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What Motivates Politicians to Use Strategic Plans as a Decision-Making

Tool? Insights from the Theory of Planned Behaviour.

Although in many public organizations politicians sitting in governing boards are
responsible for ratifying the organization’s strategic plan and monitoring its
implementation, empirical insights on the determinants of politicians’ Strategic
plan use are lacking. Therefore, we build on the theory of planned behaviour to
analyse (1) how politicians’ beliefs regarding the usefulness of strategic planning,
the pressure to use strategic plans, and their self-efficacy in using strategic plans
effectively are formed, and (2) how these beliefs impact intended and actual
strategic plan use. Longitudinal data from 249 councillors (153 Flemish local
authorities) provides support for the developed psychological-cognitive model.

Keywords: strategic plan, politicians, theory of planned behaviour

Introduction

The performance of public organizations is a joined responsibility of politicians and
public managers (Jacobsen 2006; Meier, and O’Toole 2006; Walker, Jung, and Boyne
2013) whereby politicians serving on governing boards are not only responsible for
defining the organization’s broad strategic directions but also for monitoring strategy
implementation (Jacobsen 2006; Walker, Jung, and Boyne 2013). One instrument which
has been deemed highly relevant to help politicians fulfil their strategic roles effectively
during strategy implementation are strategic plans (Bryson, Crosby, and Bryson 2009;
Long and Franklin 2004; Vaara, Sorsa, and Palli 2010) because strategic plans can
function as a reference frame which helps politicians to assess bureaucratic actions and
to make sense of unfolding events (Kellermanns et al. 2005).

The question, however, if politicians actually use strategic plans as a governance

and decision-making support tool has been rarely addressed. This observation leads to the



contradiction that although (1) in many public organizations politicians are legally
responsible for defining the outlines of the organization’s strategic plan, ratifying the plan
as well as monitoring plan implementation, and (2) the literature indicates that the
beneficial effects of strategic plans are contingent upon the extent to which strategic plans
are used by all strategic actors (Elbanna, Andrews, and Pollanen 2016; Wolf, and Floyd
2017), academic knowledge on strategic plan use® by politicians is limited. To shed light
on the cited research gap, the study at hand focusses on two research questions: (1) to
what extent do politicians serving on governing boards use strategic plans as a governance
and decision-making support tool, and (2) what are the motivational mechanisms
prompting strategic plan use? To answer these questions a theoretical model was
developed, based on Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behaviour (TPB), which argues
that (1) attitudes towards strategic planning, (2) perceived pressure to use strategic plans
and (3) perceived behavioural control are related to politicians’ intended and actual use

of strategic plans. The developed theoretical model is tested by means of cluster-adjusted

L within the context of this study, strategic plans are viewed as organizational artefacts which
express the intended strategy of a public organization. One of the purposes of these strategic plans
is to act as a frame of reference for politicians serving on governing boards during strategy
implementation (Spee, and Jarzabkowski 2011; Vaara, Sorsa, and Palli 2010). Specifically, as
‘the environment of any organization is too complex to be systematically analysed, predicted, and
controlled’ (Andrews, Beynon, and Genc 2017, 4), strategic decisions need to be refined and
adjusted as unforeseen issues arise during strategy implementation (Mason, and Mitroff 1981;
Mintzberg, Raisinghani, and Theoret 1976). Strategic plans are thus not only expected to help
board members to monitor strategy implementation but also to assist them in dealing with
unfolding events during strategy implementation (Kellermanns et al. 2005) and to ascertain that
issues are resolved in a way that is consistent with the intention behind the strategic plan (Amason
1996). Consequently, the concept of “strategic plan use” denotes the extent to which board
members consult the organization’s strategic plan when they need to make decisions during
strategy implementation or monitor organizational performance. Strategic plan use thus entails
the extent to which board members use the organization’s strategic plan as an information source
during decision-making processes. Consultation of the organization’s strategic plan, however,
does not imply that board members are “bounded” by the strategic plan and that there is no room
for adjustments or deviations.



Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) using longitudinal data from 249 council members
of 153 Flemish local authorities (Belgium) which are mandated by their regional
government to develop a strategic plan.

The study contributes to the literature in at least three ways. First, the study results
add to the growth of a nascent body of research using a micro-level perspective to focus
on attitudes and behaviour of key actors involved in strategic planning processes (Bryson,
Croshy, and Bryson 2009; George 2017; George et al. 2017). By focusing on strategic
plan use as dependent variable, the study results provide insights into a mediating
planning process variable which can help explain how strategic planning contributes to
improved decision-making and, ultimately, organizational performance (Wolf, and Floyd
2017). The study results thus counterbalance that although it is almost unimaginable to
‘expect any sort of direct, causal connection between the existence of a strategic plan and
performance’ (Bryson, Berry, and Yang 2010, 509), empirical insights on the factors
which potentially mediate the planning-performance relationship are limited (George et
al. 2017; 2018; Poister 2010). Second, the study results contribute to the literature on
public strategic planning by focusing on an often-neglected subgroup of strategic actors
(Askim 2009; Desmidt, Meyfroodt, and George 2019; Nielsen and Baekgaard 2015),
namely politicians serving on the boards of public organizations. Despite the fact that
legislators across national contexts have mandated public organizations in a variety of
settings to adopt strategic planning processes (Meyfroodt, Desmidt, and Goeminne 2019)
and thus ‘forced’ politicians to use planning tools, evidence from a variety of fields
demonstrates that mandating the use of decision tools does not always leads to the
adoption of these instruments (Boyne et al. 2005). Hence, more research is needed which

analyses the actual utilization of such imposed practices by politicians (Walker, and



Brewer 2008, Walker, Avellaneda, and Berry 2011). Gaining insights into the extent to
which politicians, in practice, use these imposed management tools is especially relevant
given that the managerial rationality underlying these instruments (Boyne, Law, and
Walker 2004) could be ‘such a challenge to the local politicians’ traditional behaviour
that a certain amount of reluctance and prevarication is to be expected’ (Vabo 2000, 343).

Third, by analysing the psychosocial variables (Ajzen 1991) impacting strategic
plan use the study results not only answer Bryson’s (2010, 259) call ‘for better practice-
oriented theory to help guide [...] strategic planning’ but also behavioural public
administration’s plea to focus research efforts, through insights from psychology, on the
micro-level of individual behaviour and attitudes (Grimmelikhuijsen et al. 2017). Given
that rational planning instruments, like strategic plans, are supposed to foster decision
quality by ensuring that decisions are ‘taken logically on the basis of comprehensive
information, rather than intuitively on the basis of incomplete or inaccurate data’ (Boyne
2001, 76), insights into the psychological and institutional factors which might impede or
stimulate the use of such strategic artefacts are indispensable (VVan Dooren, and Hoffmann
2018) as this knowledge may (1) counterbalance the fact that more work is needed on the
role strategic plans can play in fostering strategic planning success (Bryson, Edwards,
and Van Slyke 2018), and (2) lead to the development of sound interventions which can
help strategic plans to make the transition from paper tigers to actual decision-making
support tools.

In what follows, we discuss theory, formulate hypotheses, elaborate on our
methods and present the results of our study. The study findings indicate that although
politicians are often expected to display a certain amount of reluctance towards the

adoption of managerial innovations (Vabo 2000), politicians are, on average, in favour of



strategic planning and use the strategic plan of their local authority as a frame of reference
during decision-making processes. The detected relatively high level of variance in
strategic plan use by politicians, however, indicates that mandating the use of a
management tool does not always result in the intended behavioural changes in practice.
Politicians with lower levels of perceived behavioural control and/or hesitations about the
benefits of strategic planning are less likely to use their local authority’s strategic plan.
The fact that a large proportion of the politicians report that they are doubtful about their
capabilities to correctly interpret their local authorities’ strategic plan needs to be the
subject of further research given that the detected variance in perceived behavioural
control could suggest that many (part-time lay) politicians struggle with the increased
focus on strategic planning within local authorities which, in turn, could hinder their
ability to carry out their democratic responsibility for organizational outcomes (Walker,

Jung, and Boyne 2013).

Theory and Hypotheses

Instigated by the popularity of the New Public Management (NPM) reform movement,
the adoption of rational planning practices has become widespread within public
organizations (Boyne, and Walker 2010; Bryson 2010; Bryson, Edwards, and Van Slyke
2018; Meyfroodt, Desmidt, and Goeminne 2019). Rational planning promotes the use of
strategic planning to define strategic goals and performance measurement to evaluate the
implementation of the formulated strategic goals (Boyne 2001; George et al. 2017;
Poister, Pasha, and Edwards 2013). Pivotal within this rational approach is often the
development of a formal strategic plan. As an exponent of the “new’ managerial approach

(Liguori, Sicilia, and Steccolini 2009), strategic plans are viewed as a management tool



which can improve the governance of public organisations (Bryson, Crosby, and Bryson
2009; Long and Franklin 2004; Vaara, Sorsa, and Palli 2010) because strategic plans not
only allow politicians to achieve a ‘more efficient control of [...] service production,
better monitoring and follow-up of political decisions [and] more systematic evaluation
of results’ (Kleven et al. 2000, 106) but also facilitate the dialogue between a public
organization’s politicized governing board and its management (Hansen 2001).
Specifically, as a structural representation of the organization’s intended strategy (Spee,
and Jarzabkowski 2011), a strategic plan is intended to act as a reference frame which
allows politicians to assess bureaucratic actions and performance and as such alleviates
the information asymmetries, as noted by agency theory (Moynihan, Pandey, and Wright
2012), between politicians and public managers (Grissom 2009; Walker, Boyne, and
Brewer 2010; Walker, Jung, and Boyne 2013). Reducing these information asymmetries
empowers politicians ‘to carry out their democratic responsibility for organizational
outcomes and meet the requirements of internal control and external accountability’
(Walker, Jung, and Boyne 2013, 835). Second, strategic plans can also contribute to the
effectiveness of strategy implementation by stimulating strategic conversations within
governing boards as well as between such a body and the public managers responsible
for strategy implementation (Spee, and Jarzabkowski 2009). According to stewardship
theory (Huse 2005), such activities foster strategic thinking, acting, and learning (Bryson
2010) and help to resolve strategic issues in a way that is consistent with the formulated
strategic priorities (Pandey, and Garnett 2006).

In an attempt to harvest the presumed benefits of strategic planning, legislators
across national contexts have mandated, using legislation or regulation, public

organizations in a variety of settings to adopt strategic planning processes and to develop



strategic plans (Meyfroodt, Desmidt, and Goeminne 2019). Such mandates can be viewed
as an “authority decision” by a higher government (Boyne et al. 2005) intended to coerce
new managerial behaviours by imposing the adoption of new practices (Armbruster et al.
2008). Boyne et al. (2005, 419), however, stressed that there is ‘evidence from a variety
of fields [which] clearly indicates that authority decision policies are not necessarily
adopted’ and thus argue that research should not focus on the decision to impose a new
practice but, instead, on the actual utilization of these practices and the reasons why
adoption may vary (Walker, and Brewer 2008, Walker, Avellaneda, and Berry 2011).
Analysing the behavioural determinants of strategic plan use by local politicians is
consequently a fruitful research avenue because albeit the omnipresence of legal
frameworks mandating the use of strategic plans, research indicates that the technicality
of strategic planning processes and the underlying managerial rationality (Boyne, Law,
and Walker 2004) could be ‘such a challenge to the local politicians’ traditional behaviour
that a certain amount of reluctance and prevarication is to be expected’ (Vabo 2000, 343).

Building on the assumption that the adoption of strategic planning processes
(Berry 1994; Walker, and Brewer 2008, Walker, Avellaneda, and Berry 2011), and the
ensuing expected strategic plan use require behavioural adjustments, the study’s
hypotheses are framed within the TPB. TPB is an expectancy value theory developed as
an extension of the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen 1991; Ajzen, and Fishbein 1980;
Fishbein, and Ajzen 1975) and is argued to be able to explain any social behaviour
(Fishbein, and Ajzen 2011). To date, TPB is viewed as ‘the most prominent and one of
the most successful approaches to model behaviour from a reasoned action perspective’
(Kroll 2015b, 202). The central tenet of TPB is that individuals’ intention to perform a

given behaviour is a strong indicator of actual behaviour (Ajzen 1991, 185). An



individual’s willingness to perform a given behaviour, in turn, is argued to be a function
of three behavioural predictors: an individual’s (1) beliefs about the likely consequences
of performing the behaviour (i.e., attitude), (2) perceived expectation of others regarding
the performance of a behaviour (i.e., subjective or social norm), and (3) perceived ability
to perform a behaviour (i.e., behavioural control) (Ajzen 1991, Stanec 2009).

Although TPB has, to our knowledge, not yet been used to assess the motivational
mechanisms explaining strategic plan use, there are examples of research indicating that
TPB can be used to predict the use of rational planning instruments and management tools
by organizational decision makers. Stevens et al. (2005), for example, used TPB to gain
insights into the determinants of the use of a code of ethics by financial executives.
Oliveira, Jarzabkowski, and Lee (2014) employed TPB to analyse managers’ willingness
to use strategy tools while Kroll (2015b) used TPB to examine the drivers of performance
information use by public managers. Building on these studies, we use TPB to assess the
motivational mechanisms prompting the use of strategic plans as a governance and
decision-making support tool by local politicians. Specifically, we examine the following
questions: (1) How are politicians’ beliefs regarding the benefits of strategic plan use
related to their intended and actual use of mandated strategic plans?; (2) How are
perceived pressures from different social referents to engage in strategic planning related
to politicians’ intended and actual use of mandated strategic plans, and are some social
referents more influential than others?; (3) How is perceived behavioural control related
to politicians’ intended and actual use of mandated strategic plans and what factors (i.e.,
experience with strategic planning, training related to strategic planning and received
information on the planning process) influence politicians’ perceived behavioural

control? Figure 1 depicts the study’s research model.



[Insert Figure 1 about here]

Attitude

Aligned with the subjective expected utility or expectancy value perspective on decision-
making (Fishbein, and Ajzen 1975), TPB argues that an individual’s willingness to
perform a specific behaviour is strongly influenced by his or her beliefs about the
potential benefits associated with performing that behaviour (Stevens et al. 2005). This
perspective resonates with the “instrumental efficiency” concept used in the innovation
diffusion literature (Bush 1987). This literature argues that decision-makers’ intention to
adopt a practice or process is dependent on whether the potential beneficial outcomes
associated with adoption outweigh the expected costs (Oliveira, Jarzabkowski, and Lee
2014). In the case of politicians, scholars have argued that the outcome of such a cost-
benefit analysis will often be unsatisfactory, and thus has a negative impact on politicians’
adoption of management tools (Diefenbach 2009, Pollitt, and Bouckaert 2011, Buylen,
and Christiaens 2014), because the underlying managerial rationality appears to be at
odds with the reality of democratic politics and public decision-making (Hansen 2001).
Specifically, “new” managerial approaches, such as rational planning practices, appear to
shift power from politicians to public managers whereby ‘the primacy of politics gives
way to the primacy of management’ (Liguori, Sicilia, and Steccolini 2012, 906). These
tools propagate a rationale based on “economic efficiency” which is probably not the
same as “political efficiency” (Hansen, and Ejersbo 2002; Ter Bogt 2004) which states
that politicians are primarily driven by attracting voters, realizing policy preferences
and/or gaining political advantages (Buylen, and Christiaens 2014; Hansen, and Ejersbo
2002; Ter Bogt 2004). Hence, the adoption of rational decision-making procedures could

be perceived by politicians as a limitation of their autonomy and possibilities to address
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constituency cases (Hansen, and Ejersbo 2002).

Other scholars, however, stress that although politicians and public managers
have different rationalities (as suggested by the Dichotomy-Duality-Model [Svara 1985]),
empirical evidence now emphasizes their complementarity and interdependency rather
than their dichotomy (Korac, Saliterer, and Walker 2017; Svara 1999; 2001). Liguori,
Sicilia, and Steccolini (2009), for example, argued that politicians’ perceptions about
their organizational roles vary amongst a continuum: some consider all “new” managerial
approaches as a degradation of the political primacy while other politicians view NPM-
inspired tools as facilitators of sound governance. Politicians’ perceptions of the benefits
of the adoption of NPM-related tools are deemed highly relevant as they are expected to
impact politicians’ use of NPM-related tools (Saliterer, and Korac 2014). Boyne et al.
(2004, 347) underlined the importance of these pre-existing beliefs by stating that it is
important to note that ‘a new planning system does not enter a vacuum but replaces pre-
existing organizational processes. The responses of different groups to the introduction
of planning will [thus] partly depend on whether they prefer the old or the new regime’.
Consequently, we argue that politicians’ beliefs regarding the benefits associated with
adopting strategic planning systems are positively related to their intended and actual
strategic plan use.

Hypothesis 1. Attitudes towards strategic planning are positively related to

intended strategic plan use which, in turn, impacts actual strategic plan use.

Subjective Norm: A Factor of Organizational and External Pressures

There are increasing pressures on public organizations to adopt new practices aimed at
fostering organizational efficiency, enhancing performance and strengthening legitimacy

(Barrutia, and Echebarria 2019; De Vries, Bekkers, and Tummers 2016; Van de Walle
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2018; Verhoest, Verschuere, and Bouckaert 2007; Walker 2008). A central notion of TPB
deals with the impact of such external pressure on the behaviour of individuals as TPB
states that individual behaviour is influenced by an individual’s social context and more
specifically by his or her perceptions of social normative pressures to engage in a specific
behaviour (i.e., subjective norm) (Ajzen 1991). Aligned with TPB, a growing body of
research provides evidence that social norms play a significant role in the dissemination
and use of management ideas and instruments within the public sector: e.g., Bryson,
Edwards, and Van Slyke (2018) on strategic planning, Kroll (2015a) on the use of
performance information, Lee, McGuire, and Kim (2017) on the use of outcome
measures, and Teodoro (2014) on how profession norms impact the behaviour of local
government executives. Consequently, higher levels of perceived social pressure to adopt
a strategic planning process are expected to be positively related to politicians’ intention
to use strategic plans as a decision-making instrument. Given that high levels of perceived
social pressure can act as an extrinsic motivational force which triggers specific behaviour
in an attempt to satisfy an external demand, to avoid blame or to attain ego enhancements
by demonstrating ability (Demircioglu 2019; Ryan and Deci 2000a; 2000b), we
hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2a. Perceived subjective norm to use strategic plans is positively
related to intended strategic plan use which, in turn, positively impacts actual strategic
plan use.

Attributing high significance to the impact of an individual’s social context
prompts the question which social influencers impact the formation of subjective norms
and, ultimately, individual behaviour. Based on prior research of Oliveira, Jarzabkowski,

and Lee (2014), we focus on the impact of two specific sources: organizational referents
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(i.e., influencers within the organizational network of politicians) and external referents
(i.e., influencers outside the politician’s organization with whom direct interaction is
often limited but by whom the organizational context is influenced). In the case of
organizational referents, there is ample evidence indicating that internal organizational
referents can influence individual organizational behaviour: e.g., Kroll (2015b) on peer
pressure regarding the use of decision support systems; Folz, Abdelrazek, and Chung
(2009) on public managers’ pressure to use of performance measures; Poister, and Streib
(1999) on elected officials’ pressure to use performance measures; Reynaert, and Steyvers
(2010) on the pressure of a municipality’s mayor on local councils to adopt rules,
regulations and practices. External referents, on the other hand, are often responsible for
the diffusion of normative rules on the conduct of professional behaviour which fosters
normative isomorphism and behaviour (DiMaggio, and Powell 1983). Previous research
indicated that external institutions such as consultancy firms (Berglund, and Werr 2000),
management education institutions (Hackler, and Saxton 2007; Jarzabkowski et al. 2013)
as well as higher level governments (Barrutia, and Echebarria 2019; Bryson, Edwards,
and Van Slyke 2018; George et al. 2018) influence the diffusion of management tools
within the public sector by acting as promotors of new ideas, models, or narratives.
Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypotheses 2b. Perceived importance of strategic planning by organizational
referents is positively related to perceived subjective norm which, in turn, positively
impacts actual strategic plan use through its effect on intended strategic plan use.

Hypotheses 2c. Perceived importance of strategic planning by external referents
is positively related to perceived subjective norm which, in turn, positively impacts actual

strategic plan use through its effect on intended strategic plan use.
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Perceived Behavioural Control: A Factor of Information, Training and

Experience

Perceived behavioural control refers to an individual’s perception of the availability of
skills and resources to perform a specific behaviour (Stevens et al. 2005). TPB argues
that an individual’s anticipated impediments towards performing a target behaviour
effectively are negatively related to an individual’s intention to perform a specific
behaviour (Ajzen 1991): ‘individuals will avoid activities believed to exceed their coping
capabilities, but will undertake and perform those which they judge themselves to be
capable of’ (Armenakis, Harris, and Mossholder 1993, 686). Given that strategic
planning in public organizations is considered to be a technical and rather complex
process laden with jargon (Boyne et al. 2004; Bryson, Crosby, and Bryson 2009), the
adoption of strategic planning processes requires specific skills (Bryson, Edwards, and
Van Slyke 2018). These technical requirements could be at odds with the principle that
in many countries political leadership of local governments is often trusted to laymen
(Kleven et al. 2000). Although lay, often part-time, politicians can strengthen
participatory democracy at a local level and help build a stronger local identity (Buchanan
2002; Kleven et al. 2000), their lack of experience with and knowledge of management
tools can result in feelings of uncertainty and/or resistance (Fernandez, and Rainey 2006)
which, in turn, could hinder the use of managerial tools. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3a. Perceived behavioural control is positively related to actual
strategic plan use through its impact on intended strategic plan use.

Given that perceived behavioural control is argued to function as a motivational
mechanism fostering strategic plan use, it is important to gain insights into the predictors
of an individual’s perceived behavioural control regarding strategic plan use. Based on
prior research, we selected three relevant predictors: information about the strategic

14



planning process, training related to strategic planning and experience with strategic
planning. First, given that strategic planning processes are rather complex (Bryson, Berry,
and Yang 2010), providing the involved politicians with accurate information about the
planning process and development steps of the organization’s strategic plan can clarify
how a strategic plan can be used, where what kind of information can be found and how
that information is formatted (Fernandez, and Rainey 2006; Wright, Paroutis, and
Blettner 2013). Proving information about the organization’s strategic planning process
can act as an organizational intervention which increases politicians’ domain-specific
self-efficacy (Wanberg and Banas 2000, 134). Hence, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3b. Planning process information is positively related to perceived
behavioural control which, in turn, positively impacts actual strategic plan use through its
effect on intended strategic plan use.

Next to information, experience and training have also been proven to be
positively related to the adoption of new practices within public sector settings
(Demircioglu 2019; Torugsa and Arundel 2016; and Walker 2014). Specifically, training
and experience are expected to foster perceived behavioural control and as such help
politicians to deal with the complexity of strategic planning processes (Bryson, Crosby,
and Bryson 2009) by acting as a source of information on the subject, its requirements
and consequences (Hackler, and Saxton 2007; Kroll, and Moynihan 2015). Schedler
(2003), for instance, indicated that intensively training politicians improves their adoption
of managerial reforms. Boyne et al. (2005) demonstrated that past experience positively
influences the capacity for innovation adoption in Welsh local governments while

research by Boyne et al. (2004), based on data from U.K. local authorities, suggests that
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prior experience with some form of planning processes is positively related to the
adoption of rational planning. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3c. Training is positively related to perceived behavioural control
which, in turn, positively impacts actual strategic plan use through its effect on intended
strategic plan use.

Hypothesis 3d. Prior experience is positively related to perceived behavioural
control which, in turn, positively impacts actual strategic plan use through its effect on
intended strategic plan use.

Although TPB states that attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioural
control do not directly impact behaviour but that their effects are mediated by an
individual’s behavioural intention, Ajzen (1991) argues that perceived behavioural
control can also directly predict behaviour. Specifically, Ajzen (1991, 184) reasons that,
‘holding intention constant, the effort expended to bring a course of behaviour to a
successful conclusion is likely to increase with perceived behavioural control’. This
means that ‘being in control over a behaviour can make its performance more likely, even
if we leave aside behavioural intentions’ (Kroll 2015b, 203). Aligned with TPB and the
discussed predictors of perceived behavioural control, we hypothesize that:

Hypotheses 4a. Planning process information is positively related to perceived
behavioural control which, in turn, impacts actual strategic plan use.

Hypotheses 4b, Training is positively related to perceived behavioural control
which, in turn, impacts actual strategic plan use.

Hypotheses 4c. Prior experience is positively related to perceived behavioural

control which, in turn, impacts actual strategic plan use.
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Methods

Empirical Setting and Data Collection

Data to test the hypotheses were collected from the council members of Flemish (i.e., the
Dutch-speaking part of Belgium) Public Centres for Social Welfare (PCSW). PCSW are
local authorities responsible for organizing social services within a municipality. A
PCSW is governed by a PCSW-council consisting of 9 to 15 members (depending on the
population size of the municipality). PCSW-council members are appointed by the city
council for a term of six years but nominated for the position by a political party
represented in the city council. The number of candidates a political party can nominate
is related to the party’s representation in the city council. In almost all cases the nominees
are party members who ran for city council but were not elected. The term of six years
coincides with the term in office of the city council. Since the start of policy cycle of
2013-2019, PSCW are mandated by the Flemish government (i.e., the highest authority
within the Dutch-speaking part of Belgium) to develop an integrated policy and
management cycle (George, Desmidt, and De Moyer 2016). The policy and management
cycle has characteristics comparable to the (U.K.) Best VValue regime (Boyne, Martin, and
Walker 2004) and relies heavily on the creation of a strategic plan. Specifically,
legislation indicates that every local authority needs to develop a strategic plan according
to content and development process guidelines. These regulations stipulate that the local
authorities’ strategic plan needs to consist of a strategic and a financial document. The
strategic document clarifies a PCSW’s strategic aspirations and insights on how a PCSW
intends to realize these aspirations by offering an integrated set of policy priorities, goals,
action plans and actions. The financial document lists the financial implications of the

policy priorities stipulated in the strategic document. The fact that local authorities now
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need to formulate a coherent strategic vision which is supported by a financial document
Is one of the major changes of this NPM-driven reform given that previously financial
statements and strategic planning documents often remained decoupled and scattered
over different policy domains (Bleyen, Lombaert, and Bouckaert 2015). The development
of the PCSW’s strategic plan is the responsibility of a planning team chaired by the
PCSW’s senior manager. The PCSW-council, in turn, is legally responsible for approving
the strategic plan, for monitoring its implementation as well as for the approval of annual
strategic plan adjustments.

The fact that the local council’s strategic plan is subjected to content and
development process guidelines has a positive impact on the internal validity of the study.
First, the fact that the PCSW-council is legally responsible for the strategic plan and has
to formally approve the strategic plan (and its annual adjustments) helps to assure that
council members of a local authority consider the same strategic framework when
questioned about strategic plan use. Second, the fact that the strategic plan content and
development process guidelines are legally binding for all Flemish local authorities
guarantees that council members from different local councils refer to a comparable
strategic artefact when asked to reflect on their strategic plan use.

Data were collected, using electronic surveys, in two waves (i.e., 2016 and 2017)
with a lag time of approximately 1 year to allow for a temporal separation between the
measurement of intended strategic plan use and actual strategic plan use. A database,
developed by the Flemish government, containing descriptive information on 2,925
PCSW-council members was used as a sampling frame. Given that this database did not
contain the email-addresses of the politicians seating on the 308 Flemish PCSW-councils,

municipal and political party websites were scanned to identify politician’s email-
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addresses. In total, 2,550 email-addresses were retrieved (87% of the sampling frame).
594 council members responded to the electronic invitation (or one of three reminders)
which resulted in 588 usable respondents nested in 234 PCSW (i.e., usable response rate
of 23%). Approximately 1 year after the first wave, the respondents were included in the
research design of an unrelated study to measure discretely their actual plan use. In total,
249 council-members of 153 PCSW completed the survey of both the first and second
wave. To assess if there were any significant differences between the characteristics of
the population, respondents from wave 1 and wave 2, we conducted a series of cluster-
corrected logistic regressions. The results (see Table 1) provide support for the external
validity of the sample given that the differences between the various groups are minor.
[Insert Table 1 about here]

The results also indicate that panel attrition is not likely to have a significant
impact on the results. The odds ratios reported in Table 1 indicate that there are some
differences between the respondents from wave 1 and wave 2, but that these differences
are only statistically significant at the 10% level. More specifically, respondents from the
right-winged party NVVA are more likely to stay in the panel as well as respondents from
larger municipalities while respondents from municipalities with a higher degree of
citizens with a guaranteed minimum income are more likely to drop out. Further evidence
that the impact of panel attrition is probably limited is provided by the fact a SEM-model
with only the respondents from wave 1 provides comparable results to a model tested

with only the respondents from wave 2 (see Appendix A for details).

Measures

Subjects’ attributes were directly measured following the methodology suggested by

Ajzen (2006), and Francis et al. (2004). As TPB has not yet been used to examine strategic
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plan use, the study uses items from other studies which were slightly adapted to reflect
the focus of the study. All items are measured using a seven-point Likert scale (ranging
from strongly disagree [1] to strongly agree [7]). Appendix B provides an overview of
the selected items and their factor loadings.

Intended strategic plan use (Cronbach's alpha = .86), which measures to what
extent politicians intend to use the organization’s strategic plan as a reference point for
decision-making, is measured using an adaptation of Kroll and Moynihan’s (2015) three-
item scale to measure strategic goal use. The same items (Cronbach's alpha = .71) were
used in the second wave of data collection, although slightly adapted, to measure
respondents’ strategic plan use in the past year.

Attitude towards strategic planning (Cronbach's alpha = .76) measures the
perceived benefits of adopting a strategic planning process within the respondents’ local
authority using an adaptation of Wright, Christensen, and Isett’s (2013) scale to measure
respondents’ belief in the inherent benefits of an organizational change process.

Perceived subjective norm (Cronbach's alpha = .94) refers to a respondent’s
perceived social pressure to use organizational strategic plans as a decision-making
support tool and is measured using an adapted version of three items used by Oliveira,
Jarzabkowski, and Lee (2014) to assess management tool adoption. The social pressure
emanating from organizational referents (Cronbach's alpha = .82) to use strategic plans is
measured using a four-item scale based on items developed by Taylor, and Todd (1995b)
and Kroll (2015b) to measure peer pressure regarding the use of decision support systems.
Perceived pressure from external referents (Cronbach's alpha = .69) is measured using a
four-item scale based on research on the impact of institutional pressures on strategic tool

use (Jarzabkowski et al. 2013).
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Perceived behavioural control (Cronbach's alpha = .70) denotes respondents'
perceptions of their ability to successfully use strategic plans in decision-making
processes and is measured using a three-item scale based on Venkatesh and Bala’s (2008)
measure of IT adoption and use. An adapted and shortened version of this scale has
previously been used to assess management tool adoption (e.g., Oliveira, Jarzabkowski,
and Lee 2014; Taylor, and Todd 1995a). The design also includes items measuring three
hypothesized antecedents of perceived behavioural control. Information regarding the
organization’s strategic planning cycle (Cronbach's alpha = .81) is measured using an
adapted version of the four-item scale on the quality of change-related information
developed by Wright, Christensen, and Isett (2013). Both training (Cronbach's alpha =
.79) and experience in strategic planning (Cronbach's alpha = .88) are measured using a
three-item scale based on Kroll, and Moynihan’s (2015) and Oliveira, Jarzabkowski, and
Lee’s (2014) scales used to measure received training in and experience with the use of

performance information or management tools.

Common Method Variance

Common method variance due to the use of common source data, is deemed one of the
most damaging sources of measurement error for surveys (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and
Podsakoff 2012). This observation leads to the juxtaposition that although self-reports are
often theoretically the most relevant measurement method when studying individual-level
attitudes and behaviour because individual perceptions are ‘critical determinants of
individual behavior in organizations, mediating the relationship between objective
characteristics of the work environment and individual responses’ (Wright, Moynihan,
and Pandey 2012, 209), such a design can inflate or deflate relationships between

variables. To mitigate the potential negative effects of using common source data, we
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introduced temporal, psychological and proximal separations between predictor and
criterion variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff 2012). Temporal separation
was established by measuring the predictor variables and the main criterion variable in
two separate data collection waves. Psychological separation was introduced in both
waves by imbedding the variables of interest in a broader survey. These additional
variables functioned as buffer items to create physical distance between same-construct
measures (i.e., proximal separation). In addition, we only used (adaptations of) previously
published measures and followed the advice of Podsakoff, Mackenzie, and Podsakoff
(2012) regarding survey development: we avoided complex, abstract, and double-
barrelled questions, eliminated ambiguous or unfamiliar terms and labelled all response
options rather than just the end points respondents. A cover letter stating the importance
of the research goals and guaranteeing anonymity was used to motivate the respondents

to provide accurate responses.

Data Analysis and Results

Hypotheses are tested using SEM. Since the developed conceptual model contains latent
variables and the respondents are nested in a higher-order group (i.e., PCSW),
lavaan.survey (an R-package) (Oberski, Nov. 2015, version 1.1.3) was used to analyse
the data. Lavaan.survey offers the advantage that latent variable models can be
constructed while correcting for the nested survey design (Oberski 2014). Missing values
were imputed into IBM SPSS Statistics 23 using EM missing value imputation (Little

MCAR test Chi-square = 138.117, df = 143, p = 0.600).

Univariate and Bivariate Analysis

Table 2 presents the univariate and bivariate statistics for the study’s measures.
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[Insert Table 2 about here]
To provide more insights on the robustness of the identified relationships, Appendix C
reports the results of a correlation analysis between (a) the variables from the developed
theoretical model, (b) control variables rooted in the demographic characteristics of
respondents, (c) control variables related to the political career of the respondents, and
(d) control variables related to the organizational setting in which respondents are
embedded. In addition, Appendix C also contains the results of two generalized linear
regressions whereby intended plan use and actual plan use, respectively, act as the
dependent variable and the control variables as the independent variables. Given that the
impact of the control variables is, predominantly, non-significant, the results provide

evidence for the robustness of the developed model.

Multivariate Analysis

The analysis of the latent variable model consists of two steps (Anderson, and Gerbing
1988). The first step assesses the fit of the measurement model to the data using a
confirmatory factor analysis while in the second step the relationships between the
constructs are estimated by means of a structural model. Both the measurement and
structural model are analysed using pseudo-maximum likelihood estimation with
bootstrapping (5,000 bootstrapped covariance matrices) to determine the significance of
the indirect effects (Preacher, and Hayes 2008). To facilitate interpretation, the non-
standardized parameter estimates of the estimated relationships are reported because this
allows to retain a measure’s original measurement unit.

The Measurement Model.

The fit indices indicate that the model captures the pattern of relationships found in the

data as it meets the required thresholds (between brackets) advised by Hair, Black, and
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Babin (2010): the normed chi-square = 1.30 (< 5), ¥>331=431.38 (p <0.001) (Lomax, and
Schumacker 2004) with TLI = 0.96 (> 0.92), CFI = 0.97 (> 0.92), RMSEA = 0.04 (< 0.07
with CFI > 0.92) and SRMR = 0.048 (< 0.08 with CFI > 0.92). The constructs’
Cronbach’s alphas range from 0.69 to 0.94, the loading of each factor is significantly
different from zero and nontrivial (absolute standardized loadings > 0.60), and all item
factor loadings are significant while the average variance extracted and the construct
reliability of each construct exceeds 0.50 and 0.60 respectively (see Appendix B for more
details) (Hair, Black, and Babin 2010).
The Structural Model.
A structural model tested the significance and strength of each of the hypothesized effects.
The developed model has a good fit: the normed chi-square = 1.30 (< 5), ¥?351= 457.07,
p <0.001, TLI = 0.96 (> 0.92), CFI = 0.97 (> 0.92), RMSEA = 0.035 (< 0.07 with CFI >
0.92), SRMR =0.056 (< 0.08 with CF1>0.92). Figure 2 reports the unstandardized effect
sizes and significance of the relationships in the developed model.

[Insert Figure 2 about here]

The structural model explains 35% of the variance of intended strategic plan use
and 28% of the variance of actual strategic plan use. Table 3 displays the unstandardized
estimates and confidence intervals of the conducted mediation tests including both the
direct and indirect effects.

[Insert Table 3 about here]

The results reported in Table 3 partly support the theory of reasoned action: a
positive attitude towards strategic planning is positively related to a politician’s intended
strategic plan use which, in turn, positively impacts actual strategic plan use (Acceptance

of H1) while there is no significant mediation between subjective norm, intended strategic
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plan use and actual strategic plan use (Rejection of H2a). The results also indicate that
the formulated serial mediations regarding how specific referents impact actual strategic
plan use are not significant (rejection of H2b and H2c). The findings suggest that a
politician’s perceptions of the importance that external and organizational referents
attribute to strategic plan use, is positively related to a politician’s perceived pressure to
use a strategic plan which, in turn, positively impacts his or her intention to use a strategic
plan (mediation significant at.10) but that this intention is not significantly related to
actual strategic plan use. Furthermore, aligned with the propositions of TPB, the results
indicate that including perceived behavioural control increases the predictive value of the
model (Acceptance of H3a). The tested model also provides insights into the determinants
of perceived behavioural control: the significant serial mediations indicate that planning
process information (H3b), training (H3c), and prior experience (H3d) impact actual
strategic plan use through their effect on perceived behavioural control and intended
strategic plan use. Next to an indirect effect, perceived behavioural control has, as
expected, a direct effect on actual strategic plan use whereby perceived behavioural
control also mediates the relationship between planning process information (H4a),
training (H4b), and prior experience (H4c), on the one hand, and actual strategic plan use

on the other.

Discussion

Despite the fact that many supervising governments use legislation or regulation to
mandate the adoption of NPM-inspired management tools in public organizations, little
is known about the effectiveness of such “authority decisions” (Boyne et al. 2005) let

alone if such “dictated process innovations” actually lead to the adoption of new
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managerial behaviours. This lack of knowledge is especially troublesome in the case of
politicians serving on governing boards because although in many NPM-inspired reforms
politicians are viewed as key strategic decision-makers whom are expected to use
management tools (Walker, Jung, and Boyne 2013), politicians are also expected to
display a certain amount of reluctance towards managerial innovations (Vabo 2000). To
gain insights on politicians’ adoption of management tools propelled by NPM-inspired
reforms as well as on the underlying motivational mechanisms, this study examines
strategic plan use by Flemish local councillors subjected to Flemish legislation directing
the use of strategic planning processes.

The study findings indicate that, in contrast to what is often assumed (VVabo 2000),
local politicians do not oppose against the adoption of strategic planning processes and
the underlying managerial rationality but are, on average, modest to enthusiast adopters
of this management approach (actual strategic plan use: mean = 5.05, standard deviation
= 1.23). Flemish local politicians indicate that they, on average, consult their local
authorities’ strategic plan when engaging in strategic decision-making processes. The
relatively high level of variance in actual plan use, however, indicates that mandating the
use NPM-inspired management tools does not always result in the intended behavioural
changes.

The relatively high variation in strategic plan use by politicians underlines the
importance of gaining insights into the underlying motivational mechanisms fostering the
adoption of management tools. The study results indicate that the variance in strategic
plan use by politicians can be, in part, explained by politicians’ attitude towards strategic
planning, their perceived behavioural control, and to a lesser extent, pressure felt to adopt

strategic planning. First, although it is often proposed that the logic of management is

26



perpendicular to the logic of politics (Buylen, and Christiaens 2014; Hansen, and Ejersbo
2002; Liguori, Sicilia, and Steccolini 2012; Ter Bogt 2004), the results show that
politicians are relatively supportive of the organization’s strategic plan and believe that
the adoption of such a rational planning instrument contributes to organizational
performance (attitude: mean = 5.41, standard deviation = .96). Second, the relatively
strong direct and indirect effect of perceived behavioural control on intended and actual
plan use is particularly noteworthy. These results confirm prior assertions that knowledge
about strategic planning (Hendrick 2003) as well as strategic planning competencies and
skills are facilitators of the adoption of strategic planning processes (Bryson, Edwards,
and Van Slyke 2018; Kwon, Berry, and Jang 2014). However, despite the fact that the
study results confirm that knowledge and competencies are key drivers of innovation
adoption (De Vries, Bekkers, and Tummers 2016), the results also indicate that a large
proportion of the participating politicians are doubtful about their knowledge with regard
to their organization’s strategic planning processes as well as their abilities to correctly
interpret their organization’s strategic plan (perceived behavioural control: mean = 4.76,
standard deviation = 1.19). These reservations could be rooted in the fact that there is a
large variation amongst local politicians with respect to experience with strategic
planning processes (mean = 3.98, standard deviation = 1.71) as well as the degree of
formal training on the subject (mean = 4.35, standard deviation = 1.48). The relatively
high level of variance in politicians’ perceived behavioural control regarding effective
strategic plan use not only constitutes a barrier to the adoption of strategic planning tools
by politicians (Vabo 2000) but also points to a potential conflict between the democratic
foundations of many local governments and the increasing level of managerialism within

these organisations. To guarantee democracy and balanced decision-making many local
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governments are governed by a representative council of lay, part-time, politicians. These
lay politicians now need to function in an environment characterized by managerial
professionalization which expects them to be able to adopt technically complex
managerial processes like strategic planning (Boyne, Law, and Walker 2004). The results,
however, indicate that many local politicians struggle with the increasing technicality of
management processes and are often not properly trained or informed to take up this role
effectively. This lack of knowledge, in turn, could hinder local politicians ability to meet
the requirements of internal control (Walker, Jung, and Boyne 2013).

Third, in contrast to the specifications of TPB, subjective norm is not significantly
related to actual plan use. Although the total effect of perceived pressure exerted by
internal and external referents marginally impacts intended strategic plan use through
subjective norm (significance level = .1), the relationship with actual strategic plan use is
not significant. These findings are at odds with the literature indicating that normative
pressures arising from professional standards (Korac, Saliterer, and Walker 2017),
vertical pressures emanating from higher government levels (Walker 2006) as well as
support for innovation from municipal political leaders (e.g., the mayor) (Reynaert, and
Steyvers 2010) and a supportive group culture foster innovation adoption (Barrutia, and
Echebarria 2019; Ter Bogt 2004). A potential explanation for these divergent results
could be that prior research predominantly used data collected at the organizational level
(e.g., Walker 2006) or from managers (e.g., Oliveira, Jarzabkowski, and Lee 2014; Kroll
2015Db) to assess the adoption of rational planning practices and tools. Politicians could
be less susceptible to external and internal pressures to use such tools given their specific
position within and relationship with the organization in comparison to managers (Pollitt

2006). Moreover, the fact that the vast majority of the respondents are lay, part-time,
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politicians could imply a lower degree of interaction with or exposure to specific
organizational and external referents which, in turn, could provide an explanation for the
limited effects of social norms.

The provided insights into the motivational mechanisms underlying strategic plan
use by politicians also have practical implications. The study results indicate that
mandating the use of management tools and instruments does not always produce the
intended behavioural changes. However, the results indicate that politicians’ attitudes
towards strategic planning and their perceived behavioural control are positively related
to strategic plan use. Hence, before starting a strategic planning process, it could be
relevant to assess politicians’ attitudes towards strategic planning as well as their strategic
planning proficiency. When the assessed level of proficiency to use a strategic plan proofs
to be insufficient, interventions aimed at closing the proficiency gap by providing
information and training to politicians and share experiences on how to work with a
strategic plan are recommendable. Increasing the level of information about the
organisation’s strategic planning process as well as strategy implementation could be

useful to counter reservations regarding the benefits of strategic planning.

Limitations and avenues for further research

Notwithstanding the relevance of the study’s findings at least three limitations need to be
discussed. First, although consistent with reported results from other behavioural domains
(De Leeuw et al. 2015), the fact that the structural model only explains 35% of the
variance of intended strategic plan use and 28% of actual strategic plan use indicates that
other variables are at play. Hence, more research is needed to uncover the additional

motivational mechanisms and variables impacting strategic plan use. A viable option
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could be to assess the impact of variables related to strategic plan characteristics and
strategic planning processes. Even in settings where strategic planning documents are
subjected to content and development process guidelines, the depth and
comprehensiveness of these documents may vary. Another potential research avenue is
to investigate if (and which aspects of) strategic planning processes foster strategic plan
use. This study did not account for potential differences in strategic planning processes
and process involvement. Prior research, for example, suggests that, on average,
councillors are only to a limited extent involved in strategic planning processes (George,
and Desmidt 2018). In addition, more research is needed which provides insights into the
discrepancy between actual and intended plan use. The results indicate that (1) intended
plan use is higher than actual plan use and, (2) TPB is better suited to explain the variance
in intended than actual plan use. Does the explanation lie in the fact there is a discrepancy
between politicians’ actual self-regulation skills and their perceived ones (De Leeuw et
al. 2005) or do others factors matter? Could it be that politicians abandon strategic
planning when they perceive that a managerial logic hinders their political logic the
moment they are confronted with pressures emanating from stakeholders and/or
constituents? Or, do characteristics of the strategy implementation process (e.g.,
implementation success, the provision of performance information or interaction and
support with the organization’s management team) influence politicians’ motivation for
actual strategic plan use? Weiss (2017, 1399), for example, argued that council-
administration interactions are critical for the implementation of management instruments
and that ‘the relation between elected politicians and administrative staff is highly
relevant [...] to understand why and how these instruments are or are not implemented’.

In addition, research by Kwon, Berry, and Jang (2013) indicated that internal capacity
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factors (e.g., risk-taking of administrative leaders) have a positive impact on the adoption
of strategic management and the creation of a NPM-receptive organisational culture.
Consequently, more knowledge is needed about how process design features and social
mechanisms impact intended strategic plan use and the transition from intended to actual
behaviour. comparative, longitudinal case studies could help to shed light on this black
box (Bryson, Edwards, and Van Slyke 2018).

Second, the data for this study was collected in a specific setting. Although NPM-
inspired reforms and related managerial tools are often presented as universally
applicable, many authors find this assumption problematic. For instance Hajnal (2005)
argues that the social, cultural and political differences between countries as well as
regions may impact NPM-receptivity, while Verschuere and Barbieri (2009, 353) state
that ‘the NPM ideal-type will be modified by the existing national cultures and customs
concerning innovation and reform in the administrative apparatus’.. Verschuere and
Barbieri (2009), for example, also argue that Flanders has a regional culture which does
not foster the adoption of managerial innovations because stability, certainty,
predictability, risk-avoidance and status quo are, in general, preferred. Hence, more
research is needed to assess the external validity of the study results. In addition, data for
this study was collected half-way through the first policy and management cycle. More
research is needed to verify if results are time point specific and to determine how
experiences of adopting multiple sequential policy and management cycles will impact
strategic plan use preferences. Furthermore, PCSW-councils are populated by appointed
party-affiliated politicians. Given that ideology and political fragmentation of a board has
been proven to impact how strategic plans are perceived by politicians serving on boards

(Desmidt, Meyfroodt, and George 2019; Meyfroodt, Desmidt, and Goeminne 2019),
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future research should focus on analyzing if and how political characteristics at the
individual level (e.g., appointed vs. elected politicians, party-affiliated or not) and group
level (e.g., ideological differences and fragmentation within a council) impact the
adoption of strategic planning.

Third, given the type of behaviour under investigation, reliance on self-reports is
probably the only feasible measurement method. However, this entails that, despite the
variety of incorporated counter measures, the presence of social desirability and common
method bias can never be entirely excluded. Future research could complement survey
research by, for example, analysing transcripts of council meetings to assess the extent to

which the organization’s strategic plan is referred to.

Conclusion

Although higher tier governments often mandate local authorities to adopt strategic
planning processes to strengthen decision-quality and foster effective strategy
implementation, knowledge about the impact of such authority decisions on the behaviour
of an important group of strategic actors, namely politicians, is limited. The present study
addresses this shortcoming by using the TPB to assess the motivational mechanisms
prompting strategic plan use by politicians. The findings indicate that politicians are, on
average, in favour of strategic planning and use the strategic plan of their local authority
as a frame of reference during decision-making processes. Strategic plan use by
politicians, in turn, is impacted by perceived behavioural control and the perceived
benefits associated with the adoption of strategic planning processes. Strikingly, however,
a large proportion of the politicians reported to be doubtful about their capabilities to

correctly interpret their local authorities’ strategic plan. The results call for more research

32



on how the increasing managerialism within local authorities impacts politicians ability
to carry out their democratic responsibility for organizational outcomes (Walker, Jung,

and Boyne 2013).
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Figure 2. Overview of the study results
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Table 1. Validity of the sample

Comparison respondents Comparison respondents  Comparison respondents wave

wave 1 with population wave 2 with population 2 with wave 1
B 88 'l.'gue B 88 1.'afi-ue B 8.8 x‘alrue Exp(B)
Respondent characteristics
Gender (Male 1s reference category) 135 096 163 003 130 081 -221 A77 212 081
Party membership (‘Other’” 13 reference category)
NVA 210 168 212 4367 223 052 AB6T 283 088 1.625
CD&V 117 14 416 .084 182 645  -104 265 695 501
Open VLD 4204 203 035 A597 251 068 085 347 BOT 1.089
SPA 163 214 447 120 269 657  -081 392 837 922
Groen ~516* 268 055 -.300 349 30 322 S1 529 1.379
Age - - - - - - =003 010 785 0997
Level of education (Master degree or PhD 1s reference group)
Primary or secondary education - - - - - - 306 259 239 1.357
Bachelor degree - - - - - - 319 233 173 1.376
Political temre (Years in office) - - - - - - 008 019 569 1.008
Municipal characteristics
Median income citizens 005 D18 781 -.038 D46 A14 -001 -100 977 999
Guaranteed minimum income citizens (per 1000 inhabitants) -048 038 206 -017 017 335 -0400 -086  .089 961
Inhabitants -.002 2001 163 000 2001 B75 002+ 001 078 1.002
Intercept 2.785%* 1053 009 3389%+ 1271 008 002 1415 999 -
Test of model effects: Wald 2 2.125¢ - 027 1.295 - 239 O8O0 - A72
N (Politicians) 2925 2925 588
N (PCSW) 305 305 215
Note

1stic regression. S errors are clust at the municipal level. p-values =*p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 {two- test).
Logistic regressi tandard ered at the ipal | p- P P p tailed
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics for the research constructs (N = 249)

Pearson correlations, Cronbach’s alpha (in parentheses), and descriptives

Mean SD Min. Max

1 2. 3. 4 5: 6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
1. Actual strategic plan use 505 123 1 7 (86)
2. Intended strategic plan use 543 87 1 7 34% (71
3. Attitude towards planning 541 96 1 T 24*% 55*% (76)
4. Subjective norm 513 92 2 7 .14%  33%*% 46%* (949)
5. Perceived behavioural control 4.76 1.19 167 7 30%% 31%% 32%% 20%* (§2)
6. Organizational referents 530 .86 233 7  _15% 25%% 36%* 40%* 20%* (69
7. External referents 494 74 3 65 01 28%% 30%* 41%* 25%¢ 41%* (7))
8. Planning process information 498 1.11 133 7  26%% 20%% 31%% 4% 7J6%% 32%% D)%% (8))
9. Training 435 148 1 T 23%% 20%% _17%* _14%* G61** 07 .17%* 53** (79)
10. Experience 398 171 1 T O19%% 21%% 26%* 11 .65%* 05 20%* 43*%* 43%* (§8§)

Note
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation 1s significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3: Unstandardized estimates and confidence interval limits for the mediation tests

Daih Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect

b (SE) 95% CI Sign_ b (SE) 95% CI Sign. bi{SE) 95% CI Sign_

ER — SN — ISPU 096 (064)  [-030,221] 135 .149(082)  [-011, 309]  .068

OR — SN — ISPU 054 (.039) [-024, 131] 173 .149(.082) [-.011, 309]  .068

PPI — PBC — ISPU 044 (.016) [012, .076] 007 .154(.049) [.058, 249] 002

TR — PBC — ISPU 036 (.014) [.008, .064] 012 154 (.049) [.058, 249] 002

EX — PBC — ISPU 073 (.025) [.024, .122] 003 154 (.049) [.058, .249] 002
TOTAL EFFECT ON ISPU 599 (.115) [.374, .825] 000

Hl  ATT — ISPU — ASPU 125 (.059) [.009 .240] 034 125(.059) [.00g 240] 034
HXa SN —ISPU — ASPU J06T (L045) [-0.021, .155] (138 (067 (L045) [-0.021, .155] 138
Hb ER — SN — [SPU — ASPU 040 (.032) [-.022, .103] 205 063 (.044) [-.024, .150] 156
Hl: OR — SN — [SPU — ASPU 023 (.020) [-.018, .062] 256 063 (.044) [-.024, .150] 156
H3ia PBC — ISPU — ASPU 335(.102) [[126, .534] 001 (098 (.038) [.023, .172] 010 433 (.101) [.234, 631] 000
H3b PPI — PBC — [SPU — ASPU 019 (.008) [.003, .034] 019 065 (.024) [.017,.112] D08
Hic TR — PBC — ISPU — ASPU 015 (.006) [.003,.028] 019 065 (.024) [.017,.112]  .008
H3d EX — PBC — ISPU — ASPU A031(.012) [.007, .055] 013 065 (.024) [.017, .112] 008
H4a PPl —PBC — ASPU 064 (.026) [.013,.115]) 013 222 (.068) [.088, .355] 001
H4b TR —PBC — ASPU 052 (.019) [.015, .090] 007 222 (.068) [.088, .355] 00
H4c EX — PBC — ASPU 106 (.033) [.041, .170] 001 222 (.068) [.088, .355] 001
TOTAL EFFECT ON ASPU 474 (.098) [.281, .667] 002

Note

ASPU = Actual strategic plan use, ISPU = Intended strategic plan use, ATT = Attitude towards planning, ER. = External referents, SN = Subjective norm, OR

= Organizational referents, PPI = Planning process information, PBC = Perceived behavioural control, TR = Training, EX = Experience
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