is used in this 

paper. Dutch municipalities vary to a great extent in the implementation of NPM reforms and 

most municipalities did not implement all of them, but only some. 

Two municipal departments were the subject of this project: the ‘department of civil affairs’ 

(DCA) and the social security department (SSD). Both departments are ‘mission centers’ (see 

Anthony and Young, 2003, p. 16), they contribute directly to the objectives of the organi-

zation. We included these two different departments, because this enabled us to analyze the 

influence of departments’ characteristics on the results of our analysis. The department of 

civil affairs is responsible for the administration and execution of marriage law, the provision 

of a system for the registration of deeds (births, deaths and marriages), the issuing of driving 

licences and passports and other services to citizens. Municipalities do not have much discre-

tion in executing these activities: they have to provide these services and have to meet certain 

quality standards (such as keeping passports in a safe). These services can be measured quite 

easily. Social security departments are responsible for welfare and employment issues, such 

as providing help in finding employment and paying allowances. In the Netherlands, the 

execution of these services is the responsibility of municipalities. They have some discretion 

in executing these tasks: in paying extraordinary allowances they can formulate their own 

policy, within certain boundaries. Most municipalities have their own social security depart-
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ment, although some municipalities subcontract a part of these services. Because we are inte-

rested in the actual results, we chose the level of analysis at which results could be measured. 

Therefore, managers were contacted in this project at the level of a separate identifiable unit.

In order to obtain the data, in November 2002 a questionnaire was sent to the social security 

departments (SSD) and the departments of civil affairs (DCA) of almost all Dutch municipa-

lities. In the Netherlands, there were 496 municipalities in 2002. So the total number of ques-

tionnaires would theoretically be 992. However, we made some corrections on this research 

sample. First, we excluded the four largest municipalities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, 

Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht) because each of them has special legal, administrative 

and financial arrangements with the state that do not apply to other Dutch municipalities. 

Second, we excluded the departments that participated in earlier stages of this research pro-

ject. We approached all other municipalities and asked the name of the manager of the social 

security department and of the department of civil affairs. In this way, we learned that at 

some municipalities the manager of the social security department was also in charge of the 

department of civil affairs. In other municipalities, the tasks of the social security department 

were contracted out to another municipality or to an external organization in which several 

municipalities cooperate in executing tasks in the area of social security (an ‘Intergemeen-

telijke Sociale Dienst’ or ‘ISD’). Lastly, some municipalities informed us that a merger with 

(an)other municipality(ies) would take place in the short term. Based on these corrections, we 

came to a research sample of 834 departments. For our data selection we followed the recom-

mendations of Dillman’s Total Design Method, such as printing the questionnaire in a booklet 

format, using several reminders, and making the questionnaire as easy and as interesting to 

fill in as possible (Dillman, 1991). 

The data were collected in the period between November 2002 and April 2003. We sent three 

reminders. The first one was in the form of a Happy New Year card (December 2002). In Ja-

nuary, we sent a second copy of the questionnaire. In February, the respondents received a fax 

message from us with a reminder. We enclosed a non-response card (January) or sheet (Febru-

ary) to the reminders in 2003, in order to be informed about the reasons for non-response. 
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We received 236 questionnaires, leading to a response rate of 28.3%. Furthermore, we 

received 326 non-response cards or sheets, resulting in a total response percentage of 67.4%. 

The reason given most frequently (refer to Table 4-2) for not responding was that filling 

in the questionnaire was considered too time consuming. This reason was mentioned 192 

times, but many respondents also filled in this reason in the category ‘other reasons’. Another 

frequently mentioned reason for not responding was that the manager had only recently been 

appointed and therefore considered him/herself as not having enough experience to fill in the 

questionnaire.

Table 4-2

Non response analysis
Reason First mentioned 

reason
Second mentioned 
reason

Total

Filling in the questionnaire is too time 
consuming

62.3% (192) 0.0% (0) 62.3% (192)

It is the policy of my municipality not to 
participate in surveys

2.9% (9) 3.2% (10) 6.1% (19)

I am only recently appointed manager in 
my department

10.1% (31) 5.5% (17) 15.6% (48)

I am an interim manager 5.8% (18) 1.9% (6) 7.7% (24)

Some questions do not apply to my 
municipality

1.0% (3) 2.6% (8) 3.6% (11)

I did not receive the questionnaire 0.6% (2) 0.6% (2) 1.2% (4)

I did respond 1.9% (6) 0.0% (0) 1.9% (6)

I will respond 1.3% (4) 0.0% (0) 1.3% (4)

Other reason/remarks  13.9% (43) 17.9% (55) 33.8% (98)

100.0% (308) 31.8% (98) 131.8% (406)
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Representation analysis
We also analysed whether our sample offers a good representation of all Dutch municipali-

ties. Therefore, we calculated the mean costs per inhabitant for the DCA. We think this is an 

appropriate indicator for the efficiency of a municipality, because every municipality has to 

provide a number of obligatory services in this area. The costs of SSDs were not considered 

appropriate for measuring the efficiency as municipalities have more freedom to establish 

their own policy with regard to this policy area. Furthermore, the costs for the SSD depend to 

a larger extent on the policy and social-demographic characteristics of the municipalities. 

Our results (refer to Table 4-3) show that there is only a small difference between the mean 

costs for DCAs for our sample (EUR 27.31) and the mean costs for all Dutch municipalities 

(EUR 25.69). The costs of the municipalities from which the managers returned the non- 

response card are also comparable (EUR 26.31). There are no statistically significant dif-

ferences in costs between the groups. However, the average size of the municipalities that 

returned the questionnaire was statistically significantly higher (refer to Table 4-4) suggesting 

a small bias in our sample (relatively more large municipalities answered our questionnaire). 

Furthermore, the mean costs for the DCA are lower for municipalities that responded before 

the second reminder (EUR 25.75) than for the municipalities that responded after they re-

ceived this second reminder (EUR 30.44, refer to Table 4-3). However, the differences are not 

statistically significant. 

Table 4-3

Representation analysis: Costs DCA per inhabitant (in EUR)
Mean costs Min. Max. S.D.

All municipalities 25.69 1.78 278.58 14.44

Respondents non-response card 26.31 1.78 278.58 18.80

Respondents survey 27.31 1.78 278.58 23.00

Respondents survey – early response 25.75 1.78 101.68 12.15

Respondents survey – late response 30.44 2.85 278.58 35.90
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In several cases (13 times), the name of the respondent did not correspond to the name of the 

one to which the survey had been sent. For these cases, we checked whether the respondent 

indeed was a manager of the department. For two cases, this resulted in the exclusion for the 

analysis. Furthermore, we did a missing value analysis (MVA). This analysis showed that 

the number of missing values for the ISDs was quite high. This was due to the fact that the 

control and governance structure of the ISDs differed from the DCAs and SSDs. As a result, 

some questions did not apply or were not recognizable for the ISD managers. Therefore, we 

decided to exclude the 6 ISDs from the analysis. We also did a missing value analysis for 

the remaining cases. 14 cases had more than 2 missing items for one of the constructs in the 

analysis and were list-wise excluded. As a result 214 surveys were considered appropriate for 

the analysis (refer to Table 4-5). We used SPSSs Estimation Maximalisation (EM) algorithm 

to impute the missing values, after ensuring that the data were missing completely at random 

(MCAR) using Little’s MCAR test. We imputed less than 5% of our variables. 

The response rate for the DCAs was higher than for the SSDs (refer to Table 4-5). This is 

partly due to the fact that some municipalities cooperate with other municipalities in social 

security activities, reducing the number of autonomous SSDs. 

Table 4-4

Representation analyse: Size of municipalities
Respondents All municipalities

Till 20,000 inh. 41.7%  (96) 52.8% (260)

20-50,000 inh. 43.5% (100) 35.4% (174)

50-100,000 inh. 8.3%  (19) 7.5%  (37)

100,000+ inh. 6.5%  (15) 4.3%  (21)

Total 100.0% (230) 100.0% (492)

Average number of inh. 33.264** 28.522**

** Statistically significant differences (T-test) at p<0.05
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Sample characteristics 
Although a municipal department should be considered a business unit, it should be noticed 

that the average number of employees in the area of responsibility of the respondents is much 

lower in this research than in other RAPM research projects. The average number at this 

project is 22.3, whereas the number is 79.0 in the project of Hartmann (1997). Furthermore, 

the average respondent appears to be mid-aged (47.5), well educated and with a great deal 

of experience with the organization (12.4 years) and the function (11.2 years).  Appendix 5 

provides further background information about the respondents. Furthermore, Appendix 6 

analyses whether background characteristics correlate with the independent variables in this 

study. 

Measurement of variables 
In this paragraph, the design of the measurement instruments used will be briefly discussed.  

Appendix 7 gives a more extended overview of the design of the constructs. In Table 4-6 

some descriptives of the variables are displayed. 

Table 4-5

Response rate per department
Department Number of responses Number in analysis 

department of civil affairs (DCA) 125 116

social security department (SSD) 84 77

DCA / SSD 21 21

ISD 6 -

Total 236 214
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Independent variables

Decentralization
The level of decentralization is measured here as the locus of decision-making authority that 

is delegated to the department manager by his/her superior (Govindarajan, 1986). Several key 

decision areas were identified, namely: 1) hiring and firing of personnel on low and mediate 

hierarchical levels, 2) authorizing large investments, 3) giving bonuses, 4) determining wage-

increases and 5) exceeding the budget (cf. Pugh et al., 1986). A self developed eight-item 

scale (cf. Singh, 1986) was used to measure the degree of decentralization. Factor analysis 

revealed two dimensions: items related to decision making authorities with regard to financial 

aspects (such as the authorization of large investments) and those related to personnel aspects 

(such as hiring and firing of personnel). The dimensions have a satisfactory Cronbach α of 

0.89 and 0.61 respectively. As the dimensions are highly correlated (r=0.52 at p<0.001) and 

previous literature did not suggest other effects of both dimensions, we added the scores of 

both dimensions, expressing the decision making authority of a middle manager52. The instru-

ment DMA has a Cronbach α of 0.83. 

Table 4-6

Descriptive characteristics of variables
Variable Mean SD Possible range Observed range n

Min. Max. Min. Max.

DMA 2.32 2.38 0 8 0 8 203

RAPM_AM 3.59 0.62 0 5 1 5 214

RAPM_NF 4.19 0.51 0 5 2 5 214

RAPM_SUB 3.25 0.68 0 5 1 5 214

EU 2.05 0.43 0 5 1 3.63 214

TU 3.06 0.58 1 5 1.81 4.69 214

FU 2.10 0.83 1 5 1 4 214

OP 3.53 0.51 1 5 2 5 214

PD 7.39 0.70 1 10 5 9 213

52 In Appendix 8A it is analyzed whether the separate dimensions shows differences. 
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RAPM
The RAPM construct was based on the original instrument of Hopwood (1973), translated 

to Dutch and modified by Hartmann (1997). This instrument was adapted to a governmen-

tal setting. Most important changes were the deletion of the item ‘How much profit I make’ 

(municipalities do not strive to make a profit) and the adaptations to the item ‘meeting the 

budget’. Because in Dutch municipalities ‘budget’ is generally considered as the maximum 

amount of money which can be spent instead of the combination of performance and the 

associated costs, this item was split into ‘Not overrunning the budget’ and ‘Meeting the 

budget at the amount of the agreed upon costs’. Factor analysis revealed four dimensions: 

1. accounting measures (AM), 2. objective nonfinancial measures (NF), 3. items related to 

the relationship with the operational and political superiors and 4. items related to the extent 

to which initiatives are employed that contribute to a good image of the superiors. The third 

and the fourth dimension are both rather subjective; they cannot be measured easily without 

the risk of human bias, because they depend on the judgment of superiors (refer to Chapter 

1). Furthermore, the dimensions were highly correlated (r=0.4 at p<0.001) and we did not 

expect to have different findings for these dimensions based on prior literature. Therefore, 

we added the scores of both dimensions, resulting in a score for the extent to which subjec-

tive nonfinancial measures (SUB) are used for performance evaluation53. The resulting three 

dimensions (AM, NF and SUB) are also statistically correlated (refer to Table 4-7), implying 

differences in more explicit and more implicit evaluation styles (i.e., using a rather broad and 

rather narrow set of measures for performance evaluation respectively).  All dimensions have 

a satisfactory α of 0.70 or higher. We did not calculate an ‘overall’ RAPM score, because we 

aimed at analyzing the influence of each set of measures separately. 

Contingency variables
The construct for Environmental Uncertainty (EU) was based on the instruments developed 

by Govindarajan (1984) and Merchant (1990), adapted and translated by Hartmann (1997).  

Based on previous literature54, we distinguished four groups of sources of environmental 

uncertainty: 1. clients (EU_CL), 2. technological developments (EU_TD), 3. suppliers (EU_

53  In Appendix 8B we analyze whether both subjective measures show different results. 
54  As we consider the underlying items as causal indicators and not reflective indicator (cf. Bisbe et al., 2007), it was not 

considered appropriately to use factor analysis. 
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SUP) and 4. politics (EU_POL). We computed an overall score for EU as the average score 

of these groups. Because we think that the influence of the uncertainties on the operational 

management depends on the combined effect of unpredictability and influence, we calculated 

the scores by multiplying the questions about the unpredictability and the influence. We did 

not only analyze the overall EU construct, but also the underlying dimensions as we aimed 

to gain additional insight into the different sources of uncertainty and their effects. These ad-

ditional analyses are displayed in Appendix 8C. 

The construct for Task Uncertainty (TU) aims to measure the uncertainty associated with the 

tasks of the manager and his/her department. We use the instrument developed by Withey 

et al. (1983) and translated by Hartmann (1997). Factor analysis showed three dimensions, 

which refer to 1. the routines / repetitiousness of the tasks of the manager (TU_RM), 2. 

knowledge about the working procedures of the manager (TU_KM) and 3. the routineness / 

repetitiousness of the tasks of the employees (TU_RE). The dimensions are positively cor-

related (r=0.41 or higher), which is consistent with theoretical expectations (Perrow, 1979) 

and prior studies (Van de Ven and Delbecq, 1974; Draft and Macintosh, 1981; Abernethy and 

Stoelwinder, 1991; Abernethy and Brownell, 1997). The reliability of the constructs is ade-

quate (Cronbach α of 0.75, 0.80 and 0.78 respectively). Because of the high intercorrelation 

of the dimensions and because we did not expect to find other outcomes for the dimensions 

based on previous research, we computed an overall score for TU as the mean of the scores 

on the dimensions. Furthermore, we did not only analyze the overall score, but also the effect 

of the dimensions. These analyses can be found in Appendix 8D. 

Funding Uncertainty (FU) aims to measure the uncertainty of having not enough resources 

for executing the departments’ activities. We used a self-developed one item instrument for 

measuring FU.  

The instrument for organic processes (OP) was based on the study of Chenhall and Mor-

ris (1995). Chenhall and Morris developed an instrument to measure organic processes in 
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organizations, based on previous literature (Khandwalla, 1972) and pilot studies. We added 

two additional items to this instrument, resulting in twelve items. Factor analysis revealed 

that items loaded on the same two factors as in Chenhall and Morris’ study, capturing the 

formality of decision processes and openness of communication, while the second dimension 

focuses on an emphasis of adaptability and change. For comparability purposes and because 

we did not expect a different effect of both dimensions beforehand, we used one construct in 

this study, calculated by taking the average score of all items in this instrument. This instru-

ment has a satisfactory Cronbach α of 0.82. In Appendix 8E, we analyze whether differences 

show up for the two underlying dimensions of OP. 

We analyzed whether our independent variables were correlated, indicating possible multi-

colleniarity problems. Table 4-7 shows that none of the contingency variables is correlated, 

except for a negative statistical significant correlation between funding uncertainty (FU) and 

organic processes (OP). 

Outcome variables
In this project, we used several variables to measure the performance, expressing the extent 

to which managers are incentivized to increase the performance, their own (subjective) judg-

ment of the performance and the efficiency of the departments. 

Behavioral effects
The behavioral effects of the performance measurement system are measured by the con-

structs Goal Clarity (GC) and Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC). Both constructs have 

been developed by Hartmann (1997). The instrument for GC expresses the degree to which 

the goals that have to be reached are clear to the manager. This instrument consists of items 

for goal specificity and role ambiguity. The instrument for AEC aims to measure the degree 

to which the manager agrees with the way he is being evaluated. 
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Government performance
In this study we measured the performance of the departments in our study in several ways. 

The managers were also asked to give a rate (on a scale from 1 to 10) for the functioning and 

performance of their own department (PD) and their own functioning and performance (PI). 

Because we think the ultimate goal of managers should be to improve the performance of the 

department, we use the performance of the department as the output variable in this study. 

Furthermore, this measure was usable for both departments in our study and we did not have 

much missing data as for the other performance related data.

We also gathered more objective performance data in order to measure the efficiency. Firstly, 

we presented all managers with a second short questionnaire in order to retrieve some basic 

performance data, such as the number of personnel employed and the number of services 

provided. Secondly, we obtained data from Statistics Netherlands containing information 

about costs and incomes of the departments. However, because we could not construct one 

overall performance measure for both departments in our study, we had to do the analysis for 

the subsamples reducing the number of observations in the study. This number of observa-

tions was further reduced, because not all respondents filled in this second questionnaire. In 

Appendix 9, a subsample analysis can be found for the DCAs. In this appendix, we included 

the number of personnel per thousand inhabitants for the DCA as the output variable. For the 

SDAs the number of observations was too small to run our analysis. 

Analysis method
We used Partial Least Squares (PLS) to test our structural models. PLS is a causal modeling 

technique that provides an advanced combination of principal component analysis and path 

analysis. This causal modeling technique is well suited to analyze small sample sizes and 

does not make distributional assumptions. Furthermore, it allows the inclusion of formative 

measures (Chin, 1998, p. x) whereas SEM techniques such as LISREL do not allow this. PLS 

generates standardized βs that are used as path coefficients within the structural model and 

are interpreted as in OLS regressions (Chenhall, 2004). Bootstrapping provides a basis to 
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evaluate parameter estimates. We use bootstrapping with 500 sample replacement, to assess 

the significance of each path coefficient. In order to test the robustness of our models, we also 

ran an Ordinary Least Squares analysis for all models. There were no large differences in our 

PLS and OLS analyses (refer to Appendix 10). 

For our contingency models, we used Moderated Regression Analysis. For the two way inter-

action models, our PLS software package (SmartPLS), supported our analysis. Following Jac-

card et al. (1990), we mean centered the interaction terms. SmartPLS however does not support 

the use of three way interaction models. Therefore, these models were run in SPSS 14.0. 

4.7 FINDINGS

Performance Measurement Systems

H1  Decentralized Decision Making Authority (DMA) is positively associated with the use 

of (a) Accounting Measures (AM) and (b) objective nonfinancial measures (NF) for 

performance evaluation.  

H2  Decentralized Decision Making Authority (DMA) is negatively associated with the use 

of subjective nonfinancial measures (SUB) for performance evaluation. 

Table 4-8

PLS model
To From Coef. t-value

RAPM_AM DMA -0.0377 0.7065

RAPM_NF DMA -0.0839 1.4471

RAPM_SUB DMA -0.0143 0.3292

GC RAPM_AM 0.0115 0.245

RAPM_NF 0.2204*** 2.9941

RAPM_SUB -0.1122* 1.736

EU -0.0246 0.4268

RAPM_AM * EU 0.2025*** 2.4981

RAPM_NF * EU -0.0969 1.3859
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Table 4-8 (continued)

RAPM_SUB * EU -0.0056 0.1128

TU -0.2267*** 3.427

RAPM_AM * TU 0.0049 0.0971

RAPM_NF * TU 0.0241 0.6045

RAPM_SUB * TU 0.0284 0.5508

FU -0.0463 1.0944

RAPM_AM * FU -0.0462 0.8644

RAPM_NF * FU -0.0389 0.7582

RAPM_SUB * FU 0.1362* 1.9383

OP 0.2979*** 4.417

RAPM_AM * OP 0.0338 0.5696

RAPM_NF * OP -0.1172 1.4679

RAPM_SUB * OP 0.0696 1.2512

AEC RAPM_AM -0.1341* 1.7603

RAPM_NF 0.3195*** 3.9593

RAPM_SUB -0.0733 1.2802

EU 0.112* 1.7122

RAPM_AM * EU -0.1952* 1.948

RAPM_NF * EU -0.0758 1.1951

RAPM_SUB * EU -0.0154 0.2777

TU -0.0242 0.5578

RAPM_AM * TU -0.0522 0.8912

RAPM_NF * TU 0.0387 0.7818

RAPM_SUB * TU 0.1052* 1.7862

FU -0.1122** 2.0238

RAPM_AM * FU 0.083 1.2412

RAPM_NF * FU -0.0033 0.0702

RAPM_SUB * FU 0.0551 1.0686

OP 0.3144*** 4.5899

RAPM_AM * OP 0.0402 0.4912

RAPM_NF * OP -0.0424 0.7378

RAPM_SUB * OP 0.134* 1.7894

PD GC 0.1982*** 2.7835

AEC 0.1301* 1.6728

RAPM_AM 0.1%

RAPM_NF 0.8%

RAPM_SUB 0.0%

GC 34.7%

AEC 39.2%

PD 7.5%
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Table 4-8 and Figure 4-2 show that importance attached to specific groups of measures for 

performance evaluation is not affected to the level of decentralization. Hypothesis 1, as-

suming a positive relationship between decentralization and the use of objective performance 

indicators (AM and NF) is therefore rejected. Hypothesis 2 is also rejected; we did not find a 

statistically significant relationship between decentralization and the use of subjective nonfi-

nancial measures (SUB) for performance evaluation. 

+

+

+

+
+

+

+

+

+

+
+

-

-

--

-

DMA

EU TU

FU OP

RAPM_AM
R  = 0.0012

RAPM_NF
R  = 0.0082

RAPM_SUB
R  = 0.0002

GC
R  = 0.3472

AEC
R  = 0.3922

PD
R  = 0.0752

Figure 4-2

PLS model
Significant relationships are indicated with continuing lines and level of boldness indicates 
the level of significance

DMA = Decision Making Authority
RAPM_AM, RAPM_NF and RAMP_SUB = extent to which accounting (AM), objective  
non-financial (NF) and subjective nonfinancial (SUB) measures are used for performance evaluation 
EU = Environmental Uncertainty, TU=Task Uncertainty, FU=Funding Uncertainty,  
OP = Organic Processes
GC = Goal Clarity, AEC=Agreement on Evaluation Criteria, PD=Performance Department
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PMS effects

H3  The use of accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation is (a) positively asso-

ciated with Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) negatively associated with Agreement on Evalua-

tion Criteria (AEC). 

The use of accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation level is not associated 

with the level of GC and AEC, rejecting hypothesis 3a (refer to Table 4-8). Hypothesis 3b is 

supported: the use of accounting performance measures for performance evaluation is indeed 

negatively associated with AEC. 

H4  The use of objective nonfinancial measures (NF) for performance evaluation is positi-

vely associated with (a) Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria 

(AEC). 

Hypothesis 4 is strongly supported by our analysis: the use of objective nonfinancial measu-

res (NF) for performance evaluation is positively associated with the level of GC and AEC. 

The use of these indicators therefore seems to provide clarity over the goals to be attained 

and is considered appropriate for discussing the realized performance between superior and 

subordinate.  

H5  The use of subjective nonfinancial measures (SUB) for performance evaluation is nega-

tively associated with (a) Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria 

(AEC). 

Hypothesis 5 suggesting that the use of subjective (SUB) performance indicators contributes 

negatively to goal clarity (GC) and agreement on the performance evaluation criteria (AEC), 
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is partially supported by the analysis. The use of subjective nonfinancial indicators is indeed 

negatively statistically significantly associated with the level of GC, but not with the level of 

AEC. However, the direction of the coefficient of SUB is in the expected negative direction. 

Apparently, the subjective criteria introduce more uncertainty and vagueness over the goals 

of the manager and do not add to the fairness of evaluation. 

Contingencies

Environmental Uncertainty (EU)

H6  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) 

Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is not affected 

by Environmental Uncertainty (EU).

Our analyses do not confirm hypotheses 6 that the effect of RAPM on GC and AEC is not 

affected by the level of EU. Table 4-8 shows that at higher levels of perceived environmental 

uncertainty (EU), the use of accounting performance measures (AM) is considered positive 

for providing more clarity over the goals to be attained. On the other hand, the use of these 

items at higher levels of EU increases the uncertainty of evaluating subordinates on criteria 

that are beyond their control. The effect of the use of other performance evaluation criteria 

(NF and SUB) is not statistically significantly moderated by the level of EU. 

Task Uncertainty (TU)

H7  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) 

Goal Clarity (GC) is not affected by Task Uncertainty (TU) and the effect on (b) 

Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is negatively affected by Task Uncertainty 

(TU).
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The effect of using accounting performance measures (AM) for evaluation purposes on goal 

clarity (GC) is not statistically significantly moderated by the level of TU, confirming hypo-

thesis 7a. Furthermore, our analysis fails to support hypothesis 7b that the effect of RAPM on 

AEC is more negative for higher levels of TU. The coefficient is in the hypothesized negative 

direction, but is not statistically significant. Our analysis also shows that the effect of the use 

of subjective nonfinancial measures (SUB) for performance evaluation on AEC is positively 

affected by the level of TU, suggesting that in situations of high task uncertainty managers 

appreciate it to be evaluated on these subjective criteria. Furthermore, we found a statistical 

significant negative relationship between TU and GC, implying less goal clarity in situations 

of high task uncertainty.  

 

Funding Uncertainty (FU)

H8  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) Goal 

Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is not affected by the 

level of Funding Uncertainty (FU). 

Our analysis confirms hypothesis 8 that the effect of using accounting performance measures 

for evaluation purposes on GC and AEC is not affected by the level of FU. The coefficients 

are not statistically significant. However, we found two significant relationships that were not 

hypothesized: First, we found a positive effect of FU on the use of subjective nonfinancial 

measures for performance evaluation (SUB) on goal clarity, suggesting that using these mea-

sures improve the clarity of the goals in situations of high funding uncertainty. This might 

indicate a compensating mechanism by managers to rely more on interpersonal subjective 

information sharing in situations of possible insufficient means. By this informal commu-

nication, managers can share their ideas about the importance of the goals to be achieved. 

Second, our analysis showed a direct negative effect of FU on AEC, implicating less reliance 

on the performance evaluation in situations where the means might to be sufficient to achieve 

all goals.
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Organic Processes (OP)
 

H9  The effect of using accounting measures (AM) for performance evaluation on (a) Goal 

Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is more positive for 

higher levels of Organic Processes (OP).  

Our analysis does not confirm hypothesis 9 that the effect of RAPM on GC and AEC is more 

positive for higher levels of OP. We do however find a strong positive main effect of OP on 

the level of GC and AEC, but OP does not moderate the relationship between RAPM and GC 

and AEC, except for the effect of using subjective nonfinancial (SUB) performance measures 

on AEC. This implies that organic processes do add to the goal clarity and the agreement on 

evaluation criteria, whatever indicators are used for the performance evaluation.   

Government performance

H10  (a) Goal Clarity (GC) and (b) Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC) is positively as-

sociated with Performance of the department (PD). 

Table 4-8 shows that the efficiency of the departments in our study is indeed positively 

related with the level of GC and AEC, confirming hypothesis 10. The coefficient of both the 

effect of GC on P and of AEC on PD is statistically significant and positive. This suggests 

that having more ‘line of sight’ (goal clarity) and more evaluation fairness (agreement on eva-

luation criteria) indeed motivate managers. However, the first mentioned relationship is much 

stronger, thereby strongly supporting the goal setting theory. Furthermore, the adjusted R2 for 

PD is rather low (7.5%) suggesting that several other aspects than the behavioral effects of 

the performance measurement system may influence the performance of the department. 
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4.8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we analyzed the results of the implementation of two specific management re-

forms, the decentralization of decision making authority and the use of accounting measures 

for performance evaluation. Although these reforms attracted considerable attention, little is 

known about the effects of these reforms.

We expected these reforms to be interrelated: when managers are given more comprehen-

sive decision making authority, we expect them to be evaluated more extensively on ac-

counting measures, as these express more aggregated and integrated information (Chenhall 

and Morris, 1986; Abernethy and Lillis, 2001; Abernethy et al., 2004). However, our results 

indicate that decentralization and the use of accounting measures for performance evalua-

tion are not statistically significantly correlated. This implies that middle managers are not 

held more accountable for results at higher levels of decentralization. This might indicate a 

possible lack in the accountability system of municipalities. If more comprehensive decision 

making authorities for middle managers are not accompanied by modifications in accoun-

tability regimes, one might wonder whether these systems ensure adequate control of costs 

and performance. Furthermore, if accountability systems do not follow responsibilities, then 

what are the determining factors for the design of evaluation systems? We think these can 

be institutional factors, such as norms and common practices within municipalities (Oliver, 

1991; see also Chapter 1 of this thesis). Another possibility is that the design of the system 

is affected by personal considerations of superiors (leadership styles). If these institutional 

or personal factors indeed explain differences in performance evaluation systems, one might 

question whether the most appropriate system was implemented. However, our findings 

may also reflect the difficulties in designing and implementing performance measurement 

systems. Organizations often need considerable time to implement appropriate systems and 

therefore, our findings could express a temporary situation. It can also be that because of the 

difficulties in implementing these performance measurement systems, organizations choose 

to only decentralize without having the drawbacks of also implementing an (inappropriate) 

performance measurement system.  
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We also analyzed the effects of using various groups of measures for performance evaluation. 

To our surprise, accounting performance measures, such as budgets, do not have the most 

significant impact on our output variables that represent the behavioral effects of performance 

measurement systems. The use of accounting performance measures is not associated with 

the level of goal clarity and is even associated with lower levels of agreement on evaluation 

criteria. Far more and a more positive influence comes from the use of objective nonfinancial 

indicators, they are positively related to both goal clarity and agreement on evaluation crite-

ria. This supports recent literature that stresses the benefits of using nonfinancial measures to 

provide a broad view of a subordinate’s accomplishments (Ittner and Larcker, 1998; Said et 

al., 2003; Lau and Sholihin, 2005). Our analysis revealed that these benefits did not depend 

on internal or external conditions. Therefore, the use of these objective nonfinancial measures 

seems to be desirable in all circumstances.

We also found strong statistically significant relationships between our variable organic 

processes and the output variables. This implies that internal conditions, such as having open 

communication and readiness for changes, lead to more goal clarity and agreement on evalu-

ation criteria.  

The effect of using accounting measures for performance evaluation, however, was much 

more complicated. We did not find a direct effect of the use of these indicators on our output 

variables. This effect was moderated by the level of environmental uncertainty. The effect of 

using accounting measures on goal clarity was positively moderated by the level of environ-

mental uncertainty, whereas this moderating effect was negative for the relationship between 

the use of accounting measures and agreement on evaluation criteria. This implies that the 

use of accounting measures under high uncertainty may enhance the clarity over the goals to 

be accomplished by improving the ‘line of sight’ (Marginson and Ogden, 2005). On the other 

hand, this introduces more risk for managers being evaluated on aspects beyond their control. 

This calls for implementing mechanisms to ensure middle managers that their evaluation will 
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be fair, such as using more nonfinancial measures as well as having open communication and 

trust in superiors (Ross, 1994; Emsley, 2001; Lau and Buckland, 2001; Manzoni, 2002). Both 

elements are needed to specify responsibilities and to separate the influence of chance from 

performance effects due to managers’ efforts. 

In his 2000 AOS paper, Hartmann (2000) made a plea that ‘RAPM research should be chal-

lenged by finding out whether the appropriateness of RAPM is differently affected by diffe-

rent kinds of uncertainty’ (Hartmann, 2000, p. 476). In this study we analyzed several groups 

of uncertainties: environmental uncertainty, task uncertainty and funding uncertainty. Our 

correlation analysis revealed that these groups were not statistically correlated. They appear 

to function as independent sources of uncertainty. Furthermore, the PLS model shows that 

the effects of these groups of uncertainties on our output variables are not consistent. Task 

uncertainty is negatively associated with the level of goal clarity, implying that more fluctua-

ting and more difficult tasks contribute negatively to the clarity over the goals to be attained. 

Funding uncertainty is negatively associated with agreement on evaluation criteria. We think 

that in situations of probably insufficient resources, managers feel a bigger risk of being 

evaluated on performance that they are incapable of improving, due to lack of resources. 

Finally, we found that the negative effects of funding uncertainty on goal clarity (although 

not statistically significant) were mitigated by using subjective performance measures instead 

of objective performance measures.  

In this paper, we used two output variables, goal clarity and agreement on evaluation crite-

ria. Following Hartmann (1997), we think that these variables are important as they express 

the behavioral effects of performance measurement systems. Goal setting theory shows that 

clarity over the goals is an important determinant of organizational success. Agreement on 

evaluation criteria is important as it expresses the fairness of the evaluation by the subordina-

te. However, we also analyzed whether these output variables were positively and statistically 

significantly correlated with performance, measured by a self-rated instrument for the perfor-
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mance of the departments. Our analysis shows that the output variables are indeed positively 

and statistically significantly correlated with this performance measure. 

The usual limitations of survey research apply to this paper. Two specific limitations need 

to be mentioned explicitly. The first is the choice of the departments in this study. We have 

chosen rather ‘production-like’ departments, which may influence the use of criteria for 

evaluation purposes. We expect the use of accounting based criteria to be more modest in 

other departments. Therefore, we suggest extending this research to other departments with 

different characteristics. Secondly, because of data limitations we had to use rather subjective 

criteria for measuring the performance of the departments.
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5.1 SUMMARY

In Dutch local government, as well as in many other countries, a wave of reforms can be 

observed, starting from the 1980s. Internationally these reforms are coined New Public  

Management. Although many countries implemented NPM-like reforms, little is known 

about the successfulness (Lapsley, 1999; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). In the Netherlands, 

NPM reforms attracted considerable attention, especially in local government. 

This dissertation analyses the results of two specific NPM reforms, the decentralization of 

decision making authorities and the use of accounting performance measures (such as infor-

mation about budgets, costs and level of services) for performance evaluation. 

  

This study has been structured upon three empirical studies. The first study, which is descri-

bed in Chapter 2, analyzes the influences of implementing NPM reforms on product costing 

and service pricing decisions in Dutch municipalities. This study uses survey data derived 

5
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from 114 Dutch municipalities. It focuses on two reforms, the transition from functional 

budgeting to product budgeting and decentralization. We find that municipalities using a 

product budgeting system use a larger number of cost drivers to attribute indirect costs to 

their products and also apply time registration systems more frequently. Municipalities using 

a decentralized organizational model appear to monitor more strictly the degree to which 

revenues cover costs, include more indirect costs in product cost calculations and make more 

use of time registration systems in calculating product costs. Looking at pricing decisions, we 

find decentralization is associated with higher prices. However, we only have this finding for 

contracting marriages. For our other product, garbage collection, we do not find a statisti-

cally significant relation. A possible explanation for the higher tariffs for contracting mar-

riages might be that decentralization introduces risk to middle managers: they now run the 

risk of providing bad services, of running out of budget and of incurring a budget deficit. An 

effective way to reduce these risks is to try to settle the highest attainable prices thereby in-

creasing the available budgets. The possibilities to do so might depend, however, on the task 

variability and the cost analyzability of the services. Garbage collection activities are very 

similar in all municipalities and cost information as well as prices can easily be exchanged, 

compared and analyzed. Therefore, the possibilities for following cost and price policy on 

their own choice are more limited than for contracting marriages, that vary more in services 

(e.g., marriages in weekends, historic buildings, etc.) and for which limited cost information 

is available. These risk reduction strategies might be a contra-productive mechanism of the 

introduction of NPM to middle managers. Therefore, more insight into the behavioral effects 

of introducing these new techniques to managers seems to be required. 

Chapter 3 attempts to enlarge these insights into the effects of NPM to middle managers by 

investigating the changes in performance evaluation styles of municipal managers. In this 

study, 23 managers were asked how they were evaluated, how they experienced this and how 

they felt about factors that might have an influence on their performance and their evalua-

tion, such as the uncertainties with which they were confronted. The interviews revealed that 

the managers are evaluated on a rather broad set of criteria (cf. Ter Bogt, 2003). We found, 
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however, that nonfinancial measures, such as dealing appropriately with subordinates and 

good cooperation with other colleagues within the municipality, are considered more im-

portant than the accounting measures. The municipal managers said they were confronted 

with uncertainties that were also indentified in private sector settings, such as the behavior 

of clients and suppliers (cf. Buchko, 1984; Milliken, 1997). However, we also found some 

uncertainties that seem to have a greater influence in the municipal setting: uncertainties 

derived from political aspects (especially from behavior of the central government) and 

uncertainties stemming from the behavior of operational superiors (political plays in the 

organizations). The managers said that all in all they did not experience the uncertainties 

as an impediment for being held accountable and that they were motivated by more results 

oriented performance evaluation. These findings seem to be contingent, however, on organi-

zational conditions, such as how uncertainties that influence the operational management are 

dealt with by the manager and his superior. These more internal conditions were not included 

in our original study design, but our exploratory analyses revealed the importance of these 

conditions.

In order to extend the insights into the behavioral effects of implementing the management 

reforms that are central in this dissertation (decentralization and accounting based perfor-

mance measurement), we aimed at extending the insights of the multiple field studies in 

Chapter 3 by conducting a survey research. This project is documented in Chapter 4. Almost 

all municipalities in the Netherlands were contacted to participate in this research, and we 

got 214 usable observations for our study.  Partial Least Squares (PLS) analysis was used 

as this enabled us to analyze all relationships we were interested in, in one model. First, the 

relationship between decentralization and performance evaluation systems was explored. We 

expected these to be interrelated: when managers are given more comprehensive decision 

making authority, they are expected to be held accountable for results and the accompanying 

costs as the focus will shift from process-oriented accountability to results-oriented accounta-

bility (Schwartz, 2002). Furthermore, previous literature has suggested that decentralization 

is associated with more elaborate use of accounting measures, as these express more aggre-
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gated and integrated information (Chenhall and Morris, 1986; Abernethy and Lillis, 2001; 

Abernethy et al., 2004). Our results indicate, however, that decentralization and the use of 

accounting measures for performance evaluation are not statistically significantly correlated. 

Our analysis revealed that decentralization was not associated with the use of specific groups 

of measures used for performance evaluation, indicating that managers are not held more 

accountable for results and the accompanying costs, when they have more decision making 

authorities. Secondly, we analyzed the behavioral effects of the performance evaluation sys-

tem and which other factors might be contingent upon the relationship between performance 

evaluation and these effects. We found that the use of objective nonfinancial measures (such 

as care for quality and dealing properly with subordinates) was strongly positively associated 

with our output variables, confirming recent literature that emphasizes the benefits of using 

these indicators as they provide a broad view of a subordinate’s accomplishments (Ittner and 

Larcker, 1998; Said et al., 2003; Lau and Sholihin, 2005). We also found strong statistically 

significant relationships between our variable organic processes and the output variables goal 

clarity and agreement on evaluation criteria. This implies that internal conditions, such as 

having open communication and readiness for change, have positive behavioral effects on the 

managers. 

The effect of using accounting measures for performance evaluation, however, was much 

more complicated. We found this effect to be moderated by the level of environmental 

uncertainty: at higher levels of environmental uncertainty, the use of accounting measures 

was considered positive for providing more clarity about the goals to be accomplished (cf. 

Marginson and Ogden, 2005). On the other hand, managers experienced a higher risk of 

being evaluated on aspects beyond their control. This calls for implementing mechanisms to 

assure middle managers that their evaluation will be fair, such as having open communication 

and trust in superiors (Ross, 1994; Emsley, 2001; Lau and Bauckland, 2001; Manzoni, 2002). 

Furthermore, our study showed that it is recommendable to pay more attention to the specific 

characteristics of uncertainties in research, as they all have their own, independent and speci-

fic effects (Hartmann, 2000). 
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Finally, we found positive and statistical significant relationships between our variables 

expressing the behavioral effects of performance evaluation (goal clarity and agreement on 

evaluation criteria) and our output variable, performance of the department. These findings 

underline the importance of choosing appropriate forms of evaluation, as this results (direct-

ly) in behavioral effects, but also (indirectly) in improved government performance. 

5.2 CONCLUSIONS

We expected NPM reforms in Dutch municipalities to be helpful for them in improving the 

efficiency and effectiveness of operations. In this thesis, we analyzed two specific reforms: 

the decentralization of decision making authority and the use of accounting measures for 

performance evaluation. 

We found that decentralization was associated with the design and use of more elaborate 

cost accounting systems. This finding is consistent with previous literature that has shown 

that these more formal systems indeed change as a result of management reforms (Geiger 

and Ittner, 1996). The more elaborate cost accounting systems enable managers to monitor 

costs more strictly and have more information about operations. However, we also found that 

decentralization was not associated with the performance evaluation system employed for 

assessing middle managers. Managers with more comprehensive decision making autho-

rity were not held more accountable for results and were not evaluated more on accounting 

measures, as we expected. This might indicate a lack in accountability systems, as they do 

not follow changes in responsibility structures. Several explanations might be applicable 

here: firstly, performance evaluation systems’ design and use might depend on institutional 

aspects (such as norms and common practices in municipalities, see Oliver, 1991) or personal 

considerations (leadership styles). Secondly, there could be a time lag between the implemen-

tation of decentralized decision making and the use of a different performance measurement 

system. 
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To our surprise, our analysis showed that nonfinancial performance measures have far more 

and a more positive influence than accounting performance measures. Using nonfinancial 

performance measures was associated with positive behavioral effects and these effects did 

not depend on internal or external conditions. Accounting performance measures, however, 

may be as useful for municipalities as they are problematic (Marginson and Ogden, 2005). 

Under higher levels of uncertainty, they might be useful in providing more clarity about the 

goals to be achieved, enhancing the ‘line of sight’. However, in these circumstances, man-

agers express more concern with respect to their evaluation. This calls for implementing 

mechanisms to ensure middle managers that their evaluation will be fair, such as using nonfi-

nancial performance measures, as well as having open communication and trust in superiors 

(Ross, 1994; Emsley, 2001; Lau and Buckland, 2001; Manzoni, 2002). Our analysis shows 

that a more open communication and a readiness for change, are also directly related to posi-

tive behavioral effects. These positive behavior effects resulted in improved performance of 

the department. 

Furthermore, our study showed the relevance of distinguishing specific forms of uncertainty. 

We found that the three forms of uncertainty that are distinguished in this project (environ-

mental uncertainty, task uncertainty and funding uncertainty) were not statistically signifi-

cantly correlated and they all have their own and independent specific effects (Hartmann, 

2000). 

Our findings are not without implications for practitioners in local government. Firstly, the 

study calls to pay more attention to the relation between decentralization and performance 

evaluation. We found that these are hardly connected; the assignment of more comprehensive 

decision making authority to middle managers was not accompanied by holding managers 

more accountable for these authorities. Secondly, our study underlines the importance of 

using nonfinancial measures. It seems as if subordinate managers experience a rather broad 

view on their accomplishments by using nonfinancial measures and having open commu-
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nication as important conditions for having more comprehensive authorities. This calls for 

securing the quality of this nonfinancial information (cf.  Van Egten and Veldman, 2006) and 

carefully incorporating these measures in performance evaluation systems.  Furthermore, 

management style and soft controls remain crucial conditions for organizational success. 

Our findings are consistent with recent literature, showing that governmental management 

reforms have brought improvements in the public sector, but that the expectations of the 

management reforms must not be overstated and considerable time is needed to adequately 

implement reforms in the organization (Ter Bogt, 2008; Groot and Budding, 2008a).  It 

seems like NPM is ‘here to stay’ (Lapsley, 2008) and ‘there is no way back’ (OECD, 2005) 

in the management reforms. However, the challenge for both practitioners and academics is 

to continue following reforms critically and implement those elements that seem to fit the 

organization. 

5.3 LIMITATIONS AND AVENUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This research is not without limitations. Specific limitations of the studies in this dissertation 

have been discussed in the previous chapters. This paragraph adds some more general limita-

tions to those already mentioned and present some avenues for future research. 

To start with, only a limited number of services and municipal departments have been analy-

zed in this study. This choice was made as it enabled us to analyze these services and depart-

ments more in-depth, whereas a broader approach would hinder this. However, the selection 

of these services and departments also brought about some bias. In all chapters we have 

chosen those services for which we could measure the service level as well the associated 

costs. This resulted, however, in a bias towards more production-like services. Therefore, the 

findings cannot be generalized to departments engaged in more policy-like activities. Further 

research into the effects at these departments is advisable.
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Secondly, the data in this study were derived in the period between 1997 and 2003. Questions 

may be raised about the suitability of these data for the actual situation in Dutch municipa-

lities. It must be taken into account that this study does not aim to map the current situation 

of cost accounting or performance measurement, but to provide insight into the relationships 

between the main variables in this study. These relationships are rather stable over time. 

Furthermore, because of recent developments in Dutch municipalities (such as further decen-

tralization from central government to municipalities resulting in higher levels of uncertain-

ties, see Chapter 1), the topics of this dissertation have even become more important.

Thirdly, in this dissertation we used several research methods (interviews, survey research) 

in order to triangulate our findings and overcome some problems accompanied by using a 

specific research method. However, throughout this research project new themes showed up 

and we were not able to put back all our survey findings to our respondents in order to quali-

tatively analyze the exact behavioral effects of events and conditions. For example, we found 

that the use of accounting measures under higher levels of uncertainty was associated with 

less agreement on evaluation criteria, but we do not know exactly why managers experience 

this. Therefore, we are faced with the paradox that case study research and survey research 

both further explain findings but they also raise new questions for further research.
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SUMMARY IN DUTCH

Binnen de Nederlandse overheidssector hebben zich de afgelopen decennia omvangrijke 

wijzigingen voltrokken in het management. Concepten als BBI, VBTB en BBP55 hebben veel 

aandacht gekregen. Internationaal worden dergelijke wijzigingen vaak aangeduid onder de 

noemer New Public Management (NPM). Hoewel de aandacht voor de wijzigingen vrij groot 

is geweest, zowel in de praktijk als in de academische literatuur, is er vrij weinig bekend over 

de mate van succes. Dit proefschrift beoogt deze leemte voor een deel in te vullen. Hierbij 

ligt de focus met name op de aanbeveling van NPM om beslissingsbevoegdheden lager in de 

organisatie te beleggen (interne decentralisatie) en middenmanagers meer verantwoordelijk te 

houden voor resultaten. In het bijzonder wordt geanalyseerd wat de gedragsmatige gevolgen 

zijn van het verantwoordelijk houden van managers voor prestaties bij afdelingen burgerza-

ken en sociale zaken bij Nederlandse gemeenten. 

Dit proefschrift is met name opgebouwd uit drie empirische onderzoeken. Allereerst wordt 

geanalyseerd wat de gevolgen zijn van decentralisatie en productgericht verantwoorden op 

de kostentoerekening en prijszetting binnen gemeenten. Hieruit komt naar voren dat er een 

samenhang is tussen decentralisatie en kostentoerekeningssystemen: meer gedecentraliseerde 

gemeenten gebruiken uitgebreidere kostentoerekeningssystemen. Tevens blijkt uit de analy-

ses dat voor een van de twee onderzochte producten, te weten de prijszetting van huwelijken, 

meer gedecentraliseerde gemeenten gemiddeld genomen hogere tarieven kennen. Er worden 

twee mogelijke verklaringen genoemd voor deze hogere tarieven.  Een eerste mogelijke 

verklaring is dat meer gedecentraliseerde gemeenten een beter beeld hebben van het werke-

lijke kostenniveau van hun dienstverlening en in staat zijn om tarieven vast te stellen die deze 

integrale kostprijzen beter representeren. Denkbaar is ook dat decentralisatie additioneel ri-

sico met zich meebrengt voor middenmanagers: ze worden nu immers meer verantwoordelijk 

gehouden voor gerealiseerde resultaten.  Een mogelijke wijze waarop deze risico’s geredu-

ceerd kunnen worden is door tarieven zo hoog mogelijk te stellen en daarmee het beschikbare 

budget te verhogen. 
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Het tweede onderzoek analyseert aan de hand van interviews onder managers van afdelingen 

Sociale Zaken en Burgerzaken56 hoe deze managers worden beoordeeld op hun functioneren 

en hoe zij deze beoordeling ervaren. Uit dit onderzoek komt naar voren dat deze middenma-

nagers met name worden beoordeeld op hun functioneren door hun directe bovengeschikte 

managers, bij de meeste gemeenten de sectorhoofden. De beoordeling vindt plaats op diverse 

aspecten, waar financiële indicatoren slechts een onderdeel van uitmaken. Managers worden 

bij hun taakuitoefening geconfronteerd met diverse onzekerheden die invloed hebben op de 

bedrijfsvoering. Met name het beleid van de Rijksoverheid wordt als omvangrijke en invloed-

rijke bron van onzekerheid ervaren. De geïnterviewde managers geven aan dat ze weliswaar 

te maken hebben met diverse onzekerheden, maar dat deze niet noodzakelijkerwijze een 

belemmering hoeven te zijn voor een prestatiegerichte beoordelingswijze.  Dit is echter wel 

afhankelijk van meer interne organisatorische condities, zoals de wijze van communicatie 

tussen de middenmanager en zijn/haar leidinggevende.

In het derde onderzoek worden de bevindingen uit de interviews nader onderzocht aan de 

hand van enquêteonderzoek onder afdelingen Burgerzaken en Sociale Zaken. Nagenoeg alle 

gemeenten zijn hiervoor benaderd en van 214 afdelingen werd een bruikbare reactie ont-

vangen. De verkregen gegevens zijn geanalyseerd met gebruik van Partial Least Squares. In 

figuur S-1 worden de belangrijkste uitkomsten van het onderzoek samengevat. 

In dit project is allereerst geanalyseerd in hoeverre het overdragen van beslissingsbevoegdhe-

den (DMA – Decision Making Authority in de figuur) samenhangt met het meer op resultaten 

beoordelen van managers. We hadden van tevoren verwacht dat hier een statistisch signifi-

cante en positieve samenhang tussen zou zijn. Deze verwachting wordt echter niet bevestigd 

door de analyses; managers die meer bevoegdheden hebben lijken niet anders te worden 

beoordeeld dan managers met minder beslissingsbevoegdheden. Vervolgens is geanalyseerd 

hoe managers het appreciëren om beoordeeld te worden op prestatie-indicatoren. Hierbij is 

een onderscheid gemaakt tussen drie groepen prestatiemaatstaven: 

1.  Accounting/financiële maatstaven (aangeduid met RAPM_AM in de figuur), zoals 

het niet overschrijden van budgetten, 
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2.  Objectieve niet-financiële maatstaven (aangeduid met RAPM_NF), zoals de zorg 

voor kwaliteit en de omgang met personeel, en  

3.  Subjectieve niet-financiële maatstaven (aangeduid met RAPM_NF), zoals de relatie 

met ambtelijke en politieke superieuren en de mate waarin er initiatieven worden 

ontplooid die leiden tot een goede beeldvorming van superieuren. 

Uit de analyses komt naar voren dat het gebruik van objectieve niet-financiële maatstaven 

positieve gedragsmatige consequenties met zich meebrengt. Als dit soort indicatoren wordt 

gebruikt voor de beoordeling, kunnen managers zich gemiddeld genomen beter vinden in 

de wijze waarop ze worden beoordeeld (aangeduid met AEC, Agreement on Evaluation 

Criteria in de figuur) en is het hen duidelijker welke doelen ze moeten nastreven (aangeduid 

met GC, Goal Clarity).  Vervolgens is de invloed van omgevingskenmerken in beschouwing 
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genomen. In navolging van de contingentie benadering wordt namelijk verwacht dat de 

werking van beoordelingssystemen afhankelijk is van factoren als omgevings- en taakonze-

kerheid. Hierbij zijn ook een aantal factoren in de analyse betrokken die tot op heden in deze 

literatuurstroming nog maar beperkt aandacht hebben gekregen: de wijze van communicatie 

en besluitvorming, veranderingsbereidheid en financieringsonzekerheid. De belangrijkste 

bevinding uit deze analyses is dat het beoordelen op accounting maatstaven in situaties van 

hoge omgevingsonzekerheid leidt tot enerzijds meer duidelijkheid over de na te streven doe-

len (hogere GC), maar anderzijds een zekere spanning geeft bij de beoordeling (lagere AEC), 

omdat managers meer het gevoel hebben te worden beoordeeld op zaken die zij zelf niet in 

de hand hebben. Daarnaast blijkt dat open communicatie en veranderingsbereidheid binnen 

de organisatie (aangeduid met OP, Organic Processes) positieve gedragsmatige consequenties 

heeft. Als laatste stap is geanalyseerd in hoeverre er sprake is van samenhang tussen enerzijds 

de gehanteerde variabelen die de gedragsmatige consequenties van het gebruik van prestatie-

beoordelingssystemen tot uitdrukking brengen (AEC en GC) en anderzijds objectieve pres-

tatiemaatstaven, zoals het rapportcijfer dat managers hun eigen afdeling toekennen voor hun 

functioneren (PD, Performance Department).  De analyses bevestigen de verwachte positieve 

en statistisch significante samenhang tussen deze factoren.

In het laatste deel van dit proefschrift worden de resultaten van de voorgaande hoofdstukken 

samengevat en een overall conclusie getrokken. Uit de verschillende onderzoeken waarvan 

verslag wordt gedaan in dit proefschrift komt het beeld naar voren dat de managementher-

vormingen positieve implicaties hebben gehad, maar dat de verwachtingen van deze hervor-

mingen niet te hooggespannen moeten zijn. Ook zal adequate implementatie de nodige tijd 

vergen. Het lijkt erop dat New Public Management ‘hier blijft’ (Lapsley, 2008) en ‘er geen 

weg terug is’ (OECD, 2005). De uitdaging voor zowel personen binnen de publieke sector als 

wetenschappers is om de hervormingen kritisch te blijven volgen en die elementen te imple-

menteren die passen bij de organisatie.   
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APPENDIX 1  

QUESTIONNAIRE PRODUCT  
COSTING AND SERVICE PRICING 
DECISIONS IN DUTCH MUNICIPAL-
ITIES (TRANSLATED IN ENGLISH; 
ORIGINAL DUTCH VERSION  
AVAILABLE ON REQUEST)

Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam
Research project ‘Product costing’ in Dutch municipalities

(Translated) Questionnaire
Not in original layout

Aim of this survey
The aim of this survey is to gain insight into the way municipalities calculate external tariffs.

Topics of the questions
The questions in this questionnaire refer to:

Some background information on your municipality- 
The techniques that are used for the calculation of tariffs- 
The price setting of:- 

Garbage collection- 
Marriages- 
Libraries- 

All answers and comments will be dealt with confidentially.

Name: ……………………………………………………….……………….
Position: ……………………………………………………………………..
Municipality: ………………………………………………………………..
Do you want to receive a copy of the results of this research project?  Yes/no

We would like to receive this questionnaire return before June 10th. It will cost you about  
15 minutes to fill in this questionnaire.
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You can send in this questionnaire in the enclosed envelope to:
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam
Faculty of Economics and Econometrics
Prof. dr. T.L.C.M. Groot
De Boelelaan 1105, room 3a-15
1081 HV Amsterdam

For information about this project you can contact mr. G.-Tj. Budding,  
telephone 020-4446040.

Background information municipality

1.1 The organization structure of your municipality can best be described by:
O Secretary-model
O Concern-model
O Other, namely………….

1.2 What was the amount of  the current account of your municipality in 1996:
…… million guilders

1.3 How many employees (in fte’s) did your municipality have on December 31st 1996?
…… fte

1.4 On January 1st 1997 the new ‘Financiële Verhoudingenwet’ (the state budget 
allocation system) became effective. To what extent does the distribution in 1997 
differ from the distribution in 1996?
O More than 5% disadvantage (municipality with a disadvantage)
O More than 5% advantage (municipality with an advantage)
O Less than 5% deviation

1.5 How is your budgeting system structured?
O Structured to products
O Structured to ‘functies’ (policy areas)
O Other, namely………………..

1.6 To what extent does the topic ‘service pricing’ be in the centre of attention of the 
politicians of your municipality?
O To a small extent
O To a moderate extent
O To a large extent

Appendix 1
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1.7 To what extent does the topic ‘service pricing’ be in the centre of attention of the 
public servants of your municipality?
O To a small extent
O To a moderate extent
O To a large extent

Service pricing

In this part of the questionnaire some questions will follow about your municipalities’ policy 
with regard to the prices and the calculation method.

The following questions relate to the policy of your municipality:

2.1 In the ‘Gemeentewet’ (Dutch law for municipalities) it is stated that the income 
generated by the externally provided services may not exceed full costs. How does 
you municipality interpret this rule? Does this rule apply to: 
O ‘functie’ (policy area)
O product
O policy area
O department
O all externally provided services altogether
O other, namely…………

2.2 For what percentage of the products are the prices at the same level as full costs?
O 100%
O 80 – 100%
O 50 – 80%
O less than 50%
O we don’t know this level

2.3 Can you indicate on the lines below for which products the costs there is no 
complete cost recovery? 

.....................................................................................................................................................  

.....................................................................................................................................................  

.....................................................................................................................................................  

.....................................................................................................................................................

QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY ‘PRODUCT COSTING IN DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES



198

The following questions regard to the calculation method of the prices:

2.4 Do the public servants in your municipality use time registration for product 
costing?
O No
O Yes, for the calculation of some prices
O Yes, for the calculation of most prices
O Yes, for the calculation of all prices

2.5 For some services for citizens/businesses the ‘Gemeentelijke Basis Administratie 
(GBA)’ is used. Is it common practice that the costs of the GBA are charged by 
means of the prices of these services?
O Yes, for some products
O Yes, for all products
O No

A distinction can be made between so-to-say direct and indirect costs. Direct costs are costs 
that are connected with an activity, with regard to indirect costs this connection is less obvi-
ous. We address ourselves in the continuation of this survey mainly on the department related 
indirect costs, for example the costs of management, the financial administration, legal aid, 
automation, etc.

The below mentioned questions relate to the way of allocation of the indirect costs to draw 
up the budget and the municipal annual accounts:

2.6  Which method does your municipality use for the allocation of indirect costs?

Nearly always Frequently Occasionally Never
Direct allocation method
Equivalent units
Cost centre method
Activity-Based Costing
Other
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2.6 Which cost driver is used for the allocation of indirect costs  
(more than one answer is possible):
O number of full-time equivalents
O Labor hours direct personnel
O Costs of personnel
O Material costs
O Physical units of product
O Production costs
O Turnover
O Activities
O Historic % of indirect costs
O Other cost driver, namely …………………….

2.7 In case your municipality uses the cost driver ‘number of full-time equivalents’, 
‘labor hours direct personnel’ or ‘costs of personnel’, do you make a distinction 
between operating personnel and office personnel?
O yes
O no

2.8 In case your municipality uses the cost driver ‘labor hours direct personnel’, do you 
make a distinction between productive and non-productive hours?
O Yes
O No

The way indirect costs are allocated for product costing purposes doesn’t necessarily coincide 
with the way this is done in your financial administration.

The below mentioned questions relate to the way of allocation for product costing 
purposes.

2.6  Which method does your municipality use for the allocation of indirect costs?

Nearly always Frequently Occasionally Never
Direct allocation method
Equivalent units
Cost centre method
Activity-Based Costing
Other

QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY ‘PRODUCT COSTING IN DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES
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2.9 Which cost driver is used for the allocation of indirect costs (more than one answer 
is possible):
O Number of full-time equivalents
O Labor hours direct personnel
O Costs of personnel
O Material costs
O Physical units of product
O Production costs
O Turnover
O Activities
O Historic % of indirect costs
O Other cost driver, namely …………………….

2.10 In case your municipality uses the cost driver ‘number of full-time equivalents’, 
‘labor hours direct personnel’ or ‘costs of personnel’, do you make a distinction 
between operating personnel and office personnel?
O Yes
O No

2.11 In case your municipality uses the cost driver ‘labor hours direct personnel’, do you 
make a distinction between productive and non-productive hours?
O Yes
O No

Tariffs for garbage collection charged to citizens

The questions in this part of the questionnaire relate to the tariff for garbage collection that is 
charged to the citizens.

3.1 What tariff does your municipality use for garbage collection:
f. ….. for a single household
f. ….. for a two person household
f. ..… for a three and more person household

3.2 How many tons garbage is collected from citizens yearly?
……. Ton
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3.3 The tariff for garbage collection recovers costs for:
O More than 100%
O 100%
O 90-100%
O 70-90%
O Less than 70%
O We don’t know

3.4 The costs from garbage collection and elimination are partly recovered by the OZB:
o Yes, namely ….. % of the costs for garbage collection and elimination
o      No

3.5 A reserve is used to level out prince fluctuations for the garbage collection tariff.
O Yes
O No

3.6 The following indirect costs are included in unit cost garbage collection:
O Overhead department
O Overhead sector
O Overhead concern

3.7 Being excused as a consequence of the policy for poor people are charged to:
O The garbage collection tariff
O Several products within the department in question
O General funds via policy area / function policy for poor people
O Directly at the expense of the general funds
O Other, namely…………………….

Costs of contracting marriages

4.1 What tariffs are charged for contracting marriages?
f. ……..  for a normal working day
f. ……..  for a marriage in the evening
f. ……..  for a marriage on a Saturday

QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY ‘PRODUCT COSTING IN DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES
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4.2 The tariff for contracting marriages recovers costs for:
O More than 100%
O 100%
O 90-100%
O 70-90%
O less than 70%
O we don’t know

4.3 How are the tariffs for contracting marriages determined?
O Mainly based on full costs
O Mainly based on price comparisons with other municipalities
O Both on full costs and price comparisons
O Other, namely…………….

4.4 How is the tariff yearly adjusted?
O Based on cost analysis
O Indexation
O Other, namely……………

4.5 In case your municipality uses indexation, with what frequency a new cost analysis 
is made? Every .….. year.

The questions is part 5 of the questionnaire are concerned with the costs of libraries and are 
not dealt with in this paper. Therefore, these questions are not included in this translated 
questionnaire.

Thank you very much for filling in this questionnaire. The results will be presented 
anonymously. In case you would like to receive the results, you can indicate such at the 
front page.
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TOPICS INTERVIEWS CHAPTER 3
A. The interview’s orientation phase topics (summary)

Acquaintance and introduction on the interview1. 
Short explanation of my PhD project2. 
Introduction by the interviewee (position, personal background, task of department)3. 
Theme ‘accountability’ *4. 
Theme ‘uncertainty’ **5. 
Rounding off6. 

*)   In this part the interviewee will be asked about the things managers are held accountable 
for, the manager’s responsibilities and performance evaluation. 

**)  In this part of the interview, questions will be asked about uncertainties that are stemming 
from the environment as well as from the tasks performed. These questions will be asked 
in a non-structured way. Only if necessary, the researcher will mention the different sour-
ces of uncertainty managers can be confronted with (central government, customers, etc.).

B. The interview’s multiple field study phase topics (summary)

Open questions:
Acquaintance and introduction on the interview1. 
Background information of the interviewee2. 
Aspects for which municipal managers are held accountable for3. 
The implementation of the ‘integral management’ principle  4. 

Is this principle implemented at this municipality?•	
What does this mean in daily practice? For which aspects is the manager held •	
accountable and/or responsible for (financial, personnel, legal aspects) 
Is the manager (and how) held accountable by the stakeholders: municipal •	
executive, operational managers, alderman, or other people 

Closed questions:
Reliance on accounting performance measures (see Table 3-3)5. 
Effects of being accountable (see Table 3-8)6. 
Predictability of environmental uncertainties (see Table 3-4)7. 
The impact of environmental uncertainties (see Table 3-5)8. 
Task uncertainties (see Table 3-7)  9. 

Explanation:
In the first part of the interview, the open questions were proposed. In the second part, a 
questionnaire was presented, and the interviewee was asked to fill this in during the interview 
while giving an explanation for his/her answers to the researcher. The themes of the closed 
questions are depicted above; the specific questions are displayed in Tables 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-7 
and 3-8. 
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ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
DEPARTMENT AND THE  
DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL AFFAIRS
In this appendix we analyze the differences between the department of civil affairs (DCA) 
and the social security department (SSD). As becomes clear from the Tables A3-1 until A3-6, 
we did not find many differences. 

An exception is the RAPM construct (refer to Table A3-2). Four items were higher at social 
security departments than at departments of civil affairs. Two of these items are cost related: 
concern with costs (item b) and not overrunning the budget (item g). 

Table A3-1
Verification questionsa: Integral management and accountability for performance

DCA (n=5) SSD (n=7)

Level of integral management

Max. 20,000 inhabitants 4.0 4.0

20-50,000 inhabitants 2.5 3.0

50-100,000 inhabitants 2.0 3.5

More than 100,000 inh. 5.0 3.5

Averageb 3.2 3.4

Accountability for performance

Max. 20,000 inhabitants 4.0 4.0

20-50,000 inhabitants 3.0 2.8

50-100,000 inhabitants 4.0 3.5

More than 100,000 inh. 4.5 4.0

Averageb 3.8 3.5

a  For these questions, a five point Likert scale is used, with a score of 1 for ‘very much disagree’ and 5 for ‘very 
much agree’.

b  The average is calculated by summing all scores of individual interviewees and dividing by the number of  
interviewees that answered these questions (not all interviewees answered these).
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How much importance does your superior, when evaluating your performance, 
attach to: DCA SSD Average

a. How well I cooperate with my colleagues 4.2 4.4 4.4

b. My concern with costs 3.2** 4.1** 3.8

c. How well I get along with my operational boss 2.8** 4.1** 3.5

d. How well I get along with my political boss 3.2* 4.0* 3.7

e. How much effort I put into the job 3.8 3.9 3.8

f. My concern with quality 4.0 4.4 4.2

g. Not overrunning the budget 3.0** 3.8** 3.5

h. Meeting the goals at the amount of the agreed upon costs 3.3 3.5 3.4

i. My attitude toward my work and the organization 4.0 4.4 4.3

j.  The level to which I succeed to display initiatives that lead to a good image of 
the municipality 4.2 3.9 4.0

k.  The level to which I succeed to display initiatives that lead to a good image of 
my political superior 3.5 3.4 3.5

l.  The level to which I succeed to display initiatives that lead to a good image of 
my operational superior 2.9 3.0 3.0

m.  My ability to handle my subordinates 3.0 4.6 4.4
* Statistically significant differences at p<0.10 (Mann-Whitney U-test)
** Statistically significant differences at p<0.05 (Mann-Whitney U-test)

Table A3-2
RAPM

ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SOCIAL SECURITY  
DEPARTMENT AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL AFFAIRS
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Unpredictability of….. DCA SSD Average

a. Changes in the clientele 2.9 2.4 2.6

b.  Technological developments in your profession do have an impact on your 
operational management 2.4 2.6 2.5

c. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out services 4.0* 3.6* 2.9

d. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own goods 3.6 3.0 3.2

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard to job responsibi-
lities 4.0 2.4 3.0

f.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard to the way servi-
ces have to be performed 3.5 2.6 2.9

g. Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to job responsibilities 3.0 2.3 2.6

h. Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to the way services 
have to be performed 2.7 2.3 2.4

i.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to job responsibi-
lities 2.5 1.9 2.1

j.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to the way services 
have to be performed 2.5 1.9 2.1

* Statistically significant differences at p<0.10 (Mann-Whitney U-test)

Table A3-3
PEU-Unpredictability

Impact on functioning and performance of DCA SSD Average

a. Changes in the clientele 4.0 4.6 4.3
b.  Technological developments in your profession do have an impact on your 

operational management 4.4 4.0 4.2

c. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out services 2.5 3.5 3.3
d. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own goods 4.0 3.7 3.8
e.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard to job  

responsibilities 4.4 4.4 4.4

f.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard to the way 
services have to be performed 4.4 4.1 4.3

g. Behavior and/or strategies of local politics with regard to job responsibilities 3.2 3.6 3.5
h.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politics with regard to the way services 

have to be performed 3.4 3.1 3.3

i.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to job  
responsibilities 3.2 2.7 2.9

j.   Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to the way             
services have to be performed 3.0 2.7 2.8

Table A3-4
PEU-Influence
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Table A3-5
PEU-Unpredictability x Influence (divided by 5)

Predictability of….. DCA SSD Average

a. Changes in the clientele 2.4 2.2 2.3

b.  Technological developments in your profession do have an impact on your 
operational management 2.1 2.1 2.1

c. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out services 2.0 1.7 1.8

d. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own goods 2.9 2.3 2.5

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard to job responsibi-
lities 3.5 2.2 2.7

f.  Behavior and/or strategies of central government with regard to the way servi-
ces have to be performed 3.1 2.1 2.5

g. Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to job responsibilities 2.0 1.6 1.8

h.  Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians with regard to the way services 
have to be performed 2.1 1.4 1.7

i.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to job responsibi-
lities 1.7 1.1 1.3

j.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to the way services 
have to be performed 1.6 1.1 1.3

DCA SSD Average

a. My tasks are the same from day-to-day (R) 3.5 4.7 4.2

b. In general I would say that my work is fairly routine (R) 3.7 4.4 4.2

c. People in this unit do about the same job in the same way most of the time (R) 2.5 2.7 2.6

d. Basically, unit members perform repetitive activities in doing their jobs (R) 2.5 2.6 2.5

e. My duties are repetitious (R) 2.7 3.3 3.1

f.  There is a clearly know way to do the major types of work I normally encounter 
(R) 3.2 3.3 3.3

g.  There is a clearly defined body of knowledge of subject matter which can guide 
me doing my work (R) 2.7 3.1 3.0

h.  There is an understandable sequence of steps that can be followed in doing my 
work (R) 2.7 3.9 3.4

i. To do my work, I can rely on established procedures and practices (R) 2.2 3.1 2.8

j.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to the way services 
have to be performed 1.6 1.1 1.3

Table A3-6
Task Uncertainty

ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SOCIAL SECURITY  
DEPARTMENT AND THE DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL AFFAIRS
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DCA SSD Average

a.   I feel inspired to improve the efficiency of the operational management by 
providing more insight into the results of my own department. 3.8* 4.9* 4.4

b.  I see the maximum available budget as an important constraint. I will strive to 
keep within this budget and not to ask for an increment. 3.5* 4.3* 4.0

c.  I see making agreements about responsibilities as a positive constraint of those 
things I can be held accountable for. 4.0 4.3 4.2

d.  In case I am called into account for financial responsibilities, I manage to look 
for ways to make savings and/or to increase funds. 4.3 3.8 4.0

e.  Overspending due to unexpected events isn’t problematic as long as a good 
explanation can be given. 4.2 4.4 4.3

f. The importance of the budget has increased in recent years. 4.2 4.3 4.3

g. It is time that performance related pay is introduced. 3.8 3.7 3.7

h. Being paid related to my performance is very important to me. 3.0 3.6 3.3

i. To do my work, I can rely on established procedures and practices (R). 2.2 3.1 2.8

j.  Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses with regard to the way services 
have to be performed. 1.6 1.1 1.3

Table A3-7
Effects of being accountable

* Statistically significant differences at p<0.10 (Mann-Whitney U-test)
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Name of municipality: ...............................................................................................................

Name of department: ..................................................................................................................

Name of respondent: ..................................................................................................................

Position of respondent: ..............................................................................................................
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Questionnaire research project Performance Evaluation of 
Municipal Managers (Confidential)

The aim of this questionnaire is to gather data about the exent to which municipal managers 
are held accountable for performance, how this is experienced and if this leads to performance 
improvements.  

This questionnaire consists of the following parts:

A. Respondent  Your own background and some characteristics of your 
department and municipality

B. Performance evaluation: The way and aspects on which you are evaluated

C. External environment  External developments that have an influence on your 
management

D. Internal environment  Internal developments that have an influence on your 
management

E. Goals & performance The clarity of the aimed goals and performance.

Answering the questions will take approximately 20 minutes. 

Please return the completed questionnaire preferably by using the enclosed post-free 
envelope, or else by sending this by fax to: VRIJE UNIVERSITEIT AMSTERDAM, 
ARCA, for the attention of Tjerk Budding, fax: 020-4449870

Would you please be so kind as to also fill in the front page of this questionnaire?

Below you can indicate if you would like to receive copies of publications about the results of 
this research project in Dutch. 

Would you like to receive copies of publications about the results of this research project 
in Dutch?

Yes No
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The questions in this part relate to your background as a manager and some 
characteristics of your municipality. 

Question A1 until A6 relate to some background information about yourself.

A1. What is your age? 
    ____ year

A2. How long have you worked for your present employer?

    ____  year

A3. How many years of experience do you have in your current position or in a similar 
position in this or another organization? 

    ____ year

A4. Which is the highest level of education you finished?     
Primary Education0 
Lower General Secondary Education  0 
Prevocational Education0 
Higher General Secondary Education0 
Pre-university Education 0 
Intermediate Vocational Education0 
Higher Vocational Education0 
University 0 

A5. Have you worked in the business sector as part of your carrier (not being a sideline or 
a holiday job)? 

 Yes 0
 No 0

A. RESPONDENT

QUESTIONNAIRE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION AT DUTCH MUNICIPALITIES 
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A6. Who is your direct superior within the bureaucracy? 

 1 The managing director of the sector .................................
 2 The municipal executive
 3 Other, namely:  ..................................................................
     
Question A7 until A11 relate to some characteristics of your department and your 
municipality.

A7. How many employees (in fte) work in the department that you are the manager of? 

    ____ fte

A8. What is the organizational structure of your municipality? 

 1 Secretary model 
 2 Sector model 
 3 Concern model
 4 Other, namely  ................................................................... 
 

A9. What is the budgeting structure of your municipality (before implementation  
of the program budget and the product budget)? 

Functional budgeting 1 
Product budgeting2 
Other, namely3  .....................................................................

A10.  Could you please indicate in the following table if you have the authority to make the 
following decisions within your municipality? 

I do have the  
authority

I do not have the 
authority

Hiring employees up to scale 9, within the given formation □ □

Hiring employees from scale 10 and up, within the given formation □ □

Dismissing employees up to scale 9 □ □

Dismissing employees from scale 10 and up □ □

Determining structural rewards for personnel  □ □

Determining incidental rewards (bonuses) □ □

Authorizing big investments (e.g., new computer hardware) □ □

Exceeding the budget with a maximum of 10% □ □
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A11. Are you in charge of the budgets that apply to your department? 

Yes, for almost all budgets (75% or more of the total budget amount of your □ 
entity/department)
Yes, for a part of the budgets (less than 75% of the total budget amount of □ 
your entity/department)
No□ 

Below three general statements are displayed that relate to yourself and your municipality. 
Could you please indicate your opinion? 

A12. I try out many new ideas (with regard to improved organizational management, new/
changed ways of service delivering, etc.) within my department.  
(Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=fully agree).

 fully disagree                                                                fully agree
         
 1  2  3  4  5

A13. In my municipality the principle of integral management has been implemented to a 
large extent (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=fully agree).

 fully disagree                                                                fully agree
           
 1  2  3  4  5

A14. In my municipality department managers feel accountable for the performance of 
their department (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=fully agree).

 fully disagree                                                                fully agree
         
 1  2  3  4  5
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The questions in this part relate to the way in which you are assessed  
 – in your opinion – as a manager.

First, I would like you to ask you some questions regarding the formal periodical evaluation. 

B1. How frequently do you have a performance interview (interview in which you are 
assessed)? 

Once every two years□ 
Once a year□ 
Twice a year□ 
Otherwise, namely…..□ 

B2. With whom do you have this interview (multiple answers are possible)

Managing director A. 
AldermanB. 
Municipal managerC. 
Otherwise, namely……….D. 

B. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 

For my research project the question is important – besides the question about the design of 
the formal periodical assessment – how you think about your evaluation in daily practice. 
On the following two pages two schemes are shown, that relate to:
- The aspects on which you are evaluated by your civil direct superior
- How you feel about a specific way of evaluation 
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B3. How much importance does your superior, when evaluating your performance, attach to 
(Answering	format:	no=1;	little=2,	some=3,	much=4,	very	much=5).

 no little some much very much
a. How well I cooperate with my colleagues 1 2 3 4 5
b. My concern with costs 1 2 3 4 5
c.   How well I get along with my operational superior 1 2 3 4 5
d. How well I get along with my political superior 1 2 3 4 5
e. How much effort I put into the job 1 2 3 4 5
f. My concern with quality of service 1 2 3 4 5
g. Not exceeding the budget 1 2 3 4 5
h. Meeting the goals at the agreed costs 1 2 3 4 5
i. My attitude toward my work and the organization 1 2 3 4 5
j.  The degree in which I succeed in developing initiatives that  

contribute to a good image of the municipality 1 2 3 4 5

k.  The degree in  which I succeed in developing initiatives that  
contribute to a good image of my political superior 1 2 3 4 5

l.  The level to which I succeed in developing initiatives that  
contribute to a good image of my operational superior 1 2 3 4 5

m. My ability to handle my men 1 2 3 4 5

B4. The following statements relate to your opinion with regard to the way you are 
evaluated. Could you indicate, by circling the right number, to what extent you agree 
with the mentioned statements? (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 
5=fully agree).

fully disagree disagree neutral agree fully agree

a.  The evaluation I receive is based on factors 
over which I have full control 1 2 3 4 5

b.  The evaluation I receive is based on factors that 
also I find relevant for my functioning 1 2 3 4 5

c.  It often happens that my superior holds me 
accountable for certain (negative) results that I 
really cannot do anything about it.  

1 2 3 4 5

d.  Certain achievements and actions which I think 
are important in my functioning are overlooked 
by my superior when he evaluation me (R).  

1 2 3 4 5

e.  When evaluating my functioning my superior 
often emphasizes aspects of my work which I 
think are irrelevant (R). 

1 2 3 4 5

f.  The evaluation I receive is based on a complete 
picture of my true performance. 1 2 3 4 5

g.  In general I think that my functioning and 
performance is evaluated in an honest and fair 
way. 

1 2 3 4 5

h.  In general I think that the criteria my superior 
uses to evaluate me are honest and fair. 1 2 3 4 5

i.  I am very satisfied with the way in which I am 
evaluated 1 2 3 4 5
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Could you please give your opinion with regard to the following statements? 

B5. I feel inspired to improve the efficiency of operational management by providing more 
insight into the results of my own department. (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 
4=agree, 5=fully agree).

 fully disagree                                                                fully agree
         
 1  2  3  4  5

B6. I regard the maximum available budget as an important limit. I try to stick to this 
budget and not to ask for an increase (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 
5=fully agree).

   
 fully disagree                                                                fully agree
         
 1  2  3  4  5

B7. I regard agreeing on responsibilities as a positive definition of the things I can be held 
accountable for. (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=fully agree).

 fully disagree                                                                fully agree
         
 1  2  3  4  5
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C. EXTERNAL ENVIRONMENT

The	questions	in	this	part	relate	to	external	developments	that	have	an	influence	
on your operational management. 

C1. Could you indicate, by circling the right number, to what extend the following aspects 
are predictable to you (Scale:	1=very	low,	2=low,	3=more	of	less,	4=high,	5=very	high;	please	tick	
the box if not applicable).

Not predictable Well predictable

very low low more of less high very high n.a.

a. Changes in clients’ needs 1 2 3 4 5 □
b. Changes in the composition of the clientèle  1 2 3 4 5 □
c. Technological developments in your profession 1 2 3 4 5 □
d.  Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of  

contracted out services 1 2 3 4 5 □

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your 
own goods 1 2 3 4 5 □

f. Behavior and/or strategies of central government 1 2 3 4 5 □
g. Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians 1 2 3 4 5 □
h. Behavior and/or strategies of operational superiors 1 2 3 4 5 □

C2. Can you indicate, by circling the right number, to what extent the following aspects 
have an influence on the operational management in your department (Scale: 1=very low, 
2=low, 3=more or less, 4=high, 5=very high, please tick the box if not applicable). 

No influence Very much influ-
ence

very low low more or less high very high n.a.

a. Changes in clients needs 1 2 3 4 5 □
b. Changes in the composition of the clientèle  1 2 3 4 5 □
c. Technological developments in your profession 1 2 3 4 5 □
d.  Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of  

contracted out services 1 2 3 4 5 □

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your 
own goods 1 2 3 4 5 □

f. Behavior and/or strategies of central government 1 2 3 4 5 □
g. Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians 1 2 3 4 5 □
h. Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses 1 2 3 4 5 □
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INTERNAL ENVIRONMENT

The questions in this part apply to your operational management and the 
developments that take place in this. 

D1. The following statements relate to the way in which communication and 
bureaucratic decision making take place within your municipality. Could you please 
indicate, by circling the right number, to which extent you agree with the statements 
(Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=fully agree). 

At my municipality… fully  
disagree

dis-
agree neutral agree fully  

agree
… there is easy informal access to senior managers. 1 2 3 4 5

… managers share information with colleagues 1 2 3 4 5

…  there are open channels of communications and free flow of 
information. 1 2 3 4 5

… managers deal with each other as they were a team 1 2 3 4 5

…  emphasis is laid on consensus-seeking, participative decision 
making 1 2 3 4 5

…  there is a strong emphasis on adaptation without concern for 
past practice 1 2 3 4 5

…  there is emphasis on initiative, and adaptation to the local  
situation rather than specialization and top level coordination 1 2 3 4 5

…  managers’ mistakes are tolerated and these are used to learn 
lessons from them 1 2 3 4 5

…  managers are encouraged to develop new ideas even if they 
fall outside the individual’s area of responsibility. 1 2 3 4 5

…  there is a fast reaction to take advantage of unexpected  
opportunities 1 2 3 4 5

… superiors intercept political pressure for their subordinates 1 2 3 4 5

…  there is a culture that encourages informal signalling of 
potential problems 1 2 3 4 5
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D2. The following statements relate to the income of your department. Could you please 
indicate, by circling the right number, to what extent you agree with the mentioned 
statements? (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=fully agree).

fully 
disagree

dis-
agree neutral agree fully 

agree
a.  I am responsible for providing a part of my own 

funding by charging external tariffs. 1 2 3 4 5

b.  Every year it is uncertain whether I will be able to get 
enough revenues (budget, including the revenues of 
the own department).

1 2 3 4 5

c.  The agreed budget remains the same during the year, 
it is not changed.  1 2 3 4 5

d.  the start of a year I know exactly how much I can 
spend 1 2 3 4 5

D3. The following statements relate to the variability of your own tasks and those of 
your employees. Could you please indicate, by circling the right number, to what 
extent you agree with the statements? (Answering format: fully disagree = 1, disagree=2, 
neutral=3, agree=4, fully agree=5)

fully  
disagree

dis-
agree neutral agree fully 

agree
a. My tasks are the same from day-to-day 1 2 3 4 5
b. In general I would say that my work is fairly routine 1 2 3 4 5
c.  People in this unit do about the same job in the same 

way most of the time 1 2 3 4 5

d.  Basically, unit members perform repetitive activities in 
doing their jobs 1 2 3 4 5

e. My duties are repetitious 1 2 3 4 5
f.  There is a clearly know way to do the major types of 

work I normally encounter 1 2 3 4 5

g.  There is a clearly defined body of knowledge of subject 
matter which can guide me doing my work 1 2 3 4 5

h.  There is an understandable sequence of steps that can be 
followed in doing my work 1 2 3 4 5

i.  To do my work, I can rely on established procedures and 
practices 1 2 3 4 5
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E. GOALS & PERFORMANCE

The questions in this part relate to the clearness of the goals and the performance 
of yourself and your department. 

E1.  The following statements relate to the extent to which the goals are clear. Could 
you please indicate, by circling the right number, to what extent you agree with the 
statements? (Scale: 1=fully disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agree, 5=fully agree).

fully  
disagree, disagree neutral agree fully 

agree
a.  My work objectives are very clear and specific; I know 

exactly what my job is. 1 2 3 4 5

b.  I understand fully which of my work objectives are more 
important than others; I have a clear sense of prorities on 
these goals 

1 2 3 4 5

c.  I think my work objectives are ambiguous and unclear (R) 1 2 3 4 5

d. Clear, planned goals and objectives exist for my job. 1 2 3 4 5

e. I feel certain about how much authority I have 1 2 3 4 5

f. I know exactly what is expected of me 1 2 3 4 5

g.  I know how to divide my time over the different tasks in my 
job. 1 2 3 4 5

h. I know what my responsibilities are 1 2 3 4 5

E2. Which rating (on a scale from 1-10) would you give for the functioning and 
performance of your own department? 

    Rate

E3. Which rating (on a scale from 1-10) would you give to yourself for your own 
functioning and performance? 

    Rate: 

(space for remarks)

Appendix 4A



221

Thank you very much for filling in this questionnaire. Please return this preferably by 
using the enclosed post-free envelope, or else by fax (via 020-4449870). Would you be so 

kind as to also fill in the front page? 

Drs. Tjerk Budding

Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam

Faculteit der Economische Wetenschappen en Bedrijfskunde

Onderzoeksinstituut ARCA

De Boelelaan 1105, kamer 2e-72

1081 HV Amsterdam

Telefoon 020-4446073/-46040

Fax 020-4449870

Email: gbudding@feweb.vu.nl
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OUTPUT DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL 
AFFAIRS (TRANSLATED IN  
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Questionnaire

Costs and performance 
Departments of Civil Affairs

Name of municipality: ...............................................................................................................

Name of department: ..................................................................................................................

Name of respondent: ..................................................................................................................

Position of respondent: ..............................................................................................................
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Questionnaire research project Performance evaluation of municipal 
managers Part ‘Costs and performance Department of Civil Affairs’ 
(Confidential)

The aim of this questionnaire is to gather data regarding the amount of service provision by 

your department and the accompanying costs. 

The questionnaire consists of the following parts: 

Costs   The amount of costs that are made for service provision. 

Performance   The amount of service provision.

Please return the completed questionnaire preferably by using the enclosed 
post-free envelope, or else by sending this by fax to: VRIJE UNIVERSITEIT 
AMSTERDAM, ARCA, for the attention of Tjerk Budding, fax: 020-4449870

Would you be so kind also filling in the front page of this questionnaire? 

The questions in this questionnaire relate to - unless stated otherwise – the year 2001. In 
case you think that the information for this year differs extensively from other years, I kindly 
request you to state this in the box ‘Space for remarks’ at the back page. 
 

Below you can indicate if you would like to receive a benchmark report. In this your answers 
will be compared with the scores of other (anonymous) municipalities. 

Would you like to receive the benchmark report?  

Yes No

QUESTIONNAIRE COSTS AND OUTPUT DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL AFFAIRS
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A. COSTS

The questions in this part refer to the costs of service delivery by your department.

A1a. Please indicate in the following scheme the staff. 

Number of fte’s
Total department …………….

From which:

- Issuing documents, maintanance GBA, other front-office activities …………….

- Policy making …………….

- Taxes (if applicable) …………….

- Other, namely ………………… …………….

A2. Can you please enclose a copy with a specified overview of the costs and revenues 
of your department in 2001? 

A3. Can you please indicate in the following scheme the illness percentage in 2001? 
 

 Percentage (2001)
Illness percentage (excluding maternity leave) …… %
Illness percentage (including maternity leave) …… %

A4. Please indicate in the following scheme which costs are allocated to your 
department. 

Cost category Not allocated Allocated Not known
Overhead sector (or organizational level above your 
entity/department) □ □ □

Overhead concern (or the highest organizational level in 
your municipality) □ □ □

Housing costs □ □ □

Higher civil management □ □ □
Cost political administration □ □ □
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B. PERFORMANCE

The questions in this part apply to the volume of service delivert by your department

B1. Can you please indicate in the following scheme the volume of ‘service delivery’ in 
the year 2001. In case you expect important changes in 2002, I request you to notice 
this in the box ‘space for remarks’. 

‘Product’ Volume service delivery 2001

Passports (national, business, fugitive, excluding changes in pasports) ………………………..

European identity card ………………………..

Driver licence (issues, excluding exchanges) ………………………..

Certificate of residence ………………………..

Registration of birth ………………………..

Celebrated marriages ………………………..

Mutations register of births, marriages and deaths (removals, departures, birth, 
death, marriage, divorse) ………………………..

Certificate registration of births, marriages and deaths (certificate of existance, 
certificate of Dutch nationality, certificate of registration) ………………………..

Requests for nationalization (new requenst) ………………………..

Disabled parking (requests, changes) ………………………..

External checks (checks field organization) ………………………..

Space for remarks, (if necessary please insert seperate appendix)

Thank you very much for filling in this questionnaire 

QUESTIONNAIRE COSTS AND OUTPUT DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL AFFAIRS
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QUESTIONNAIRE COSTS AND 
OUTPUT SOCIAL SECURITY  
DEPARTMENT (ENGLISH  
TRANSLATION; ORIGINAL 
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Questionnaire

Costs and performance 
Social Services departments

Name of municipality: ...............................................................................................................

Name of department: ..................................................................................................................

Name of respondent: ..................................................................................................................

Position of respondent: ..............................................................................................................
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Questionnaire research project Performance evaluation of municipal 
managers Part ‘Costs and performance Social Services Departments’ 
(Confidential) 

The aim of this questionnaire is to gather data regarding the size of service provision by your 

department and the accompanying costs. 

The questionnaire consists of the following parts: 

Costs The size of the costs that are made for the service provision. 

Performance  The size of the service provision.

Please return the completed questionnaire preferably by using the enclosed post-free 
envelope, or else by sending this by fax to: VRIJE UNIVERSITEIT AMSTERDAM, 
ARCA, for the attention of Tjerk Budding, fax: 020-4449870

Would you be so friendly also filling in the front page of this questionnaire? 

The questions in this questionnaire apply to - unless mentioned otherwise – the year 2001. In 
case you have the opinion that the information for this year differs extensively compared to 
other years, I request you to state this in the box ‘Space for remarks’ at the bottom page.

Hereunder you can indicate if you would like to receive a benchmark report. In this your 
answers will be confronted with the scores of other (anonymous) municipalities. 

Would you like to receive the benchmark report? 

Yes No

QUESTIONNAIRE COSTS AND OUTPUT SOCIAL SECURITY DEPARTMENT
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A. COSTS

A1a.  Please indicate in the following scheme the staff or enclose a copy of such an out-

line? 

Number of fte’s

Total department ……….

From which: 

- councillor employed at CWI ……….

- social assistance councillors (not at CWI) ……….

- quality control / testing personnel ……….

- administrative and financial employees ……….

- other, namely ………………………………. ……….

A1b. When did you start using the services of the CWI? 

  Year………….  Month………… 

A2. Can you please enclose a copy with a specified overview (preferably by budget 
function) of the costs and revenues of your department in 2001? 

A3. Can you please indicate in the following scheme the illness percentage in 2001? 
 

Percentage (2001)
Illness percentage (excluding maternity leave) …… %
Illness percentage (including maternity leave) …… %

A4. Please indicate in the following scheme which costs are allocated to your 
department. 

Cost category Not allocated Allocated Not known

Overhead sector (or organizational level above 
your entity/department) □ □ □

Overhead concern (or the highest organizational 
level in your municipality) □ □ □

Housing costs □ □ □

Costs higher civil management □ □ □

Cost political administration □ □ □

Appendix 4C
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B. PERFORMANCE 

B1. Can you please indicate in the following scheme the volume of ‘service delivery’ in 
the year 2001. In case you expect important changes in 2002, I request you to notice 
this in the box ‘space for remarks’. Please calculate averages by adding the numbers 
by 1 January 2001 and 31 December 2001 and dividing them by two. 

Soort ‘dienstverlening’ Omvang dienstverlening

Average number of people in file with a whole or partical Abw-benefit in 2001 ……………….

Number handled new requests Abw in 2001 (no recovery, including no further 
treated requests) ……………….

Number really executed re-investigations ……………….

Number terminated Abw in 2001 ……………….

Average number supplementary benefits in file  ……………….

Number handled requests supplementary benefits ……………….

Average number benefit self-employeed people in file (BBZ, wik) in 2001 ……………….

Number handled requests benefit self-employed people (BBZ, wik) in 2001 ……………….

Average number persons benefits disability benefits (IOAW, IOAZ, older 
unemployed, older unemployed self-employed) ……………….

Number VVTV persons housed by 31-12-2001 ……………….

Number fraude investigations (white fraud, black fraud, post adresses, living 
together) ……………….

Intake requests for aid handling debts (amicably and legal course) in 2001  ……………….

Clients in courses that lead to the labour market by 31 december 2001 ……………….

(Space for remarks, if necessary please insert seperate appendix)

Thank you very much for filling in this questionnaire.

QUESTIONNAIRE COSTS AND OUTPUT SOCIAL SECURITY DEPARTMENT



Table A5-1
Organization structure

Table A5-2
Budgeting system

APPENDIX 5

Additional sample characteristics
In order to get an impression on the municipality we asked the respondents about the 
organizational structure and the budgeting system of the municipality. Table A5-1 and Table 
A5-2 show that municipalities are homogeneous on these aspects: Most municipalities have 
a moderate decentralized organization structure (70.3%) and a product budgeting system 
(70.9%)55. 

Organization structure Frequency Percentage
Centralized model (‘Secretarie model’) 13 5.7
Moderate decentralized model (‘Sectoren-model’) 160 70.5
Decentralized model (‘Concern model’) 25 11.0
Other 29 12.8
Total 227 100.0

  
Budgeting system Frequency Percentage
Functional budgeting 59 26.2
Product budgeting 161 71.6
Other 5 2.2
Total 227 100.0

 
The average age of the respondents in the sample was 47.6 years. Respondents had had, 
on average, worked with their present employers for 12.4 years. The average number of 
employees in the respondents’ area of responsibility was 22.4. Table A5-3 contains further 
descriptive statistics on these variables. 

55  In a survey six years ago (in 1996), there was much more variation among the municipalities on these characteristics 
(Groot and Budding, 2004). We think these changes are due to institutional (‘fashion-like’) aspects and new regula-
tions from the central government (the so called ‘dualisering’ law)  
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Table A5-3
Descriptive statistics on descriptive variables

Actual range
Position variables mean Std.dev. median Min Max. n
Age 47.57 6.64 48.00 27 61 230
Tenure with organization 12.41 10.80 10.00 0 40 230
Tenure in position or function 11.09 8.85 10.00 0 40 230
Employees in area of responsibility 22.44 32.67 13.60 1.5 304 226

The respondents are on average well educated: more than 75% of the managers have had 
higher education (refer to Table A5-4).

Table A5-4
Educational background

Educational level Frequency Percentage
Pre-vocational education (Mavo) 5 2.2
Senior general secondary education (Havo) 14 6.1
Pre-university education (VWO) 6 2.6
Senior secondary vocational education (MBO) 30 13.0
Higher Professional Education (HBO) 138 60.0
University 37 16.1
Total 230 100

Another relevant background characteristic for this research project is whether respondents 
have worked in the private sector as well (refer to Table B5). One third of all managers has 
worked in the private sector (other than a sideline or a job during a holiday). 

Have you worked in the private sector? Frequency Percentage
Yes 85 36.8
No 148 63.2
Total 231 100.0

We also asked the respondents about their own supervisor (refer to Table A5-6). Almost 55% 
of the managers have the managing director (in Dutch: sectordirecteur) as their supervisor, 
for 27% this is the municipal executive and 18% of the respondents have another supervisor 
or no supervisor at all. At almost all municipalities, the supervisor is also the person that 
assesses the manager (e.g. Table A5-8). 

Table A5-5
Working experience in the private sector

Additional sample characteristics
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Table A5-6
Supervisor of the respondent

Table A5-8
Frequency yearly assessment

Who is your supervisor in the civil service? Frequency Percentage
The managing director 127 55.0
The municipal executive 63 27.3
Another answer 41 17.7
Total 231 100.0

Table A5-7
Yearly assessment

With whom do you have a yearly assessment? 
(more than one answer is possible) Frequency Percentage

The managing director 124 53.4
The alderman 1 0.4
The municipal executive 95 40.9
Another answer 69 29.7
Total 232 124.4

What is the frequency of your yearly assessment? Frequency Percentage

Once every two years 33 14.2
Once a year 153 65.7
Twice a year 29 12.4
Another answer 18 7.7
Total 233 124.4

Appendix 5



In this appendix, the correlation is analyzed between the independent variables and the cha-
racteristics of the respondent, department and municipality.

With regard to RAPM (refer to Table A6-1), especially age is an important item. Older 
managers feel that they are evaluated on more explicit criteria, compared to their younger 
colleagues. Especially the scores for the accounting performance measures and the quality 
orientation are statistically significantly higher. Higher educated mana gers seem to experi-
ence nonfinancial aspects as more important for their evaluation. Furthermore, they regard 
their relationship with their political superior as more important for their evaluation, whereas 
the relationship with their operational bosses is less important (not statistically significant re-
lationship).  The findings also apply to the managers who are in charge of larger departments. 

Age is also an important element for Environmental Uncertainty (EU) (refer to Table A6-2). 
Older managers experience the environment as more uncertain than their younger colleagues. 
This finding also applies to the managers having more years of experience. On the other 
hand, higher educated managers perceive their environment as less uncertain. Managers in 
more decentralized municipalities experience the uncertainties stemming from the local poli-
ticians as more uncertain.

With regard to task uncertainty (refer to Table A6-3), especially the level of education is rela-
ted to the level of perceived task uncertainty. Higher educated managers experience their own 
tasks as well as those of their employees as more uncertain. Managers with more experience 
see their own tasks as less uncertain. Managers of larger departments feel that the uncertain-
ties stemming from their own tasks are higher. 
Larger municipalities seem to prefer more frequently to make managers responsible for part 
of their own funding (refer to Table A6-4). More experienced managers also are made more 
responsible for this. Managers at larger municipalities and those with larger departments are 
less sure about the sufficiency of their funding.

From Table A6-5, it follows that managers in larger municipalities as well as those with 
larger departments experience the communication within their organization as less open. 
They feel that managers less often share information with their colleagues, compared to their 
colleagues at smaller municipalities. Managers with business experience feel that there is less 
room for change. 

APPENDIX 6

CORRELATION ANALYSIS 



234

How much importance 
does your superior, when 
evaluating your performance, 
attach to:

Age Organi-
zation 
tenure

Education Business 
exp.

Number of 
employees

Number 
of inh.

a.  How well I cooperate with 
my colleagues

0.028
(0.692)

210

-0.060
(0.385)

210

-0.147
(0.033)

210

0.021
(0.764)

211

-0.074
(0.288)

206

-0.094
(0.172)

214

b. My concern with costs
0.199

(0.004)
210

0.078
(0.263)

210

-0.087
(0.212)

210

0.046
(0.510)

211

-0.049
(0.487)

206

0.014
(0.383)

214
c.  How well I get along with 

my operational boss
0.135

(0.051)
210

0.091
(0.190)

210

-0.080
(0.249)

210

0.049
(0.482)

211

0.003
(0.965)

206

-0.026
(0.705)

214
d.  How well I get along with 

my political boss 
0.006

(0.935)
210

-0.018
(0.795)

210

0.147
(0.033)

210

0.024
(0.725)

211

0.166
(0.017)

206

0.044
(0.517)

214
e.  How much effort I put into 

the job
0.175

(0.011)
210

0.276
(0.000)

210

-0.184
(0.008)

210

-0.080
(0.247)

211

-0.114
(0.104)

206

-0.028
(0.683)

214

f. My concern with quality
0.141

(0.041)
210

0.096
(0.164)

210

-0.193
(0.005)

210

-0.063
(0.365)

211

-0.230
(0.001)

206

-0.006
(0.936)

214
g.  Not overrunning the 

budget
0.222

(0.001)
210

0.150
(0.030)

210

0.019
(0.781)

210

-0.017
(0.806)

211

0.001
(0.989)

206

0.030
(0.664)

214
h.  Meeting the goals at the 

amount of the agreed upon 
costs

0.235
(0.001)

210

-0.012
(0.865)

210

0.035
(0.617)

210

-0.078
(0.260)

211

0.046
(0.512)

206

0.110
(0.109)

214

i.  My attitude toward my 
work and the organization

0.121
(0.081)

210

0.020
(0.775)

210

-0.088
(0.202)

210

-0.073
(0.289)

211

-0.062
(0.374)

206

-0.014
(0.834)

214
j.  The level to which I suc-

ceed to display initiatives 
that lead to a good image of 
the municipality

0.102
(0.141)

210

0.066
(0.343)

210

-0.124
(0.073)

210

-0.156
(0.024)

211

-0.149
(0.033)

206

-0.038
(0.577)

214

k.  The level to which I suc-
ceed to display initiatives 
that lead to a good image 
of my political superior

0.029
(0.673)

210

0.120
(0.082)

210

0.031
(0.655)

210

-0.219
(0.001)

211

0.033
(0.643)

206

0.087
(0.203)

214

l.  The level to which I suc-
ceed to display initiatives 
that lead to a good image of 
my operational superior

0.045
(0.515)

210

0.193
(0.005)

210

-.031
(0.656)

210

-0.100
(0.147)

211

-0.079
(0.261)

206

0.038
(0.581)

214

m.  My ability to handle my 
subordinates

0.061
(0.380)

210

0.021
(0.762)

210

-0.106
(0.127)

210

-0.077
(0.268)

211

-0.103
(0.139)

206

-0.006
(0.933)

214

AM
0.267

(0.000)
210

0.091
(0.191)

210

-0.034
(0.626)

210

-0.004
(0.955)

211

-0.014
(0.846)

206

0.054
(0.431)

214

SC
0.041

(0.553)
210

0.173
(0.012)

210

-0.001
(0.992)

210

-0.174
(0.011)

211

-0.027
(0.702)

206

0.068
(0.321)

214

RL
0.080

(0.251)
210

0.041
(0.556)

210

0.039
(0.571)

210

0.042
(0.548)

        211

0.098
(0.162)

206

0.010
(0.879)

214

NF
0.139

(0.044)
210

0.068
(0.325)

210

-0.166
(0.016)

210

-0.124
(0.072)

211

-0.180
(0.010)

206

-0.022
(0.745)

214

Total
0.195

(0.005)
210

-0.027
(0.702)

210

-0.038
(0.581)

210

.0.038
(0.579)

211

 0.064
(0.359)

206

0.056
(0.415)

214

Table A6-1
Correlation matrix RAPM with characteristics respondent,  
department and municipality 
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Predictability of….. Age Organization 
tenure Education Decentra-

lization
Number of 

inh.

a. Changes in clients needs
0.055

(0.425)
210

0.131
(0.059)

210

-0.219
(0.001)

210

0.087
(0.210)

208

0.014
(0.837)

214

b.  Changes in the composition of the 
clientèle  

-0.037
(0.597)

210

0.032
(0.646)

210

-0.108
(0.118)

210

0.080
(0.252)

208

-0.126
(0.065)

214

c.  Technological developments in your 
profession 

0.204
(0.003)

210

0.081
(0.244)

210

-0.015
(0.834)

210

0.066
(0.342)

208

-0.044
(0.527)

214

d.  Behavior and/or strategies of sup-
pliers of contracted out services

0.073
(0.294)

210

0.082
(0.236)

210

-0.057
(0.411)

210

0.080
(0.253)

208

0.029
(0.672)

214

e.  Behavior and/or strategies of sup-
pliers for your own goods

0.113
(0.102)

210

0.158
(0.022)

210

-0.098
(0.157)

210

0.036
(0.601)

208

0.021
(0.765)

214

f.  Behavior and/or strategies of central 
government

0.208
(0.002)

210

0.186
(0.007)

210

-0.156
(0.023)

210

0.039
(0.577)

208

0.050
(0.465)

214

g.  Behavior and/or strategies of local 
politicians

0.098
(0.156)

210

0.047
(0.496)

210

-0.112
(0.106)

210

0.063
(0.369)

208

0.108
(0.116)

214

h.  Behavior and/or strategies of  
operational bosses

0.068
(0.327)

210

0.126
(0.068)

210

-0.236
(0.001)

210

0.004
(0.956)

208

-0.014
(0.836)

214

EU_CL
0.055

(0.425)
210

0.131
(0.059)

210

-0.219
(0.001)

210

0.087
(0.210)

208

0.014
(0.837)

214

EU_TD
0.204

(0.003)
210

0.081
(0.244)

210

-0.015
(0.834)

210

0.066
(0.342)

208

-0.044
(0.527)

214

EU_SU
0.105

(0.130)
210

0.136
(0.049)

210

-0.088
(0.206)

210

0.065
(0.350)

208

0.028
(0.685)

214

EU_POL
0.178

(0.010)
210

0.138
(0.046)

210

-0.154
(0.026)

210

0.057
(0.414)

208

0.087
(0.203)

214

Total
0.201

(0.003)
210

0.180
(0.009)

210

-0.181
(0.009)

210

0.101
(0.148)

208

0.039
(0.567)

214

Table A6-2
Correlation matrix EU with characteristics respondent, department 
and municipality
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Exp. at mun. Job tenure Education Number of 
employees

Number of 
inhabitants

a.  My tasks are the same from  
day-to-day

-0.123
(0.075)

210

-0.015
(0.832)

211

0.078
(0.262)

210

0.107
(0.126)

206

0.009
(0.892)

214

b.  In general I would say that my 
work is fairly routine

-0.118
(0.088)

210

-0.136
(0.048)

211

0.109
(0.115)

210

0.161
(0.021)

206

0.032
(0.641)

214
c.  People in this unit do about the 

same job in the same way most of 
the time

0.058
(0.400)

210

-0.0074
(0.287)

211

0.078
(0.262)

210

0.038
(0.586)

206

-0.088
(0.202)

214
d.  Basically, unit members perform 

repetitive activities in doing their 
jobs

0.108
(0.119)

210

-0.013
(0.851)

211

0.179
(0.009)

210

0.083
(0.283)

206

-0.140
(0.040)

214

e. My duties are repetitious
-0.100

(0.151)
210

-0.094
(0.172)

211

0.229
(0.001)

210

0.232
(0.001)

206

0.024
(0.724)

214
f.  There is a clearly know way to do 

the major types of work I normally 
encounter

.-0.035
(0.611)

210

-0.038
(0.585)

211

0.131
(0.058)

210

0.112
(0.108)

206

0.085
(0.213)

214
g.  There is a clearly defined body of 

knowledge of subject matter which 
can guide me doing my work

-0.009
(0.895)

210

-0.084
(0.224)

211

0.251
(0.000)

210

0.135
(0.053)

206

0.093
(0.174)

214
h.  There is an understandable sequen-

ce of steps that can be followed in 
doing my work

-0.074
(0.283)

210

-0.156
(0.023)

211

0.190
(0.006)

210

0.203
(0.003)

206

0.125
(0.067)

214

i.  To do my work, I can rely on esta-
blished procedures and practices 

-0.041
(0.550)

210

-0.098
(0.155)

211

0.204
(0.003)

210

0.127
(0.069)

206

0.121
(0.076)

214

TU_RM
-0.138

(0.045)
210

-0.099
(0.150)

211

0.174
(0.012)

210

0.207
(0.003)

206

0.027
(0.698)

214

TU_RE
0.092

(0.185)
210

-0.048
(0.492)

211

0.142
( 0.040)

210

0.067
(0.339)

206

-0.126
(0.066)

214

TU_KM
-0.051

(0.466)
210

-0.119
(0.086)

211

0.245
(0.000)

210

0.182
(0.009)

206

0.134
(0.050)

214
All items are reverse coded (the higher the score, the higher the uncertainty)

Table A6-3
Correlation matrix TU with characteristics respondent, department 
and municipality

Appendix 6



237

Job 
tenure

Business 
exp.

Number of 
employees 

Number of 
inhabitants

b.  Every year I am not sure whether I can get enough 
revenues (budget, including the revenues of the 
own department).

0.118
(0.088)

211

-0.051
(0.464)

211

0.149
(0.032)

206

0.204
(0.003)

214

Table A6-4
Correlation matrix FU with characteristics respondent, department 
and municipality

 At my municipality… Age Education Business 
experience

Number of 
employees

Number of 
inhabitants

a.  … there is easy informal access 
to senior managers.

-0.050
(0.473)

210

-0.004
(0.958)

210

-0.037
(0.597)

211

-0.090
(0.201)

206

-0.043
(0.530)

214

b.  … managers share information 
with colleagues

0.015
(0.833)

210

-0.146
(0.035)

210

0.034
(0.626)

211

-0.194
(0.005)

206

-0.222
(0.001)

214

c.  … there are open channels of 
communications and free flow 
of information.

0.116
(0.095)

210

-0.084
(0.225)

210

0.001
(0.987)

211

-0.077
(0.271)

206

-0.100
(0.143)

214

d.  … managers deal with each 
other like they are in a team

-0.004
(0.951)

210

-0.080
(0.249)

210

0.042
(0.543)

211

-0.128
(0.067)

206

-0.098
(0.152)

214

e.  … emphasis is laid on 
consensus-seeking, participa-
tive decision making

0.092
(0.186)

210

0.018
(0.800)

210

-0.036
(0.607)

211

-0.008
(0.914)

206

-0.080
(0.243)

214

f.  …. there is a strong emphasis 
on adaptation without concern 
for past practice

0.040
(0.560)

210

-0.080
(0.246)

210

-0.085
(0.219)

211

0.004
(0.960)

206

0.176
(0.010)

214

g.  … there is emphasis on initia-
tive, and adaptation to the local 
situation rather than specializa-
tion and top level coordination

-0.045
(0.517)

210

-0.041
(0.554)

210

-0.093
(0.176)

211

-0.062
(0.373)

206

0.000
(0.997)

214

h.  … manager’s mistakes are 
tolerated and these are used to 
learn lessons from them

0.036
(0.608)

210

-0.007
(0.916)

210

-0.029
(0.670)

211

0.024
(0.730)

206

0.017
(0.804)

214

i.  … managers are encouraged to 
develop new ideas even if they 
fall outside the individual’s area 
of responsibility.

0.053
(0.445)

210

-0.104
(0.133)

210

-0.142
(0.039)

211

-0.051
(0.464)

206

-0.031
(0.648)

214

j.  … there is a fast reaction to 
take advantage of unexpected 
opportunities

0.094
(0.173)

210

-0.063
(0.365)

210

-0.076
(0.272)

211

0.023
(0.745)

206

-0.054
(0.431)

214

Table A6-5
Correlation matrix Organic Processes (OP) with characteristics res-
pondent, department and municipality
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k. … superiors take care of  
political pressure for their  
subordinates

-0.084
(0.225)

210

0.036
(0.608)

210

-0.055
(0.429)

211

0.039
(0.577)

206

-0.024
(0.724)

214

l. … there is a culture that 
encourages informal signaling of 
potential problems

-0.055
(0.430)

210

-0.009
(0.896)

210

-0.020
(0.777)

211

-0.022
(0.752)

206

-0.002
(0.975)

214

DC
0.045

(0.520)
210

-0.078
(0.263)

210

0.002
(0.973)

211

-0.132
(0.059)

206

-0.142
(0.037)

214

CH
0.080

(0.249)
210

-0.078
(0.263)

210

-0.110
(0.112)

211

-0.003
(0.964)

206

-0.031
(0.654)

214

Table A6-6
Correlation matrix DMA_PA and DMA_FA with characteristics 
respondent, department and municipality

Table A6-5 (continued)

Organization 
tenure Education Number of 

employees 
Number of 
inhabitants

Decision making authority with regard to 
personnel

-0.208
(0.003)

205

0.199
(0.004)

205

0.378
(0.000)

201

0.458
(0.000)

206

Decision making authority with regard to 
financial aspects

-0.126
(0.073)

203

0.160
(0.023)

203

0.303
(0.000)

199

0.391
(0.000)

204
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To measure the variables in the model, we used the following procedure. In the first two 
phases of this research project (which is documented in Chapter 3), we selected, adapted and 
tested multiple constructs from prior literature (especially constructs used by and developed 
by Hartmann, 1997). We also developed some instruments ourselves. The constructs used in 
the first two phases of this project are displayed as tables in Chapter 3. 

For the survey phase of this project, we developed two questionnaires based on the findings 
of the previous phases. This questionnaire was (pre)tested by asking three municipal mana-
gers to fill in the questionnaire and to comment on the questions. In this appendix, we docu-
ment the development of the constructs. 

The first (long) questionnaire aimed to make the performance evaluation system transparent 
that is used in the municipal departments in this study. The managers were asked to indicate 
which measures were used for their performance evaluation and how they felt about this eva-
luation. It also aimed at getting more insight into internal and external factors that may have 
an influence on the evaluation and how this is experienced, such as uncertainties with which 
managers are confronted. The second (short) questionnaire aimed at gathering information 
about costs and performance of the departments. This questionnaire was developed in coope-
ration with three municipal managers. These managers were asked to indicate which products 
they considered most important for their departments. The questionnaires – in English trans-
lation – can be found in Appendix 4. 

In order to develop robust constructs we used the following procedure for most of our in-
struments: First, we selected constructs from previous literature that we expected to be most 
appropriate for our study and we analyzed the composition of these constructs (e.g., which 
dimensions were identified in prior literature). Second, we used factor analysis to analyze 
underlying dimensions. For most of our constructs we used a 5 point Likert-scale. These 
scales often have relatively much error variance. Furthermore, most of our constructs were 
not (fully) normally distributed. Therefore, we chose to use the Principal Axis Factoring 
(PAF) method, because this method is relatively robust for this kind of data. Furthermore, we 
used an oblique rotation, since we expected dimensions to be related to each other (Fabrigar 
et al., 1999). We excluded the items with a communality below 0.3 (Child, 1978). After this 
deletion, we did an additional PAF analysis. We analyzed whether the dimensions found in 
this analysis corresponded with the expected ones. Finally, we decided whether we aimed at 
analyzing each dimension separately in our study or as a multidimensional construct. 

APPENDIX 7
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Dependent variables

Subjective output variables

Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC)

The construct for AEC was developed by Hartmann (1997) and aims at measuring the degree 
to which the employee agrees with the way he/she is evaluated. The construct originally con-
sisted of nine items and in the study of Hartmann (1997, p. 96) analysis showed two factors, 
consisting of the ‘normally’ coded and the reverse coded items. The score for AEC was calcu-
lated as the mean of the scores of all items. 

For this study, we used exactly the same measurement instrument. However, our factor 
analysis (PAF, Oblimin) revealed that item a has a communality below 0.3. Factor analysis 
and content analysis did not show that this item represents a separate dimension. Therefore, 
this item was excluded. Additional factor analysis showed a single-dimensional construct. 
We calculated AEC as the mean of the remaining scores. These items explained 59.0% of the 
variance. 

Table A7-1
Agreement on Evaluation Criteria (AEC)

Appendix 7

Indicators: Min. Max. Mean Sd Factor 
loading

a.  The evaluation I receive is based on factors over 
which I have full control 1 5 3.31 0.83 -

b.  The evaluation I receive is based on factors that 
also I find relevant for my functioning 1 5 3.81 0.67 0.56

c.  It often happens that my superior holds me ac-
countable for certain (negative) results that I really 
cannot help 

1 5 4.01 0.79 0.53

d.  Certain achievements and actions which I think are 
important in my functioning are overlooked by my 
superior when he evaluation me (R).  

1 5 3.57 0.98 0.69

e.  When evaluating my functioning my superior often 
emphasizes aspects of my work which I think are 
irrelevant (R). 

1 5 3.79 0.74 0.70

f.  The evaluation I receive is based on a complete 
picture of my true performance. 1 5 3.49 0.83 0.77

g.  In general I think that my functioning and perfor-
mance is evaluated in an honest and fair way. 1 5 3.84 0.72 0.86

h.  In general I think that the criteria my superior uses 
to evaluate me are honest and fair. 1 5 3.84 0.70 0.83

i.  I am very satisfied with the way in which I am 
evaluated 1 5 3.62 0.86 0.86

Cronbach alpha 0.90

n=214
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Goal Clarity (GC)

The construct for goal clarity was developed by Hartmann (1997), who combined the instru-
ment for goal specificity (Steers, 1976) and for role ambiguity (Rizzo et al., 1970; House, 
1971). In Table A7-2 items a-c belong to the instrument for goal specificity, items d-h to the 
instrument for goal specificity. Hartmann (1997) calculated the score for GC by adding the 
mean score of the items a-c by the mean score of the items d-h, and dividing this number 
by two. Furthermore, he ran a separate factor analysis for the two underlying instruments. 
We used a different procedure: Pearson correlation analysis shows overall high correlations 
between the items for both underlying instruments. Furthermore, the contents of the items 
seem to be closely related and partly overlapping (e.g., compare item a and f in Table A7-2). 
Therefore, we analyzed all items in one factor analysis. This analysis showed that item g has 
a communality below 0.3 and was excluded from the analysis. Factor analysis excluding this 
item showed a single-dimensional construct. The resulting items explained 51.8% of the vari-
ance. We calculate the score for goal clarity as the mean score on all remaining items. 

CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT 

Performance Department (PD)

In order to measure the performance of the department, a single item instrument was used. 
The respondent was asked to give a score (on a rank from 1 to 10) for the performance of his 
own department. The mean score for this item is 7.38 (refer to Table A7-3). 

Min. Max. Mean Sd Factor 
loading

a.  My work objectives are very clear and  
specific; I know exactly what my job is. 1 5 3.50 0.79 0.71

b.  I understand fully which of my work objectives are 
more important than others; I have a clear sense of 
priorities on these goals 

1 5 3.89 0.63 0.62

c.  I think my work objectives are ambiguous and 
unclear (R) 1 5 3.94 0.67 0.62

d.  Clear, planned goals and objectives exist for my job 1 5 3.43 0.76 0.61

e.  I feel certain about how much authority I have 1 5 3.86 0.69 0.65

f.  I know exactly what is expected of me 1 5 3.88 0.67 0.81

g.  I know how to divide my time over the different 
tasks in my job 1 5 3.21 0.79 -

h. I know what my responsibilities are 1 5 4.01 0.60 0.60

Cronbach alpha 0.84

n=214

Table A7-2
Goal Clarity (GC)
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Performance Individual (PI)

Besides the score for the performance for their own department, respondents were asked to 
score their own performance. The mean score for this item is 7.30, slightly lower than the 
score for the performance of the department. However, whereas some respondents give an 
unsatisfactory mark for the performance of the department, this is never given for their own 
performance (refer to Table A7-3). 

Objective output variables 

Besides the information gathered by our survey on performance evaluation of managers, 
additional data were also gathered by sending a second short questionnaire on the costs and 
performance of the department, as well as gathering data from Statistics Netherlands. In the 
short questionnaire we asked the respondents to indicate the costs of their department, the 
number of employees, the output (number of services performed) as well as some additional 
information about the cost allocation. 

In Appendix 9 we analyze the relation between AEC and GC on the one hand and the objec-
tive performance of the departments on the other hand. For this analysis, we use the vari-
able DCA_FTE, because this variable has a relatively high number of observations for the 
subsample of DCAs and because this indicator is rather objective, whereas the information on 
costs was not considered reliable because of the different cost allocation methods employed 
by the Dutch municipalities (see Chapter 2 of this thesis). 

The objective output variables are introduced below.

Theoretical range Actual range

mean Std. 
Dev. Min. Max Min. Max. α n

Goal Clarity (GC) 3.79 0.50 1.00 5.00 2.14 5.00 0.84 214

Agreement on Evaluation Criteria 
(AEC) 3.75 0.60 1.00 5.00 1.38 5.00 0.90 214

Performance – Department (PD) 7.39 0.70 1.00 10.00 5.00 9.00 - 213

Performance – Individual (PI) 7.27 0.58 1.00 10.00 6.00 10.00 - 213

Table A7-3
Descriptive statistics of Subjective outcome variables

Appendix 7
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Illness Percentage (IP) 
The illness percentage is obtained by asking the respondents in the short questionnaire to 
indicate the illness percentage of the department, excluding maternity leave.

Number of employees at the DCA per one thousand inhabitants –  
(DCA_FTE)
This variable indicates the number of employees in 2001 (indicated in the short questionnaire 
by the respondent) divided by the number of inhabitants (in 2001; obtained from Statistics 
Netherlands). In the procedure for calculating the number of employees, we checked whether 
the respondents actually indicated the number of employees for the tasks that are normally 
performed by the DCA, otherwise we corrected this number using the information that was 
gathered from the respondents. 

Costs per inhabitant for the DCA (DCA_COSTS)
The costs per inhabitant are calculated using the information from Statistics Netherlands on 
the costs and incomes of each municipality for the DCA in the year 2001. 

Number of employees at the SSD per one thousand inhabitants – SSD (SSD_FTE)
This variable is calculated in the same way as DCA_FTE, substituting the data for the DCAs 
by the data for the SSDs.

Costs per inhabitant for the SSD – (SSD_COSTS)
This variable is calculated in the same way as DCA_COSTS, substituting the data for the 
DCAs by the data for the SSDs.

CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT 

Theoretical range Actual range

mean Std. 
Dev. Min. Max Min. Max. n

Illness percentage (IP) 6.25 4.05 0 100 0 18.7 103

DCA_FTE 3.12 1.71 0 ∞ 1.43 12.93 86

DCA_COSTS 24.85 9.15 0 ∞ 10.35 68.32 106

SSD_FTE 7.00 2.92 0 ∞ 2.66 17.87 43

SSD_COSTS 251.43 151.61 0 ∞ 102.51 815.77 43

Table A7-4
Descriptive statistics of Objective Outcome variables
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Pearson cor.  
coef. (p values),n AEC GC PD PI IP

AEC -
0.339  

(0.000)
214

0.171  
(0.012)

213

0.130  
(0.058)

213

-0.216
(0.029)

103

GC
0.339  

(0.000)
214

-
0.248  

(0.000)
213

0.197  
(0.004)

213

-0.203
(0.040)

103

PD
0.171  

(0.012)
213

0.248  
(0.000)

213
-

0.425  
(0.000)

213

-0.249
(0.012)

102

PI
0.130  

(0.058)
213

0.197  
(0.004)

213

0.425  
(0.000)

213
-

-0.249
(0.012)

102

IP
-0.216

(0.029)
103

-0.203
(0.040)

103

-0.295
(0.003)

102

-0.249
(0.012)

102
-

Pearson 
cor.  coef. (p 
values),n

AEC GC PD PI IP DCA_ 
FTE

DCA_ 
COSTS

AEC -
0.288 

(0.002)
116

0.236 
(0.011)

115

0.275 
(0.003)

115

-0.190
(0.127)

66

0.138
(0.227)

78

0.060
(0.568)

94

GC
0.288 

(0.002)
116

-
0.303 

(0.001)
115

0.257 
(0.006)

125

-0.157
(0.207)

66

-0.176
(0.123)

78

-0.036
(0.733)

94

PD
0.235 

(0.011)
115

0.303 
(0.001)

115
-

0.548 
(0.000)

115

-0.310
(0.012)

65

-0.077
(0.508)

77

-0.175
(0.093)

93

PI
0.275 

(0.003)
115

0.257 
(0.006)

115

0.548 
(0.000)

115
-

-0.220
(0.078)

65

0.145
(0.209)

77

-0.020
(0.852)

93

IP
-0.190

(0.127)
66

-0.157
(0.207)

66

-0.310
(0.012)

65

-0.220
(0.0078)

65
-

-0.007
(0.958)

65

-0.187
(0.135)

65

DCA_FTE
0.138

(0.227)
78

-0.176
(0.123)

78

-0.077
(0.508)

77

0.145
(0.209)

77

-0.007
(0.958)

65
-

0.112
(0.331)

78

DCA_
COSTS

0.060
(0.568)

94

-0.036
(0.733)

94

-0.175
(0.093)

93

-0.020
(0.852)

93

-0.187
(0.135)

65

0.112
(0.331)

78
-

 

Table A7-5
Correlation matrix of Outcome variables (full sample)

Table A7-6
Correlation matrix of Outcome variables – DCA

Appendix 7
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Pearson 
cor.  coef. (p 
values),n

AEC GC PD PI IP SSD_ FTE SSD_ 
COSTS

AEC -
0.325 

(0.004) 
77

-0.045 
(0.700) 

77

-0.091 
(0.431) 

77

-0.109
(0.580) 

28

-0.037
(0.818) 

42

-0.099 
(0.534) 

42

GC
0.325 

(0.004)
77

-
0.146 

(0.204)
77

0.065 
(0.573)

77

-0.115
(0.559)

28

0.105
(0.509)

42

-0.084
(0.596)

42

PD
-0.045 

(0.700)
77

0.146 
(0.204)

77
-

0.287 
(0.011)

77

-0.184
(0.349)

28

-0.113
(0.478)

42

-0.133
(0.403)

42

PI
-0.091 

(0.431)
77

0.065 
(0.573)

77

0.287 
(0.011)

77
-

-0.139
(0.480)

28

-0.031
(0.844)

42

0.085
(0.592)

42

IP
-0.109

(0.580)
28

-0.115
(0.559)

28

-0.184
(0.349)

28

-0.139
(0.480)

28
-

0.338
(0.084)

27

0.368
(0.059)

27

SSD_ FTE
-0.037

(0.818)
42

0.105
(0.509)

42

-0.113
(0.478)

42

-0.031
(0.844)

42

0.338
(0.084)

27
-

0.822
(0.000)

42

SSD_COSTS
-0.099

(0.534)
42

-0.084
(0.596)

42

-0.133
(0.403)

42

0.085
(0.592)

42

0.368
(0.059)

27

0.822
(0.000)

42
-

Independent variables

Evaluation style 

Reliance on Accounting Performance Measures (RAPM)

The RAPM instrument aims at measuring the degree to which a person is evaluated on 
accounting performance measures. However, as set out in Chapter 4 authors differ in the 
items which are used in the instrument and in the way the RAPM score is calculated. 

In this study we use an instrument that is based on the items identified by Hopwood (1972a) 
and translated by Hartmann (1997).  However, the following adaptations were made:

Firstly, in order to express the dual hierarchical structure in municipalities (a municipal 
middle manager has two superiors: a superior in the bureaucracy as well as a political 
superior), the item ‘How well I get along with my boss’, was split up into two items: ‘How 
well I get along with my operational boss’ and ‘How well I get along with my political boss’ 

CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT 

Table A7-7
Correlation matrix of Outcome variables – SSD
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Secondly, an adaptation was necessary because of a different meaning of the ‘budget’ 
concept. In a for-profit setting this concept is related to the goals and associated costs for a 
certain period, in a not-for-profit/governmental setting this concept generally only relates 
to the costs that may be made. Furthermore, governmental organizations generally do not 
strive to make a profit. Therefore, the item ‘How much profit I make’ was removed, the item 
‘Meeting the budget’ was rephrased ‘Not overrunning the budget’ and the item ‘Meeting 
the budget at the amount of the agreed upon costs’ was added. These two items measure 
the budget (oriented) style, whereas the item ‘My concern with costs’ measures the profit 
(conscious) style (Hopwood, 1972a). 

Thirdly, the interviewees in the first two phases of this research project remarked that in this 
setting it seems to be important what contribution is made to the image of 1. the municipality, 
2. the political boss and 3. the operational boss. Therefore, these three items were added. 

Hartmann (1997) calculated the score for RAPM by dividing the score on the financial/
accounting items by the score of the non-accounting items. The score for the accounting 
items was calculated by taking the maximum of the scores on the ‘My concern with costs’ 
and ‘My concern with profit’ items and adding the score on the item ‘Meeting the budget’. 

In this study, factor analysis (PAF, Oblimin) showed that items a and e have a communality 
below 0.3 and were therefore excluded from further analysis. Factor analysis excluding 
these items showed a four-dimensional construct, consisting of the dimensions: accounting 
measures (AM, items b, g and h), attributes that relate to the contribution of the success of 
the political and hierarchical superior (SC, items k and l.), relationship with the political and 
hierarchical superior (RL, items c and d) and other nonfinancial items (NF, item f, i, j and m). 
The resulting items explained 69.4% of the variance. 

The third and the fourth dimension are both rather subjective; they cannot easily be measured 
without the risk of human bias because they depend on the judgment of superiors (refer 
to Chapter 1). Furthermore, they are highly correlated (r=0.4 at p<0.001) and we did not 
expect to get different findings for these dimensions based on prior literature. Therefore, we 
added the scores of both dimensions, resulting in a score for the extent to which subjective 
nonfinancial measures (SUB) are used for performance evaluation. The resulting three 
dimensions (AM, NF and SUB) are also statistically correlated (refer to Table 4-7) implying 
differences in more explicit and more implicit evaluation styles (i.e., using a rather broad and 
rather narrow set of measures for performance evaluation respectively).  All dimensions have 
a satisfactory α of 0.70 or higher. 
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 Min. Max. Mean sd AM NF SC RL

a.  How well I cooperate with my 
colleagues 1 5 4.00 0.65 - - - -

b. My concern with costs 1 5 3.76 0.74 -0.60

c.  How well I get along with my 
operational boss 1 5 3.44 0.83 0.79

d.  How well I get along with my 
political boss 1 5 3.51 0.82 0.62

e.  How much effort I put into the 
job 2 5 4.09 0.61 - - - -

f. My concern with quality 2 5 4.37 0.66 0.71

g. Not overrunning the budget 1 2 3.32 0.81 -.089

h.  Meeting the goals at the amount 
of the agreed upon costs 1 5 3.53 0.82 -.048

i.  My attitude toward my work and 
the organization 2 5 4.19 0.62 0.54

j.  The level to which I succeed to 
display initiatives that lead to a 
good image of the municipality

1 5 3.90 0.76 0.72

k.  The level to which I succeed to 
display initiatives that lead to 
a good image of my political 
superior

1 5 3.13 0.96 0.93

l.  The level to which I succeed to 
display initiatives that lead to a 
good image of my operational 
superior

1 5 2.92 1.02 0.64

m.  My ability to handle my  
subordinates 2 5 4.29 0.63 0.66

Cronbach alpha 0.70 0.76 0.79 0.70

AM 0.043 0.022 -0.041

NF 0.122* 0.045

SC 0.400***
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Table A7-8
Reliance on Accounting Performance Measures (RAPM)
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Contextual variables

Environmental Uncertainty (EU)

The construct for Environmental Uncertainty aims to measure the degree to which the man-
ager is confronted – in his opinion – with environmental uncertainties that have an influence 
on operational management. We used the instrument developed by Hartmann (1997), who 
based his instruments on Govindarajan (1984) and Merchant (1990). 

However, the interviewees suggested that we split up the item ‘Behavior and/or strategies of 
your suppliers’ into two items ‘Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own produc-
tion’ and ‘Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out services’. This distinction 
between two kinds of suppliers especially applies to social security departments, because 
these departments contract out important activities. Furthermore, the item ‘Legal and/or poli-
tical development’ was considered too general in this case. This item was replaced by the fol-
lowing items: ‘Behavior and/or strategies of central government’, ‘Behavior and/or strategies 
of local politics’ and ‘Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses’.

Respondents were asked to give their opinion with regard to the unpredictability as well 
as the influence of different sources of uncertainty. In the original instrument of Hartmann 
(1997) the score for EU was calculated as the mean score of all items. Because we think the 
influence on the operational management depends on the combined effect of unpredictabi-
lity and influence, we chose to multiply the item scores. Furthermore, we distinguished four 
groups of uncertainties: 1) clients (CL), 2) technological developments (TD), 3) suppliers 
(SUP) and 4) politics (POL). 

Contrary to most other constructs in this project, we did not do a factor analysis. The 4 
groups/dimensions mentioned were considered as separate dimensions of uncertainty. We 
think that the dimensions are defining characteristics of the construct rather than reflections or 
manifestations of the construct. Each dimension constitutes a source of uncertainty that may 
have its own antecedent and influence (cf. Hartmann, 2000). A higher score on one dimension 
does not imply a higher score on another dimension. Therefore, we considered the items as 
causal indicators instead of reflective indicators (cf. Bisbe et al., 2006, Bollen and Lennox, 
1991). Therefore, we calculated the mean score for each of these groups56. Then we calcula-
ted the mean score for EU by taking the average of these sub-scores. 

In sum, the score was set by the following procedure: 1) calculation of the combined effect of 
unpredictability and influence by multiplying the unpredictability item by the influence item, 
2) calculation of the mean score for each of the 4 groups, 3) calculation of the mean overall 
score for EU by taking the 4 sub scores.  
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Furthermore, we decided to analyze the influence of each group separately. These analyses 
can be found in Appendix 8C.  

CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT 

56  The mean score for the group ‘clients’ is set by the score for the item ‘Change in clients needs’, because due to a 
printing problem the answer categories for the item ‘Changes in the composition of the clientele’ were not displayed 
in the questionnaire. Therefore, we were confronted with a high number of missing data for this item. This solution 
was thought appropriate because of a high correlation of the items a and b (0.535 at p<0.001). Furthermore, item h 
was excluded because this item correlated less with the other items within this dimension (0.29 and 0.35) whereas all 
other items within the same dimension had a correlation above 0.50. 

Min. Max. Mean sd

a. Changes in clients needs 0.2 4 1.95 0.61

b. Changes in the composition of the clientèle  0.2 4 1.81 0.60
c. Technological developments in your profession 0.4 4 1.88 0.56
d. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers of contracted out services 0.6 4 1.85 0.64
e. Behavior and/or strategies of suppliers for your own goods 0.6 4 1.94 0.65
f. Behavior and/or strategies of central government 0.6 5 2.69 0.94
g. Behavior and/or strategies of local politicians 0.8 5 2.27 0.82
h. Behavior and/or strategies of operational bosses 0.4 4 1.71 0.58

EU_CL EU_TD EU_SUP EU_POL
EU_CL - 0.105 0.222*** 0.353***
EU_TD - 0.396*** 0.330***
EU_SUP - 0.304***
Cronbach alpha - - 0.73 0.70

Table A7-9
Environmental Uncertainty (EU)

Task Uncertainty (TU)

The construct Task Uncertainty aims to measure the uncertainty associated with the tasks of 
the manager and his department. We use the instrument developed by Withey et al. (1983)            
analyzability and the variability of the tasks of the manager and his employees. 

Factor analysis (PAF, Oblimin) showed three dimensions: 1) routineness / repetitiousness of 
the tasks of the manager (RM, items a, b and e), 2) routineness / repetitiousness of the tasks 
of the employees (RE, items c and d) and 3) knowledge about the working procedures of the 
manager (KM, items f, g, h and i).  The score for TU was set by taking the average score of 
all three dimensions. Furthermore, we decided to analyze the influence of each group separa-
tely. These analyses can be found in Appendix 8D. 
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Min. Max. Mean sd Factor loading

TU_RM TU_RE TU_KM

a.  My tasks are the same from day-to-
day 2 5 4.14 0.73 0.78

b.  In general I would say that my work 
is fairly routine 2 5 4.21 0.69 0.69

c.  People in this unit do about the same 
job in the same way most of the time 2 5 2.72 0.85 0.60

d.  Basically, unit members perform 
repetitive activities in doing their jobs 1 4 2.61 0.86 1.01

e. My duties are repetitious 2 5 3.50 0.80 0.47

f.  There is a clearly know way to do 
the major types of work I normally 
encounter

2 5 3.13 0.88 0.39

g.  There is a clearly defined body of 
knowledge of subject matter which 
can guide me doing my work

1 5 2.79 0.88 0.69

h.  There is an understandable sequence 
of steps that can be followed in doing 
my work

1 5 3.16 0.88 0.65

i.  To do my work, I can rely on establis-
hed procedures and practices 1 5 2.81 0.81 0.95 

Cronbach alpha 0.75 0.78 0.80

Factor correlations

TU_RM 0.450*** 0.502***

TU_RE 0.409***

Table A7-10
Task Uncertainty (TU)

Appendix 7

Funding Uncertainty (FU)

This construct for Funding Uncertainty was constructed for this study. Item a was included 
because at some municipalities managers at DCAs are responsible for providing part of the 
funding for their department. When they need additional funds, they have to bargain with 
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other managers and politicians about this. The other items aim at measuring the degree to 
which the manager is sure as to whether funding will be sufficient for the activities perfor-
med. However, correlation analysis revealed that the items did not correlate well (all corre-
lations under 0.3). Furthermore, item a was not considered an appropriate measure for SSDs. 
Therefore, it was decided only to use item b, expressing the funding uncertainty concept most 
clearly. 

Min. Max. Mean sd

a.  I am responsible to provide a part of my own funding by 
charging external tariffs. 1 5 2.69 1.37

b.  Every year I am not sure whether I can get enough 
revenues (budget, including the revenues of the own 
department).

1 4 2.10 0.83

c.  The agreed budget keeps the same during the year, it will 
not be changed. (R)  1 5 3.23 1.08

d. At the start of a year I know exactly what I can spend (R) 1 5 2.16 0.88

Organic Processes (OP) 

The instrument for Organic Processes (OP) was a slightly modified version of the instru-
ment developed by Chenhall and Morris (1995).  Chenhall and Morris (1995) used a ten 
item instrument, which included three questions developed by Khandwalla (1972) and seven 
items that were developed by the authors themselves that were identified during pilot studies. 
Furthermore, we developed two additional items ourselves, based upon the findings in previ-
ous phases of this project (described in Chapter 3). 

In the study by Chenhall and Morris (1995), factor analysis revealed two dimensions, the first 
dimension capturing the formality of decision processes and openness of communication (pri-
mary loading of 0.4 or higher on the items a, b, c, e, g, h, and l), and the second dimension 
focused on an emphasis of adaptability and change (items f, i, and j). 

CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT 

Table A7-11
Funding Uncertainty (FU)
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PAF analysis showed that four items (f, g, k, and l) had a communality below 0.4 and were 
therefore excluded from the analysis. Additional factor analysis showed two dimensions, 
corresponding with the dimensions found in Chenhall and Morris’ study.  The items a, b, c, d, 
and e express the formality of decision processes and openness of communications, the items 
h, i, and j the adaptability and change. Both dimensions are highly correlated (r=0.550 at 
p<0.001). For comparability purposes and because we did not expect a different effect of both 
dimensions beforehand, we used one construct in this study, calculated by taking the average 
score of all items in this instrument. This instrument has a satisfactory Cronbach α of 0.82. In 
Appendix 8E, we analyze whether the two underlying dimensions of OP have similar effects. 

 At my municipality… Min. Max. Mean sd Factor score
DC CH

a. … there is easy informal access to senior managers. 1 5 4.16 0.73 0.56
b. … managers share information with colleagues 2 5 3.77 0.68 0.73
c.  … there are open channels of communications and free 

flow of information. 1 5 3.68 0.76 0.85

d.  … managers deal with each other like they are in a team* 1 5 3.38 0.87 0.56
e.  … emphasis is laid on consensus-seeking, participative 

decision making 2 5 3.54 0.75 0.40

f.  …. there is a strong emphasis on adaptation without 
concern for past practice 1 5 2.83 0.80

g.  … there is emphasis on initiative, and adaptation to the 
local situation rather than specialization and top level 
coordination

1 5 3.14 0.82

h.  … manager’s mistakes are tolerated and these are used to 
learn lessons from them 2 5 3.40 0.71 0.59

i.  … managers are encouraged to develop new ideas even if 
they fall outside the individual’s area of responsibility. 1 5 3.32 0.79 0.78

j.  … there is a fast reaction to take advantage of unexpected 
opportunities 1 5 3.02 0.75 0.38

k.  … superiors take care of political pressure for their 
subordinates* 2 5 3.49 0.75

l.  … there is a culture that encourages informal signaling of 
potential problems 1 5 3.43 0.74

Cronbach alpha 0.80 0.65
Factor correlation:

DC 0.550***

Table A7-12
Decision making, communication, change and culture

Appendix 7
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Decision making authority

The construct Decision making authority (DMA) aims to measure the degree to which the 
manager is authorized to make decisions. This construct was developed for this study.

We analyzed our items (refer to Table A7-13) using Principal Component Analysis (PCA) 
instead of Principal Axis Factoring, as with the other constructs. The reason for this is that the 
items do not represent subjective questions (what respondents think about a certain state-
ment), but objective items. A respondent has the authority to make a certain decision or he/
she does not have this authority. With this kind of data with a relatively low error variance, 
PCA is considered more appropriate. We used an oblique rotation, since we expected dimen-
sions to be interrelated (Fabrigar et al., 1999).

Factor analysis showed two factors, corresponding with authority to make decisions with 
regard to personnel affairs (PA) and financial affairs (FA). These two factors explain 63.2% 
of the total variance. Because the dimensions are highly correlated (r=0.520 at p<0.001) and 
because we did not expect a different effect of both dimensions beforehand, we used one 
construct in this study, calculated by summing up the scores of all items. 

Min. Max. Mean sd PA FA
a.  Hiring employees till scale 9, within the given forma-

tion 0 1 0.40 0.49 0.65

b.  Hiring employees from scale 10 and higher, within the 
given formation 0 1 0.28 0.45 0.81

c. Dismissing employees till scale 9 0 1 0.20 0.40 0.94
d. Dismissing employees from scale 10 and higher 0 1 0.17 0.38 0.97
e. Determining structural rewards for personnel  0 1 0.31 0.46 0.62
f. Determining incidental rewards (bonuses) 0 1 0.49 0.50 0.74
g.  Authorizing big investments (e.g., new computer 

hardware) 0 1 0.18 0.39 0.56

h. Exceeding the budget with maximum 10% 0 1 0.34 0.48 0.61
Cronbach alpha 0.89 0.61
Factor correlation:
PA 0.520***

CONSTRUCT DEVELOPMENT 

Table A7-13
Decision making authority (DMA)
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Theoretical 
range Actual range

mean Std. 
Dev. Min. Max Min. Max. α n

A. RAPM
RAPM_AM 3.59 0.62 1.00 5.00 1.25 5.00 0.70 214
RAPM_SC 3.03 0.90 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 0.79 214
RAPM_SUB 3.25 0.68 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 0.74 214
RAPM_RL 3.48 0.73 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 0.70 214
RAPM_NF 4.19 0.51 1.00 5.00 2.25 5.00 0.76 214

B. Environmental Uncer-
tainty (EU): 2.05 0.43 0.20 5.00 1.00 3.63 n.a. 214

EU_CL 1.95 0.61 0.20 5.00 0.20 4.00 n.a. 214
EU_TD 1.88 0.56 0.20 5.00 0.40 4.00 n.a. 214
EU_SUP 1.89 0.57 0.20 5.00 0.60 3.60 0.73 214
EU_POL 2.48 0.78 0.20 5.00 0.70 4.50 0.70 214

C. Task Uncertainty (TU): 3.06 0.58 1.00 5.00 1.81 4.69 n.a. 214
TU_RM 3.95 0.61 1.00 5.00 2.00 5.00 0.75 214
TU_KM 2.97 0.68 1.00 5.00 1.22 5.00 0.78 214
TU_RE 2.66 0.77 1.00 5.00 1.50 5.00 0.80 214

D. Funding Uncertainty 
(FU):
FU 2.10 0.83 1.00 5.00 1.00 4.00 n.a. 214

E. Organic processes (OP)    3.53 0.51 1.00 5.00 1.87 4.88 0.82 214
OP_DC    3.71 0.57 1.00 5.00 2.00 5.00 0.80 214
OP_CH    3.25 0.58 1.00 5.00 1.33 5.00 0.67 214

F. Decision making autho-
rity (DMA)    2.32 2.39 0.00 4.00 0.00 8.00 0.83 203

DMA_PA    1.04 1.50 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.89 206
DMA_FA    1.30 1.24 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.61 204

Table A7-14
Descriptive statistics of independent variables

Appendix 7
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APPENDIX 8

ANALYSIS DIMENSIONS  
VARIABLES
A) Analysis dimensions DMA

Table A8-1
Dimensions of DMA

To From Coef. t-value
RAPM-AM DMA_PA 0.0591 1.0439

DMA_FA -0.1072* 1.7261
RAPM-NF DMA_PA -0.0051 0.0948

DMA_FA -0.939 1.4379
RAPM-SUB DMA_PA -0.0143 0.353

DMA_FA 0.0933 1.6302
GC RAPM_AM 0.0115 0.2565

RAPM_NF 0.2204*** 2.983
RAPM_SUB -0.1122* 1.8428
EU -0.0246 0.435
RAPM_AM * EU 0.2025*** 2.4071
RAPM_NF * EU -0.0969 1.3627
RAPM_SUB * EU -0.0056 0.1028
TU -0.2267*** 3.7611
RAPM_AM * TU 0.0049 0.1136
RAPM_NF * TU 0.0241 0.5618
RAPM_SUB * TU 0.0284 0.6006
FU -0.0463 1.0299
RAPM_AM * FU -0.0462 0.9524
RAPM_NF * FU -0.0389 0.794
RAPM_SUB * FU 0.1362** 2.1131
OP 0.2979*** 4.1564
RAPM_AM * OP 0.0338 0.5719
RAPM_NF * OP -0.1172 1.3838
RAPM_SUB * OP 0.0696 1.2574

AEC RAPM_AM -0.1341* 1.6957
RAPM_NF 0.3195*** 4.0808
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RAPM_SUB -0.0733 1.2624
EU 0.112* 1.7616
RAPM_AM * EU -0.1952** 1.9156
RAPM_NF * EU -0.0758 1.1142
RAPM_SUB * EU -0.0154 0.2618
TU -0.0242 0.5781
RAPM_AM * TU -0.0522 0.9525
RAPM_NF * TU 0.0387 0.747
RAPM_SUB * TU 0.1052* 1.8014
FU -0.1122** 2.068
RAPM_AM * FU 0.083 1.2667
RAPM_NF * FU -0.0033 0.0754
RAPM_SUB * FU 0.0551 1.0074
OP 0.3144*** 4.7327
RAPM_AM * OP 0.0402 0.4782
RAPM_NF * OP -0.0424 0.6846
RAPM_SUB * OP 0.134* 1.8851

PD GC 0.1982*** 2.8743
AEC 0.1301 1.5698
RAPM_AM 0.8%
RAPM_NF 0.9%
RAPM_SUB 1.1%
GC 34.7%
AEC 39.2%
PD 7.5%

 

Table A8-1 (continued)

Table A8-2
Dimensions of RAPM

B) Analysis dimensions RAPM

To From Coef. t-value
RAPM_AM DMA -0.0377 0.7423
RAPM_NF DMA -0.0839 1.3428
RAPM_RL DMA -0.036 0.7595

Appendix 8
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RAPM_SC DMA 0.0074 0.1934
GC RAPM_AM 0.0137 0.289

RAPM_NF 0.2134*** 2.6877
RAPM_RL -0.1427* 1.8
RAPM_SC -0.0237 0.3982
EU -0.0331 0.5446
RAPM_AM * EU 0.2064*** 2.3843
RAPM_NF * EU -0.1356 1.5737
RAPM_RL * EU 0.0239 0.3002
RAPM_SC * EU 0.0015 0.0241
TU -0.213*** 3.1559
RAPM_AM * TU -0.0046 0.0937
RAPM_NF * TU 0.0101 0.217
RAPM_RL * TU 0.0196 0.3517
RAPM_SC * TU 0.0292 0.5499
FU -0.0505 1.1962
RAPM_AM * FU -0.0398 0.7674
RAPM_NF * FU -0.0292 0.5461
RAPM_RL * FU 0.1242 1.5843
RAPM_SC * FU 0.0531 1.0357
OP 0.2953*** 3.8975
RAPM_AM * OP 0.0258 0.3691
RAPM_NF * OP -0.0939 1.1132
RAPM_RL * OP 0.0708 1.0994
RAPM_SC * OP 0.0082 0.1503

AEC RAPM_AM -0.1384* 1.7372
RAPM_NF 0.3295*** 4.0377
RAPM_RL 0.0166 0.4062
RAPM_SC -0.1079 1.5515
EU 0.1138 1.6169
RAPM_AM * EU -0.2099** 2.0494
RAPM_NF * EU -0.0498 0.8678
RAPM_RL * EU -0.0294 0.5357
RAPM_SC * EU -0.0082 0.1298
TU -0.0427 0.8851

Table A8-2 (continued)
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RAPM_AM * TU -0.0492 0.8831
RAPM_NF * TU 0.0545 0.9029
RAPM_RL * TU 0.1408* 1.8907
RAPM_SC * TU -0.0006 0.0121
FU -0.1045* 1.9115
RAPM_AM * FU 0.0653 1.0392
RAPM_NF * FU 0.0105 0.2126
RAPM_RL * FU 0.0219 0.4511
RAPM_SC * FU 0.0402 0.7845
OP 0.3061*** 4.3841
RAPM_AM * OP 0.0611 0.5815
RAPM_NF * OP -0.0689 0.8677
RAPM_RL * OP 0.084 1.1952
RAPM_SC * OP 0.1108 1.412

PD GC 0.1982*** 2.5779
AEC 0.1301* 1.6591
RAPM_AM 0.1%
RAPM_NF 0.7%
RAPM_RL 0.1%
RAPM_SC 0.0%
GC 35.7%
AEC 40.4%
PD 7.5%

 

Table A8-2 (continued)

Table A8-3
Dimensions of EU

C) Analysis dimensions EU
To From coefficient t-value
RAPM_AM DMA -0.0377 0.756
RAPM_NF DMA -0.0839 1.4154
RAPM_SUB DMA -0.0143 0.3397
GC RAPM_AM 0.098 1.5153

RAPM_NF 0.2577*** 3.6644
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RAPM_SUB -0.1516** 2.1949
EU_CL -0.0162 0.2919
RAPM_AM * EU_CL 0.1335 1.5915
RAPM_NF * EU_CL -0.1365* 1.8593
RAPM_SUB * EU_CL -0.1396* 1.6994
EU_TD 0.0018 0.0349
RAPM_AM * EU_TD 0.0466 0.6887
RAPM_NF * EU_TD -0.2073*** 2.1319
RAPM_SUB * EU_TD -0.1657* 1.701
EU_SUP -0.1003 1.4039
RAPM_AM * EU_SUP -0.0151 0.2608
RAPM_NF * EU_SUP 0.09 1.2977
RAPM_SUB * EU_SUP 0.0343 0.5525
EU_POL 0.0616 1.136
RAPM_AM * EU_POL 0.0874 1.2611
RAPM_NF * EU_POL -0.1114* 1.6319
RAPM_SUB * EU_POL 0.2236*** 3.4647

AEC RAPM_AM -0.0561 0.8531
RAPM_NF 0.364*** 4.6907
RAPM_SUB -0.0942 1.5435
EU_CL 0.2269*** 2.9553
RAPM_AM * EU_CL -0.0048 0.0706
RAPM_NF * EU_CL 0.0043 0.0865
RAPM_SUB * EU_CL -0.077 1.1329
EU_TD -0.031 0.6489
RAPM_AM * EU_TD -0.0634 0.8583
RAPM_NF * EU_TD -0.1032 1.5834
RAPM_SUB * EU_TD 0.0514 0.8406
EU_SUP -0.0411 0.7145
RAPM_AM * EU_SUP -0.0961 0.8956
RAPM_NF * EU_SUP -0.1259 1.6051
RAPM_SUB * EU_SUP -0.0772 0.9805
EU_POL -0.0068 0.1505
RAPM_AM * EU_POL -0.1409* 1.6682
RAPM_NF * EU_POL 0.0907 1.2329
RAPM_SUB * EU_POL 0.0406 0.9341

Table A8-3 (continued)
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PD GC 0.1982*** 2.7696
AEC 0.1301 1.644

RAPM_AM 0.1%
RAPM_NF 0.7%
RAPM_SUB 0.0%
GC 25.4%
AEC 34.1%
PD 7.5%

D) Dimensions of TU

Table A8-3 (continued)

Table A8-4
Dimensions of TU

To From coefficient t-value
RAPM_AM DMA -0.0377 0.791
RAPM_NF DMA -0.0839 1.3839
RAPM_RL DMA -0.0143 0.3669
GC RAPM_AM 0.0252 0.502

RAPM_NF 0.3041*** 3.7324
RAPM_SUB -0.1495** 2.1421
TU_KM -0.2908*** 3.797
RAPM_AM * TU_KM 0.0404 0.5398
RAPM_NF * TU_KM -0.0339 0.4969
RAPM_SUB * TU_KM -0.1082 1.519
TU_RM -0.0496 1.0084
RAPM_AM * TU_RM -0.0064 0.0961
RAPM_NF * TU_RM 0.0355 0.611
RAPM_SUB * TU_RM 0.1367 1.6164
TU_RE -0.0143 0.2963
RAPM_AM * TU_RE -0.0879 1.4628
RAPM_NF * TU_RE 0.0669 0.9757
RAPM_SUB * TU_RE 0.0646 1.0156

AEC RAPM_AM -0.1306 1.4923
RAPM_NF 0.4035*** 4.7307
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RAPM_SUB -0.0899 1.5551
TU_KM -0.1348* 1.8923
RAPM_AM * TU_KM 0.2147* 1.8202
RAPM_NF * TU_KM 0.0776 1.0429
RAPM_SUB * TU_KM -0.1212 1.5561
TU_RM 0.0289 0.5541
RAPM_AM * TU_RM -0.1356 1.426
RAPM_NF * TU_RM 0.0631 0.9448
RAPM_SUB * TU_RM 0.0306 0.4625
TU_RE 0.0025 0.0538
RAPM_AM * TU_RE -0.1067 1.1866
RAPM_NF * TU_RE 0.0661 0.9529
RAPM_SUB * TU_RE 0.0947 1.1518

PD GC 0.1982*** 2.6663
AEC 0.1301 1.5944

RAPM_AM 0.1%
RAPM_NF 0.7%
RAPM_SUB 0.0%
GC 28.2%
AEC 26.7%
PD 7.5%

E) Dimensions of OP

Table A8-4 (continued)

Table A8-5
Dimensions of OP model

To From Coef. t-value
RAPM-AM DMA -0.0377 0.7047
RAPM-NF DMA -0.0839 1.3691
RAPM-SUB DMA -0.0143 0.353
GC RAPM_AM 0.0315 0.6037

RAPM_NF 0.1997*** 2.6863
RAPM_SUB -0.0845 1.4862
EU -0.0331 0.5446

ANALYSIS DIMENSIONS VARIABLES
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RAPM_AM * EU 0.1806** 2.3021
RAPM_NF * EU -0.0823 1.1063
RAPM_SUB * EU -0.0432 0.7283
TU -0.2201*** 3.5279
RAPM_AM * TU -0.0115 0.2618
RAPM_NF * TU 0.0013 0.0308
RAPM_SUB * TU 0.048 0.8878
FU -0.0628 1.4375
RAPM_AM * FU -0.0861 1.3935
RAPM_NF * FU -0.0301 0.6242
RAPM_SUB * FU 0.1015 1.6256
DC 0.1454** 2.0403
RAPM_AM * DC -0.1468 1.3081
RAPM_NF * DC 0.0045 0.0765
RAPM_SUB * DC -0.0337 0.496
CH 0.1771*** 2.5523
RAPM_AM * CH 0.18 1.5995
RAPM_NF * CH -0.1387 1.579
RAPM_SUB * CH 0.1102 1.5829

AEC RAPM_AM -0.128* 1.6703
RAPM_NF 0.3239*** 4.3376
RAPM_SUB -0.0781 1.3231
EU 0.1018* 1.7383
RAPM_AM * EU -0.1976* 1.9539
RAPM_NF * EU -0.0744 1.0814
RAPM_SUB * EU -0.0167 0.3018
TU -0.0229 0.5141
RAPM_AM * TU -0.0567 0.9385
RAPM_NF * TU 0.0491 0.7915
RAPM_SUB * TU 0.107* 1.7942
FU -0.1133** 2.0998
RAPM_AM * FU 0.0818 1.3002
RAPM_NF * FU -0.0139 0.3108
RAPM_SUB * FU 0.0419 0.7986
DC 0.2083*** 2.7762

Table A8-5 (continued)
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RAPM_AM * DC 0.0377 0.3212
RAPM_NF * DC -0.0667 0.7879
RAPM_SUB * DC 0.0634 0.7753
CH 0.1452** 2.1155
RAPM_AM * CH 0.0002 0.0019
RAPM_NF * CH 0.0352 0.5577
RAPM_SUB * CH 0.0962* 1.7236

PD GC 0.1982*** 2.5812
AEC 0.1301 1.5782
RAPM_AM 0.1%
RAPM_NF 0.7%
RAPM_SUB 0.0%
GC 36.7%
AEC 39.5%
PD 7.5%

 

Table A8-5 (continued)

ANALYSIS DIMENSIONS VARIABLES



In this model, the efficiency of the departments was measured by a ratio capturing the num-
ber of personnel at the DCA per 1,000 inhabitants. Whereas DCAs in the Netherlands have to 
execute comparable services, this is considered as an appropriate indicator for the efficiency 
of the departments. For SSDs social-demographic items and differences in municipal policy 
make it impossible to use such as indicator.

To From Coef. t-value
RAPM_AM DMA -0.0101 0.1555
RAPM_NF DMA -0.1558 1.7501
RAPM_SUB DMA -0.0617 0.7951
GC RAPM_AM 0.1032 0.8793

RAPM_NF 0.0563 0.5394
RAPM_SUB -0.141 0.8565
EU -0.099 0.9477
RAPM_AM * EU 0.2466 1.561
RAPM_NF * EU 0.1335 0.7706
RAPM_SUB * EU -0.2165 0.9698
TU -0.4324*** 2.9708
RAPM_AM * TU 0.2612 1.4553
RAPM_NF * TU -0.0987 0.7396
RAPM_SUB * TU -0.1669 1.0209
FU -0.1986 1.7683
RAPM_AM * FU 0.0673 0.502
RAPM_NF * FU 0.0057 0.0592
RAPM_SUB * FU 0.1338 0.7246
DC 0.1078 0.8959
RAPM_AM * DC -0.2456 1.5081
RAPM_NF * DC 0.2158 1.2232
RAPM_SUB * DC -0.0237 0.1682
CH 0.2441* 1.7888
RAPM_AM * CH -0.0996 0.7402

Table A9-1
Output model (DCAs only)
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RAPM_NF * CH -0.0412 0.4459
RAPM_SUB * CH 0.1796 1.3023

AEC RAPM_AM -0.0772 0.5548
RAPM_NF 0.3146** 2.1514
RAPM_SUB 0.0273 0.1549
EU 0.0263 0.2187
RAPM_AM * EU -0.1416 0.7538
RAPM_NF * EU 0.2323 1.3652
RAPM_SUB * EU -0.357 1.4318
TU -0.0049 0.0574
RAPM_AM * TU 0.0312 0.214
RAPM_NF * TU 0.1016 0.7866
RAPM_SUB * TU -0.0024 0.0169
FU -0.0043 0.0426
RAPM_AM * FU 0.0404 0.2829
RAPM_NF * FU 0.0504 0.4804
RAPM_SUB * FU -0.1132 0.626
DC 0.3237*** 2.2698
RAPM_AM * DC 0.1014 0.7634
RAPM_NF * DC -0.0726 0.5226
RAPM_SUB * DC -0.1899 1.1281
CH -0.0727 0.7599
RAPM_AM * CH -0.0229 0.1938
RAPM_NF * CH 0.1045 1.0839
RAPM_SUB * CH 0.1022 0.8578

PD GC -0.2017*** 2.278
AEC 0.1644* 0,8491
RAPM_AM 0.0%
RAPM_NF 2.4%
RAPM_SUB 1.4%
GC 50.9%
AEC 36.6%
DCA_FTE 5.2%

Table A9-1 (continued)

OUTPUT MODEL DCAs



PLS OLS

To From Coef. t-value Coef. t-value

RAPM_AM DMA -0.0377 0.7065 -0.035 -0.496

RAPM_NF DMA -0.0839 1.4471 -0.087 -1.233

RAPM_SUB DMA -0.0143 0.3292 -0.018 -0.252

RAPM_AM 0.1% 0.1%

RAPM_NF 0.8% 0.8%

RAPM_SUB 0.0% 0.0%

GC RAPM_AM 0.0115 0.245 -0.003 -0.049

RAPM_NF 0.2204*** 2.9941 0.218*** 3.316

RAPM_SUB -0.1122* 1.736 -0.102 1.534

EU -0.0246 0.4268 -0.022 -0.333

RAPM_AM 
* EU 0.2025** 2.4981 0.200*** 2.828

RAPM_NF  
* EU -0.0969 1.3859 -0.093 -1.242

RAPM_SUB 
* EU -0.0056 0.1128 -0.003 -0.049

TU -0.2267*** 3.427 -0.225*** -3.619

RAPM_AM 
* TU 0.0049 0.0971 -0.004 -0.054

RAPM_NF  
* TU 0.0241 0.6045 0.026 0.403

RAPM_SUB 
* TU 0.0284 0.5508 0.044 0.641

FU -0.0463 1.0944 -0.055 -0.903

RAPM_AM 
* FU -0.0462 0.8644 -0.039 -0.556

RAPM_NF 
* FU -0.0389 0.7582 -0.040 -0.607

RAPM_SUB 
* FU 0.1362* 1.9383 0.140** 2.193

Table A10-1
Comparison PLS with OLS model
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OP 0.2979*** 4.417 0.313*** 4.743

RAPM_AM 
* OP 0.0338 0.5696 0.024 0.309

RAPM_NF 
* OP -0.1172 1.4679 -0.117 -1.590

RAPM_SUB 
* OP 0.0696 1.2512 0.082 1.302

AEC RAPM_AM -0.1341* 1.7603 -0.093 -1.404

RAPM_NF 0.3195*** 3.9593 0.299*** 4.663

RAPM_SUB -0.0733 1.2802 -0.091 -1.401

EU 0.112 1.7122 0.130** 2.022

RAPM_AM 
* EU -0.1952* 1.948 -0.202*** -2.923

RAPM_NF  
* EU -0.0758 1.1951 -0.094 -1.289

RAPM_SUB 
* EU -0.0154 0.2777 0.000 0.005

TU -0.0242 0.5578 0.011 0.175

RAPM_AM 
* TU -0.0522 0.8912 -0.085 -1.292

RAPM_NF  
* TU 0.0387 0.7818 0.031 0.504

RAPM_SUB 
* TU 0.1052* 1.7862 0.126* 1.891

FU -0.1122* 2.0238 -0.106* -1.780

RAPM_AM 
* FU 0.083 1.2412 0.079 1.154

RAPM_NF 
* FU -0.0033 0.0702 0.009 0.141

RAPM_SUB 
* FU 0.0551 1.0686 0.042 0.669

OP 0.3144*** 4.5899 0.300*** 4.650

RAPM_AM 
* OP 0.0402 0.4912 0.045 0.601

RAPM_NF 
* OP -0.0424 0.7378 -0.021 -0.295

RAPM_SUB 
* OP 0.134* 1.7894 0.111* 1.786

GC 34.7% 34.6%

AEC 39.2% 37.6%

PD GC 0.1982*** 2.7835 0.215*** 3.049

AEC 0.1301* 1.6728 0.099 0.161

PD 7.5% 6.2%

Table A10-1 (continued)
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