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Abstract: Since the economic crisis (2008) municipalities became more aware of their real estate
portfolio. Their first reaction to the sense of urgency to pay more attention to this extensive property
was to improve their real estate administration. Now, ten years later, municipalities are ready to focus
more on the professionalization of the management of their real estate. The purpose of this study
is to present the role of individual concepts of public management in Polish and Dutch municipal
(public) real estate management. The paper is based on the results on survey research based on public
real estate management theory and two public management approaches: new public management
and good governance. First, preliminary research was carried out in a Polish metropolitan area after
which all Polish metropolitan areas where questioned about their real estate management issues.
This questionnaire was also sent to all Dutch municipalities one year later. The Hellwig’s taxonomic
method was performed on both separately to assess the level of implementation of good governance
and new public management principles in real estate management practices. The research shows that
new public management standards are applied at a similar level in municipal real estate management
in Poland and The Netherlands. Good governance standards are used a little more broadly in Poland
than in The Netherlands. The research shows that in Poland and The Netherlands the concepts of new
public management and good governance are not applied as a whole but are deployed as a collection
of instruments. Most municipalities choose some of these instruments to apply to their municipal real
estate (MREM). Both in Poland and in The Netherlands there are differences noticed in the application
of new public management and good governance principles depending on the type of municipality.
Besides this originality and scientific relevance, municipalities of both countries could benefit from
this comparison by learning from best practices. Practical recommendations and suggestions for
public administration concern: (i) the necessity to develop municipal real estate management plans;
(ii) increase regularity of asset valuation and (iii) assessment of real estate management performance;
(iv) greater transparency in real estate management; and (v) increasing the participation of citizens in
the process of managing real estate.

Keywords: real estate management; municipal real estate management; real estate; municipalities;
policy; Poland; The Netherlands

1. Introduction

Due to its size, real estate owned by municipalities is an important segment of the real estate
market [1]. Yet it received little attention in society as well as in science until recently. Due to the
economic crisis that started in 2008, municipalities felt the sense of urgency to take the management
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of their real estate portfolio more seriously. First, their focus was mainly economically on how they
could cut costs. This question made the municipalities realize there was much work to do on their
administration of their real estate and related themes first. Now, ten years later, municipalities are
ready for the next step: focus shifts from administrative to more managerial questions. Of course, a lot
of research is done about real estate management in profit organizations. Especially in the field of
Corporate Real Estate Management (CREM). However, this present research is about public non-profit
organizations. This and the political context makes real estate management in a municipal context
different from real estate management in the for-profit sector.

CREM literature is about real estate management at both private and public organizations that are
not primarily in the real estate business [2]. Despite the fact that CREM is about both public and private,
the concept is based mostly on research in the private sector [3,4]. Therefore, it not always fits public
sector specifics, public regulations and public values. In this context, very valuable and interesting is
Public Real Estate Management (PREM) research, which is based not only on CREM theory but also
on the public management approach. Literature review (see Table 1) clearly indicates that there is little
research that tries to merge the real estate management perspective with public management concepts,
more specifically the New Public Management (NPM) and the Good Governance (GG) approaches as
a part of the Public Governance (PG) concept.

Therefore, we attempted to fill the gap in PREM literature and present the role (main purpose of
the paper) of NPM and GG in Polish and Dutch MREM. In doing so, this research regards to the persons
working in different organizational units of the municipality whose duties and responsibilities are
related to real estate management. Additionally, an extra value comes from comparing two countries
instead of only describing the status quo at one country. Other researchers recommended comparisons
with Polish municipalities and other countries as well [5] and many scholars underline that it is
particularly interesting to make MREM comparisons between countries with different institutional
and historical public administration backgrounds [6,7]. Therefore, we decided to compare Poland and
the Netherlands which have different starting points in public government reforms but both of them
began implementing changes in 20th century [8,9].

Therefore, our fist hypothesis is:

1) The role of NPM and GG concepts in MREM is similar in Polish and Dutch municipalities.

The second hypothesis is based on a previous study [10]:

2) Both in Poland and in The Netherlands, there are differences within the scope of the application
of NPM and GG concepts in MREM depending on the size of the municipality.

Research on real estate management at municipalities based on the principles of NPM and
GG comparing two countries and more specifically Poland and The Netherlands, has never been
done before. Besides this originality and scientific relevance, municipalities of both countries could
benefit from this comparison by learning from best practices. Our practical suggestions for public
administration come directly from the survey research which apart from the concepts of GG and NPM,
are based on the achievements of Public Real Estate literature [6,7,10–20].

The paper structure is as follows: the next paragraph provides a literature review of PREM
literature from an international perspective. Section 3 specifies the dataset and method of the
research. Section 4 presents the results and discussion and finally Section 5 provides conclusions and
final remarks.

2. International Research on Public Real Estate Management

In 1993, Simons concluded: “corporate real estate assets are generally undermanaged” [11] and in
2000 it was still noticed that PREM lag far behind on the private sector [21]. They also conclude that
“the opportunity cost of not managing public real estate strategically is large and has implications for
local budgets and services” [21]. Nowadays, both public and private organizations pay more attention
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to real estate and management [22]. The financial crises (70–80s and 2008) created a sense of urgency
and still it is considered to be an asset that deserves more attention than it got before. With this increase
of attention, first care did go to real estate itself. Especially public organizations put a lot of effort
in making an inventory and managing each building individually. Subsequently, focus shifted to
the context of the whole portfolio and now we have arrived at the point that the organization and
management are to be developed.

Most public and private organizations do not own real estate to make a profit out of it. In PREM,
as in CREM [23], primary focus is not on financial interest but on facilitating primary processes. When
it comes to governmental organizations, this means that real estate has to facilitate this organization
and also the realization of policy goals [20]. Van der Schaaf defines PREM as “ . . . the management
of a government’s real estate portfolio by aligning the portfolio and services to (1) the needs of the
users, (2) the financial policy set by the Treasury and (3) the political goals that government wants
to achieve” [24]. In this, PREM is not about management of the real estate portfolio itself. It is about
aligning real estate with the trinity of function, finance and politics of which the latter is closely related
to society. Van den Beemt also found that most actions taken and results achieved are not about the
real estate itself [20]. Most interventions that improved the operations of real estate management were
taken at organizational level [20]. With the organizational level and the skill to align the interest of the
different stakeholders as a starting point, PREM asks more for a management approach than for a real
estate focus.

Also, internationally and scientifically the subject gained popularity. It starts to be recognized by
international researchers around the world [19,21,25–27]. Due to the main objective of the paper the
focus of our review was on MREM studies which directly refer to the public management paradigm
(see Table 1).

An interesting example of using the GG concept is a guide prepared in 2007 as a part of the Food
and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Regular Program work in land tenure and land administration [28].
According to this report [28] there are six features of GG in land tenure and administration [10]:

1) “The legitimacy of land agencies and land administrators is widely recognized by citizens.
2) Land agencies serve all citizens, including the weak as well as the strong.
3) Land agencies provide services that respond to the needs of their customers, for example, in the

nature of the services and accessibility to them.
4) The results of the services are consistent, predictable and impartial.
5) The services are provided efficiently, effectively and competently.
6) The services are provided with integrity, transparency and accountability”.

The study by Grosss and Źróbek [18] used a modified Delphi method and employed five basic
GG principles established by the Commission of the European Communities (openness, participation,
accountability, effectiveness and coherence) [29]. With these principles they evaluate real estate
management in different countries (mostly European ones). Also, trends are shown. Another example
of using the GG concept is a Marona’s study from 2016 [10]. In this research a survey was sent to a
single metropolitan area to research how GG and NPM are implemented in Municipal Real Estate
Management (MREM). Marona found that most municipalities choose some of the GG and NPM
instruments to apply to their municipal real estate but not the concepts as a whole [10]. In this context,
the research of Mardiasmo and Sampford [30] is very interesting. This study looked at the level in
which GG principles are applied within state asset management laws. They also examine state asset
management regulations in three Indonesian regional governments and concluded that for different
GG principles levels of understanding and implementation differ [30]. On the one hand there is a high
level of understanding and implementation in (i) transparency, (ii) accountability and (ii) compliance
principles. On the other hand, there is only moderate understanding and implementation in (iv)
efficiency and (v) stakeholder participation principles [30]. Other Indonesian research on state asset
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management shows that there is a strong link between the reform, the adoption of GG practice and
thoughts and practices of government officials [31].

As was mentioned before, many authors apart from governance concepts use an NPM approach
in the PREM research. In some research, despite of the NPM critics [32,33], many researchers find
the NPM concept an opportunity for improving state and MREM [34]. In other research [10] there is
the assumption that despite the many controversial issues concerning NPM, a lot of standards are
visible in the practice of public management and MREM. In recent work by Constantin et al. [7] the
MREM is treated as a major component of NPM. As research shows, NPM has affected real estate
management [35]. Real estate management joined the NPM movement that is the crucial driving force
for efficient and effective public asset management [35].

Table 1. International research using public management paradigms (source: own study).

Year Author(s) Area Paradigm Design

New Public
Management

Good
Governance

2006 Schulte & Ecke [36] Germany X
Multidimensional approach (two
questionnaires). 215
questionnaires total.

2007 Food and Agriculture
Organization (UN) [28] International X Secondary analyses.

2011 Lu [35] USA X Survey. 37 questionnaires.

2014 Gross, Źróbek & Špirková [37] Poland, Slovakia X Case Study. Two countries.

2014 Kask [38] Estonia X X
Literature review + best practices.
Exploratory study with
experimental case study elements.

2014 Pozega, Crnkovic & Zivkovic [34] Croatia X Literature Review

2015 Gross & Źróbek [18] Europe & Asia X
Modified Delphi method (Delphi
method + survey). 17 responses
from 14 countries.

2016 Marona [10]
Krakow

Metropolitan Area
(Poland)

X X Survey. 25 municipalities (49%).

2017 Lausberg &
Wojewnik-Filipkowska [39] Poland and Germany X X Case study of two cities: Gdansk

in Poland and Jena in Germany

2018 Constantin et al. [7] Romania X Survey. 8 municipalities.

We can conclude that there is little research that tries to merge the real estate management
perspective with public management concepts, more specifically the NPM and GG. We can also
conclude that there is no PREM research, which takes into consideration the model that is most
discussed nowadays (especially in Europe): the Neo-Weberian State model introduced by Pollitt and
Bouckaert in 2004 [40,41]. As also can be confirmed from Table 1, no research of this size and scope as
the research presented in this paper was done before. Mostly, research was focused on one country or
when including more countries, the scope was narrower. Besides, in most cases the public management
framework of MREM research is very general. Therefore, this research adds to all previous research.

3. Materials and Methods

First, a preliminary survey research was conducted in one Polish metropolitan area in 2016 [10]
and the questionnaire was based on theories of NPM and GG. The operationalization of the research
took place based on 7 NPM standards [42] and 5 GG principles according to the Commission of the
European Communities [29] (see Table 2).

In 2017, the survey questionnaire was considerably modified. The list of questions was extended
from 18 to 33 detailed issues (see Appendix A) referring to MREM, from which we used 22 in our
research (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Operationalization of NPM standards [42] and GG principles [29] in MREM.

Public Management Concepts Questionnaire Items Diagnostic Variables

New Public Management [42]
NPM1: Hands on professional management’ in the public sector Q3.1, Q3.2, Q3.3 X3, X4, X5
NPM2: Explicit standards and measure of performance Q1, Q2, Q3.19, Q3.20 X1, X2, X21, X22
NPM3: Greater emphasis on output control Q3.6, Q3.7, Q3.11 X8, X9, X13
NPM4: Shift to disaggregation of units in the public sector * - -
NPM5: Shift to greater competition in public sector Q3.16 X18
NPM6: Stress on private sector styles of management practice Q3.4, Q3.5 X6, X7
NPM7: Stress on greater discipline and parsimony in resource use Q4.8, Q4.9 X30, X31

Good Governance [29]
GG1: Openness Q3.12, Q3.13, Q3.14 X14, X15, X16
GG2: Participation Q3.15 X17
GG3: Accountability Q3.6, Q3.7, Q3.10 X8, X9, X12
GG4: Effectiveness Q2, Q3.8, Q3.9, Q3.19 X2, X10, X11, X21
GG5: Coherence * - -

* was not evaluated, due to difficulties with its operationalization in the survey.

In comparison with the 2016 research, also the scope of the research was substantially extended.
It was carried out in all 304 Polish municipalities belonging to all metropolitan areas in Poland.
The research was conducted in May 2017 with the use of traditional post. The questionnaire was
completed and returned by 115 municipalities in total (return rate of 38%). In all cases the persons
completing the survey questionnaires dealt directly with real estate management and often hold
managerial positions (head of a department, director of a department, a section supervisor, possibly
a head of municipality). In the case of biggest municipalities, the survey questionnaire was filled
in by two persons working in different organizational units of the municipality whose duties and
responsibilities are, however, related to real estate management.

This questionnaire was also sent to all Dutch municipalities one year later (return rate of 22%).
All respondents have real estate related work but are not all in managerial positions. The questionnaire
designed for the research in Poland was translated from Polish to Dutch in order to make it possible
for Dutch municipalities to answer the questions. To ensure validity, checks were done by both authors
by describing the meaning of the question and providing options for translation. In this way, not only
translating from the one language to the other was double checked but also the essence, meaning and
nuances of the questions were looked after. Finally, it was checked by a Dutch professor too. The only
adjustments made to the order of questions was that the questions about the respondent (name of
municipality and function title) were moved to the back of the questionnaire. This intervention was
done in order to increase response. Years of survey experience in The Netherlands learned that
starting off with these questions makes Dutch municipalities reluctant to continue as they might worry
about their anonymity because they do not yet know which questions are to be asked. On 20 March
(2018) the questionnaire was sent by e-mail to all 380 municipalities and they were reminded of the
questionnaire once. The questionnaire was closed approximately three months later on June 18th.
An online questionnaire tool (Enalyzer) was used to collect the data. Once the data were collected,
the raw data were put in a dataset that fits the set of the previous research in Poland. In this way,
we created one dataset with the results of both countries. This contributes to a reliable, clear and
flawless analysis.

All statistical analyses were done in Microsoft Excel and STATA 15. For each country the Hellwig’s
taxonomic method was applied using a similar procedure to Pomianek and Chrzanowska [43] and
Kasztelan [44]. This method is like the ‘Technique for Order of Preference by Similarity’ [45] which is
based on a concept of similarity to an ideal solution. However, originally, Hellwig’s taxonomic method
was developed a few decades before (in 1968) as a taxonomic method for international comparisons
of economic development of countries [46]. Hellwig’s method allows us to group municipalities into
homogenous classes, based on the level of implementation of GG and NPM principles in the practice
of MREM in Poland and the Netherlands. The Hellwig’s synthetic measure was calculated in the



Sustainability 2018, 10, 4291 6 of 15

context of 6 out of 7 NPM standards [42] and 4 out of 5 GG principles according Commission of the
European Communities [29]. See Table 2.

The procedure includes:

(i) normalization of initial diagnostic variables (xij), where i = 1, . . . , n is the number of objects
(municipalities) and j = 1, . . . , m is the number of variables.

(ii) calculation of group means of normalized diagnostic variables (zig), where g = 1, . . . , k is the
number of evaluated NPM standards or GG principles (to which the initial diagnostic variables
correspond). In the research we evaluated implementation of 6 NPM standards (NPM1, NPM2,
NPM3, NPM5, NPM6, NPM7) and 4 evaluated GG principles (GG1, GG2, GG3, GG4), thus 6
or 4 group means were calculated respectively. The reason for calculating group means is an
unbalanced number of diagnostic variables corresponding with selected NPM standards or
GG principles.

(iii) construction of the object (pattern) with the highest values of group means of normalized
diagnostic variables corresponding to evaluated NPM standards or GG principles (z0g).

(iv) calculation of the squared Euclidean distance (di) of each object from the constructed pattern:

di =
1
k

k

∑
g = 1

(
zig − z0g

)2

(v) calculation of synthetic measures hi that describes the implementation of NPM standards or GG
principles by municipalities in Poland and Netherlands:

hi = 1 − di

di + 2S d
i

where di is arithmetic mean of calculated distances di and Sdi is a standard deviation of di. The hi
usually have values between 0 and 1 and the closer hi value is to 1 the more similar the object is
to the pattern [47].

Hellwig’s taxonomic method was applied in order to fulfil the objective of this research and to
test both hypotheses. To reflect the level of implementation of GG or NPM, four classes (see Table 3)
were identified based on arithmetic mean of synthetic measures

(
hi

)
and its standard deviation (Shi).

Table 3. Four classes of municipalities.

Type of Class Implementation Level of NPM Standards
or GG Principles Mathematical Constraint

Class 1 low implementation of NPM or GG hi ≥ hi + Shi
Class 2 low-mid implementation of NPM or GG hi +Shi > hi ≥ hi
Class 3 mid-high implementation of NPM or GG hi > hi ≥ hi − Shi
Class 4 high implementation of NPM or GG hi < hi +Shi

4. Results and Discussion

Results should show if the role of NPM and GG concepts in MREM is similar in Polish and Dutch
municipalities and whether differences within the scope of the application of these concepts depend
on the size of the municipality between these two countries. Therefore, first the NPM results will be
discussed in total and for the different sizes. Next, the same was done for the GG concepts.
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4.1. New Public Management

As it results from the research both in Poland and in The Netherlands, NPM standards are
applied at a similar level in MREM (Hellwig’s synthetic measure is 0.329 for Poland and 0.326 for
Netherlands—see Table 4). NPM principles are applied to the fullest in the context of the first of seven
Hood’s [42] standards, namely: “hands on professional management in the public sector but Both in Poland
and in The Netherlands the majority of employees taking part in MREM receive cyclical training
(85% for PL and 91% for NL). In the majority of cases (59% for PL and 78% for NL) the employees of
the municipalities working in real estate management have enjoyed real estate education (e.g., real
estate management, real estate economics). Moreover, what results show is that most employees of the
municipalities engaged in real estate management related tasks have experience in the private sector
(53% for PL and 64% for NL).

Table 4. Synthetic measure for NPM standards in MREM (source: own calculations).

Polish Municipalities
(Types) Synthetic Measure Standard Deviation Observations

Urban 0.453 0.231 18
Urban-rural 0.295 0.155 30

Rural 0.309 0.126 59
All Polish municipalities 0.329 0.165 107

Dutch Municipalities (Types) Synthetic Measure Standard Deviation Observations

Large 0.362 0.1906 20
Medium 0.317 0.1541 42

Small 0.257 0.0982 14
No data 0.399 0.1953 9

All Dutch municipalities 0.326 0.1632 85

To a minimum extent both in Poland and in The Netherlands those principles are used which
Hood called “explicit standards and measure of performance”, “greater emphasis on output control”
and “stress on private sector style of management practice” [42]. Nourse & Roulac [48] think that
(corporate) real estate management is about the effectiveness of the real estate function. However,
results show that the majority of municipalities in both countries do not evaluate effectiveness of
management of their real estate at all. What can be observed is that there are no developed indicators
that enable evaluating effectiveness of MREM (19% in PL and 43% in NL). Additionally, in Poland
only 49% of the municipalities update the real estate value regularly (67% in NL) what should be a
good standard in all municipalities [13] taking into consideration demographic changes [49] and using
spatial property information [50]. Besides, very few municipalities (11% in PL and 20% in NL) make a
comparative analysis with other municipalities of their MREM results. International research shows
that very often the reason is lack of reliable data about public properties [21]. For this reason, making a
reliable evaluation of the results with a ratio analysis is very hard due to interpretation difficulties.
Moreover, it is tough to conduct effective evaluations of real estate management when as many as 45%
of the studied municipalities in Poland and 47% in The Netherlands declared that they do not have
MREM plans. At the same time, these problems with MREM are similar to those which are observed
in other European countries [7].

In the context of the principle “stress on private sector style of management practice” [42]
payment and motivation systems in municipal offices were investigated, which is also one of a key
component of effective real estate management [17]. Results show that most municipalities do not
differentiate the salaries of employees at equivalent positions in the organizational unit responsible
for real estate management (only 26% in PL and 18% in NL). 27% of respondents in Poland and only
5% in The Netherlands indicated that bonuses of employees related to MREM depend on the level of
accomplished goals.
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The greatest differences between both countries were noticed in the context of the principle which
Hood called a “shift to greater competition in public sector” [42]. In this context, a question was
asked referring to the extent of the use of outsourcing in real estate management. Since the 1980s,
government policy has increasingly focused on outsourcing public services to private organizations [51].
Nevertheless, property management is only outsourced to a limited extend [52]. The research findings
show that Dutch municipalities more often decide to use outsourcing solutions than municipalities in
Poland (16% and 62%, respectively) but also municipalities in other European countries [53].

The seventh, last principle of NPM described by Hood is pressure on raising discipline in the use of
resources (“stress on greater discipline and parsimony in resource use”) [42]. In this context, the studied
municipalities generally positively assess the manner of managing their resources. Respondents
assessed the use of both (i) land and (ii) buildings and municipal premises, considering the number
of undeveloped real properties and vacant properties. Both categories were assessed positively,
generating 70% and 88% positive answers in Poland and 50% and 46% in The Netherlands (over 40%
municipalities in The Netherlands assessed it in neutral way).

It should be stressed that both in Poland and in The Netherlands, there are differences noticed
in the application of NPM principles depending on the type of municipality. In Poland, urban
municipalities are characterized by the largest value of the synthetic measure of NPM (0.453). The
synthetic measure value in urban-rural municipalities as well as in rural municipalities is similar (0.295
and 0.309, respectively). The situation was similar in The Netherlands, where the synthetic measure
value is the lowest in small (0.257) and medium (0.317) municipalities.

What is important is that the analysis of variance shows that the differences between types of
municipalities are statistically significant only in Poland (see Table 5).

Table 5. Analysis of variance for NPM standards (source: own calculations).

Analysis of Variance (NPM) in Poland

Source SS df MS F Prob > F

Between
groups 0.336 2 0.168 6.89 0.0015

Within groups 2.874 104 0.024 - -
Total 2.874 106 0.027 - -

Analysis of Variance (NPM) in Netherlands

Source SS df MS F Prob > F

Between
groups 0.090 2 0.045 1.84 0.1657

Within groups 1.789 73 0.024 - -
Total 1.879 75 0.025 - -

According to the values of the arithmetic means, municipalities were assigned to one of the four
classes (groups) with regard to their level of fulfilment of 7 NPM standards and 5 GG principles.
Class 1 consists of municipalities with a very low level of the fulfilment of NPM, class 4 is with the
highest level of standard fulfilments (see Table 6).

The analysis of the results included in Table 6 shows that only 13% municipalities in Poland and
18% of municipalities in Netherlands are in Class 4. Therefore, we can claim that in most Polish and
Dutch municipalities NPM principles in the real estate management practice are not used much. As
far as the scope of the application of NPM principles is concerned, there are differences noticed in
both countries depending on the size of municipality. However, as it was emphasized before, only in
Poland these differences are statistically significant.
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Table 6. Classification of municipalities in Poland and The Netherlands taking under consideration
NPM standards in MREM—Hellwig’s synthetic measure (source: own calculations).

Hellwig for NPM: Poland Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Total

Urban
1 4 5 8 18

5.56% 22.22% 27.78% 44.44% 100%

Urban-rural
6 10 12 2 30

20.00% 33.33% 40.00% 6.67% 100%

Rural
9 25 21 4 59

15.25% 42.37% 35.59% 6.78% 100%

Total
16 39 38 14 107

14.95% 36.45% 35.51% 13.08% 100%

Hellwig for NPM: The Netherlands Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Total

Large municipalities 3 6 5 6 20
15.00% 30.00% 25.00% 30.00% 100%

Medium municipalities 7 18 9 8 42
16.67% 42.86% 21.43% 19.05% 100%

Small municipalities 1 10 3 0 14
7.14% 71.43% 21.43% 0% 100%

Total
11 34 17 14 76

14.47% 44.74% 22.37% 18.42% 100%

4.2. Good Governance

As for the GG concept, the study focused around four principles, namely effectiveness, openness,
participation and accountability. What results from the research is that GG standards in MREM are
used a little more broadly in Poland than in The Netherlands (Hellwig’s synthetic measure is 0.4218 for
Poland and 0.3265 for The Netherlands—see Table 7), which may be surprising in the context of Gross
and Źróbek’s research [18]. At the same time, it should be observed that in the case of Poland there is
a higher GG measure than in the case of NPM standards. In case of The Netherlands the measure is
almost identical (see Table 4).

The synthetic measure values (Hellwig’s synthetic measure) in Poland and in The Netherlands
differ depending on the type of municipality. However, the variance analysis shows again that the
differences are only statistically significant for Poland (see Table 8), where the application of the GG
concept is substantially higher in urban municipalities than in other municipalities (See Table 7).

Table 7. Synthetic measure for GG principles in MREM (source: own calculations).

Polish Municipalities (Types) Synthetic Measure Standard Deviation Observations

Urban 0.582 0.247 19
Urban-rural 0.410 0.235 31

Rural 0.379 0.162 64
All Polish municipalities 0.4218 0.211 114

Dutch Municipalities (Types) Synthetic Measure Standard Deviation Observations

Large 0.372 0.1620 20
Medium 0.331 0.1716 42

Small 0.336 0.1797 14
No data 0.397 0.2172 9

All Dutch municipalities 0.3265 0.1632 85
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Table 8. Analysis of variance for GG principles (source: own calculations).

Analysis of Variance (GG) in Poland

Source SS Df MS F Prob > F

Between groups 0.606 2 0.303 7.62 0.0008
Within groups 4.418 111 0.0398 - -

Total 5.025 113 0.044 - -

Analysis of Variance (GG) in The Netherlands

Source SS Df MS F Prob > F

Between groups 0.024 2 0.012 0.42 0.6598
Within groups 2.125 73 0.0297 - -

Total 2.1499 75 0.028 - -

The data included in Table 9 show that nearly 18% municipalities in Poland and 12% municipalities
in The Netherlands belong to Class 4. Therefore, we can claim that in most cases GG concepts are not
used widely in Polish and Dutch MREM. As is the case with NPM standards, differences are observed
in both countries in the scope of the application of GG principles depending on the municipality size.
These differences are only statistically significant for Poland where there is no universal model of
MREM [39].

Table 9. Classification of municipalities in Poland and Netherlands taking into consideration GG
principles in MREM-Hellwig’s synthetic measure (source: own calculations).

Hellwig for GG: Poland Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Total

Urban
1 4 4 10 19

5.26% 21.05% 21.05% 52.36% 100%

Urban-rural
9 8 8 6 31

29.03% 25.81% 25.81% 19.35% 100%

Rural
8 32 20 4 64

12.5% 50.0% 31.25% 6.25% 100%

Total
18 44 32 20 114

15.79% 38.6% 28.07% 17.54% 100%

Hellwig for GG: The Netherlands Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Total

Large municipalities 2 7 7 4 20
10.00% 35.00% 35.00% 20.00% 100%

Medium municipalities 7 16 15 4 42
16.67% 38.10% 35.71% 9.52% 100%

Small municipalities 3 4 6 1 14
21.43% 28.57% 42.86% 7.14% 100%

Total
12 27 28 9 76

15.79% 35.53% 36.84% 11.84% 100%

The higher value of the synthetic measure for Poland (Table 7) to a great extent arises from a
greater scope of the application of two GG principles referring to openness and participation in Poland
than in The Netherlands. In the case of openness, 60% municipalities in Poland and only 10% of
Dutch municipalities declared that there are full details of the current municipality’s properties on
their websites. The question about making public the details of the planned investments in municipal
properties (for instance modernization, repairs etc.) shows that 62% in Poland and only 14% in
The Netherlands announce some or all of this type of information by means of a website. When it
comes to making public (annual) accomplishment reports in the context of MREM, results show that
only 27% of Polish municipalities publish this type of online elaboration but even fewer (10%) do it in
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The Netherlands. Another question was about whether citizens of the municipality have been able to
express themselves in a structured manner (internet survey, meeting) on selected aspects of MREM
(e.g., the way of development of a park, the colour of the elevation of a school, etc.). 48% municipalities
in Poland and 30% municipalities in The Netherlands declared that over the last two years there was at
least one such an opportunity (exactly the same number of municipalities gave the negative answer).
Generally, mainly due to a lower level of fulfilment of the openness and participation principles, the
synthetic GG measure is greater for Poland than for The Netherlands.

In the context of accountability, 79% of municipalities in Poland and 58% in The Netherlands
declared that MREM departments are evaluated internally. In 67% of municipalities in Poland and
75% in The Netherlands the level of MREM achievements is discussed during staff meetings. In 53%
of the municipalities in Poland and 41% of the municipalities in The Netherlands organizational units
responsible for MREM prepare annual accomplishment reports.

The last group of questions was related to the operationalization of the principle of effectiveness
which was met in both countries to a medium level. In this context it should be emphasized that only
32% of municipalities in Poland and 42% municipalities in The Netherlands evaluate the effectiveness
of managing their real estate in general. In the context of Kaganova and Nayyar-Stone’ postulate [21]
to ‘periodically evaluate financial performance of each property and the whole portfolios in each class’, this result
are not satisfactory. On the other hand, the majority of the studied municipalities (85% in Poland
and 52% in The Netherlands) declare punctuality of the implemented real estate management tasks.
The majority of municipalities in both countries also declare that all planned tasks are accomplished
for a given budget year.

The findings of this study should be considered along with its limitations. Due to difficulties with
operationalization of all NPM and GG standards in survey research, not all of them were evaluated.
Secondly, the study is quantitative in nature and future research could be based on qualitative research
using case study method based on some selected urban, urban-rural and rural municipalities from
Poland and large, medium and small municipalities from The Netherlands. Future research could
concentrate also on MREM in other countries than Poland and The Netherlands. In further research, it
can also be interesting to add other sources about NPM and GG, like Gruening [54], Noto & Bianchi [55]
and the Council of Europe [56]. By adding more perspectives on NPM and GG, the questionnaire
can be modified and it can contribute to the refinement of the operationalization of the NPM and GG
principles. Another interesting direction for future research would be to examine public management
principles and concepts (GG, NPM and others) and their impact on MREM efficiency. Moreover, there
is a possibility to extend the research taking under consideration not only type of municipalities but
also type of municipal real estate assets managed by local government units.

5. Conclusions

In the article, we investigated the problem of MREM in the context of public management theory.
Research on real estate management based on the principles of NPM and GG comparing two countries
and more specifically Poland and The Netherlands has never been done before.

We can conclude that the first hypothesis was only partially confirmed. The research shows that in
Poland and The Netherlands the concepts of NPM and GG are not applied as a whole but are deployed
as a collection of instruments. Most municipalities choose some of these instruments to apply to their
municipal real estate (MREM). However, results also suggest that GG standards in Polish MREM are
used a little more broadly than in The Netherlands. As it comes to NPM principles, both in Poland
and in The Netherlands, NPM standards are applied in a similar scope in MREM.

Furthermore, in reference to our second research hypothesis, it should be stressed that both
in Poland and in The Netherlands there are differences noticed in the application of NPM and
GG principles depending on the type of municipality. In larger municipalities, both concepts are
applied more often than in other municipalities but variance analysis tells that the differences are only
statistically significant for Poland.



Sustainability 2018, 10, 4291 12 of 15

Besides this originality and scientific relevance, municipalities of both countries could benefit
from this comparison by learning from best practices. Practical recommendations and suggestions for
public administration concern: (i) the necessity to develop municipal real estate management plans,
(ii) increase regularity of asset valuation and (iii) assessment of real estate management performance,
(iv) greater transparency in real estate management and (v) increasing the participation of citizens in
the process of managing real estate.

6. Patents

The contribution share of authors is equal and amounted to 50% each of them. The
conceptualization comes from Marona’s previous research [10]. Preliminary results were presented
during the European Real Estate Society (ERES) conference in Reading, 2018.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, B.M.; Methodology, B.M.; Software, B.M. and A.v.d.B.-T.; Validation,
A.v.d.B.-T.; Investigation B.M. and A.v.d.B.-T.; Data curation B.M. and A.v.d.B.-T.; Writing—original draft
preparation, B.M. and A.v.d.B.-T.; Writing—review and editing, A.v.d.B.-T.; Supervision, B.M. and A.v.d.B.-T.;
Project administration, B.M. and A.v.d.B.-T.

Funding: This research was funded by Stichting Hanzehogeschool and Faculty of Economics and International
Relations of the Cracow University of Economics.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Appendix A

This appendix contains the questionnaire sent to Polish and Dutch municipalities. The municipalities
received this questionnaire in their own language (not English).

Table A1. Questionnaire.

Question# Variable Question Values

1 * X1 Has your municipality a real estate (asset) management plan? 0 (No)/1(Yes)

2 * X2 Assesses your municipality the efficiency of real estate management? 0 (No)/1(Yes)

3. Select the most appropriate answer for each question

3.1 * X3 Does your municipality offer training opportunities for the real estate
management team/staff?

1 (Absolutely not)
2 (Probably not)
4 (Probably yes)

5 (Absolutely yes)
3 (Hard to say)

3.2 * X4 Do the employees involved in real estate management have a real estate (related)
education/diploma?

3.3 * X5 Has your real estate management staff corporate (private) real estate
management experiences?

3.4 * X6 Do the salaries of real estate management employees differ in comparable
positions?

3.5 * X7 Do bonuses of real estate management employees depend on the results they
achieve (extent to which the objectives are achieved)?

3.6 * X8 Is real estate management internally evaluated/assessed at your municipality?

3.7 * X9 Are annual reports prepared on the performance of real estate management at
your municipality?

3.8 * X10 Are the annual goals from the real estate management plan realized at your
municipality?

3.9 * X11 Will the annual goals from the real estate management plan be realized in time at
your municipality?

3.10 * X12 Are real estate management performances discussed during (internal) meetings
at your municipality?

3.11 * X13 Are your municipal real estate management performances/results compared
with those of other municipalities?

3.12 * X14 Is full information about municipal real estate available on your website?

3.13 * X15 Is full information about planned municipal real estate investments (e.g.,
upgrades, renovations, etc.) available on your website?
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Table A1. Cont.

Question# Variable Question Values

3.14 * X16 Are the annual reports of real estate management (or other internal reports)
published on your municipality’s website?

1 (Absolutely not)
2 (Probably not)
4 (Probably yes)

5 (Absolutely yes)
3 (Hard to say)

3.15 * X17

Have the citizens of your municipality been given the opportunity to express
themselves in an organized way (internet poll, meeting) about certain aspects of
municipal real estate management (e.g., the management of the city park, the
colour of the school’s, etc.) in the past two years?

3.16 * X18 Does your municipality outsource real estate management tasks?

3.17 X19 To what extent are you familiar with the concept of New Public Management?

3.18 X20 To what extent are you familiar with the concept of Good Governance?

3.19 * X21 Does your municipality have indicators for assessing the effectiveness of
municipal real estate management?

3.20 * X22 Does your municipality systematically update the value of the municipal real
estate (owned)?

4. Assess the following specific categories related to municipal real estate management in your municipality?

4.1 X23 Collecting rent (housing)

1 (Very bad)
2 (Bad)

3 (Average)
4 (Good)

5 (Very good)
0 (Does not apply)

4.2 X24 Collecting rent (other real estate)

4.3 X25 Collecting fees for (perpetual) usufruct

4.4 X26 Collecting emphyteutic lease fees

4.5 X27 Collecting other real estate claims

4.6 X28 Legal status (ownership situation) of your real estate

4.7 X29 Technical condition of the real estate owned by the municipality

4.8 * X30 The use of the municipal land, considering undeveloped plots

4.9 * X31 The use of municipal real estate, considering occupancy rates/vacancy

4.10 X32 Sufficiency of real estate owned (size, condition, etc.) in relation to the tasks of
the municipality

4.11 X33 Sufficiency of financial resources for real estate management needed to carry out
the tasks (repairs, expert advice, software, etc.)

* Used in this research.
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