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Alexander Kroll  
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Abstract 

This article examines the use of performance information by public managers. It 

conceptualizes purposeful data use as a type of extra-role behaviour which requires 

additional effort on the part of the managers and which is not extrinsically re-

warded. The article sheds light on one potential antecedent of performance infor-

mation use – the motivation of the users. It argues that we can observe high levels 

of data use if managers driven by public service motivation (PSM) work under trans-

formational leaders. Using a needs-supply perspective on supervisors and followers 

we suggest that there is a PSM-leadership fit which fosters the performance of this 

extra-role behaviour. The article is based on data from German local government 

and its findings contribute to the literatures on PSM as well as on performance 

management. 
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1 Introduction 

Performance measurement has affected the management of public organizations 

worldwide. Data on the efficiency, quality, and effectiveness of public services must 

be systematically collected and reported by public administrations (Pollitt and 

Bouckaert 2004; Bouckaert and Halligan 2008). The final stage of the performance 

management cycle is using performance data to make better informed decisions. 

This, however, has been the “Achilles heel” of public management. Some studies 

have reported that decision-makers show little interest in performance data (Pollitt 

2006); others observed dysfunctional uses (Bevan and Hood 2006), the politiciza-

tion of the data (Moynihan 2008) or just passive compliance (Radin 2006). These 

findings illustrate that performance information use is complex and might work 

differently from what textbooks have suggested. This gap in knowledge is the rea-

son why scholars regard a better understanding of the use (and non-use) of the 

collected data by public managers as the “big question for performance manage-

ment” (Moynihan and Pandey 2010, see also Van Dooren and Van de Walle 2008). 

Research on performance information use is on the rise. There are about two dozens 

of articles which have studied variations of purposeful performance information use 

(Kroll 2012). These articles mainly used linear, additive models to uncover and 

compare the direct effects of different variables on the managers’ use of perfor-

mance data. This approach has been useful for structuring the research field and 

for distinguishing between crucial variables and unimportant factors. However, in 

order to improve our understanding of real life public management decision-mak-

ing, we might need to further specify our models by using moderators (“interac-

tions”) and mediators (“indirect effects”). As Frazier et al. (2004, p. 116) concluded, 

“the identification of important moderators [and mediators] of relations between 

predictors and outcomes indicates the maturity and sophistication of a field of in-

quiry.” 

This article focuses on one antecedent of performance information use that has not 

received much attention – a manager’s motivation and values. We base our argu-

ment on the premise that the use of performance data creates extra effort on the 

part of the managers and is a cognitive process which is not extrinsically rewarded 

(Moynihan et al. 2012a). Therefore, this behaviour is more likely to be performed 

by managers with a high motivation to go the extra mile in order to serve the public 

(a so-called public service motivation, PSM). This article will show that the manag-

ers’ PSM effect is moderated by the transformational leadership skills of their su-

pervisors. In other words, leaders who are able to communicate that public service 

work is meaningful can stimulate managers’ PSM orientation and hence intensify 

their use of performance data. We argue that transformational leaders and PSM-

driven followers are a good fit because these leaders supply what their followers 

need and therefore tap their full motivational potential. 

There have been a few pioneering studies on the motivational aspects of perfor-

mance data use (Moynihan and Pandey 2010; Moynihan et al. 2012a). These stud-

ies have argued that managers with a distinct public service motivation and who 

are able to perceive the prosocial impact of their work are more likely to show the 

extra effort that performance data use requires. A different stream of literature 

which has examined the effect of civil servants’ motivation on various beneficial 

behaviours found that this effect is often contingent on further interacting variables 
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(e.g. Steijn 2008; Christensen and Wright 2011). Our article contributes to bridging 

both literatures. We argue that a prosocial motivation is an important trigger of 

performance information use but make the case that this effect can be considerably 

increased by the leadership behaviour of supervisors. Unlike other studies that iden-

tified important moderators of PSM, this article focuses on transformational lead-

ership instead of organizational or job-related factors (Bright 2007, 2008; Steijn 

2008; Wright and Pandey 2008; Christensen and Wright 2011). 

The article proceeds by defining performance data use and reviewing the literature 

on its antecedents. We then develop our argument based on literature on motiva-

tion, leadership, and the PSM-environment fit. The subsequent section will intro-

duce our data, measures, and statistical limitations. This will be followed by the 

presentation and discussion of our results and our major conclusions. 

2 Performance Information Use and its Antecedents 

There are many different uses of performance information, some of which are quite 

surprising (Moynihan 2008). To cope with this conceptual complexity, the article 

focuses only on the “purposeful use” of the data which refers to the original, nor-

mative idea behind performance measurement, which is to improve services 

through better informed decisions, goal-based learning, or sanctioning and reward-

ing (Van Dooren et al. 2010; Moynihan et al. 2012a). Understanding the purposeful 

use of performance information is important because this will help to identify fac-

tors which foster or constrain this desirable management behaviour. 

A systematic review of potential impact factors of data use by Kroll (2012) catego-

rized them into environmental, organizational, and individual variables. This re-

view showed that most studies tested the influence of organizational factors. With 

regard to the factors from the individual level, mainly socio-demographic variables 

have been examined thus far. The following paragraphs will review the findings for 

the organizational and individual variables which will be included in our model. 

We begin with the organizational level. A factor that has been tested many times 

and has shown a significant effect of high magnitude is the measurement system’s 

maturity (Berman and Wang 2000; de Lancer Julnes and Holzer 2001; Melkers and 

Willoughby 2005; Yang and Hsieh 2007; Moynihan and Landuyt 2009; Moynihan 

et al. 2012b). The explanation of this effect is that the mere collection and reporting 

of performance data does not automatically lead to their utilization. Instead, report-

ing needs to be aligned to the demands of the addressees, target evaluations need 

to be provided for various relevant performance dimensions, and disaggregated 

data need to be linked to specific goals and strategic plans. Another organizational 

factor that has been found to foster the use of performance information is a distinct 

innovative culture (Moynihan 2008; Johansson and Siverbo 2009; Moynihan et al. 

2012b). Such a culture is characterized by a strong focus on improvements as well 

as learning from mistakes and therefore seems to naturally embrace the use of per-

formance information. The findings for factors like an organization’s size and finan-

cial situation are less clear-cut. Though larger organizations are usually associated 

with more capacity to analyse and prepare performance data (Dull 2009), there is 

a good deal of evidence that its effect gets marginalised when alternative variables 

have been controlled for (Melkers and Willoughby 2005; Taylor 2011; Moynihan et 
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al. 2012b). The findings for the impact of financial distress are even more ambigu-

ous. Some studies have shown that budget cuts do not require using performance 

information (Berman and Wang 2000; Johansson and Siverbo 2009), whereas 

Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) reported even a negative impact of financial distress 

on the use of performance data. 

With regard to the individual level of explanations, there is scattered evidence that 

managers who perform internally oriented tasks show lower levels of performance 

information use (Moynihan et al. 2012b). Managers with external clients, however, 

seem to feel greater pressure from stakeholders to consider performance data in 

order to justify their decisions. The managers’ work experience has mainly yield 

inconclusive results (Melkers and Willoughby 2005; Dull 2009; Moynihan and Pan-

dey 2010), though there are studies which found that more experienced managers 

are rather reluctant towards using performance data (Moynihan and Landuyt 

2009). We know still very little about the impact of managers’ educational back-

ground. Though the level of educational attainment has mostly shown an insignifi-

cant effect on how managers use performance information (Moynihan and Ingra-

ham 2004; Moynihan et al. 2012a), one could speculate that the managers’ field of 

study might make a difference. 

This brief review has shown that there are a growing number of studies which have 

examined variables influencing the use of performance data but most of them fo-

cused on organizational and socio-demographic individual factors. Drawing on the 

work by Moynihan et al. (2012a) and Wright et al. (2012), this article will argue 

that we can expect a high level of data use if intrinsically driven managers experi-

ence leadership which addresses this type of motivation. We will show that motiva-

tion and leadership are critical factors even if we control for the organizational and 

individual influences that were discussed in this section. 

3 PSM, Transformational Leadership, and Performance In-
formation Use 

Before we turn to the potential effects of motivation on performance information 

use, we need to clarify the nature of this management behaviour. We broadly de-

fined purposeful information use as making better-informed management decisions 

based on performance data. In order to use performance information for this pur-

pose, managers need to engage in measurement practices, read and analyse reports 

and eventually challenge the status quo if performance data indicates that there is 

a problem (Van Dooren et al. 2010). This creates extra effort on the part of the 

managers, conflicts in organizations and inconveniently “disrupts incrementalism 

and existing patterns of decision making” (Moynihan et al. 2012a, p. 469). A second 

characteristic of performance data use is that it is a cognitive process. Though we 

could observe how managers read performance reports as well as the consequences 

of their decisions; incorporating performance information into decisions is a mental 

activity. This is why data use in contrast with the collection or reporting of infor-

mation cannot be rewarded or sanctioned and must occur voluntarily (Moynihan 

2008; Moynihan et al. 2012a). 

Creating extra work and conflict as well as not being rewarded makes performance 

information use an extra-role behaviour. Such behaviour “is (1) not specified in 
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advance by role prescriptions, (2) not recognized by formal reward systems, and 

(3) not a source of punitive consequences when not performed by job incumbents” 

(van Dyne and LePine 1998, p. 108). Research has shown that intrinsic motivation 

is an important driving force behind the performance of extra-role behaviour 

(Schaubroeck and Ganster 1991; Williams and Anderson 1991). With regard to our 

public administration setting, we therefore assume that it is mainly managers with 

a distinct public service motivation who will engage in the extra-role behaviour of 

performance data use. The following section elaborates on the effect of PSM on 

performance data use. 

3.1 The PSM Effect 

The concept of public service motivation has gained attention since its introduction 

by Perry and Wise (1990). Following Paarlberg and Lavigna (2010, p. 710) we un-

derstand PSM as “the beliefs, values, and attributes that go beyond self-interest and 

organizational interest to energize employees to do good for others and contribute 

to the well-being of […] society”. PSM is usually conceptualized as a multidimen-

sional construct consisting of four dimensions: attraction to policy-making, commit-

ment to public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice (Perry 1996). 

There are a number of studies which reported a positive relationship between PSM 

and extra-role behaviour, job motivation, and the individual performance of civil 

servants. All findings provide support for the basic mechanism that was already 

suggested by Perry and Wise (1990). PSM-oriented administrators experience task 

identity and perceived task significance in their work which leads to a higher job 

motivation. This motivation, in turn, is the foundation for the extra effort they put 

in their daily work. 

There is empirical evidence that PSM-driven employees are more likely to engage 

in organizational citizenship behaviour, such as helping co-workers or being on time 

(Kim 2006; Pandey et al. 2008). Other studies found that PSM-oriented employees 

report higher levels of individual performance (Vandenabeele 2009) and do also 

better in formalized performance appraisals (Naff and Crum 1999). Leisink and 

Steijn (2009) reported that a civil servant’s commitment to public interest leads to 

an increase in their willingness to exert effort at their workplace and in their affec-

tive organizational commitment. Another study showed that public employees who 

are highly driven by the mission of the organization they work for show high job 

motivation and extra-effort at the workplace (Wright 2007). Altogether, we can 

summarize that there is firm empirical evidence for a general positive effect of a 

PSM-orientation on the performance of extra-role behaviour in public sector organ-

izations. We will now look into two studies which examined this effect on the more 

specific extra-role behaviour of performance data use. 

Based on a large-N survey of U.S. local government managers Moynihan and Pan-

dey (2010) reported that public managers’ PSM has a significant effect on the pur-

poseful use of performance information. This effect remained relevant even after 

job attributes, organizational as well as external factors, and census measures were 

controlled for. This study also tested the effect of managers’ reward expectations 

which turned out to be insignificant. Based on these findings Moynihan and Pandey 

concluded that performance data use is fostered by altruism rather than self-inter-

est. A similar article based on data from eight public and non-profit organizations 
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confirmed these results (Moynihan et al. 2012a). This study found that managers 

make frequent use of performance data if they perceive the social impact of their 

work to be high. In contrast to the logic of self-interest proposed by agency theory, 

this observation highlights the importance of prosocial values in explaining the ex-

tra-role behaviour that managers showed in order to engage in data use. Using per-

formance information might help managers to make a difference at their job and to 

improve the outcomes of their work. Hence, this behaviour seems to appeal to man-

agers who are highly PSM-driven.  

H1: Public managers’ public service motivation has a positive effect on their per-

formance information use. 

3.2 The PSM-Leadership Fit 

There is an increasing amount of literature arguing that PSM effects can be contin-

gent on contextual settings – the so-called PSM-fit. The idea behind such a fit is that 

the impact of PSM could be strengthened or curbed by the opportunities a civil 

servant has to realize this motivation. Impact factors on the PSM effect could be the 

characteristics of a job or an organization which promote or contradict PSM-related 

values. The fit between a person and their environment can be defined “[…] as the 

compatibility between an individual and a work environment that occurs when their 

characteristics are well matched” (Kristof-Brown et al. 2005, p. 281). This concept 

has been used to specify the relationship between PSM and outcomes, such as work 

effort (Bright 2007; Leisink and Steijn 2009), job satisfaction (Bright 2008; Steijn 

2008; Wright and Pandey 2008), organizational commitment (Leisink and Steijn 

2009), turnover intention (Bright 2008; Moynihan and Pandey 2008; Steijn 2008), 

and job choice (Christensen and Wright 2011). These studies showed that the pre-

dictability of the effect of PSM on desirable outcomes improves if we account for an 

environmental fit. 

Surprisingly, research on public service motivation focused only on two types of the 

person-environment fit: person-organization fit (Bright 2007, 2008; Moynihan 

2008; Wright and Pandey 2008; Christensen and Wright 2011) and person-job fit 

(Steijn 2008; Leisink and Steijn 2009; Christensen and Wright 2011). Beyond the 

field of PSM, studies have shown that there is another important congruence rela-

tionship that might determine the behaviour of employees – the person-supervisor 

fit (see a meta-analysis by Kristof-Brown et al. 2005). We believe that an employees’ 

motivation combined with their supervisor’s leadership style can impact the use of 

performance information in the workplace.  

3.2.1 PSM and Transformational Leadership 

This section puts forward the idea of a person-supervisor fit for civil servants who 

are highly PSM-driven. Applying this approach, we argue that there are leadership 

styles that better match the needs of the PSM-oriented civil servants than others. 

We assume that a good match is when the PSM-effect on the performance of extra-

role behaviour will increase. 

We believe that PSM-focused civil servants need supervisors who are able to show 

transformational leadership. Transformational leaders “raise followers’ goals to 

higher planes, to a focus on transcendental goals akin to the self-actualization needs 

defined by Maslow” (Rainey 2009, p. 327, see also Shamir et al. 1993, p. 579). 
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What makes this leadership style unique is its combined use of charismatic influ-

ence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consid-

eration to convince followers of their work’s added value and motivate them (Burns 

1978; Bass 1985). 

In contrast to previous research, we do not argue that supervisors and followers 

have to be alike in their personality or generally share the same values in order to 

achieve a better performance (Witt 1998; Krishnan 2002). Instead, they have to 

complement each other and one has to “supply” what the other “needs” (Kristof 

1996). We can think of the supervisor-follower relationship as a puzzle which can 

only be solved if the jigsaw pieces are correctly joined. In other words, it is not 

sufficient if leaders and followers are both generally altruistically motivated. Lead-

ers are needed who are able to actively align the followers’ prosocial values with 

the mission and ideology of their particular organization. Transformational leaders 

are known to be good at this: They communicate in an inspirational way, set clear 

and meaningful goals, and create organization-specific value congruence through 

onboarding (Paarlberg and Lavigna 2010). Therefore, transformational leaders 

might be able to stimulate the needs of the PSM-oriented managers and tap their 

full motivational potential. We assume that the transformational leaders’ emphasis 

on collective interests and the organization’s mission will have its biggest impact 

when followers are generally open to these ideas and embrace PSM-related values. 

The general idea of a fit between followers and leaders is not new. One example of 

early contingency approaches in leadership research is the situational leadership 

theory by Hersey and Blanchard (1969). They argued that leaders have to choose 

their leadership style (directing, coaching, supporting, or delegating) depending on 

the level of motivation and the competences of their followers. The person-supervi-

sor fit is also of major concern in the growing literature on followership. This re-

search stream emphasizes that leaders are highly dependent on their followers and 

can hence only be as good as their followers (Riggio et al. 2008). In our case this 

means that transformational leaders, in order to be successful, need followers who 

are open to be led in a transformational way and who embrace higher goals and 

values.  

H2: The effect of managers’ public service motivation on the use of performance 

information is contingent on the transformational leadership the managers 

have experienced. 

3.2.2 Transformational Leadership and Performance Data Use 

We argued that transformational leadership might moderate the effect of PSM on 

performance data use. A supervisor’s leadership style could, however, also directly 

influence a managers’ use of performance data independently from their PSM. This 

section reviews the literature on such a direct effect. 

Most research on the relationship between a leader and their follower’s perfor-

mance information use did not focus on the transformational aspect of this relation-

ship (for a review see Moynihan et al. 2012b). Instead, leaders’ support for a per-

formance-based steering philosophy was reported to be an important antecedent of 

data use (Moynihan and Ingraham 2004; Yang and Hsieh 2007). Dull (2009) ar-

gued that the credible commitment of agency leaders to performance measurement 



9 

is critical in order to motivate the followers to devote their scarce resources to these 

practices. 

The concept of transformational leadership is based on several features that fit with 

an orientation towards performance and an interest in performance data. Though 

the focus of this leadership style is on influencing the work climate instead of di-

rectly controlling followers, transformational leadership is not at odds with perfor-

mance-based managing. Transformational leaders do not neglect using transac-

tional instruments but they are able to show leadership beyond incentives and re-

wards (Bass 1985). Another argument for why transformational leadership could 

foster the followers’ focus on performance data is that this leadership style has a 

strong orientation towards improvement, innovation, and organizational change 

(Yukl 2008). In order to pursue these goals, leaders need to keep track of achieve-

ments and might therefore support the use of performance information. However, 

following the logic of transformational leadership, supervisors would not encourage 

using this data as a mere monitoring device but for motivational and learning pur-

poses. Moynihan et al. (2012b) found that transformational leadership and the fol-

lowers’ performance information use are positively correlated but this effect disap-

peared once they accounted for mediators. More evidence for an indirect effect of 

this leadership style on several types of extra-role behaviour comes from studies by 

Park and Rainey (2008) and Wright et al. (2012). 

Altogether, we assume a positive relationship between transformational leadership 

and performance data use. Since there is a lack of empirical research providing 

support for a significant direct effect, we formulate the following hypothesis with 

caution. 

H3: Transformational Leadership behaviour on the part of the supervisor has a 

positive effect on the managers’ performance information use. 

4 Data and Methods 

This article’s empirical analysis is based on data that was collected from local gov-

ernment in Germany in 2011. The survey focused on all cities with county status 

and the districts of the city states Berlin, Bremen, and Hamburg because their ad-

ministrations fulfil comparable functions but still offer enough variation in terms of 

explanation factors. The survey was sent to the managers that are responsible for 

eight selected divisions in every city (N=954). The response rate was 29.8 %. A 

non-response analysis (n=164) indicated, however, that about 36.6 % of the non-

respondents did not participate in the survey because they have not systematically 

collected performance data. As we can only study the use and non-use of perfor-

mance information if this data is existent, we could theoretically exclude the 36.6 % 

(extrapolated to all non-respondents) from the population of interest, and the ad-

justed response rate could be considered as 39.8 %. As the sample still consists of 

less than 50 % of the population, we conducted further analyses which showed that 

the sample represents the overall population of interest quite well. We tested 

whether larger cities and all surveyed divisions are adequately represented in the 

sample and did not find indicators of a critical over- or underrepresentation. 
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All our measures can be found in the appendix. We operationalized purposeful per-

formance data use based on the conceptualization by Van Dooren et al. (2010) 

which includes three purposes: steering and controlling (items 1, 2), learning (items 

3, 4), and giving account (items 5, 6). Following previous studies, we modelled 

different performance data uses as a one variable (constructed as an additive index, 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91) assuming that managers who utilize this data for one 

purposeful function are also likely to use it for another (de Lancer Julnes and Holzer 

2001; Dull 2009). 

The measures for PSM are taken from Perry’s 1996 study. Each of the three chosen 

items represents a different sub-dimension of PSM. In line with previous studies 

which used PSM short scales, we did not consider the dimension “attraction to pol-

icy making”. Our items for public interest and self-sacrifice have also been used by 

other studies (see Alonso and Lewis 2001; Coursey et al. 2008). The compassion 

measure has been chosen because its German translation takes into account specif-

ics of the “Germanic” public administration and therefore might pick up on Ger-

many-specific PSM variation. As the term “patriotism” could have a negative con-

notation due to German history, Hammerschmid et al. (2009) suggest using a dif-

ferent translation of this item for surveys in German-speaking countries. They have 

furthermore shown that their translation is highly correlated with Perry’s conven-

tional compassion measures. The PSM sub-dimensions share only a moderate por-

tion of variance as their Cronbach’s alpha of 0.56 indicates. This could be explained 

by the argument put forward by Kim (2011) that the different PSM dimensions do 

not measure the exact same underlying latent concept reflectively but instead could 

be modelled as an additive aggregate, where public managers can score high on 

one sub-dimension and low on another. Such a formative conceptualization also 

seems to work for our data because all items are only moderately correlated (the 

coefficients range between 0.27 and 0.42) and their VIF values turn out to be rela-

tively low (1.12 - 1.26). 

The empirical indicators for transformational leadership have been adapted from 

House’s (1998) research. We asked the division managers to evaluate the transfor-

mational leadership skills of their supervisors who are the politically appointed de-

partment heads and vice mayors. Our measures for developmental culture are 

adapted from the widely cited study by Zammuto and Krakower (1991). These op-

erationalizations of transformational leadership and developmental culture turned 

out to be quite reliable (their Cronbach’s alphas are 0.87 and 0.90) and have been 

validated in the context of public administration in studies by Moynihan and Pandey 

(2010); Moynihan et al. (2012b) and Wright et al. (2012).  

To account for differences between the various tasks managers perform, we divided 

them into two groups: internally (1) and externally (0) oriented managers. The 

managers’ experience was measured on a metric scale whereas their educational 

background in public administration was coded as a dummy. Measurement system 

maturity was operationalized applying a synoptic planning approach where the ma-

turity increases as a city moves from the mere production of performance measures 

to their integration in hierarchically structured strategic plans. Distinctions between 

larger (1) and smaller (0) as well as financially stressed (1) and financially strong 

(0) cities were made using two more dummies. 
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Unlike previous research, we did not use direct measures of the PSM-fit. Asking the 

respondents to assess whether they think that their supervisor’s leadership style 

stimulates their motivation might create perceptive distortions. Instead, we gener-

ated a moderation term “PSM X Transformational Leadership”. This term is the 

product of the multiplied scores of PSM and transformational leadership. In order 

to avoid high correlations with the individual variables and to make the main effects 

interpretable (Hartmann and Moers 1999), each variable was centred before the 

multiplication. Following Osthoff (2007), we created an indirect “fit measure” with-

out using additional items of a perceived fit. This procedure is regarded to be quite 

reliable because indirect fit measures are usually less prone to a common-source 

bias than direct evaluations (Kristof 1996, p. 11). There is a good deal of research 

that has utilized this approach (Pritchard and Karasick 1973; Steijn 2008; Christen-

sen and Wright 2011). 

With regard to the hypothesized moderation we are not interested in its strength 

but in its form (Arnold 1982; Hartmann and Moers 1999). That is, we do not expect 

that PSM will explain much more variance in the variable performance data use if 

managers are led transformationally compared to situations where supervisors do 

not show this leadership style. Instead, we are interested in the differences of slopes. 

We assume that the slope of the relationship between PSM and data use is much 

steeper in cases where managers have experienced transformational leadership 

compared to cases where they have not. We furthermore assume that the modera-

tion is monotonic and thus the slopes of all interaction effects will be positive. This 

is in line with hypothesis 1. Since we expect the main effect of PSM to positively 

influence data use, we propose that this effect’s slope will still be positive even if 

there is no or only little transformational leadership. 
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All our variables of main interest could be considered desirable for public admin-

istration. Public managers are supposed to use performance data, be PSM-driven, 

be led in a transformational way, and work in an innovative environment. Hence, 

there might be a social-desirability bias at play causing high ratings and correlations 

of all these variables. To test for such a common-source bias and related problems 

of discriminant validity, we ran a factor analysis of all items that were used to model 

our variables of main interest (Podsakoff et al. 2003). An unrotated factor solution 

revealed that one general factor accounts for only 29 % of the variance in all per-

ceptive measures and that it needs four factors (all have Eigenvalues above one) to 

explain 68 % of the variation of these items. A rotated solution even shows that all 

items highly load on the factors they have been theoretically associated with and 

that there are no cross-loadings higher than 0.08. This implies the following: First, 

a general factor that could be caused by social-desirability and would account for 

most of the variance in our perceptive items does not seem to exist. Second, all 

variables of main interest have a great deal of discriminant validity. These findings 

are supported by the fact that all variables are only moderately correlated (see table 

1). 

5 Results 

Table 2 shows the results of the OLS regression model of performance information 

use. Data use has been modelled as a function of the three hypothesized predictors 

as well as the factors discussed in the literature review. A two-stage approach was 

chosen in order to sort out whether the moderation effect we are interested in 

makes a difference. Model 1 includes all independent variables, and model 2 addi-

tionally takes the interaction term for public service motivation and transforma-

tional leadership into account. 

Model 1 shows a significant positive direct effect of public service motivation on 

performance information use. This main effect remains significant in model 2, 

though the level drops down to 6 %. This indicates that the PSM effect by itself is 

of reasonable significance even if supervisors only show an average level of trans-

formational leadership. Model 2 reveals further that the relationship between PSM 

and performance information use is significantly moderated by a supervisor’s trans-

formational leadership skills. This interaction term explains an additional portion 

of variance in data use even if the main effects of the individual variables PSM and 

transformational leadership have been “partialled out” and held constant. This 

moderation effect is crucial because it improves the predictability of our model by 

1.6 % which is a significant R² increase (P>F = 0.03). These findings confirm hy-

potheses 1 and 2. However, both models also reveal that, in contrast with what was 

hypothesized, transformational leadership does not have a significant main effect 

on the use of performance information.  
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 Model 1 Model 2 

Transformational 
Leadership 

0.051 
(0.486) 

0.059 
(0.412) 

   
Public Service Moti-
vation 

0.136* 
(0.042) 

0.127 
(0.057) 

   
Internally oriented 
task 

-0.140* 
(0.040) 

-0.140* 
(0.039) 

   
Managers’ experi-
ence 

-0.155 
(0.056) 

-0.131 
(0.107) 

   
Public administra-
tion background 

0.066 
(0.417) 

0.053 
(0.511) 

   
Measurement sys-
tem maturity 

0.376** 
(0.000) 

0.366** 
(0.000) 

   
Developmental cul-
ture 

0.040 
(0.582) 

0.043 
(0.551) 

   
Large cities 0.063 

(0.354) 
0.063 

(0.350) 
   
Financially stressed 
cities 

0.047 
(0.490) 

0.053 
(0.429) 

   
PSM x Transf. 
Leadership 

 
 

0.139* 
(0.033) 

Observations 200 200 
Prob > F 0.000 0.000 
R2 0.216 0.234 
Adjusted R2 0.178 0.194 

Standardized beta coefficients; p-values in parentheses  
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 

TABLE 2: Regression analysis of the effects on performance information use 

 

To be better able to interpret the moderation effect, we produced graphs where 

performance information use is regressed on PSM at a low and a high level of trans-

formational leadership while holding the control variables at their means (see figure 

1). The two different levels have been determined by setting two values (mean ± 1 

standard deviation) in the regression equation. We can see in the figure that the 

effect of PSM on performance data differs remarkably between the two groups of 

managers. The slope of the PSM effect for managers who have experienced high 

levels of transformational leadership is positive whereas in cases of low transforma-

tional leadership the PSM effect seems to be even negative. A slope test (Hayes and 

Matthes 2009) reveals, though, that only the slope for the group that has experi-

enced high levels of transformational leadership is significantly different from zero 

(p < 0.01). This implies that the moderation effect is neither truly monotonic nor 
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non-monotonic. Though both slopes are differently directed, only one is significant, 

and there does not seem to be a clear pattern for low levels of transformational 

leadership. We can conclude that transformational leadership makes only a sub-

stantive difference when it is experienced at a high level. A calculation of marginal 

effects shows us more specifically that leaders have to score higher than 21 on our 

transformational leadership scale, which ranges between 5 and 35, in order to sig-

nificantly increase the effect of PSM on performance data use. This in turn means 

that low levels of transformational leadership do not significantly attenuate the ef-

fect of PSM on performance information use. 

 

FIGURE 1: The effect of PSM on performance data use moderated by the supervisor’s 
transformational leadership skills 

 

Readers might wonder whether the suggested PSM-leadership fit is a mediation 

rather than a moderation effect. Thus far, we have stated that we expect PSM-driven 

managers to be more likely to engage in performance data use if they work under 

transformational supervisors when compared to managers who do not experience 

this type of leadership. In statistical terms we proposed that the relationship be-

tween PSM and data use is positively moderated by the existence of transforma-

tional leadership. However, it would also be possible that we have observed a me-

diation effect similarly to what has been suggested by Park and Rainey (2008) and 

Wright et al. (2012). Here, PSM-driven managers and transformational leaders 

would not only be considered a good “fit” but we could model the following indirect 

causal effect: If agencies experience more transformational leadership over a longer 

period of time, their managers will have a stronger PSM-orientation which in turn 

leads to an increase in performance information use. We tested such an indirect 

effect but found no support. To validate that effect, according to Baron and Kenny 

(1986) as well as Frazier et al. (2004), predictor, mediator, and outcome variables 
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all have to be significantly correlated. However, as table 1 shows we miss the im-

portant correlation between predictor and mediator, which would imply that more 

transformational leadership causes more PSM. Since the leadership variable is also 

insignificantly related to data use if we control for other factors (see table 2 again), 

transformational leadership seems to be what Sharma et al. (1981) have labelled a 

“pure” and not “quasi” moderator, which is an interesting point for future modelling 

approaches. Hence, the effect of leadership on the performance of an extra-role 

behaviour like purposeful data use is not direct but occurs only when transforma-

tional leaders work with employees who generally embrace pro-social values. 

With regard to our control variables, we found that as expected highly developed 

measurement systems positively foster the use of performance data. A significant 

negative effect could be observed for internally oriented services. A manager’s ex-

perience tends to have a negative influence (at levels of 6 % and 11 %) whereas all 

other control variables have turned out insignificant. 

6 Discussion 

This article has provided evidence that managers with a distinct PSM are more likely 

to engage in performance data use and thereby corroborated prior research (Moyni-

han and Pandey 2010; Moynihan et al. 2012a). It has furthermore shown that this 

effect is stronger in cases where managers have experienced transformational lead-

ership by their direct supervisors. However, only high levels of transformational 

leadership make a difference. That is, transformational leaders can motivate addi-

tional extra-role behaviour on the part of PSM-driven managers, but poor transfor-

mational leadership does not hurt the positive PSM effect.  

The article also showed that the link between transformational leadership and PSM 

is not always causal but their “fit” is still beneficial. Unlike other studies (Park and 

Rainey 2008; Wright et al. 2012), we did not find support for a significant effect of 

transformational leadership on the level of the subordinates’ PSM. This does not 

mean that we generally question mediating effects which are based on this causal-

ity. Instead, we suggest that a fit of transformational leaders and PSM-driven man-

agers can result in positive organizational outcomes even when both variables are 

not causally linked. Transformational leaders seem to provide what PSM-driven 

managers look for and are therefore able to strengthen their followers’ engagement 

in extra-role activities, such as the use of performance information. 

The missing direct effect between transformational leadership and the managers’ 

data use is not entirely surprising (Moynihan et al. 2012b) but needs to be ex-

plained. We hypothesized that transformational leaders seek improvements in their 

organizations and might thus be interested in performance information. However, 

we only studied the use of performance information produced through systematic 

routines of data collection and reporting. This excludes important performance 

feedback which public managers collect on an ad-hoc basis, through talks or obser-

vational tours and which they might passively receive rather than actively pursue 

(Mintzberg 1974; Kroll in press). Transformational leaders might initiate a dialogue 

about their organization’s impact but such a dialogue does not have to be based on 
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aggregated, quantified information from systematically produced performance re-

ports. Transformational leaders might have a preference for non-routine feedback 

but such a hypothesis clearly calls for further research.  

This study also contributes to a cross-national theory of performance data use as it 

provides a first test based on data from a country in continental Europe. This is why 

the findings for our control variables also add value to performance management 

research. Our study confirms once more that a mature performance measurement 

system has a positive effect on the managers’ data use. A significant negative effect 

was found for internally oriented services, a result that corroborates scattered ear-

lier findings (Moynihan et al. 2012b). This is evidence against a hypothesis stating 

that it is easier for internally oriented services to identify meaningful performance 

indicators which would make the use of the data more likely. Instead, it seems that 

services which focus on external clients are under greater external pressure to jus-

tify their decisions and might use performance information for this purpose. Hence, 

external pressure seems to outweigh difficulties that managers of cultural, social, 

or youth departments might have when it comes to the formulation of suggestible 

outcome measures.  

The observation that the manager’s experience tends to be a negative influence is 

an interesting addition to prior research which reported insignificant but also scat-

tered negative effects. If experience matters, its impact seems most likely to be neg-

ative (Moynihan and Landuyt 2009, for similar findings with regard to politicians 

see Askim 2009). Based on this, one can theorize that more experienced decision-

makers have access to alternative sources of information which could lead to per-

formance reports being less important for them.  

The insignificant results of this article mainly confirm the findings from studies 

which were based on data from the United States. Those articles reported for vari-

ables, such as an organization’s size or financial situation, at least as many insignif-

icant findings as significant ones (for detailed references see Kroll 2012). More sur-

prising are the null results for developmental culture. Though these do not seem to 

be Germany-specific (de Lancer Julnes and Holzer 2001; Taylor 2011), they con-

tradict most prior research and should be interpreted with care. This is true for all 

insignificant effects reported in our article but particularly for those which are in 

contrast with the results of prior studies. Due to a moderate sample size, effects of 

small magnitude are less likely to achieve statistical significance which is certainly 

a limitation of this study. Another limitation is that we mainly used measures de-

veloped in an Anglo-American context and adopted them to the field of German 

local government. As most of our measures showed at least a reasonable reliability 

and validity, we suggest not overestimating the potential for distortive contextual 

effects. We have argued that our indirect measure of a PSM-leadership fit is superior 

to direct approaches. At the same time, we have to admit that even our indirect 

construction is based on perceptual assessments that stem from the same infor-

mation source. Though we aimed to address and discuss possible problems of data 

collection and analysis in our method section, the usual shortcomings of survey-

based cross-sectional approaches also apply to this article. 
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7 Conclusion 

This article has argued that performance information use by public managers is 

likely if they are driven by a public service motivation and work under transforma-

tional supervisors. We have suggested that this moderation effect can be explained 

by the idea of a needs-supply fit and its complementary character. Supervisors and 

followers do not have to be alike in all their characteristics but leadership style and 

follower motivation should match. We proposed that PSM-driven managers “fit” 

well with transformational leaders because these managers seem very receptive to 

this style of leadership which, in turn, intensifies the managers’ job motivation. The 

article’s empirical section showed that there is support for our argument. Transfor-

mational leadership can strengthen the effect of PSM on performance information 

use. However, if supervisors are perceived as poor transformational leaders, this 

does not significantly hurt the PSM effect on data use. In other words, we found 

strong support for a stable PSM-baseline effect that can be increased but not seri-

ously attenuated. 

Our findings have three major implications. First of all, performance information 

seems to be regularly used if public managers are intrinsically motivated. This im-

plies the following for the configuration of performance management systems: If 

we want public managers not only report performance data but actually make use 

of them for steering purposes, managers need to be convinced that these data will 

help them to improve the services they provide. For this purpose, powerful narra-

tives, best-practice examples, and workshops from practitioners for practitioners 

could be useful instruments. Secondly, the performance of extra-role behaviour, 

such as using performance information purposefully, can be increased if PSM-driven 

managers are led in a transformational way. This highlights the fact that successful 

performance management is not only a function of improving data quality and re-

porting formats. Instead, performance targets need to be linked to higher goals and 

values in order to make performance information meaningful for civil servants. 

Thirdly, this article provided insights about the nature of transformational leader-

ship in public administration. Though this behaviour is often generally associated 

with positive organizational outcomes, our study emphasized the contingency of 

this factor. This leadership style seems to appeal to managers who are open to the 

ideas of higher values, serving the community, and making a difference through 

their every-day work. For public management practice this implies that transforma-

tional leadership can be particularly impactful in areas where civil servants highly 

identify with their clients, where they are able to perceive their work’s societal im-

pact or where public tasks are appealing enough to intrinsically stimulate the moti-

vation of the administrators performing them. It might be less influential where 

followers are primarily motivated by extrinsic rewards. 

Further research should elaborate on the role of leadership as an important moder-

ator of PSM. Research on the PSM-fit could explore to what extent transformational 

leadership can increase the PSM effect on various beneficial outcomes and behav-

iours. Furthermore, it would be valuable to test how PSM interacts with other lead-

ership styles, such as transactional (Bass 1985) and authentic leadership (Avolio 

and Gardner 2005) or with different leader-member exchange configurations 

(Graen and Uhl-Bien 1995).  



19 

References 

Alonso, P. and G.B. Lewis. 2001. ‘Public Service Motivation and Job Performance: 
Evidence from the Federal Sector’, The American Review of Public Administration, 
31, 4, 363–80. 

Arnold, H.J. 1982. ‘Moderator variables: A clarification of conceptual, analytic, and 
psychometric issues’, Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 29, 2, 
143–74. 

Askim, J. 2009. ‘The Demand Side of Performance Measurement: Explaining Coun-
cillors' Utilization of Performance Information in Policymaking’, International 
Public Management Journal, 12, 1, 24–47. 

Avolio, B.J. and W.L. Gardner. 2005. ‘Authentic leadership development: Getting to 
the root of positive forms of leadership’, The Leadership Quarterly, 16, 3, 315–
38. 

Baron, R.M. and D.A. Kenny. 1986. ‘The moderator–mediator variable distinction 
in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical consider-
ations’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 6, 1173–82. 

Bass, B.M. 1985. Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York, Lon-
don: Free Press; Collier Macmillan. 

Berman, E. and X. Wang. 2000. ‘Performance Measurement in U.S. Counties: Ca-
pacity for Reform’, Public Administration Review, 60, 5, 409–20. 

Bevan, G. and C. Hood. 2006. ‘What’s measured is what matters: targets and gaming 
in the english public health care system’, Public Administration, 84, 3, 517–38. 

Bouckaert, G. and J. Halligan. 2008. Managing performance: International compari-
sons. London: Routledge. 

Bright, L. 2007. ‘Does Person-Organization Fit Mediate the Relationship Between 
Public Service Motivation and the Job Performance of Public Employees?’, Re-
view of Public Personnel Administration, 27, 4, 361–79. 

Bright, L. 2008. ‘Does Public Service Motivation Really Make a Difference on the 
Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intentions of Public Employees?’, The American 
Review of Public Administration, 38, 2, 149–66. 

Burns, J.M. 1978. Leadership, 1st edn. New York: Harper & Row. 
Christensen, R.K. and B.E. Wright. 2011. ‘The Effects of Public Service Motivation 

on Job Choice Decisions: Disentangling the Contributions of Person-Organiza-
tion Fit and Person-Job Fit’, Journal of Public Administration Research and The-
ory, 21, 4, 723–43. 

Coursey, D.H., J.L. Perry, J.L. Brudney and L. Littlepage. 2008. ‘Psychometric Veri-
fication of Perry's Public Service Motivation Instrument: Results for Volunteer 
Exemplars’, Review of Public Personnel Administration, 28, 1, 79–90. 

de Lancer Julnes, P. and M. Holzer. 2001. ‘Promoting the Utilization of Performance 
Measures in Public Organizations: An Empirical Study of Factors Affecting 
Adoption and Implementation’, Public Administration Review, 61, 6, 693–708. 

Dull, M. 2009. ‘Results-Model Reform Leadership: Questions of Credible Commit-
ment’, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 19, 2, 255–84. 

Frazier, P.A., A.P. Tix and K.E. Barron. 2004. ‘Testing Moderator and Mediator Ef-
fects in Counseling Psychology Research’, Journal of Counseling Psychology, 51, 
1, 115–34. 

Graen, G.B. and M. Uhl-Bien. 1995. ‘Relationship-based approach to leadership: 
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 
years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective’, The Leadership Quar-
terly, 6, 2, 219–47. 



20 

Hammerschmid, G., R.E. Meyer and I. Egger-Peitler. 2009. ‘Das Konzept der Public 
Service Motivation: Status Quo der internationalen Diskussion und erste empi-
rische Evidenzen für den deutschsprachigen Raum’, der moderne staat, 2, 1, 73–
92. 

Hartmann, F.G. and F. Moers. 1999. ‘Testing contingency hypotheses in budgetary 
research: an evaluation of the use of moderated regression analysis’, Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 24, 4, 291–315. 

Hayes, A.F. and J. Matthes. 2009. ‘Computational procedures for probing interac-
tions in OLS and logistic regression: SPSS and SAS implementations’, Behavior 
Research Methods, 41, 3, 924–36. 

Hersey, P. and K.H. Blanchchard. 1969. ‘Life cycle theory of leadership’, Training 
and development journal, 23, 5, 26–34. 

House, R.J. 1998. ‘Appendix: Measures and assessments for the charismatic leader-
ship approach: Scales, latent constructs, loadings, Cronbach alphas, interclass 
correlations’, in F. Dansereau and F.J. Yammarino (eds), Leadership: The multi-
ple level approaches contemporary and alternative. London: JAI, pp. 23–30. 

Johansson, T. and S. Siverbo. 2009. ‘Explaining the utilization of relative perfor-
mance evaluation in local government: a multi-theoretical study using data from 
Sweden’, Financial Accountability & Management, 25, 2, 197–224. 

Kim, S. 2006. ‘Public service motivation and organizational citizenship behavior in 
Korea’, International Journal of Manpower, 27, 8, 722–40. 

Kim, S. 2011. ‘Testing a Revised Measure of Public Service Motivation: Reflective 
versus Formative Specification’, Journal of Public Administration Research and 
Theory, 21, 3, 521–46. 

Krishnan, V.R. 2002. ‘Transformational Leadership and Value System Congruence’, 
International Journal of Value-Based Management, 15, 1, 19–33. 

Kristof, A.L. 1996. ‘Person-organization fit: an integrative review of its conceptual-
izations, measurements, and implications’, Personnel Psychology, 49, 1, 1–49. 

Kristof-Brown, A.L., R.D. Zimmerman and E.C. Johnson. 2005. ‘Consequences of 
Individuals’ Fit at Work: A Meta-analysis of Person–Job, Person–Organization, 
Person–Group, Person–Supervisor Fit’, Personnel Psychology, 58, 2, 281–342. 

Kroll, A. 2012. Why Public Managers Use Performance Information: Concepts, Theory, 
and Empirical Analysis. Unpublished Dissertation. Potsdam: University of Pots-
dam. 

Kroll, A. in press. ‘The Other Type of Performance Information: Non-routine Feed-
back, Its Relevance and Use’, Public Administration Review. 

Leisink, P. and B. Steijn. 2009. ‘Public service motivation and job performance of 
public sector employees in the Netherlands’, International Review of Administra-
tive Sciences, 75, 1, 35–52. 

Melkers, J. and K. Willoughby. 2005. ‘Models of Performance-Measurement Use in 
Local Governments: Understanding Budgeting, Communication, and Lasting Ef-
fects’, Public Administration Review, 65, 2, 180–90. 

Mintzberg, H. 1974. ‘The manager's job: Folklore and fact’, Harvard Business Review, 
53, 4, 49–61. 

Moynihan, D.P. 2008. The dynamics of performance management: Constructing in-
formation and reform. Washington, D.C: Georgetown University Press. 

Moynihan, D.P. and P.W. Ingraham. 2004. ‘Integrative Leadership in the Public Sec-
tor: A Model of Performance-Information Use’, Administration & Society, 36, 4, 
427–53. 

Moynihan, D.P. and N. Landuyt. 2009. ‘How Do Public Organizations Learn? Bridg-
ing Cultural and Structural Perspectives’, Public Administration Review, 69, 6, 
1097–105. 



21 

Moynihan, D.P. and S.K. Pandey. 2008. ‘The Ties that Bind: Social Networks, Per-
son-Organization Value Fit, and Turnover Intention’, Journal of Public Admin-
istration Research and Theory, 18, 2, 205–27. 

Moynihan, D.P. and S.K. Pandey. 2010. ‘The Big Question for Performance Manage-
ment: Why do Managers use Performance Information?’, Journal of Public Ad-
ministration Research and Theory, 20, 4, 849–66. 

Moynihan, D.P., S.K. Pandey and B.E. Wright. 2012a. ‘Prosocial Values and Perfor-
mance Management Theory: Linking Perceived Social Impact and Performance 
Information Use’, Governance, 25, 3, 463–83. 

Moynihan, D.P., S.K. Pandey and B.E. Wright. 2012b. ‘Setting the Table: How 
Transformational Leadership Fosters Performance Information Use’, Journal of 
Public Administration Research and Theory, 22, 1, 143–64. 

Naff, K.C. and J. Crum. 1999. ‘Working for America: Does Public Service Motivation 
Make a Difference?’, Review of Public Personnel Administration, 19, 3, 5–16. 

Ostroff, C.L. 2007. ‘General Methodological and Design Issues’, in C.L. Ostroff and 
T.A. Judge (eds), Perspectives on organizational fit. New York: Lawrence Erl-
baum Associates, pp. 352–55. 

Paarlberg, L.E. and B. Lavigna. 2010. ‘Transformational Leadership and Public Ser-
vice Motivation: Driving Individual and Organizational Performance’, Public Ad-
ministration Review, 70, 5, 710–18. 

Pandey, S.K., B.E. Wright and D.P. Moynihan. 2008. ‘Public Service Motivation and 
Interpersonal Citizenship Behavior in Public Organizations: Testing a Prelimi-
nary Model’, International Public Management Journal, 11, 1, 89–108. 

Park, S.M. and H.G. Rainey. 2008. ‘Leadership and Public Service Motivation in U.S. 
Federal Agencies’, International Public Management Journal, 11, 1, 109–42. 

Perry, J.L. 1996. ‘Measuring Public Service Motivation: An Assessment of Construct 
Reliability and Validity’, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 
6, 1, 5–22. 

Perry, J.L. and L.R. Wise. 1990. ‘The Motivational Bases of Public Service’, Public 
Administration Review, 50, 3, 367–73. 

Podsakoff, P.M., S.B. MacKenzie, J.-Y. Lee and N.P. Podsakoff. 2003. ‘Common 
method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and rec-
ommended remedies’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 5, 879–903. 

Pollitt, C. 2006. ‘Performance Information for Democracy: The Missing Link?’, Eval-
uation, 12, 1, 38–55. 

Pollitt, C. and G. Bouckaert. 2004. Public management reform: A comparative anal-
ysis, 2nd edn. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. 

Pritchard, R.D. and B.W. Karasick. 1973. ‘The effects of organizational climate on 
managerial job performance and job satisfaction’, Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, 9, 1, 126–46. 

Radin, B.A. 2006. Challenging the performance movement: Accountability, complex-
ity, and democratic values. Washington, DC: Georgetown Univ. Press. 

Rainey, H.G. 2009. Understanding and managing public organizations, 4th edn. San 
Francisco, Calif: Jossey-Bass. 

Riggio, R.E., I. Chaleff and J. Lipman-Blumen (eds). 2008. The art of followership: 
How great followers create great leaders and organizations. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Schaubroeck, J. and D.C. Ganster. 1991. ‘Beyond the Call of Duty: A Field Study of 
Extra-Role Behavior in Voluntary Organizations’, Human Relations, 44, 6, 569–
82. 



22 

Shamir, B., R.J. House and M.B. Arthur. 1993. ‘The Motivational Effects of Charis-
matic Leadership: A Self-Concept Based Theory’, Organization Science, 4, 4, 
577–94. 

Sharma, S., R.M. Durand and O. Gur-Arie. 1981. ‘Identification and Analysis of 
Moderator Variables’, Journal of Marketing Research, 18, 3, 291–300 
(http://www.jstor.org/stable/3150970). 

Steijn, B. 2008. ‘Person-Environment Fit and Public Service Motivation’, Interna-
tional Public Management Journal, 11, 1, 13–27. 

Taylor, J. 2011. ‘Factors influencing the use of performance information for decision 
making in Australian state agencies’, Public Administration, 89, 4, 1316–34. 

Van Dooren, W., G. Bouckaert and J. Halligan. 2010. Performance management in 
the public sector, 1st edn. London: Routledge. 

Van Dooren, W. and S. Van de Walle (eds). 2008. Performance information in the 
public sector: How it is used. Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 

van Dyne, L. and J.A. LePine. 1998. ‘Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: Evi-
dence of construct and predictive validity’, Academy of Management Journal, 41, 
1, 108–19. 

Vandenabeele, W. 2009. ‘The mediating effect of job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment on self-reported performance’, International Review of Administra-
tive Sciences, 75, 1, 11–34. 

Williams, L.J. and S.E. Anderson. 1991. ‘Job Satisfaction and Organizational Com-
mitment as Predictors of Organizational Citizenship and In-Role Behaviors’, 
Journal of Management, 17, 3, 601–17. 

Witt, L.A. 1998. ‘Enhancing organizational goal congruence: A solution to organi-
zational politics’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 4, 666–74. 

Wright, B.E. 2007. ‘Public Service and Motivation: Does Mission Matter?’, Public 
Administration Review, 67, 1, 54–64. 

Wright, B.E., D.P. Moynihan and S.K. Pandey. 2012. ‘Pulling the Levers: Transfor-
mational Leadership, Public Service Motivation, and Mission Valence’, Public 
Administration Review, 72, 2, 206–15. 

Wright, B.E. and S.K. Pandey. 2008. ‘Public Service Motivation and the Assumption 
of Person-Organization Fit: Testing the Mediating Effect of Value Congruence’, 
Administration & Society, 40, 5, 502–21. 

Yang, K. and J.Y. Hsieh. 2007. ‘Managerial Effectiveness of Government Perfor-
mance Measurement: Testing a Middle-Range Model’, Public Administration Re-
view, 67, 5, 861–79. 

Yukl, G. 2008. ‘How leaders influence organizational effectiveness’, The Leadership 
Quarterly, 19, 6, 708–22. 

Zammuto, R. and J. Krakower. 1991. ‘Quantitative and qualitative studies of organ-
izational culture’, Research in Organizational Change and Development, 5, 1, 83–
114. 

  



23 

Appendix: Measures 

Variable Operationalization 

Performance infor-
mation use 
(α=0.91) 

I use performance information  
…to make better informed decisions. 
…to track goal achievement. 
…as a basis for discussing improvements. 
…to find out what works and what doesn’t. 
…to communicate the work of my division externally. 
…to communicate the work of my division within the city admin-
istration. 
(1 = never ever, 7 = very often) 

Transformational 
leadership 
(α=0.90), 
adapted from 
House (1998) 

My supervisor 
…clearly articulates his/her vision of the future. 
…leads by setting a good example. 
…challenges me to think about old problems in new ways. 
…says things that make employees proud to be part of the organi-
zation. 
…is genuinely concerned about employee growth and develop-
ment. 
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) 

Public service mo-
tivation 
(α=0.56), 
adapted from 
Perry (1996) 

I unselfishly contribute to my community. (public interest) 
To me, patriotism includes seeing to the welfare of others. (com-
passion) 
Making a difference in society means more to me than personal 
achievements. (self-sacrifice) 
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) 

Internally oriented 
task 

Which city department are you working for? 
(1 = organization and staff management, finance, facility man-
agement; 0 = citizen service, cultural issues, building authority, 
social welfare, and youth welfare) 

Managers’ experi-
ence 

For how many years have you been working for your current city 
administration? (metric) 

Public administra-
tion background 

In what field have you been trained? 
(1 = public administration, 0 = others) 

Measurement sys-
tem maturity 
(formative index) 

We measure performance. 
Performance information (PI) is formally reported. 
PI is regularly reported.  
PI appears in the budget plan. 
PI is reported for periods of less than a year. 
Performance developments are displayed using time series. 
PI is used to measure the achievement of “improvement targets”. 
PI is merged in a data basis. 
We have a guideline that helps us to formulate performance indi-
cators. 
The quality of the PI is regularly monitored. 
We are involved in a PI-based benchmarking with other cities. 
We have a hierarchical PI system with KPI on the top and specific 
indicators at the bottom. 
All PI is integrated in our overall strategic management plan. 
(1 = yes, 0 = no) 

Developmental 
culture 
(α=0.87), 
adapted from Zam-
muto and Kra-
kower (1991) 

The city administration is dynamic and entrepreneurial. People 
are willing to stick their necks out and take risks. 
The glue that holds my city administration together is a commit-
ment to innovation and development. 
The staff shows great readiness to meet new challenges. 
(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) 
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Large cities How many people inhabit your municipality? 
(1 = more than 400,000; 0 = others) 

Financially 
stressed cities 

Is your municipality subject to a budget security regime? 
(1 = yes; 0 = no) 
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