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Introduction  

Scandinavian local government are currently revealing a profound inclination to perform 

reputation management. From an institutional perspective, such behaviour would be expected 

to be the result of organizations responding to institutional pressures towards demonstrating 

legitimacy, while such response to environmental change are assumed uniform in character 

over time (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991). From a rational perspective, such behaviour is 

expected to be the result of actors, which, based upon the available information would act in a 

rational way (Simon 1981). In the latter explanation it is rather organizational interests, e.g. 

autonomy and a unique reputation vis-à-vis other local government, rather than legitimacy by 

imitation and adaption to institutional pressures for conformity which is the goal pursued (D. 

Carpenter, 2001; D. P. Carpenter & Krause, 2012b). Departing from the assumption that 

organizations are themselves political and rational agents, a more rational perspective 

assumes that agency matters. In line with such rational perspective, the ambition of this article 

is to explore how agency matters and how local governments pursue strategic reputation 

management in the Scandinavian context, that is by comparing Norway and Denmark. Can we 

identify conditions that make local governments choose differently? Do we find that political 

and administrative agents pursue the same reputation management strategies? Do local 

governments in Norway and Denmark respond differently to the reputation policy? By doing 

so, the article responds to the recent call for research identifying crucial conditions for when 

and how organizations choose which type of reputation strategies in a systematic comparative 

research design (Wæraas, Bjørnå, & Moldenæs, 2014, p. 1301). 

This article position itself between two strands of Scandinavian research on local government 

reputation management. On the one hand, we look at local governments responses to a policy 

originally stemming from private sector, in line with contributions that have theorised on the 

distinctiveness of public sector organizations and the challenges reputation management poses 

for the sector (Luoma-aho, 2007; Wæraas & Byrkjeflot, 2012). On the other hand, we 

investigate the role and influence of major local government actors, just as contributions that 
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have focused on how local governments within the Scandinavian habitat actually are 

performing reputation management (Bjørnå, 2014, 2016; Salomonsen & Nielsen, 2015). 

Departing from a comparative research design, we expect that power structures and 

involvement, municipal size (population) and differences in political and administrative 

motives explain variation across government’s choice of reputation strategy. The politicians’ 

and administrations’ different motivations are persistent issues in the study of policy 

processes (Christensen, Egeberg, Larsen, Lægreid, & Roness, 2002; Jacobsen, 1960) and this 

article investigates reputation management as a strategy that is potentially different between 

political and administrative agents. It assumes that politicians are eager to stand forward as 

innovators and developers (Polsby, 1984) and are eager to encourage the local government 

reputation as ‘totality’, i.e. as a place. It further assumes that the administrators’ reputational 

focus is limited to their core interest; to perform effectively within their task area, i.e. the local 

government organisation (Carpenter and Krause 2012). 

First, in this article, we will define reputation and demonstrate how reputation policies and 

strategies are salient in local councils in Norway and Denmark. Second, we present our 

hypotheses together with a presentation of power structures in the two countries, and agency, 

that is politicians and administrators different motives for reputational work. Thereafter, we 

present method and design and the empirical findings. The article ends with a discussion, 

some concluding remarks and a summary of our contribution to literature.  

 

The popularity of local government reputation management 

Building and maintaining a good reputation have become an attractive policy in Danish and 

Norwegian local governments over the last years (Salomonsen & Nielsen, 2015; Wæraas & 

Bjørnå, 2011; Wæraas et al., 2014). Reputation is an intangible asset organizations can use 

when pursuing their main goals, and is here defined as stakeholders’ perceptions of an 

organization’s ability to create value relative to its competitors (Shapiro, 1983; Weigelt & 
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Camerer, 1988). A strong reputation can increase the organization’s competitive advantage as 

it might serve as positive identification and can increase performance and in turn also profits 

(Deephouse, 1999; C. Fombrun, 1996; Hall, 1992; Rhee & Valdez, 2009; Rindova, 

Williamson, Petkova, & Sever, 2005; Shapiro, 1983). The table below show the percentage of 

respondents reporting that reputation have been discussed as an individual topic, or in relation 

to other political topics, in the municipal council the last two years. 

Table 1: Percentage of respondents reporting that reputation have been discussed as an 

individual topic or in relation to other political topics in the municipal council the last two 

years1. 

 

Reputation is indeed a salient topic in councils in Denmark and Norway. The respondents 

report that reputation has been discussed more as an individual subject in Denmark than in 

Norway, while we can see that in Norway it is much more common to discuss it in relation to 

other subject matters. 

 

Analytical reflections on context, structure, and agency 

The main feature of the polity and the society is possibly affecting how local governments 

respond to and deal with the reputation policy. The reputational strategies are assumed to be 

interpreted, made clear and adjusted to the individual organization (Røvik, 1998) or even to 

parts of it (Carpenter & Krause 2012). This ‘interpretation’ and ‘adjustment’ implies 

differences in how reputational strategies enfold. 

                                                             
1 2011-2012 in Denmark, 2013-2014 in Norway 
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Scandinavian local governments 

Many international comparisons have treated the Scandinavian countries as belonging to the 

same model of local government, i.e. they are regarded as having the same type of polity and 

society. Denmark and Norway have an intertwined historical and cultural legacy, they enjoy 

broad discretionary authority, they have systems of fiscal redistribution and they have the lion 

share of public employment and expenditures (Ståhlberg & Rose, 2005). The two countries 

are more or less subjected to the same reforms and trends, they copy one another and look to 

the neighbour for knowledge and inspiration. Local governments in Scandinavia are classified 

as a special type of system because of their particular type of administrative profile 

(Kuhlmann & Wollmann, 2014). However, the countries differ in a number of respects which 

we argue may generate differences in terms of how they perform reputation management.  

 

Power structures and involvement 

The formal organization of the Danish and Norwegian local government apparatus differs in 

important respects. Norwegian local governments are organized according to a council-

manager form of government, which implies that all executive functions are in the hands of 

the chief administrative officer (hereafter CAO). The local government council have general 

authority over policy, they set overall political targets, but is restricted from detailed 

involvement in administrative matters. Political implementation and administration is 

delegated and firmly in the hands of the CAO (Mouritzen & Svara, 2002). Danish local 

governments are organized according to a committee leader form, where one person, the 

mayor, is clearly the political leader of the municipality. He or she may, however, not control 

the council. The political bodies consist of the municipal or city council, the executive 

committee and a number of standing committees, which share the executive powers 

(Mouritzen & Svara, 2002, p. 60). The political members of the executive committees are 



 

NORKOM XXVI Reykjavik -  

Åshild S. Lockert, Kristian H. Haugen, Hilde Bjørnå and Heidi H. Salomonsen  

5 
 

granted decision-making responsibility for the committee policy area(s). Civil servants are 

employed and formally supposed to act as agents of the city council, serving the entire 

political board. Hence the CAO in Norwegian local governments, is formally more powerful 

than his or hers administrative colleague in Denmark, while we expect that:  

H1. In the Norwegian local governments the administration is more involved in 

reputation management than in Danish local governments. 

 

Size and professionalism 

Reform developments since the 90s have led to differences between the two countries that 

may affect how they perform reputation management. The different municipal reform-history 

means that the size of the municipalities differs rather substantially. A structural reform in 

Denmark has led up to large local governments compared to Norway. The median population 

of the Danish local government is roughly 10 times the size of the Norwegian ones. In 

Norway more than 50% of local governments have less than 5000 inhabitants per march 2017. 

Local governments in Norway are therefore comparably smaller, less staffed, and therefore 

expectedly less professionalized, than the Danish. This has relevance to our investigation as 

the administrative involvement in reputational strategies is likely to depend on the degree of 

administrative competencies available for performing reputation management. It is widely 

assumed that the larger municipalities are the more robust and competent (Norwegian 

Government white paper 2017; Ekspertutvalgets sluttrapport, 2014). 

Based upon the assumption that larger municipalities have a more competent and robust 

administration, we expect: 

H2. The bigger the municipality (size), the more the administration is involvement in 

reputational work. 
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Reputation management and the political-administrative relationship 

Generic theories on reputation management emphasise the need for consistency regarding the 

organisation’s core values, identity, strategy and communication. A crucial part of reputation 

management is therefore to ensure that employees are loyal to the values and the identity 

which is projected through the corporate reputation communicated externally (C. J. Fombrun 

& van Riel, 2004; Schultz, Antorini, & Csaba, 2005). In a municipality, it is likely, and 

legitimate, that there will be discussions and disagreements when deciding upon core values, a 

unique identity, strategy, as well as when communicating the corporate reputation 

strategically to a wider external audience (Wæraas & Byrkjeflot, 2012). 

The municipal leadership consists of politicians and administrators. They have different 

responsibilities and tasks. As “where you stand depends on where you sit” (Allison, 1971), 

they might have different interests. For a politician, disagreement and debates are parts of the 

raison d'être and to responding to shifting voter- and party-political preferences (Grøn and 

Salomonsen, forthcoming; Korsiara-Pedersen & Pedersen 2013). It is likely to assume that 

politicians discuss, and maybe also disagree on values, identities and strategies when deciding 

upon reputation building strategies, and likely to assume that politicians criticise and change 

reputational strategies in order to secure own or party-political interest (Wæraas & Byrkjeflot 

2012). But the higher degree of political discussions, or political ‘instability’, the bigger the 

administrative challenges2 to respond to political signals (Grøn and Salomonsen, 

forthcoming).  

The political and administrative leadership is likely to choose different targets for reputational 

strategies (Bjørnå, 2015). The political agents are more likely to focus on the municipality as 

a democracy, as a tourist destination, as a good place to live and as a place for business 

settlement (Kotler, Haider, & Rein, 1993; Papadopoulos, 2004; Salomonsen & Nielsen, 2015; 

                                                             
2 This has been referred to as the “politics problem” in the reputation literature (Wæraas & 
Byrkjeflot 2012). 
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Wæraas et al., 2014). For smaller municipalities, development is of essence (Bjørnå & 

Aarsæther, 2010). New settlement, tourism and businesses are assets in the political ‘game’. 

For the administrative agents, a good reputation as a service provider, which also includes 

attracting qualified employees, is a valuable resource (Carpenter and Krause 2012; 

Salomonsen and Nielsen 2015; Wæraas, Bjørnå & Moldenæs 2014); it can increase public 

support and further delegated autonomy and discretion from the state (D. P. Carpenter, 2010; 

Maor, 2010). The administrative leadership is thus likely to target the local government 

organisational reputation, and the bigger and stronger the administrative unit, the higher 

probability for organisational reputation strategies.   

Due to the different interest held by political and administrative actors as described above, we 

expect that:  

H3. The more the administration is involved in reputational work, the more the 

purposes for engaging in such endeavours will reflect purposes related to the 

municipality as an organization (rather than as a place) (Wæraas, Bjørnå and 

Moldenæs 2014). 

 

Method and design 

We investigate if the level of involvement of different actors in reputational work is different 

between municipalities in Norway and Denmark. We also investigate if the involvement of 

different actors varies systematically with the population size of the municipality. Inspired by 

the concepts for municipal branding by Wæraas, Bjørnå and Moldenæs (2014) we finally 

investigate how different actors might influence the reputational work and strategies in 

municipalities in Norway and Denmark. 

The analyses conducted here are based on two surveys. The Norwegian survey went to all 

mayors, and to all chief municipal executive in Norway in 2015. The Danish survey was sent 
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to all mayors of the 98 Danish municipalities, all of the chief administrative officers, and the 

persons responsible for strategic communication in 2013. Both surveys used 5-point Likert 

scales for the questions of interest here.  

Both survey designs make it possible to have more than one individual providing information 

about the municipality’s branding strategy and the involvement of different actors. Since we 

are interested in the municipality’s branding strategy and the actors involved, and not the 

individual’s response as such, we want one score per municipality per question. To overcome 

this, we used the average response of the respondents within each municipality. 

The variable representing the involvement of the administration is the average score of the 

following actors: the Chief Administrative Officer3, the administration/the remaining 

members of the administration4, the Head of Communications5 and employees/ other 

employees6. The variable representing the involvement of political actors is the average score 

of the following actors: the Mayor7 and the remaining members of the municipal council/city 

government8. 

To account for municipality size, we used the logarithm of the population. Logtransformation 

usually makes sense when we only have positive values on the variable, and the relative 

variation is high (Gelman & Hill, 2007).  

To investigate the municipalities branding strategy we created two scales inspired by Wæraas, 

Bjørnå and Moldenæs (2014): one for place branding and one for organization branding. The 

standardized Cronbach’s alphas for the scales are: 0.67 (place Denmark), 0.74 (organization 

Denmark), 0.76 (place Norway) and 0.88 (organization Norway). This is in the range of 

                                                             
3 ’Rådmann/Kommunaldirektør’ 
4 ’Adm/øvrige medl av administrasjonen’ 
5 ’Kommunikasjonsansvarlig’ 
6 ’Ansatte/andre medarbeidere’ 
7 ’ordfører/borgesrmester’ 
8 ’kommunestyret/øverige byrådmedlemmer’ 
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values usually considered acceptable when talking about Cronbach’s alpha as a reliability 

measure (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). A list of the questions comprising the scales are 

included in the appendix. We should note that the division between place and organizational 

reputation/branding is more an analytic tool, than a de facto choice, and that “a great deal of 

pragmatism is likely to affect branding decisions” (Wæraas, Bjørnå & Moldenæs 2014: 6-7). 

After creating these scales we took the difference between the two scores and used this as the 

dependent variable when investigating H3. The higher value on this variable, the more 

favored the organizational strategies are. This allows us to investigate the relative importance 

of strategies. It is worth keeping in mind that it is not a natural dichotomy between these, and 

it could be that both strategies are important in a municipality.  

The questions regarding the items in the scales were asked slightly differently in the two 

surveys. The Danish questions were regarding the goal (“formål”) with the reputational work, 

while the Norwegian questions were regarding the importance of certain goals in the 

reputational work. 

If the scales are measuring the same concept, we would expect that the change in the scales 

are more or less in unison. For example, if the Norwegian scale is increasing, we would 

expect to observe an increase if we had used the Danish scale as well. This means that if we 

ignore the level differences and focus on the change of these scales, we should be able to 

meaningfully use these scales, even though the underlying question formulation is slightly 

different.  

Actors involved and reputation strategy in Denmark and Norway 

The table below displays the number of valid observations, the mean, the median, the 

minimum and maximum value of the variables used in this paper. The population variable is 

not used, but it is included to highlight the variation in municipality size on a scale we can 

easily understand. We can see that the Danish municipalities tends to favor the place branding 
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strategy over the organizational strategy (-0.49), while the Norwegian counterparts actually 

slightly favors the organizational strategy (0.03). This could be due to the fact that the items 

used in the scales are slightly different, or it could be due to real differences in the preferences 

of strategies. This uncertainty is the reason why we control for the level differences between 

the countries when investigating reputational strategy. 

Table 2: Summary statistics 

 

Below is the correlation matrix of the variables considered. As we can see, the correlations 

between the variables are quite low, hence we avoid problems with multicollinearity. The 

highest correlation is found between the involvement of the CAO and the involvement of the 

administration (0.62), which is not that surprising considering that the CAO also is included 

in the administration variable. 

Table 3: Correlation matrix 
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Empirical findings 

In this section we will go through the hypotheses and the models used to investigate them. 

The hypotheses will be reiterated, the models will be shown and commented. We start with 

the first hypothesis.  

H1: Given that Norwegian CAO have a more prominent position than their Danish 

colleagues we expect that Norwegian municipalities (polity) have a larger administrative 

involvement in reputational work. 

This hypothesis was tested with a regression with the scale of the different actors as 

dependent variables and with using a dummy variable to separate Danish and Norwegian 

municipalities. Norwegian municipalities have the value of 1 on the dummy variable, and the 

Danish the value 0. The coefficient is thus the difference in mean involvement of the group of 

actors between Norwegian and Danish municipalities. 

Table 4: Involvement of administrative and political actors in Norway and Denmark 

 

As we can see from the first model in table 4, there is a difference between the involvement of 

the administration in reputational work between Norwegian and Danish municipalities. The 

administration is generally less involved in the Norwegian municipalities. The involvement of 
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the CAO (model 2 in table 4) is not at all any different, and the political actors (model 3 in 

table 4) are slightly more involved in Norway, although it is not significant. 

 

H2: Given that the administration in larger local governments are more professional we 

expect that the bigger the municipality (size) the more administrative involvement in 

reputational work. 

As we did when testing H1, we run a regression where the dependent variable is the average 

score of the involvement of actors in question. We use the logarithm of the municipality 

population size, and a country dummy as explanatory variables.  

Table 5: Municipality size and the involvement of the administration, the CAO and political 
actors. 

 

We can see from model 4 in table 5 that there is a positive and significant relationship 

between the municipality size and the involvement of the administration. This tells us that the 

larger the municipality, the more involved the administration is in the reputational work. We 

can also see that when adding size as a variable, the country differences are no longer 

significant. This indicates that some of the differences observed was due to the fact that the 

Norwegian municipalities are generally smaller than their Danish counterparts. When it 

comes to the relationship between political actors and municipal size, the opposite 
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relationship is found. The larger the municipality, the less involved are the political actors in 

reputational work. Again we see that the country effect is no longer significant, indicating that 

the municipality size acted as a confounding factor here as well. 

 

H3: The interests for engaging in reputational work differs across administrative and 

political actors, where we expect that the larger the administrative involvement in 

reputational work the more the purposes for engaging in such endeavors will reflect purposes 

related to the municipality as an organization, (rather than as a place). 

 

When testing this hypothesis, we take the difference between the organizational reputational 

score and the place reputational score. This leaves us with a dependent variable where values 

greater than zero, indicates that organizational reputational work is more important than place 

reputational work. Contrary, if the values are less than 0 it indicates that organizational 

reputational work is less important than place reputational work. We include the country 

dummy to control out any level differences between the countries.  

Table 6: Regression of the difference between organization branding and place branding. 

Larger values of the dependent variable represent a higher score on organization as opposed 

to place. 
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The models in table 6 display the relationships between the relative importance of a reputation 

related to the organization as opposed to a reputation departing from the municipality as a 

place, and the municipality size, the involvement of the administration and the involvement of 

political actors. The models also include a dummy variable for country, to control for country 

level differences.  

We find a significant and positive relationship between the involvement of the administration 

and the degree the municipality favors a reputation as an organization rather than as a place. 

This means that if the involvement of political actors remains the same and the involvement 

of the administration increases, the municipality tend to choose reputational strategies that are 

aimed more towards promoting the municipality as a good organization, and to a lesser degree 

as a good place to live. We can see a negative relationship between the involvement of 

political actors and the degree the municipality favors organizational reputational work. 

However, this is not significant.  
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Model 10 and 11 tests if there are any differences in the involvement of the actors and the 

degree to which organizational reputational strategies are favored between Norwegian and 

Danish municipalities. We can read from the model 10 (table 6) that the positive relationship 

between the involvement of the administration and the favoring of the organizational strategy 

in Denmark is slightly stronger than in Norway9. However, this difference is not significant. 

When it comes to the involvement of political actors (model 11 in table 6) it is slightly 

positive in Denmark, and negative in Norway10, which means that more politicians involved 

in Norway lead to less reputation as an organization. However, none of these findings are 

significant. It does not appear to be enough evidence to conclude that there are any 

differences in the “effect” between the two countries.  

  

Discussion  

We set out to explore the effect of context, structure and agency in municipal reputation work 

in Denmark and Norway. We expected that power structures, i.e. formal organization of local 

governments in Denmark and Norway, would give the administrations in Norway a more 

prominent position when forming the reputation strategy. In addition, municipal size were 

expected to influence what actors were involved. We also expected that the type of actors, that 

is political vis-a-vis administrative actors, involved, would have consequences for which 

strategy they chose in reputation management.  

 
Local government power structures and involvement in reputational policies 
The CAO’s in Norway have, at least formally, a more prominent position than their Danish 

colleagues. Therefore, we expected the Norwegian administration’s involvement in reputation 

work to be of greater significance than in Denmark. The results, however, do not confirm this 

                                                             
9 Denmark: 0.243, Norway: 0.243 - 0.039 = 0.204 
10 Denmark: 0.026, Norway: 0.026 - 0.124 = -0.098 
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hypothesis. Rather, it contradicts: The administration in Norwegian local government are 

significantly less involved than their Danish colleagues.  

The Norwegian CAO might have a more distinguished position, and additional formal 

powers, but this is not evident in the execution of reputational strategies. This indicate that 

that a) the countries local administrative powers are more similar in practice than formally, 

and/or b) formal administrative powers has little influence when determining reputational 

strategies. 

 

The effect of local government size and degree of professionalism 

Due to differences in reform history, the Danish local governments are distinctly larger than 

the Norwegian ones in population numbers, i.e. size. This leads us to the next hypotheses; size 

and professionalism: We expected that the bigger the municipality, the more administrative 

involvement in reputational strategies (H2). Here we find that the involvement of 

administrators in reputational work is greater in larger local governments. We also see that the 

results from the last hypothesis disappear; when controlling for size, the administration’s 

involvement in reputational work in the two countries are actually quite similar.  

 

In addition, we find a lesser degree of involvement of political actors in reputational work in 

larger municipalities. This is an interesting finding about the role of local government 

administrators in both Denmark and Norway: The administrative influence on policies 

increases with size. Their increased influence is likely due to the complexity in larger local 

government, and the following need for greater technical skills and specialization. The 

expansion of welfare tasks has made it necessary to make the administration more 

professional and to be in charge of more tasks. This has led to efforts that enhance political 

initiatives in alternative ways. NPM measures, like ‘management by objectives’ (MBO) and 

strategic political management were therefore introduced in all the Scandinavian countries 
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(Kleven et al., 2000). Such changes involve a delegation of responsibilities from the political 

bodies to a professional administration. According to Stocker and Thompson-Fawcett (2014), 

the complexity will make it more difficult for politicians to take part in the process of the 

actual forming of policy. This is likely explaining parts of the increasing administrative 

influence on reputational strategies with increasing size.  

 

Another explanation is an increased awareness of the link between local government 

performance and citizen satisfaction (see Van Ryzin 2007). It is widely assumed that when 

governments perform well, citizen satisfaction and citizen trust will increase. Conversely, 

when they perform poorly, satisfaction and trust will decrease (Rothstein, 2011; Simon, 1955; 

Yang & Holzer, 2006). This assumption aligns with popular conceptions and has found strong 

support in new public management (NPM), which emphasizes service quality as the most 

important driver of satisfaction. The local government reputational strategies can be seen as a 

prolonging of this reasoning; there is a need to make service improvements and to make the 

wider community aware of all the good things going on as this spurs legitimacy (Carpenter 

2001; Carpenter & Krause 2012). It also explains why it has become more common to have 

local government communication departments. Most big municipalities have own 

departments with expertise on communication, and it is likely to assume that the actors 

comprising these departments, will contribute to reputation and branding processes 

(Salomonsen and Nielsen 2015). A more professional administration with a department with 

expertise on issues related to communication and reputation are likely to dominate the work 

with reputational strategies.  The awareness of the relation between government performance 

and citizens satisfaction and trust, and the “new communicative organization”, are likely 

explaining parts of the increased administrative influence on reputational strategies. 

 

The agency in reputation management 
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Our findings show a significant positive relationship between administrative involvement and 

organizational reputation strategies. The results show that more administrative involvement 

tunes the reputation strategy towards a reputation as an organization, which will lead the 

reputation strategies towards the ends most suitable for administrative motives and interests. 

The more the administration is involved, the more the focus will be on improving the quality 

on the municipality’s services and attracting qualified employees. In contrast, if politicians 

have the more prominent position, we expected the strategies to largely focus on reputation 

strategies emphasizing “the municipality as a place”. They are for example targeting the 

attraction of new inhabitants, to increase the population’s identification with the municipality 

and to making it known that the municipality is a good place to live. This chimes with 

political motifs; they have broad goals and often a short-term perspective, and a place 

reputation strategy will potentially increase tax incomes and even the chances of re-election 

(Salomonsen and Nielsen 2015). Our findings are in line with the expectation that political 

and administrative actors will focus on their core activity in the formation of reputational 

policies (Bjørnå 2015; Wæraas, Bjørnå and Moldenæs 2015). 

 

Previous research has found that when it comes to reputational work in Denmark, politicians 

and administrators do not differ much in their interests and worldviews (Salomonsen and 

Nielsen 2015). Also, results from Norway show that the mayor and the CAO often work 

together, pulling on their respective strengths, when working with municipal reputation 

(Aarsæther and Bjørnå, 2017). The mayor is the public face, using his/her networks, and 

stands forward as a local developer (Mintrom & Vergari, 1996; Polsby, 1984), while the CAO 

ensures financial support and legal justification (Aarsæther and Bjørnå, 2017). The classical 

strive and tension between politicians and administrators are found to be less prevalent in the 

reputation policy field (Salomonsen and Nielsen 2015), perhaps due to the core reputational 

ideas such as consistency and with a common identity. In this kind of policies, one has to tune 

down differences and conflicts. However, our findings reveal that what actors are involved in 
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forming the reputation strategy, is related to the direction the policy take, that is a reputation 

as an organization vis-à-vis a place, and that administrators and politicians seem to pursue 

different kinds of reputation, based on their different subunits’ core activities (Bjørnå 2015; 

Carpenter & Krause 2012; Wæraas, Bjørnå & Moldenæs 2014).  

 

Concluding remarks 

In this article, our aim was to explore municipal reputation management, a highly relevant 

policy in Scandinavian municipalities. We have studied two countries’ local governments’ 

response to these reform practices. We wanted to see what effect power structures in the two 

countries, and municipal size, have on degree of political actors’ involvement vis-a-vis 

administrative actors, and if the two types of actors pursue different types of reputation, 

revealing diverging interest (Allison, 1971; Svara, 2006). Due to differences in power 

structures and size, we expected municipalities to respond differently, and that different 

groups of agents matter as they will participate in setting the standards for policy in order to 

ensure own group interest and/or legitimacy (D. Carpenter, 2001; D. P. Carpenter & Krause, 

2012a; Peters, 2001). Our main finding is that local governments do respond differently 

depending on size and agent involvement. Local government size and the degree of 

administrative and political involvement matter for choice of strategy. Political and 

administrative agents seem to have somewhat different motivations and interests in the 

reputation policy. In line with the rational perspective, they seem to want to ensure these 

interests in the reputation policy. However, when we compare Norway and Denmark, we see 

the same tendencies and effects: Size and degree of administrative involvement operates in 

the same way regardless of national context. The country specific factors do not seem to be 

the most important determinants for strategy as local government agents in both countries 

have responded quite similar (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991). 
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Our findings are a contribution to the literature on reputation management. We have identified 

three conditions that might make local governments respond differently to the reputation 

policy; power structures, e.i. formal structure of local governments in Denmark and Norway, 

municipal size, and the influence of political vis-a-vis administrative actors. We see that 

choice of reputation strategy is conditioned by degree of administrative involvement and size. 

While major contributors to the public reputation literature, for instance Carpenter (2001; 

2010) and Maor (2010, 2011), mainly have focused on governmental agencies where the 

political level is more distant, our findings indicate that major local government agent groups, 

have diverging motivation and interests in the forging of local governments’ reputation 

management.  

In addition, our findings contribute to local government literature. The administrative 

involvement in policies, at least in reputation management, increases with municipal size. In 

the reputation building process, administrators in big municipalities are influencing, more 

than politicians, what reputation the local government wants to signal to the audience. In a 

local democracy, this is potentially problematic. Deciding upon reputational strategies about 

core values, a unique identity, and strategies are policies with potential political impact. In 

addition, the politicians are the ones with the main responsibility for reputational policies.  

This paper is an attempt at systematical research under the limits of available data. One 

limitation stemming from this, is a lack of potential relevant control variables. We 

recommend future research to look at other potential factors conditioning the choice of 

reputation strategy in local government. We also encourage to investigate if the findings here 

hold when other factors are taken into consideration. Investigating if having a municipal 

communication division have an impact on the strategies chosen, could be one of these. We 

would also encourage the study of local government reputation strategies and actors involved 

in other national contexts. 

 



 

NORKOM XXVI Reykjavik -  

Åshild S. Lockert, Kristian H. Haugen, Hilde Bjørnå and Heidi H. Salomonsen  

21 
 

Appendix 

Administration (Norway) 

• I hvor stor grad hadde følgende aktører innflytelse på mål- og strategiutformingen? 

● Administrasjonssjefen/rådmannen/byrådslederen  

● Øvrig administrasjon 

● Informasjons- eller kommunikasjonsansvarlig 

● Andre ansatte i kommuneorganisasjonen 

Political actors (Norway) 

• I hvor stor grad hadde følgende aktører innflytelse på mål- og strategiutformingen? 

● Ordføreren  

● Kommunestyret 

● Administration (Denmark) 

• I hvor høj grad er følgende aktører involveret i at udvikle strategier rettet mod kommunens 

omdømme? 

● Kommunaldirektøren 

● Øverige medlemmer af direktionen 

● Den ansvarlige for kommunikationen i kommunen 

● Andre medarbejdere 

Political actors (Denmark) 

• I hvor høj grad er følgende aktører involveret i at udvikle strategier rettet mod kommunens 

omdømme? 

● Borgermesteren 

● De øverige byrådsmedlemmer 

Place (Norway) 
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• Omdømmearbeidet kan ha forskjellige mål. I hvilken grad er følgende mål viktige i 

kommunens omdømmearbeid? 

● Styrke næringslivet i kommunen 

● Øke den norske befolkningens kjennskap til kommunen vår 

● Øke tilflytning/tilbakeflytning 

● Øke turismen 

● Forbedre bolyst, tilhørighet og trivsel hos lokalbefolkningen 

• Kommunen ønsker å profilere seg med utgangspunk i 

● Lokale attraksjoner 

● Naturen 

● At det er en god plass å bo 

Organization (Norway) 

• Omdømmearbeidet kan ha forskjellige mål. I hvilken grad er følgende mål viktige i 

kommunens omdømmearbeid? 

● Øke serviceinnstillingen hos  kommunens ansatte 

● Styrke felleskapsfølelsen blant de ansatte i kommuneorganisasjonen 

● Styrke oppfatninger av kommunens tjenesteyting 

• Kommunen ønsker å profilere seg med utgangspunk i 

● At kommuneorganisasjonen er en god plass å arbeide 

● Tjenestekvaliteten 

● Kompetanse i kommuneorganisasjonen 

Place (Denmark) 

• Det strategiske arbejde med kommunens omdømme kan have flere forskellige formål. 

Indiker i hvilken grad arbejdet med omdømme i din kommune har følgende formål. 

● Øget tilflytning af borgere 
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● Forbedre borgernes tillid til politikerne i kommunen 

• Det strategiske arbejdet med kommunens omdømme kan have forskjellige målgruper. I hvor 

høj grad er kommunens strategiske arbejdet med sit omdømme målrettet følgende 

interessenter? 

● Turister 

● Det lokale erhvervsliv 

● Kommunens borgere 

Organization (Denmark) 

• Det strategiske arbejde med kommunens omdømme kan have flere forskellige formål. 

Indiker i hvilken grad arbejdet med omdømme i din kommune har følgende formål. 

● Forbedre kommunens omdømme over for de ansatte  

● Rekruttere de bedste ansatte 

• Det strategiske arbejdet med kommunens omdømme kan have forskjellige målgruper. I hvor 

høj grad er kommunens strategiske arbejdet med sit omdømme målrettet følgende 

interessenter? 

● Kommunens ansatte 

● Brugere af kommunens services 

List of Cronbach’s alpha and scales: 
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