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中文摘要： 本研究拓展了中高階文官在新方案及網絡治理角色上的知識，

尤其當近來的文獻已逐漸的聚焦在中高階文官（具有經驗的公

共經理人）在網絡治理系絡下如何倡議及發展新計畫時，本研

究有助於增進公共政策與公共行政的領導精神文獻上的討論。

事實上，關於這些類型公共經理人在實證研究上是非常稀少

的，而本研究藉由提供這些公共經理人在政策制訂相關的活

動、技能、與管理能力經驗上的證據，可填補與實踐中高階文

官在政策制訂角色、來自其機關首長的期待、以及其他影響因

素。具體而言，本研究的主要研究問題包含：1. 在政策制訂及

治理網絡的過程中，中高階文官所扮演的角色為何？2. 公共經

理人的知識、技能、激勵因素如何影響到其在政策制訂與治理

網絡過程中的參與？ 3. 其他條件的限制，如管理階層的期望、

人力資源政策或其他結構性的因素，如何影響到其在政策制訂

與治理網絡過程中的參與？等。本研究透過問卷調查的方式，

發放問卷至行政院的七個部會，包括內政部、教育部、交通

部、人事行政局、衛生署、環保署及經濟部。截至七月下旬，

本研究回收了 695 份問卷，扣除掉僅填答少數題目的無效問卷

13 份，總計有效問卷為 682 份，回收率為 54.56%。其中薦任版

本發出 864 份，問卷回收 498 份，回收率為 57.63%；簡任版本

發出 386 份，回收 184 份，回收率為 47.66%。經由本研究分

析，發現單位主管（supervisor level）確實在領導、工作態度、

與績效表現等面向上有不同薦任非主管人員以及 10-12 職等的

簡任文官之表現。 
英文摘要：  
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I. Introduction 
These recent studies show that previous 

perspectives on policy-making are increasingly 
inadequate in two important ways. First, while 
past studies have often viewed top public 
managers as key players in making policy 
decisions, this view is increasingly untenable 
with the reality of network governance in the 
modern world. Too many policy decisions 
require a high level of coordination and expertise 
to an extent that no senior executive can manage 
it all. Executive leaders and top managers are 
increasingly unable to initiate and provide 
support to the great many of initiatives that are 
needed, which has led to a growing interest in 
getting lower officials to conceive new solutions 
and take initiative for addressing myriad 
problems. Indeed, the common view is now that 
society benefits (and in a globally competitive 
environment increasingly needs) from a 
multitude of leadership in tacking its many 
problems. In this regard, senior and higher 
echelon middle managers are viewed in this 
study as exceptional resource of expertise (they 
often have ten to twenty years of professional 
experience) and potential leadership in network 
governance. The growing role of network 
governance in modern societies requires that 
senior managers and upper echelon middle 
managers take greater initiative and leadership 
in collaboration efforts which may lead to new 
programs and also drive or shape new policy. 

However, thus far very little systematic research 
has looked into this (e.g., Korosec and Berman, 
2005), and with little attention to the skills, 
propensity and condition of middle managers to 
fulfill these roles.  
 
Second, theoretical frameworks on sense-making 
have also recast the policy-making process as 
knowledge creation that casts top managers less 
in the role of decision-makers and synthesizers, 
and more of consensus-builders and those who 
help a broad coalition reach a shared and 
common understanding. Decision-making is seen 
as an organizational process, and policies are 
seen as more effective when they have 
contributions and support from those who are 
affected by them. In a knowledge-creating 
process, senior and upper middle managers are 
seen as being an integral part of the sense-
making effort whose important contribution is 
being able to simultaneously comprehend the 
grand theories of top management and the 
experiences of operational realities of 
departments, including first-line workers and 
community stakeholders and clients (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 1995; Nonaka & Toyama, 2003). 
Managers help others to make sense of diverse 
realties and, by doing so, contribute to making 
better policy choices and play leading roles in 
the development of new policies and programs. 
Conceptualization of broad, sense-making 
processes is also not well-established, and this 
study contributes to that as well.  It might also be 
noted that being able to effectively participate in 
such settings (e.g., being able to effectively 
bridge strategic and operational aspects) is 
relevant to their merit-based career promotion 
processes, as well, which might suggest why at 
least some middle managers might seek such 
opportunities. 
 
II. Research Purpose 

This research not only contributes to 
exploring contributions of senior and upper 
middle level managers, but, by including the 
latter, it also contributes to the current dearth of 
knowledge about middle managers (and sub-
executive senior managers) in government. 
Undoubtedly, the absence of much past 
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scholarship about such managers reflects a lack 
of familiarity among political scientists with 
these levels of management, as well as historic 
alternate foci in public administration itself, such 
as top management leadership, etc. While some 
acknowledge societal stereotypes of such 
managers as ‘recalcitrant obstacles’ to change, 
others see them as stewards of public values, and 
still others note that many leaders were 
themselves promoted from the ranks of middle 
management whether they accomplished much.      

This research explores (i) the extent and 
manner that public manager participate in policy-
making processes, including network governance 
(dependent variables), and (ii) the factors that 
affect such participation (independent variables). 
Specifically, we address the following questions: 
 

1. What roles do upper-middle 
managers and senior managers fulfill 
in policy-making processes, 
including network governance?  

2. How do managers’ knowledge, skill 
and motivation affect managers’ 
participation in policy-making and 
network governance processes?  

3. How do conditions such as 
supervisory expectations, HR 
policies, and structural factors 
(described further) affect managers’ 
participation in policy-making and 
network governance processes?  

 
III. Literature Review 

Public administrators (i.e., senior managers, 
middle supervisors, middle and junior 
employees), as internal key stakeholders in a 
agency, encounter constituencies whose 
preferences are ambiguous, dynamic, and 
significantly shaped by and through their 
backgrounds (Ammons 2002; Mihm 2002; 
Newcomer et al. 2002).  They need to make their 
agencies more effective by empowering and 
coordinating these heterogonous preferences. 
People perceive the world from a variety of 
perspectives and define their interests in different 
ways. Each member of the agency performs in 
terms of managerial capacity and other 
contextual and background factors (e.g., 

relationships with others who hold particular 
managerial role expectations toward 
performance effectiveness). They construct 
knowledge, or what passes for knowledge, 
differently (Weiss 1998). For example, public 
administrators perceive that managerial role 
expectations to be comprehensive so that they 
will know what others expect of them 
(Frederickson and Smith 2003). Senior managers 
based on demographic backgrounds and the 
needs of agencies require supports and sufficient 
resources for systems and training that are key 
requirements for performance management 
activities. To mobilize support and use resources, 
senior managers must coordinate the needs of 
stakeholders and then take action (Mihm 2002; 
Newcomer et al. 2002). Sometimes middle and 
juniors employees have more information about 
problems and can influence implementation and 
performance of the programs and the agencies. 
They serve under the senior managers and 
middle supervisors. Some scholars have 
suggested that giving more autonomy and 
discretion to regular administrators is a way to 
meet citizens’ needs (Lipsky 1980).    

The agencies also have middle supervisors. 
One of the main advantages is that these 
supervisors are ready and able to take on the job 
whenever implementation and coordination are 
required. Middle supervisors may face pressure 
from politicians, senior managers, regular 
administrators, and citizens) (Ammons 1995; van 
Thiel and Leeuw 2002). If middle and junior 
employees are represented in implementation, 
middle supervisors may take the views of those 
who are not part of the planning and 
implementation into account  

 
 
IV. Research Design 

A. Sketch of Surveyed Samples  
Data were collected in July October, 2011 

in Taiwan Central Government. An endorsement 
letter was obtained from the Examination Yuan, 
Republic of China(Taiwan), the office in charge 
of Taiwan civil service institution and 
implementation, to increase the response rate.  
With the professional assistance of the 
Examination Yuan, we surveyed ministry-level 
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senior manager, middle supervisor, and middle 
employee. To ensure equivalence of the measures in 
the Chinese and the English versions, all the scales 
used in this study were translated into Chinese. To 
increase the accuracy of the response, each survey 
was distributed with a cover sheet guaranteeing 
anonymity. We use some procedures enlist 
cooperation and then reduce nonresponse bias 
(e.g., telephone follow-ups, the return envelope, 
maintain the respondent’s anonymity, an 
informative advance letter) (Fowler, 2009; 
Dillman, 2007). 637 of total responses were 
returned and the final 589 of them with the 
complete information, yielding a higher response 
rate of 70.21％.  

Among the respondents, about 54.84% were 
male, and the mean tenure in government and 
their organization were 22.13 years and 11.844, 
separately. About 30.39% were senior managers, 
29.03% were middle supervisors, and 40.58% 
were middle employees. 33.11％ and 39.73％ of 
their age categories fall under 35,and 35-44, 
separately. Most of their highest educational 
level were bachelor (36.50%) and graduate 
(56.88％).  

All the respondents reported that they were 
somewhat or familiar with the operation and 
performance of their work unit. The sample was 
compared with the population of Taiwan Central 
Government employees in terms of gender, 
tenure, age, and education. No statistically 
significant difference was found. Table 1 
presents their separate demographic backgrounds. 
 
Table 1: Sample Characteristics 
Dimension  Mean Percentage 
Work tenure 
in your 
organization  

 11.844 
(Min.=1, 
Max.-40) 

(N=589) 

Work tenure 
in 
government 

 21.133 
(Min.=2, 
Max=41) 

(N=589) 

Senior 
Manager 

 30.39％

(N=179) 
Middle 
Supervisor  

 29.03％

(N=171) 

Managerial 
Role 

Middle 
Employee 

 40.58％

(N=239) 
Male  54.84％

(N=323) 
Gender 

Female  45.16％

(N=266) 

under 35  33.11％

(N=195) 
35-44  39.73％

(N=234) 
45-54  17.49％

(N=103) 

Age 

over 54  9.68％(N=57)
Vocational 
Education or 
Associate 
Degree 

 2.38％(N=14)

Bachelor  36.50％

(N=215) 
Graduate   56.88％

(N=334) 

Highest 
Educational 
Degree 

Ph.D.  4.24％(N=25)

 
 
B. Variable Measurement 
  The research variables designed for exploring 
the contribution of middle and senior public 
managers in the policy-making process discussed 
in the previous section.  The survey items refer 
to the individual and the department as the unit 
of analysis that the respondents are asked to 
evaluate properties of their department,  and 
behaviors and attitudes of their work shown in 
appendix 1. The variables consist of middle 
manager work, senior manager work, traditional 
value, ethical behavior, work difficulties, 
perceived performance, leadership, work 
condition, work attitude, innovation-oriented 
culture, and performance culture. 

Finally, all factors but tradition value (5-
point Likert scale) whose survey item are 
measured on a 7-point Likert scale, from 1 for 
strongly disagree to 7 for strongly agree. As 
appendix 1 shown, each factor has sufficient 
internal consistency reliabilities and construct 
validity. We then average the scores of each 
factor which combines their separate survey 
items. 
 
C. Analytical Methods 

In addition to employing descriptive statistics 
to understand the distributions of the respondent 
samples, a box plot (also known as a box-and-
whisker diagram or plot) graphically depicts 
three managerial roles of numerical data on each 
factor through their five-number summaries: the 
smallest observation (sample minimum), lower 
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quartile (25％), median (Q2), upper quartile (75

％), and largest observation (sample maximum). 
One-way ANOVA is also used to compare 

the differences of each factor across senior 
manager, middle supervisor, and middle 
employee. 
 

V. Finding and Conclusion 
We firstly draft the box plot of the 

managerial role on each factor from Figure 1 to 
Figure 11. Then statistical information of one-
way ANOVA indicates the differences across 
three managerial roles of senior managers, 
middle supervisors, and middle employees 
presented in table 2.   
A. Box Plot Graph 

As you can see, the basic idea of the box & 
whisker graphs graph is to sort the data and then 
select the minimum, the maximum and the 
values at the referring positions: median (0.5), 
lower (LQ) (0.25) and upper quartile (UQ) (0.75).  
    From the below figure 1 to figure 11,  each of 
the statistics (median, UQ, LQ) for middle is 
higher than for middle employees and senior 
managers. Overall, it appears that the middle 
employees have higher work attitudes and 
behaviors than other two types of employees. 
Based on these data values, we are certain that 
middle supervisors have higher median. There is 
some evidence to suggest that middle supervisors 
play a important roles in their government 
operations. . 

3 4 5 6 7
mean response scores

Middle Employee

Middle Supervisor

Senior Manager

 
Figure1: Middle Manager Work 
 

2 3 4 5 6 7
mean response scores

Middle Employee

Middle Supervisor

Senior Manager

 
Figure 2: Senior Manager Work 
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mean respnse scores
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Figure 3: Traditional Value Perception 
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Figure 4: Ethical Behavior 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6
mean respnse scores

Middle Employee

Middle Supervisor

Senior Manager

 
Figure 5: Perception of Work Difficulties 
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mean respnse scores
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Figure 6: Perceived Performance 
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Figure 7: Leadership 
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Figure 8: Work Condition 
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mean response scores

Middle Employee
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Senior Manager

 
Figure 9: Work Attitude 

2 3 4 5 6 7
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Figure 10: Innovation-Oriented Culture 

2 3 4 5 6 7
mean response scores

Middle Employee

Middle Supervisor

Senior Manager

 
Figure 11: Performance Culture 

 
 
B. Mean Difference across Three Managerial Roles 
 

Table 1 gives the mean difference of each 
factor across three managerial roles. As shown in 
Table 1, the average rating of middle manager 
work, senior manager work, ethical behavior, 
perceived performance, leadership, work 
condition, work attitude, innovation-oriented 
culture, and performance culture across three 
managerial roles are above the midpoint of 4, 
indicating that they perceived the high evaluation 
on their department environment, their work 
attitudes and behaviors. In general, Taiwan senior 
and middle civil servants agreed that their agency 
characteristics have enough support for 
management system operations. Most of them 
hold positive attitudes or have good behaviors 
toward their jobs. The civil servants perceived 
that these key components take effects when 
implementing policies or programs under the 
management system.  

Of most importance, all three types of 
managerial roles had the significant perceived 
difference on these factors as shown in table 2.    
Especially, middle supervisors always share 
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higher average evaluations than senior managers 
and middle employees towards the factors of 
middle manager work, senior manager work, 
ethical behavior, perceived performance, 
leadership, work condition, work attitude, 
innovation-oriented culture, and performance 
culture (table 2). In other words, compared to 
other two types of civil servants, middle 
supervisors concerned and emphasized good 
management operation, have positive work 
attitudes and behave well.  

The previous studies always thought that  
senior managers must develop an agency culture 
as they would any initiative (Rainey 2003). In a 
way, senior managers need the freedoms to 
manage resources. An increase in the autonomy 
of an agency lowers the cost of organizational 
maintenance by minimizing the number of 
external stakeholders and bureaucratic rivals, and 
by maximizing the opportunity for agency 
members to develop a cohesive sense of mission 
(Wilson 1989). The theoretical model always 
argued that senior managers hold higher 
evaluation on their work behaviors, work 
attitudes, and organizational operations than 
other types of employees. One of the reasons is 
that senior managers need to lead the plans and 
practices, and improve the performance, but 
other types of employees did not fully see the 
agency operations.  

The factor of traditional value was found 
to have a significant difference among three 
groups (senior manager=5.276, middle 
supervisors=5.529, middle employees=4.923, 
F=7.78, p<0.001). As well, so do work 
difficulties (senior manager=3.715, middle 
supervisors=3.327, middle employees=3.882, 
F=14.65, p<0.001). The more likely explanation 
rests in the nature of job positions and 
hierarchical bureaucracy, which mark the 
perceived differences on traditional value and 
work difficulties. Middle supervisors serve a 
link-kin between senior and junior employees. 
Compared to senior manager’s decision-making, 
and junior employees’ implementation, they 
know the plans, implementations, and 
evaluations of their agencies. Therefore, middle 
supervisor are more likely to hold clearer 
pictures of their agency operations. table 2, the 

One of the reasons explaining this phenomenon 
is that middle supervisors are more sensitive to 
the government system because of their duties 
and responsibilities. Middle employees may have 
this concern in their daily workloads, but 
sometimes they do not care about the 
government operations.  Middle employees 
always have lower evaluations on each factor, 
compared to other types of employees.  
 
Table 2 : One-Way ANOVA Analysis of Managerial 

Role on the Dimensions of Department 
Properties, Work Attitude and Work 
Behavior 

Factor Managerial Role Mid- 
Point Mean   Std.     

  Dev. F Scheffe

Senior 
Manager(1) 5.349 0.912 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.530 0.707 

Middle 
Manager 

Work 
Middle 

Employee(3) 

4 

5.135 0.792 

12.08
*** 

(1)>(3)
(2)>(3)

Senior 
Manager(1) 5.276 1.181 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.529 1.067 

Senior 
Manager 

Work 
Middle 

Employee(3) 

4 

4.923 1.088 

15.18
*** 

(1)>(3)
(2)>(3)

Senior 
Manager(1) 3.763 0.548 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 3.898 0.506 Traditional 

Value 
Middle 

Employee(3) 

3 

3.694 0.508 

7.78*
** 

(2)>(1)
(2)>(3)

Senior 
Manager(1) 4.871 0.830 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.202 0.847 Ethic 

Behavior 
Middle 

Employee(3) 

4 

4.670 0.776 

21.11
*** 

(2)>(1)
(2)>(3)
(1)>(3)

Senior 
Manager(1) 3.715 1.095 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 3.327 1.023 Work 

Difficulties
Middle 

Employee(3) 

4 

3.882 0.983 

14.65
*** 

(1)>(2)
(3)>(2)

Senior 
Manager(1) 5.579 0.701 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.791 0.697 Perceived 

Performance
Middle 

Employee(3) 

4 

5.414 0.725 

14.09 (2)>(1)
(2)>(3)

Senior 
Manager(1) 5.180 1.049 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.444 0.970 Leadership

Middle 
Employee(3) 

4 

4.978 1.017 

10.51
*** 

(2)>(1)
(2)>(3)

Senior 
Manager(1) 5.093 0.850 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.106 0.865 Work 

Condition 
Middle 

Employee(3) 

4 

4.712 0.875 

14.26
*** 

(1)>(3)
(2)>(3)

Work 
Attitude 

Senior 
Manager(1) 4 5.520 0.755 19.06

*** 
(1)>(3)
(2)>(3)
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Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.624 0.691 

Middle 
Employee(3) 5.203 0.732 

Senior 
Manager(1) 4.842 0.988 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.241 0.885 

Innovation-
Oriented 
Culture 

Middle 
Employee(3) 

4 

4.660 0.923 

19.52
*** 

(2)>(1)
(2)>(3)

Senior 
Manager(1) 4.939   0.981 

Middle 
Supervisor(2) 5.203 0.859 Performance 

Culture 
Middle 

Employee(3) 

4 

4.777 0.946 

10.39
*** 

(2)>(1)
(2)>(3)

1.Senior Manager(1)=179, Middle Supervisor(2)=171, 
Middle Employee(3)=239.  

2.*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 
  

 
V. Finding and Conclusion 

Results revealed that middle supervisor play 
a vital role to consolidate the agency operation 
that the previous did not find and discuss more. 
Evidence was obtained with box-plot graph, 
internal consistence and factor analysis, and one-
way ANOVA was adequate. We have 
confidence that the sample used in this research 
differs meaningfully from the level in terms of 
the samples of Taiwan Central Government. 

Previous research focused on Western 
experiences, which does not fully explain how 
government management system becomes or 
ceases to be effective outside this area. This 
research demonstrates that according to public 
administrators’ perceptions – with other 
circumstances being constant – middle 
supervisors tended to play an unnecessary role 
on the government management system. Thus, 
this research advances the knowledge of 
international public management discourse. By 
examining managerial roles, we have confirmed 
that there are significant differences among 
senior managers, middle supervisors, and middle 
employees. Further, this study has taken a step in 
the direction of how they work in Eastern 
contexts. However, this research has its 
limitations, such as the need for objective 
evidence (e.g., official evaluations) to investigate 
whether the factors have differentiated across 
three managerial roles. In addition, the cross-
section design may suffer from the inference of 
causal relationship. Future research needs more 

longitudinal data to track their causal directions. 
The survey data is vulnerable to individual 
perceptual bias and social desirability bias. 
Nonetheless, the perceptual measures are 
systematically and logically linked with the real 
scenario (Lee et al. 2006; Moon 1999).4 Future 
researchers may need to do additional estimation 
on this issue. From an inside stakeholder view, 
government management system has indeed 
benefited the operations of Taiwan Central 
Government. This study concludes that there are 
significant variations in managerial roles. Clearly 
there is still more to be learned by investigating 
other managerial contexts and gathering more 
evidence on the relationship between it and job 
outcomes.  

It is a missing link to understand how and 
why middle supervisors play their roles. Are they 
different from or similar as other types of 
employees? There is almost no academic writing 
which focuses on this issue. Although some 
scholars alert their existences will be serious to 
government, there is so little systematic research 
to inquire their difference. Even if very few 
studies focus on this issue, this research needs to 
accumulate more cases to support the above 
arguments.   
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Self-Evaluation 

This research collected the survey data from 
Taiwan Central Government. Even in business 
management, studies of middle management are 
far less common than those of other levels of 
employees and managers. For a variety of 
reasons, research on such managers in public 
administration has been largely absent, and it is 
also now much needed. We believe that leading 
TSSCI, and SSCI-journals in public 
administration will welcome research into this 
under-explored area that also brings new 
theoretical perspectives to bear.  
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Appendix 1: Internal Consistency of Construct Validity of Survey Items for Each Factor 
Factor Survey Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 

I bring information about frontline service operations to upper managers 0.588      
I deal with complex information and synthesize it into clear understandings 0.736      
I analyze both internal and external information when assessing programs and policies 0.783      
I exchange information with other agencies and external stakeholders 0.449      
I analyze and evaluate how programs contribute to broader policy and agency goals. 0.779      
I often suggest new ideas and initiatives for our agency 0.777      
I often help with new programs and projects getting off the ground 0.834      
I often try to make existing programs better 0.867      
I propose new programs or projects to senior management 0.868      
I support trying out new things in our agency 0.842      
I often lead in developing new programs 0.808      
I contribute important information in the development of new initiatives 0.842      
I monitor program activities and performance 0.814      
I implement policies and programs that further agency objectives 0.784      
I translate goals and objectives into action plans 0.889      
I represent top management initiatives to subordinates 0.859      
I ensure that project teams stay on track when implementing programs 0.855      
I often align or resolve conflicting purposes when implementing programs. 0.839      
I help employees to adjust and accommodate new policies and practices 0.855      
I locate and secure resources for implementing new, trial ideas 0.891      
I mentor and guide the development of subordinates 0.846      
I often put winning teams of employees together for implementing programs 0.672      
I bring new actors outside the agency into the network of the program 0.655      
I help create a shared vision among program participants inside and outside the agency 0.821      
I develop rules for collaboration among program participants 0.872      
I encourage the exchange of information among actors inside and outside the agency 0.793      
I motivate actors outside the agency to become actively involved in new programs 0.783      

Middle 
Manager Work  
(Cronbath 
α= .9772) 

I communicate agency and program values and norms to external actors 0.759      
Senior managers often take initiative for developing new programs and policies  0.824     
Senior managers display exemplary leadership  0.895     
Senior managers ensure that the agency responds well to new problems and changes in 
society 

 0.916     

Senior managers often promote more effective ways of working   0.902     
Senior managers generate support from citizens and elected officials for our agency’s 
mission or programs 

 0.828     

Senior Manager 
Work 
(Cronbath 
α= .9506) 

Senior managers have a clear strategic vision for our agency   0.871     
Respect for tradition   0.486    
Thrift   0.632    
Persistence (perseverance)   0.744    
Modesty (looking small, not big)   0.720    

Traditional 
Value 
(Cronbath 
α= .7131) 

Keeping time free for fun   0.361    
Managers make sure that employees are aware of ethics requirements     0.730   
Ethical violations are often exposed    0.623   
Senior managers act according to high ethical standards    0.774   
Compliance with rules and procedures is taken seriously    0.738   
Decisions and actions are based on what’s best for everyone    0.667   
Following laws or codes of ethics are a major consideration when making decisions    0.643   
There is favoritism in hiring or promotion(R)    0.510   
Standards of merit and “acceptable behavior” are unclear(R)    0.552   

Ethical 
Behavior 
(Cronbath 
α= .8410) 

Many positions do not have qualification standards(R)    0.442   
I experience many interruptions in my daily work     0.610  
Work plans often change in mid-course around here     0.717  
We spend a lot of time talking about personal matters at work.     0.589  
I put in long hours but I still accomplish very little     0.686  

Work 
Difficulties  
(Cronbath 
α= .786) 

I spend too much time in meetings, rather than in work     0.625  
56.I get my work done efficiently      0.703
62. I produce high quality work      0.694
63.The people I serve are satisfied with the work I do      0.732
65.I am willing to start work early or stay late to finish a job      0.539
68.I achieve job goals, targets and deadlines set in my job      0.813

Perceived 
Performance 
(Cronbath 
α= .8431) 

87.I have good technical skills in substantive area of my work      0.669
Eigenvalue  17.794 4.576 1.837 3.683 2.095 2.901
Proportion  0.841 1.029 1.075 0.812 1.101 2.836
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Appendix 1: Internal Consistency of Construct Validity of Survey Items for Each Factor(Continued) 
Factor Survey Items F7 F8 F9 F10 F11 

Top management has a high level of trust in their subordinates 0.778         
Top management encourages subordinates to participate in decision making. 0.760         
My superiors would seriously consider a request to provide extra resources to 
improve service delivery leadership                                          

0.758         

I trust my superiors to make the best decisions for the organization. 0.832         

Leadership 
(Cronbath 
α= .890) 

My superior is helpful 0.785         
My salary is competitive   0.660        
My job security is satisfactory   0.701        
My job is well-respected in society   0.677        
My work responsibilities are clear and specific   0.576        

Work 
Condition 
(Cronbath 
α= .7395) 

My department upholds merit principles in hiring   0.372        
I enjoy working with others in my department     0.650      
I expect to be working here for many years     0.482      
I build long-term and personal relations with people at work     0.670      
I care about the long-term consequences of our decisions     0.785      
A person should take personal responsibility for his/her own future (and not depend 
on others) 

    0.630      

Work Attitude 
(Cronbath 
α=.7758) 

Work is a principal source of my happiness     0.542      
Our department encourages open and constructive dialogue       0.738   
We use advanced information technology applications       0.694   
We empower (ask) employees to make important decisions       0.607   
We frequently develop innovative programs       0.811   
Our agency rewards innovative ideas       0.756   
We regularly use strategic planning       0.736   

Innovation 
(Cronbath 
α=.8644) 

We use focus groups or other meetings with clients or citizens       0.507   
Workplace productivity is high         0.757 
We have a strong customer orientation         0.704 
Individual performance appraisal holds people accountable for their performance         0.746 
Staff are required to pursue continuing professional development         0.810 
Managers set high performance expectations for employees         0.704 
We compare our performance against similar departments         0.699 
Our agency rewards excellence performance by individuals         0.727 
We use “pay for performance” strategies at work         0.435 

Performance 
Culture 
(Cronbath 
α=.8890) 

We use performance measurement in our program management         0.700 
Eigenvalue  3.067 1.854  2.411  3.421 4.473 
Proportion  2.890 1.204  2.299  3.216 4.165 
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