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Abstract
This article explores the relationship between 

performance information use for different func-
tions based on two of Moynihan’s analyses and a 
managerial perspective, utilizing passive and pur-
poseful use. The results of this study suggest that 
both accountability and managers’ proximity to the 
performance system exert strong influence on the 
use of performance information in the public sector. 
In terms of organizational factors, data quality and 
meaningful measures are associated with perfor-
mance information use. On the other hand, external 
attention has no effect on performance information 
use regardless of the types of performance informa-
tion. 

Keywords: performance information, manager’s 
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1. Introduction

Numerous significant efforts have been made to increase performance in the pub-
lic sector in the U.S. government. The Bush administration established the PART 
(Program Assessment Rating Tool) to encourage performance information use by 
focusing on program-level measures (Moynihan and Lavertu, 2012). The Obama ad-
ministration also focused on performance information use by enacting the GPRA 
(Government Performance and Results Act) Modernization Act of 2010, which fo-
cused on cross-agency and agency-level priority goals. This legislation also entails 
active performance management by linking between goal setting and performance 
information (GAO, 2011). These efforts, however, have not affected active perfor-
mance information use among managers, according to the 2014 study conducted by 
the General Accounting Office (GAO, 2014). 

In addition, to increase performance, studies have traditionally focused on perfor-
mance measurement and management foci in the wake of new public management re-
forms. Measurement involves numbers, including non-numerical outputs, outcomes, 
and throughputs of organizations, and thus it can create performance information 
based on these output and outcome measures. On the other hand, lately, the topic of 
‘performance information use’ has attracted scholarly attention. According to these 
studies, performance information has several advantages. Citizens can judge using per-
formance information whether governments perform well or poorly by observing how 
their taxes are utilized for the public, thereby increasing transparency (Talbot, 2005). 
Managers use performance information as a device to control their service delivery de-
partments and to communicate with monitoring groups, such as Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) and Congress (Askim, 2009). Congress can also use such infor-
mation to evaluate whether managers and agencies perform well or poorly from an 
efficiency perspective, focusing on input-output relations (Behn, 2003; Talbot, 2005). 

Moynihan and Pandey (2010) raised a significant question in their article: why 
do managers use performance information in response to external attention, such as 
from the OMB, Congress, and audits? Moynihan and Lavertu (2012) have confirmed 
that a manager’s PART and GPRA routines, leadership commitments, and discretion 
all play key roles in information use. Based on their findings, our understanding of 
managerial information use should be updated. A manager’s involvement and per-
ception of performance related activities need further specification to increase per-
formance information use. Their study was conducted with 2000 and 2007 data, with 
their earlier data published before GPRAMA (GPRA Modernization Act) was enacted. 
GPRAMA, enacted in 2010, provides important tools to help overcome the challenges 
of performance information use in their agency performance plan. Thus, the earlier 
data was also of limited use in studying the relationship between managerial influ-
ences and performance information. 

Therefore, this study uses the updated survey collected by the GAO in 2013 and 
2017 for investigating federal performance management practices. This paper follows 
Moynihan and Lavertu’s (2012) study focusing on management perspectives. This 
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study includes four sections functioning as follows: (1) to determine the influence 
of these variables on performance information use based on Moynihan’s categories, 
passive use and purposeful use; (2) to identify the relationship between independent 
variables — a manager’s proximity to the performance system, accountability, and or-
ganizational behavior factors — and the dependent variable, performance information 
use; (3) to employ Moynihan’s model using more sophisticated statistical methods to 
analyze the data; and (4) to discuss the results and provide direction for future studies. 

2. Performance information use 

Performance information refers to the process of collecting and reporting per-
formance data for effective monitoring and program management (Pollanen, 2014). 
Performance information includes the performance of an organization in relation to 
certain goals, and this can be understood as resources that have been purchased, 
including outputs, outcomes, efficiency, and effectiveness (Moynihan and Lavertu, 
2012). A variety of studies have emphasized the various effects of using performance 
information (Moynihan et al., 2012). Performance information can function as an in-
teractive dialogue between interests (Moynihan, 2008) in which the actors contribute 
their perspectives through their decision making. Their participation is necessary 
because decision makers are not always consistently rational, and some decisions are 
deemed political. Performance data also improves organizational capacity when or-
ganizations are in a process of innovation because agency actors can engage in learn-
ing, as well as accumulate professionalism and specializations in particular functions 
by developing performance information systems. Furthermore, performance infor-
mation use protects organizations from criticism and maintains resources, since per-
formance use as a tool can be used in communication with external stakeholders 
(Stewart, 1984; Mayne, 1997). 

Moynihan (2009) outlines the ‘Four P’s’: Passive, Political, Perverse, and Purpose-
ful. According to his definition, passive use focuses on complying with requirements 
for increased performance, while political use employs decision-making to receive 
more support from stakeholders. Perverse use refers to unintended information col-
lected for personal gain, and purposeful use refers to a desired behavior. Among these 
four P’s, this study focuses on passive and purposeful use. Passive use simply involves 
complying with government policies to report performance information. On the oth-
er hand, purposeful use has received attention in performance studies (Kroll, 2015). 
Kroll and Vogel (2014) define purposeful use as ‘the making of better-informed man-
agement decisions based on performance data’ (p. 976). It entails ‘using performance 
information to improve services through better-informed decisions, goal-based learn-
ing, or sanctioning and rewarding’ (Kroll, 2015, pp. 461–462).

Only two of Moynihan’s four Ps are found in the GAO survey data, and due to its 
reliance on this secondary data, the present study employs purposeful and passive 
use as sufficient categories to account for the performance use reflected in the data. 
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It examines how managerial involvement in GPRA processes and PART reviews re-
lates to performance information use, focusing on passive and purposeful forms of 
performance information use with data from 2000 and 2007. Managers adopt passive 
approaches when they comply with norms to meet the requirements of performance 
systems (Radin, 2006; Moynihan and Lavertu, 2012), while managers adopt purpose-
ful forms of performance information use in order to achieve efficiency and effective-
ness (Moynihan, 2008). According to their study, managerial involvement has little 
effect on performance information use, but other factors, such as learning routines, 
the motivational nature of the task, and leadership commitment are positively associ-
ated with performance information use. Due to limited data, however, Moynihan and 
Lavertu (2012) could not examine all indicators together.

To update Moynihan and Lavertu’s (2012) study, the present study uses recent 
data with advanced statistical methods. Based on previous research, this study main-
ly examines the relationship between performance information use and managers’ 
involvement in goals, awareness of these goals, and accountability, based not only 
on the content of the information in use, but also on how the information was used. 
This study utilizes specific categories within passive and purposeful use, following 
Moynihan and Lavertu’s (2012) study. For analyzing a manger’s involvement and 
awareness of goals, this study employs the proximity concept, commonly used in 
social science fields. 

3. Manager’s proximity

Public managers could perceive a situation differently because of their different 
experiences and diverse individual needs (Schermerhorn et al., 2008). Therefore, ‘the 
quality or accuracy of a person’s perceptions has a major impact on his or her respons-
es to a given situation. Perceptual responses are also likely to vary between managers 
and subordinates’ (Schermerhorn et al., 2008, p. 32). This is the dynamic described 
in Miles’ Law: ‘where you stand depends on where you sit’. For example, Buchanan 
(1974) argues that if managers, especially those who are fully involved in a program, 
have been engaged in performance assessment activities, they are more likely to com-
mit to performance-related activities. On the other hand, managers who are familiar 
with performance activities are more likely to access performance information. 

A manager’s level of involvement or commitment could be examined by proximity. 
The concept of proximity consists of both objective and subjective proximity (Cole et 
al., 2013; Wilson et al., 2008). Objective proximity can be neutrally measured or calcu-
lated, while subjective proximity is defined as actors’ perceptions of closeness or dis-
tance from persons or systems (Wilson et al., 2008). Whether objective or subjective, 
a high level of proximity increases the motivation or willingness to act (Balcetis and 
Dunning, 2010). From this perspective, a manager’s proximity effects include direct 
involvement in setting targets and performance metrics, and this also comprises cog-
nitive efforts by managers to recognize information and their feelings about outcomes. 
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Managers who have a high proximity to the performance system — that is, managers 
who are more involved in performance measures for a specific program or program 
evaluations-related activities — are more willing to obtain beneficial information to 
improve performance to achieve good results the following year. Furthermore, man-
agers who have a high level of subjective proximity to a performance system — par-
ticularly, those who are aware of the specific programs featuring performance-related 
activities that enable them to improve their skills and knowledge — gain access to 
valuable information. If managers pay more attention to the use of performance data 
in decision-making, they are more willing to use performance information. 

Moynihan and Ingraham (2004) argue that ‘the greater the accessibility and detail 
of information, the greater the likelihood of information use’ (p. 437) For example, a 
manager’s degree of involvement in strategic goals and objectives enables their use of 
performance information in setting performance indicators. Accordingly, this study 
examines the level of managerial involvement in a system, namely proximity to it. 
Therefore, this study anticipates that if managers are involved in performance man-
agement, including goal setting, allocating resources, and performance measurement, 
they will also tend to be actively involved in performance information use. From 
this perspective, we can expect that if managers have a high level of proximity to 
the performance system, specifically managers who are familiar with or involved in 
performance-related activities, they will tend to be actively involved in performance 
information use, which achieves the goal of the GPRAMA. 

H1: Actual proximity will have a positive effect on performance information use.
H2: Perceived proximity will have a positive effect on performance information 
use.

4. Manager’s accountability

Public managers have increasingly faced complex tasks, and they involve setting 
policy priorities, developing strategies, communicating ideas with their members, and 
allocating resources, encouraging the achievement of program goals. As such, a pub-
lic leader’s role is highly concerned with how they demonstrate skills and manage re-
sources to enhance organizational changes and capacities (Yukl, 2006). Furthermore, 
these complex tasks are gradually accompanied by complex accountability (Ossege, 
2012). The emphasis of accountability of NPM reforms changed from hierarchical 
and legal accountability for inputs and processes (Heinrich, 2002) to accountabili-
ty for outcomes with increased flexibility in decision making (Page, 2006). In other 
words, accountability concerns the relations between managers and subordinates in 
a hierarchy structure (Mulgan, 2003). Lately, however, managers have gained more 
access to information according to recently enacted laws because they are involved 
in the building of strategic goals with high levels of decision-making authority based 
on environmental complexity and flexibility. Thus, managers are more likely to aim 
to ‘achiev[e] desirable societal outcomes’ (Bovens et al., 2008, p. 232). Usilaner and 
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Soniat (1980) and Huberman (1983) also note that managers with a high level of ac-
countability tend to utilize this information in their decision-making.

Thus, managing performance is sometimes labeled as an accountability system 
(Radin, 2006) because leaders in public organizations are required to give an account 
of their performance data (Van de Walle and Cornelissen, 2014). Steccolini (2004) 
describes accountability systems in the public sector: ‘the last decades have gener-
ally witnessed shifts in the idea of accountability diffused in the public sector; for 
example, from a concern for fiduciary, or probity and process accountability, focused 
on compliance, to an emphasis on managerial or performance and programme ac-
countability, focused on effectiveness and efficiency, outcomes and outputs’ (p. 331). 
From this perspective, Thamhain (2004) argues that leaders’ accountability is the key 
criterion for carrying out an effective project that motivates members to accomplish 
their goals and objectives. Furthermore, accountability can be achieved by providing 
high-quality information to encourage good decision-making and to communicate 
desirable abilities to stakeholders (Ingraham and Donahue, 2000; Macintosh, 1994).

The GPRA granted more discretion to agencies concerning selecting their strate-
gic goals and measures than did the PART evaluation (Kroll, 2015). Empirical studies 
have examined that a public manager with a high level of discretion is more likely 
to have a high level of accountability. Moynihan and Pandey (2010, p. 852) note that 
employees have discretion about ‘whether and the degree to which they engage in it’, 
and managers have different types of discretion, such as discretion over HR, over fi-
nancial systems, and over aligning their mission with their actions (Moynihan, 2008). 
Therefore, these managers have a different understanding of what performance data 
means and what actions can be drawn from this information. In other words, man-
agers employ a different level of performance information use based on their under-
standing and discretion. Kroll (2015) argues that public managers use performance 
information when they have the discretion to choose and change indicators, taking 
on ownership of data. On the other hand, several scholars have become alerted to 
managers’ high levels of accountability and discretion. Managers who exercise great 
discretion in selecting their measures of performance data are especially likely, rela-
tive to other actors, to use performance data for advocacy purposes (Moynihan and 
Andrews, 2010) because GPRA posed challenges when it came to achieving agree-
ment on the definitions and interpretations of goals, measures, and data between the 
OMB and federal agencies (Kroll, 2015).

Empirical studies have also explored how a leader’s role is associated with perfor-
mance information use (Moynihan and Ingraham, 2004; Dull, 2009; Moynihan et al., 
2012; Melkers and Willoughby, 2005; Andrew and Moynihan, 2002; Askim et al., 2008). 
For example, leadership combined with dedicated support for performance processes 
and credible commitment influences performance reforms and performance informa-
tion use (Moynihan et al., 2011). Dull (2009) and Moynihan and Ingraham (2004) have 
also found leaders’ commitment and accountability to be a critical factor in perfor-
mance information across various management functions. Kroll (2013) has also found 
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that managers’ responsibility for the results has been associated with performance 
information use. Thus, a manager’s accountability has effects on how they employ 
high-quality performance information for correct decision-making (Ingraham and 
Donahue 2000; Macintosh 1994).

H3: Accountability will have a positive effect on performance information use.

5. Organizational behaviors

Many studies have found that organizations have in recent years devoted a great 
deal of effort, and considerable time and energy, to enhancing the accuracy of the 
measurement of management strategies that could lead to the improvement of per-
formance information use (de Lancer Julnes and Holzer, 2001; Behn, 2002; de Lancer 
Julnes, 2008). Moynihan and Pandey (2010) argue that organizational behavior fac-
tors, including organizational cultures and external influences, play a key role in use 
of performance information. In addition, Taylor (2014) contends that ‘the effects of 
performance information on organizational performance depend on the organiza-
tion’s culture’ (p. 9), and that ‘organizational culture was the dominant antecedent of 
performance information use’ (p. 10). Organizational culture includes organizational 
efforts to achieve a high status of measurement features, such as quality of data, 
meaningful measures, and consistency definitions.

The key to increasing the use of performance information is acquiring and pro-
viding high-quality evidence for it, and towards this end organizational efforts to 
increase the quality of performance data as an organizational factor have attracted in-
creased attention in recent years. Performance data based on sophisticated measure-
ments can be used as performance information because decision makers can trust and 
use performance information if it has high validity and accuracy (Van Dooren, 2011). 
Therefore, performance measurement and measurability have come to play a key role 
in using performance information based on accountability schemes (Van Dooren et 
al., 2010). Increasing the data’s credibility helps decision makers make better deci-
sions and more effectively allocate resources. Ammons (1995) also argues that ‘more 
sophisticated measurement systems will undergird management processes, better 
inform resource allocation decisions, enhance legislative oversight, and increase ac-
countability’ (p. 37). Therefore, it is highly significant to collect meaningful measures 
and high-quality data for improving the use of performance information, a crucial re-
source for decision makers. Consequently, performance measurement efforts include 
investing in the resources needed to ensure the sufficient quality of performance 
data, providing meaningful measures based on experience with such programs, and 
having clear goal definitions to measure performance. From this perspective, invest-
ing resources to increase the quality of performance data supports and fosters the use 
of performance information. 

One of the organizational behavior factors conceptualized by Moynihan and Pand-
ey (2010) is external stakeholders. According to Yang and Hsieh (2007), stakeholders’ 
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participation is positively associated with the effectiveness of performance measures. 
In addition, certain professional organizations, such as the Governmental Account-
ing Standards Board, the National Academy of Public Administration, the National 
Conference of State Legislatures, Congress, the OMB, and auditor communities that 
have helped to establish norms in public institutions, have a positive influence on 
performance management and provide guidance and recommendations (Moynihan 
and Pandey, 2010; Moynihan and Lavertu, 2012). Additionally, de Lancer Julnes and 
Holzer (2001) also found that support from external interest groups for performance 
management also fostered performance information use. Based on these findings, this 
study includes attention from the OMB, congressional committees, and the auditor 
community as external influences. 

Summarizing, this study analyses the effects of managers’ proximity and account-
ability on performance information use. On the independent, a distinction is made 
between objective and subjective proximity. On the dependent, this study differenti-
ates between passive and purposeful use of performance information. Moreover, this 
study controls for organizational factors including external influence. 

6. Data and methods

This study utilizes the data from a survey of federal employees administered 
by the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) in 2013 and 2017. The GAO 
points out that agencies report performance measures to assess progress against 
goals in their strategic plans (GAO, 1992). The GAO survey uses stratified sampling 
of mid-level and upper-level managers and supervisors by agency and distinguishes 
whether the manager or supervisor was a member of the Senior Executive Service 
(SES) or was in one of the ‘non-SES’ agencies among the 24 affected by the Chief 
Financial Officers (CFO) Act of 1990. In 2013, the average response rate across all 
agencies hovered around 69%, among 4,391 managers who responded from a popu-
lation of approximately 148,300 mid-level and upper-level civilian managers select-
ed from those working in executive agencies and government-wide organizations 
(GAO, 2014). Meanwhile, the response observation rate across agencies was around 
67%, 3,114 managers, from a stratified random sample of 4,395 managers chosen from 
a population of about 153,779 mid-level and upper-level civilian managers and super-
visors from the 24 executive branch agencies in 2017 (GAO, 2017). This study totaled 
2,762 managers in 2013 and 2,718 managers in 2017, after data cleaning. 

Table 1 provides the full measurement details, including descriptive statistics. The 
dependent variable of this study is performance information use; therefore, one ques-
tion asked respondents to measure the level of each type of performance information 
use. The answer was re-coded as 1 if respondents indicated ‘no extent’ or ‘not appli-
cable’; 2, if respondents agreed with ‘to a small extent’; 3, if respondents used per-
formance information ‘to a moderate extent’; 4, if respondents indicated ‘to a great 
extent’; and 5, if respondents indicated ‘to a very great extent.’ 
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For managers’ objective proximity — the primary independent variable — there 
are three variables, ‘involvement in performance measures’, ‘involvement of CAP 
(Cross-Agency Priority) goals’, and ‘involvement of priority goals.’ The first variable 
is a binary variable; if respondents indicated any sort of involvement, their responses 
were coded as 1; otherwise, they were coded as 0. For managers’ subjective proximity 
— the secondary independent variable — there are three variables: ‘awareness of CAP 
(Cross-Agency Priority) goals’, ‘awareness of priority goals’, and ‘awareness of PR 
(Performance Review report)’. These three independent variables were re-coded as 1 
if respondents indicated ‘no extent’ or ‘not applicable’; 2, if respondents agreed with 
‘to a small extent’; 3, if respondents used performance information ‘to a moderate ex-
tent’; 4, if respondents indicated ‘to a great extent’; and 5, if respondents indicated ‘to 
a very great extent.’ This study also includes manager’s accountability with two vari-
ables, each ranging 1 to 5. Control variables are measurement related issues — quality 
of data, meaningful measures, and definition consistency. Control variables include 
stakeholders’ attention — Congressional, OMB, and Auditor attention – to account 
for organizational factors, following Moynihan and Lavertu’s study (2012). Moreover, 
this study contains only SES status, and demographic variables (e.g., race, income, 
and education level) were not included on the basis of 4 C.F.R. § 81.6(l), which states 
that GAO will not release records.

*Note: PM denotes performance measures, CAP means cross-agency priority, and PR denotes performance review.

Figure 1: Research model
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7. Results 

This study employs the Stereotype Logistic Model (SLM) to estimate ordinal math-
ematics proficiency, such as the directions and magnitudes of the relationship among 
factors (Anderson, 1984; Liu, 2014). This study uses survey data for the dependent 
variables, different types of information use, which are on a 5-point ordinal scale, 
ranging from 1 (no extent) to 5 (to a very great extent). There are two reasons for 
using SLM. First, SLM was introduced by Anderson (1984) for solving the restrictive 
assumption of parallel regression in the ordered logit model (Long, 2014). Many re-
searchers often use ordinary least squares, assuming that ordinal dependent variables 
can be considered as the interval level variables (Long, 1997). They use ordered logit 
or probit regression models due to their ordinal scale variables, as these are supposed 
to uphold the parallel regression assumption. However, if the parallel regression as-
sumption does not hold, proportional odds models give incorrect results (Erkan and 
Yildiz, 2014). For example, Liu (2014) compares two statistical methods — the propor-
tional odds model (PO) and SLM — and finds that SLM is a better option when the 
assumption is untenable. This study conducts a Brant test that indicates the paral-
lel regression assumption was violated when we employed ordered logit and probit 
models using the data. The parallel regression assumption does not hold, and the SLM 
offers a better fit. Second, since our study is nonlinear, standard generalized linear 
model methods do not fit the data. The SLM, which employs maximum likelihood es-
timation, is used with categorical dependent variables that include a subjective rank-
ing scheme. Despite the non-linearity and lack of identifiability of the parameters, the 
SLM allows for the determination of a particular ordinal level for a given observation.

Table 2 provides the SLM results for the model based on robust standard errors. 
The Wald χ2 statistics of all models indicate that the models fit well. The results 
show that the three variables of objective proximity to the performance system — in-
volvement in performance measurement, CAP goals, and priority goals — are used, 
and manager’s involvement in performance measurement is positively associated 
with all types of performance information use. Yet, involvement in CAP goals was 
shown to be negatively connected with passive use of performance information. In-
volvement of priority goals was, conversely, positively linked with the passive use 
of performance information. This result simply reiterates that a manager’s objective 
proximity to performance-related activities is a significant predictor of performance 
information use, partially supporting H1. On the other hand, this does not mean 
that awareness of performance-related activities has been directly connected with 
increased performance information. Thus, this study includes subjective proximity 
to the performance system. Regarding a manager’s subjective proximity, awareness 
of priority goals and performance review reports have positive effects on most types 
of performance information use. Awareness of priority goals is positively associated 
with purposeful use of performance information, and it does not affect passive use, 
partially supporting H2. 
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In Table 2, the second independent variable — accountability — is shown to be 
highly related to performance information use, supporting H3. Managers, who pos-
sess a high level of decision-making authority with which to accomplish their goals, 
are more likely to use performance information, both passively and purposefully. If 
managers are held accountable for the accomplishment of goals, they are favorable 
towards using performance information. In other words, having top leaders with a 
strong commitment to achieving results is positively associated with performance 
information use. These results support Dull’s (2009) findings, and GAO (2000, 2008, 
2014) reports that a leader’s commitment is positively correlated with performance 
information use. 

Many federal managers are willing to use performance data (Moynihan and Pandey,
2010) and build an organizational culture that is supportive of using performance 
information (Broadnax and Conway, 2001; Franklin, 2000). Measurement as an as-
pect of organizational culture matters. Investing resources for quality performance 
data ensures that an organization’s performance data increases to a sufficient quality, 
fostering performance information use. If managers consider their programs to have 
meaningful measures, they are willing to use performance information. This finding 
confirms Moynihan and Lavertu’s (2012) study. 

In addition, based on the main requirements of the GPRA reforms, federal agencies 
consult with OMB, Congress, and other stakeholders to develop the agency’s mission 
statement (Ho, 2007). On the other hand, this study has found that the main parts 
of GPRA reforms have weak effects on performance information use. Rather than 
stakeholder attention, technical efforts for acquiring reliable and valid performance 
data and setting intended goals with meaningful measures are strongly associated 
with performance information use. This supports Posner and Fantone’s (2007) study 
that external stakeholders, such as Congress, have not been concerned with the de-
velopment of performance activity, which controverts the legislative intent of GPRA, 
that is, that agencies’ performance goals should be consulted by Congress and other 
stakeholders (Ho, 2007). This effect could lead to the use of performance information. 

The results from the output could be simply summarized. First, involvement in 
priority goals and measurements has positive effects on performance information use 
while involvement in CAP goals is negatively related to the passive use and employee 
management of purposeful use. Second, involvement in priority goals has a positive 
effect on passive use, while awareness of priority goals is positively related to the 
purposeful use of performance information. This result suggests that some types of 
proximity to a performance system encourage performance information use, and oth-
er types of proximity discourage or have no effects on performance information use. 
Third, manager’s accountability plays a key factor in use of performance information 
use regardless of the type of performance information. 
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8. Conclusion 

The topics of performance evaluation and performance measurement issues have 
been frequently examined by many leading scholars (Bouckaert and Halligan, 2008; 
Hatry, 1999; Talbot 2010; Moynihan, 2008; Van Dooren et al., 2010), but few studies 
exist that address performance information use (Moynihan, 2008; Van Dooren and 
Van de Walle, 2008). This article, therefore, argues for examining performance in-
formation use as a key variable alongside various factors, such as proximity to the 
performance system, accountability, and organizational factors. 

The results have confirmed the positive effects of manager proximity, such as 
managerial involvement in performance measurement, awareness of CAP goals, and 
awareness of priority goals. Among these proximity effects, objective proximity posi-
tively affects the passive use of performance information that focuses simply on com-
plying with norms to report the requirements (Moynihan, 2009). This result simply 
follows the traditional approach, in which public officials use performance informa-
tion to make decisions with regards to repeated actions in the government, such as 
setting slightly modified goals (Hatry, 1999). 

Interestingly, on the other hand, a manager’s involvement in CAP goals has nega-
tive effects on passive and purposeful use, while awareness has positive effects. This 
might be explained by examination of the different characteristics of goals. CAP goals 
are used as tools by managers to improve their progression through multiple agen-
cies based on active collaboration. The GPRA Modernization Act of 2010 requires 
agencies to set CAP goals that cover a limited number of presidential priority areas, 
where several agencies have increased coordination on outcome-focused goals. CAP 
goals are required to be set every four years and managed by at least two goal leaders 
from the Executive Office of the President and key agencies who will execute the 
process (Section 200.9). All CAP goals have a governance team (e.g., working groups, 
inter-agency policy committees, OMB, and councils) to achieve these goals, review 
performance, and develop an action plan (Section 200.9). CAP goal leaders review 
goal performance together through diagnosing problems, identifying opportunities, 
and deciding the next steps to increase performance. This could be helpful in diagnos-
ing performance problems, but it is also difficult to ensure alignment between goals 
and activities, and to identify strategies for improvement based on complex prob-
lems through clear communication among diverse members and agencies who have 
different approaches to these goals. On the other hand, a manager’s commitment to 
CAP goals might be lower than another agency’s goals. This issue is associated with 
the goal setting theory. For example, managers have a high level of commitment to 
priority goals and agency-assigned goals to improve performance, which is directly 
related to agency performance. Since diverse agencies share CAP goals, managers are 
merely motivated to achieve such goals. Thus, managers who are involved in CAP 
goals may be reluctant to use performance information because of the complexity of 
relationships among goal leaders and the different situations related to goal progres-
sion among agencies that need distinctive strategies.
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According to the results of the current study, a manager’s accountability is an ex-
ceedingly substantial component in passive and purposeful use. A public manager’s 
accountability stimulates performance information because it is considered the ‘raw 
material for the account’ (Stewart, 1984, p. 26). Agencies provide more information 
on performance such as efficiency and effectiveness (Hyndman and Anderson, 1997), 
at the same time, agencies collect performance information as a matter of routine, 
and it is embedded in their management processes. A manager’s accountability is 
mainly accountable to the outcomes of their decisions (Stewart, 1984). Thus, they are 
more likely to employ performance information as a tool for achieving results and 
outcomes. 

Investment resources related to the quality of performance data and meaningful 
measures are positively associated with performance information use regardless of 
the type of performance information, while definitional consistency has no influence 
on performance information uses. Moreover, OMB and auditor attention have effects 
on only certain types of performance information use; nonetheless, congressional at-
tention has no effect on performance information use. This result shows similar find-
ings from the previous studies, which showed that politicians and board members did 
not use performance information to control service delivers (Day and Klein, 1987). 
Thomas (1998) has also found that while Australia and New Zealand have published 
sophisticated performance information, parliamentarians have seldom used it. In U.S. 
government agencies, the GPRA Modernization Act of 2010 requires that agencies 
consult with OMB and Congress in the designation of CAP goals and agency prior-
ity goals. Congress is particularly bound by term limits and their attention focuses 
mainly on politically sensitive information rather than performance information for 
solving program goals and revising performance goals. Thus, performance informa-
tion can be hardly used as an interactive dialogue between external stakeholders and 
agencies.

This study makes several contributions to this field. First, this study employs dif-
ferent types of goals (e.g., priority goals and CAP goals). Many studies have examined 
agency goals without considering goal type This study contributes the discovery that 
examining different types of agency goals is significantly important and that they 
produce different effects on performance information use. Managers are motivated 
by performance information use when they become involved in or participate in pri-
ority goals, and they are less likely to use performance information when they are 
involved in setting CAP goals that are shared among agencies. Second, this study 
utilizes Miles’ Law and categorizes manager’s proximity into involvement (objective) 
in goals and awareness (subjective) of goals for analyzing the use of performance 
information. This study has found that objective proximity has a significant impact 
on the passive use of performance information while subjective proximity has a posi-
tive influence on performance information use regardless of the type of performance 
information. This may contribute to performance management studies by identifying 
managerial proximity effects that only emerge in public administration. 
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This study contains several limitations, and further investigation is needed. First, 
when a study uses survey data, many scholars argue that common measurement is-
sues, such as common source bias and survey method issues, yield biased and unreli-
able results because perceptions are simply very subjective judgments or estimations. 
Specifically, common measurement leads to biased estimates of the covariance or 
estimates of correlation or regression coefficients (Favero and Bullock, 2015). Thus, 
future research needs to include independent data sources. Second, to preserve ano-
nymity, this study could not include individual characteristics, such as the number of 
years a respondent reported serving as a supervisor at their agency. Most individu-
als’ data are not identified by their agencies; therefore, further studies must examine 
agency-fixed effects to allow for a model that explains the variation in each agency’s 
task environment.
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