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Although performance information use (PIU) among public managers is a growing and 
increasingly relevant research area, the existing evidence base has two significant 
limitations for those interested in its application to nonprofit executives. First, large 
survey investigations, the predominant method used to assess PIU behaviors, have rarely 
sampled outside of government. Second, despite theoretical arguments and empirical 
support for PIU being a multidimensional behavior, only ‘purposeful’ use (i.e., the 
deliberate and instrumental use of performance information in decision-making to 
improve organizational operations) has been examined with any regularity. Thus, in 
addition to developing theory around PIU for nonprofit executives (rather than just public 
managers within governments), I test established drivers of purposeful and political PIU 
using survey data from 260 nonprofit executives throughout the United States. Results 
show that nonprofit executive PIU is driven by different considerations than public 
manager PIU. Additionally, results show that leadership support of performance 
measurement is an important driver of purposeful and political PIU, with organizational 
goal clarity and networking behavior also, specifically, driving political PIU. 

Keywords: Nonprofit Management, Performance Information Use, Performance 
Management 

Nonprofit organizations increasingly deliver core public services; as a result, the nonprofit sector 
has grown, professionalized, and broadened its range of stakeholders. This has complicated issues 
of accountability and has resulted in the need for performance measurement (Christens & Inzeo, 
2015; Salamon, 2015), which has led many nonprofits to invest in quantitatively assessing their 
performance. Despite these investments, there remain significant gaps in the literature regarding 
nonprofit performance management as well as nonprofit performance information use (PIU) 
(Carman, 2007; LeRoux & Wright, 2010; Morley, Vinson, & Hatry, 2001). 

PIU, along with its antecedents, has become a “highly relevant and fast growing research area” for 
those studying public management, particularly in governmental contexts (Kroll, 2015, p. 460). 
Although there has long been mounting pressure on public actors to perform (where performance 
is quantitatively defined (see, Moynihan et al., 2011, p. 141)), evaluating the success of 
performance management reforms has proven to be challenging (Tantardini & Kroll, 2015); and, 
there has been growing recognition that measurement alone may not boost performance (Sanger, 
2013). 

Although PIU is considered to be a way to overcome these evaluative barriers and assess “whether 
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reforms have been worth the effort” (Tantardini & Kroll, 2015, p. 84; see also, Kroll & Vogel, 2014), 
PIU research suffers from two main limitations. First, investigations almost exclusively examine 
PIU among managers in government settings. There have been far fewer investigations of PIU 
behavior among nonprofit managers (for exceptions, see Johansen, Kim, & Zhu, 2018; Saliterer 
& Korac, 2014). 

Second, despite theoretical arguments and empirical support for PIU as a multidimensional 
concept, only purposeful use (i.e., the deliberate and instrumental use of performance 
information in decision-making to improve organizational operations) has been examined with 
any regularity, even among the few nonprofit studies that exist. Limited scholarly attention has 
been directed toward understanding the interaction effects of PIU antecedents or the potential 
relationships between different kinds of PIU. 

In this article, I develop theory around nonprofit executive PIU and respond to these limitations 
by re-testing established drivers of purposeful and political PIU among nonprofit executives. Two 
research questions guide this inquiry. First, what drives nonprofit executives to use performance 
information purposefully and politically? And, secondly, do different drivers promote specific 
types of use? 

Literature Review 

There is an increasing body of empirical research showing that the adoption and use of 
performance management in the public sector does not always lead to the desired effects (Kroll & 
Moynihan, 2017; Poister et al., 2013). Explanations for this varied performance of performance 
management are multifaceted (Moynihan & Kroll, 2015). Of particular interest in this study, 
however, is the failure of managers to use information to drive decisions. This failure is the 
primary mechanism of organizational change in performance management doctrine. Indeed, 
when information is not utilized, managers establish organizational processes for which creating 
data is a suitable end in-and-of itself (Kroll, 2015). Ultimately, these managers fail to transition 
from performance measurement into performance management. 

Despite often being used interchangeably, performance measurement and performance 
management are not synonymous. Performance measurement explicitly refers to “the regular 
collection and reporting of information about the efficiency, quality, and effectiveness 
of…programs” (Martin & Kettner, 1996, p. 3). Performance management, meanwhile, is widely 
understood as a system of internal organizational processes (e.g., rewards and sanctions) based 
on regular, formal tracking of quantitative objectives to achieve results (Hatry, 2007; Melkers & 
Willoughby, 2005; Speckbacher, 2003). Performance measurement may occur in the absence of 
meaningful performance management, but effective performance management requires good 
performance measurement. 

Performance management is generally characterized by PIU in decision-making. It is, therefore, 
reasonable to question—what actually constitutes substantive PIU? Although definitions of PIU 
abound (e.g., Kroll, 2013; Lee & Clerkin, 2017; Johansen et al., 2018; Moynihan, 2008; Moynihan, 
Pandey, & Wright, 2012a), studies conceptually converge on PIU as the deliberate and 
instrumental use of performance information in decision-making in order to improve 
organizational operations (Johansen et al., 2018). This is what Moynihan (2008) refers to as 
purposeful use.  

Since the desired outcome of performance management is well-evidenced incremental 
improvement, the empirical focus on purposeful use as the default form of PIU is perhaps 
unsurprising. Still, the focus on purposeful use among government managers within the current 
body of research means that the differences between nonprofit and governmental actors are 
undertheorized and largely unexamined. 



283 

Getting Past “Purposeful”  

Although the topic of performance management, particularly PIU, in the nonprofit sector is less 
studied than it is in governments, there is rich nonprofit research on evaluation use (EU). PIU 
and EU are behaviors related to the two primary forms of knowledge production about the 
performance of public services or public serving organizations: performance management and 
program evaluation respectively. Although related, EU and PIU have important conceptual 
distinctions, different epistemic logics, and different professional audiences (Kroll & Moynihan, 
2017). 

On the one hand, program evaluation leans heavily on applying rigorous social research methods 
to the assessment of design, implementation, and impact of intervention programs. Performance 
management, on the other hand, is used to assess program outcomes in order to understand 
performance and hold managers accountable for results (Heinrich, 2007). 

In this article, I draw primarily on performance management traditions. Nonprofit scholarship 
on performance management has demonstrated that there is substantial variation in nonprofit 
executives’ attitudes toward it. Indeed, nonprofit executives are not universally positive about 
performance management (Caers et al., 2009). Although some view it purposefully, as a strategic 
management tool, others consider it to be a political tool for marketing and promotion (Carman 
& Fredericks, 2008). Nonprofit executives, therefore, increasingly find themselves stretched in 
two ways. 

First, these executives are often stretched purposefully; that is, they are expected to evidence the 
completion of activities and the achievement of outcomes in order to continually improve and 
deliver against their articulated mission. Secondly, they are stretched politically; that is, they are 
expected to evidence the completion of activities and the achievement of outcomes, often specified 
by funders, to demonstrate contract fulfilment, secure legitimacy, evidence effectiveness, and 
ensure continued or additional resources (Moynihan, 2008; Moynihan et al., 2012a; Tassie, 
Murray, Cutt, & Bragg, 1996; Tassie, Murray, & Cutt, 1998; Eckerd & Moulton, 2010). 

For nonprofit executives, this duality is particularly salient since funder discourse regarding 
accountability, which initially centered on making nonprofits more transparent concerning their 
fundraising, spending, and governance, has shifted to the demonstration of “impact” in 
“addressing complex social problems such as poverty and inequality” (Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014, 
p. 118; FitzGerald et al., 2020). Thus, performance reports tend to now require these 
organizations to include social outcomes as more comprehensive measures of organizational 
achievement.

This requirement has, inevitably, made competition for funding more focused on evidence of 
organizational impact (Lee & Clerkin, 2017; MacIndoe & Barman, 2013; Mitchell & Berlan, 2017; 
Witesman & Fernandez, 2012; Thomson, 2010; Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014); and, nonprofit 
executives now operate in an environment where their rationale for using information may be 
more directly driven by the preferences of those who provide financial support to their 
organizations (e.g., contractors and donors). This could mean that purposeful and political PIU 
will be mutually beneficial for them. 

The following sections offer an overview of existing studies on performance management and 
drivers of purposeful PIU. This is followed by a presentation of the hypotheses on relationships 
between various stakeholders’ support for performance measurement and corresponding 
purposeful or political PIU by nonprofit executives. I then test these hypotheses using hierarchical 
regression analysis. I conclude the article with a discussion of the results; and, an overview of the 
study’s limitations as well as directions for future research. 
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Drivers of Performance Information Use 

To date, there has only been one systematic review, which included 25 studies, on drivers of 
purposeful PIU (Kroll, 2015). In this review, drivers were categorized as either “important,” 
“promising,” or “insignificant” depending on the strength and consistency of the evidence base 
linking each one to purposeful PIU. Across the 25 studies, the mean R-squared was 39%, 
indicating that the included drivers accounted for a substantial amount of observed variance in 
purposeful PIU. For the purposes of this study, I focus on drivers that Kroll (2015) categorized as 
either “promising” or “important,” since these variables may relate to different patterns of PIU 
among nonprofit executives (see Table 1). For a summary of hypotheses presented in this section, 
see Table 2. 

Stakeholder Involvement. Nonprofits operate in politicized environments where performance 
measurement can function as a transaction cost imposed in order to support the monitoring of 
grants and contracts by funders (Carman, 2011; Carnochan, Samples, Myers, & Austin, 2014; 
MacIndoe & Barman, 2013). This arrangement allows external stakeholders, including 
government agencies, foundations, individual donors, and national headquarter organizations, to 
resemble principals who rely on nonprofit agents to deliver services. Performance measurement, 
then (like evaluation), acts as a transaction cost imposed on nonprofits so that funders can 
monitor the impact of grants and contracts (Carman, 2011)—potentially, at the expense of direct 
service provision (Lynch-Cerullo & Cooney, 2011). Nonprofit executives are likely to use 
mandated performance measurement not only in accordance with contractual obligations, but 
also to manage the principal–agent relationship and advocate for continued support (Davis, 
Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997; Moynihan et al., 2012a; Van Slyke, 2007). 

Qualitative evidence suggests that the opposite could also be true, however. Indeed, case studies 
of 18 Detroit-based nonprofit organizations demonstrated that although funders’ reporting 
requirements boosted performance measurement, they “generally do not lead to greater use of 
outcomes measures in decision-making overall” (Thomson, 2010, p. 54). Therefore, external 
stakeholders may still be needed to track whether performance plans, goals, reporting, and 
measurements are followed, which could be difficult if these stakeholders do not have the in-depth 
programmatic knowledge necessary to assess managerial information use. 

External stakeholder involvement, then, could actually encourage a more passive form of PIU, 
where performing data use is principally a way to appease grantors, funders, or boards without 
changing operations. Thus, I propose the following competing hypotheses: 

Hypothesis1: External stakeholder support of performance measurement is positively 
associated with political PIU. 

Hypothesis2: External stakeholder support of performance measurement is not 
associated with political PIU. 

Internal stakeholders (e.g., board members, clients, and staff), on the other hand, do possess the 
programmatic knowledge necessary to encourage executives to remain up-to-date and make data-
based decisions (Berman & Wang, 2000; Bourdeaux & Chikoto, 2008; Ho, 2006; Moynihan & 
Hawes, 2012; Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004; Moynihan & Pandey, 2010). Not surprisingly, then, 
PIU studies have shown that when managers are aware that these internal stakeholders care about 
performance, they work to stay current on their program, department, and/or organization’s data, 
performance trends, and explanations of outliers (Berman & Wang, 2000; Bourdeaux & Chikoto, 
2008; Ho, 2006; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012a; Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004; Moynihan & Pandey, 
2010; Yang & Hsieh, 2007). Thus, I propose: 

Hypothesis3: Internal stakeholder support of performance measurement is positively 
associated with purposeful PIU. 
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Table 1. PIU Drivers Included in Study (Adapted from Kroll, 2015) 
Categorization Variable Exemplary Studies 

Important 

• Stakeholder
Involvement

Berman & Wang, 2000; Bourdeaux & Chikoto, 
2008; Ho, 2006; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012; 
Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004; Moynihan & 
Pandey, 2010; Yang & Hsieh, 2007 

• Leadership Support Boyne et al., 2004; Dull, 2009; Moynihan &
Ingraham, 2004; Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012; 
Yang & Hsieh, 2007 

• Support Capacity Berman & Wang, 2000; de Lancer Julnes & 
Holzer, 2001; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012; Yang 
& Hsieh, 2007 

• Innovative Culture Folz, Abdelrazek & Chung, 2009; Johansson & 
Siverbo, 2009; Moynihan, 2005; Moynihan & 
Pandey, 2010; Moynihan, 2012b 

• Goal Clarity Moynihan & Landuyt, 2009; Moynihan et al., 
2012a, 2012b 

Promising 
• Prosocial Motivation Kroll & Vogel, 2014; Moynihan & Pandey,

2010; Moynihan et al., 2012a 
• Networking

Behavior Kroll, 2013; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012 

For nonprofits, the pressure to engage in performance measurement often comes from external 
sources as a condition of receiving funding (e.g., contractual obligations to government-run 
human service agencies and demands for financial and program accountability by private 
foundations) (Ebrahim & Rangan, 2014; FitzGerald et al., 2019). It is less frequent that 
performance management initiatives come from internal sources (Carnochan et al., 2014) 
suggesting that performance measurement is less intrinsically valuable to nonprofit executives. 
Thus, I propose: 

Hypothesis4: External stakeholder involvement is a stronger predictor of political PIU 
than internal stakeholder involvement is of purposeful PIU. 

Networking Behavior. Service providing nonprofits increasingly find themselves participating in 
community-based interventions that have been implemented through local partnerships 
(Butterfoss, 2007). A number of academics, however, have criticized these networked efforts for 
failing to provide bureaucratic-like accountability (e.g., Kroll, 2015; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012). 
Thus, assessing whether nonprofits operating in these networks are more likely to use 
performance information could have implications for network effectiveness. In this context, using 
performance information may represent a strategy employed by nonprofits to “manage and 
mitigate the effects of inter-organizational relationships and the environment” (Carman, 2011, p. 
354). 

Although organizations might be in partnership around common goals, these inter-organizational 
relationships “can become political struggles in which ‘different parties [seek] to influence each 
other to their own advantage’” (Carman, 2011, p. 354 quoting L. Donaldson, 1995, p. 130). This 
suggests that network participants are likely increasingly aware of their own organizational 
performance goals as well as the network’s. As such, they may be better positioned to use data to 
promote or defend their programs and lobby for resources (Moynihan & Hawes, 2012). Given this 
possibility, nonprofit executives may use performance data as a way to manage network 
relationships. If so, executives who report higher reliance on, and engagement in, collaboration 
may also report using performance information more regularly. Thus, I propose: 

Hypothesis5: Networking behavior is positively associated with political PIU. 
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Table 2. Summary of Hypotheses 
Number Hypothesis Direction 

1 External stakeholder support of performance measurement is 
positively associated with political PIU + 

2 External stakeholder support of performance measurement is not 
associated with political PIU NA 

3 Internal stakeholder support of performance measurement is 
positively associated with purposeful PIU + 

4 External stakeholder support is a stronger predictor of political 
PIU than internal stakeholder support is of purposeful PIU NA 

5 Networking behavior is positively associated with political PIU + 

Methods 

For this study, I focused exclusively on nonprofit organizations providing services in the youth 
development field. For inclusion in this study, I identified suitable nonprofits using the National 
Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE), a coding scheme developed by the National Center for 
Charitable Statistics (NCCS). I obtained IRS Form 990 information for all youth development 
service providing organizations (i.e., NTEE major code “O”) from the 2014 NCCS Core Data files. 
The population of these organizations was 6,534. The average total revenue of these organizations 
was $704,707; and, average total assets were $1,173,641.  

To facilitate survey administration, I obtained individual contact information for senior 
executives at these organizations (e.g., Executive Directors, Chief Executive Officers, Presidents, 
Chief Operating Officers, and Chief Development Officers). I verified this contact information by 
cross-referencing the organizational data in the Core files with commercial marketing rosters and 
results from Google searches. In total, I was able to collect useable contact information for 1,496 
senior executives. Between February 14, 2006 and March 20, 2016, I sent email invitations to 
these senior executives to participate in an online survey. 

After imputation to account for minimal but non-random missing data in 31 responses (Garson, 
2015), original data included 260 responses for a response rate of approximately 17%. These 
original data along with five imputations were used in this analysis.  

To verify respondents’ organizational role, the survey included the item, “What best describes 
your current position?” Overwhelmingly, respondents self-identified as “top managers” (n=237; 
approximately 91%) followed by “middle managers” (n=8; approximately 3%), “front-line 
supervisors” (n=4; approximately 2%), and “non-supervisors” (n=4; approximately 2%). Seven 
respondents did not respond to this question (approximately 3%). 

Ninety-nine of the responses were from senior executives working at Boys and Girls Clubs 
(approximately 38%; NTEE codes “O20”—“O23”). Sixty-six of the responses were from senior 
executives at youth development organizations (approximately 25%; NTEE codes “O50”—“O55”). 
Sixty-two of the responses were from senior executives at adult matching programs 
(approximately 24%; NTEE codes “O30”—“O31”). Eleven of the responses were from senior 
executives at uncategorized organizations (approximately 4%; NTEE codes “O99”); and, six of the 
responses were from senior executives at youth scouting nonprofits (approximately 2%; NTEE 
codes “O40”—“O43”). Sixteen responses (approximately 6%) did not have an NTEE code. 

In terms of geographic spread, according to the U.S. Census Bureau regional definitions, 
74 organizations in the sample were located in the South (approximately 29%). Fifty-
nine organizations were located in the West (approximately 23%). Fifty-two organizations were 
located in New England (approximately 20%); and, 46 organizations were located in the 
Midwest (approximately 18%). 
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The average total revenue of organizations in the sample was $2,527,215; and, the average total 
assets were valued at $5,282,706. I conducted one-sample T-tests on total revenue and assets. 
Results from these tests indicate that the senior executives in this study are more representative 
of larger service providing youth development nonprofits. 

The survey utilized previously validated scales to measure public service motivation (Wright, 
Christensen, & Pandey, 2013), perceived social impact (Moynihan et al., 2012a), developmental 
culture (Kroll, 2013; Zammuto & Krakower, 1991), and both forms of PIU (Moynihan & Hawes, 
2012; Moynihan et al., 2012a). All items included in the analysis are provided in the Appendix 
(see Table A1). 

The scale measuring purposeful PIU aligns with common use behaviors. Previous research has 
shown that these behaviors tend to load onto a single factor (de Lancer Julnes & Holzer, 2001; 
Kroll, 2015); and, this study is no exception. Regarding political use, Moynihan, Pandey, and 
Wright (2012a) were the first to demonstrate its distinctness from purposeful use. I use their scale 
in full in this analysis. 

Using principal component factor analysis, I was able to confirm convergent and divergent 
validity between purposeful and political use. That is, all items (a total of eight) loaded as expected 
and provided evidence of two distinct latent factors (see Table 3). 

Tables 4 and 5 provide descriptive statistics and correlations. Correlation is low between 
independent variables suggesting that multicollinearity is not a concern. This is further confirmed 
by variance inflation factors ranging from 1.12 to 2.07, which do not approach five (i.e., the typical 
threshold for problematic collinearity) (Garson, 2014). There is some overlap in dependent 
variables, suggesting that executives who use data tend to do so both purposefully and politically. 
However, I do not use these simultaneously in the model estimations. 

Controls 

I include leadership support, goal clarity, support capacity, innovation culture, and prosocial 
motivation as control variables in order to test their application to nonprofit executives and better 
investigate the hypothesized effects of stakeholder involvement and networking behavior . Goal 
clarity is included as a control to help mitigate the effects of sampling from a profession that lacks 
standardized performance indicators and change models. This is a fact made more complicated 
by the variety of youth-serving organizations included in the sample.  

Studies have shown that the success of performance measurement and management systems is 
dependent on the level of support, often in the form of time, personnel, money, and information 
technology, that is extended during adoption and implementation (Kroll, 2015, p. 12). This 
‘support capacity’ enables organizations to make the most of their performance measurement 
system by ensuring adequate training and access to employees. Prior research demonstrates that 
the items used to measure support capacity in this study have conceptual validity (Berman & 
Wang, 2000; Kroll, 2015). The present study, however, is the first study to use these items in a 
scale. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale (α=0.85) performed well above the 0.70 cut-off for 
confirmatory use (Garson, 2012). 

Organizationally, innovation culture is thought to help establish low stakes learning environments 
and enhance a group’s natural proclivity to improve (Kroll, 2015; Moynihan et al., 2012a). 
Innovation culture and support capacity are measured using validated scales scored with average 
indices (for full details, see Table A1 in Appendix). 

Public service motivation (PSM) has been defined as an extra role behavior, where employees 
make gifts of time and effort without expectation of individual reward (Moynihan et al., 2012a; 
Saliterer & Korac, 2014). Individuals with high PSM are believed to care about publicly minded  
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Table 3. Dependent Variable Factor Analysis 
Purposeful Political 

Make personnel decisions 0.718 0.338 
Make strategic decisions 0.778 0.244 
Make day-to-day management decisions 0.779 0.310 
Allocate resources 0.814 0.137 
Learn how to make my organization more efficient 0.769 0.276 
Communicate my organizational success to stakeholders 0.264 0.773 
Advocate for resources to support my organization 0.240 0.839 
Explain the value of my organization to the public 0.269 0.838 

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics 
Imputation 1 N Range Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. 
 Purposeful Use 260 5.00 0.00 5.00 2.67 1.19 
Political Use 260 5.00 0.00 5.00 3.06 1.18 
External Support 260 4 0 4 3.30 0.94 
Internal Support 260 4 0 4 3.33 0.81 
Networking Behavior 260 4 0 4 2.31 1.27 
PSM 260 4.00 0.00 4.00 3.40 0.53 
PSI 260 4.00 0.00 4.00 3.71 0.47 
Support capacity 260 3.60 0.40 4.00 2.53 0.88 
Innovation culture 260 4.00 0.00 4.00 2.69 0.80 
Leadership Support 260 4 0 4 3.31 0.81 
Goal clarity 260 4.00 0.00 4.00 3.49 0.63 

organizational goals. They are, therefore, more likely to use performance information as a tool to 
achieve those goals (Moynihan et al., 2012a; Perry & Wise, 1990; Saliterer & Korac, 2014; 
Waterhouse, 2008). 

PIU scholars believe that employees who sense the public benefit of their work (i.e., individuals 
with heightened perceived social impact (PSI)) are also more likely to use performance 
information to achieve the goals they value. Likewise, PIU scholars have suggested that employees 
who see the value of their work are more likely to seek support from external stakeholders 
(Moynihan et al., 2012a). For nonprofit executives who operate in an environment where 
competition for contracts and grants has increased “performance pressures and expectations for 
measuring outcomes” (Mitchell & Calabrese, 2018, p. 2) and where external engagement strongly 
influences financial performance, performance information may be considered a weapon capable 
of legitimating services and assisting the organization in obtaining resources (Moynihan et al., 
2012a). Thus, I include PSM and PSI as control variables to account for prosocial motivation, 
measured in this study through the use of validated scales (see Table A1 in Appendix).  

Addressing Common Source Error Concerns 

Self-reported responses like the ones used in this study have come under increasing scrutiny given 
the likelihood of reporting bias, including common source bias (Meier & O’Toole, 2013). While 
there is debate over the degree to which these concerns are exaggerated (George & Pandey, 2017), 
this investigation does incorporate mitigation techniques into data collection.  

First, the survey items were designed to mitigate the unfavorable effects of common source bias 
by focusing on observable behavior over a specific time period (Meier & O’Toole, 2013; Moynihan 
& Hawes, 2012). Second, the survey included passages assuring participants that their  
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Table 5. Correlation Matrix 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1 
0.59 1 
0.17 0.23 1 
0.24 0.28 0.59 1 
0.18 0.24 0.19 0.08 1 

-0.06 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 0.04 1 
0.02 0.07 0.14 0.11 0.06 0.02 1 
0.21 0.29 0.35 0.50 0.11 -0.03 0.20 1 
0.18 0.12 0.08 0.25 0.17 0.08 0.13 0.23 1 
0.42 0.34 0.42 0.49 0.17 0.12 0.08 0.43 0.17 1 

1. Purposeful Use
2. Political Use
3. External Support
4. Internal Support
5. Networking Behavior
6. PSM
7. PSI
8. Support Capacity
9. Innovation Culture
10. Leadership Support
11. Goal Clarity 0.21 0.30 0.17 0.40 0.07 0.03 0.11 0.39 0.25 0.29 1 
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Table 6. Regression Models of Performance Information Use 

***p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05  

Purposeful Use Political Use 
Coef. Std. 

Error 
Coef. Std. 

Error 
Coef. Std. 

Error 
Coef. Std. 

Error 
Constant 1.18*** 0.33 -0.19 0.62 1.23*** 0.32 -0.34 0.61 
External Support 0.00 0.10 -0.06 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.04 0.09 
Internal Support 0.33** 0.11 0.04 0.12 0.34** 0.11 0.05 0.12 

0.16** 0.06 0.10 0.06 0.20*** 0.06 0.18** 0.06 

0.12 0.15 -0.16 0.15 
-0.05 0.18 0.29 0.17 
0.00 0.10 0.13 0.09 
0.09 0.10 -0.05 0.09 
0.55*** 0.11 0.25* 0.10 
0.12 0.13 0.32* 0.13 

0.08 0.20 0.14 0.23 
0.07 0.18 0.13 0.20 

Networking Behavior 
Controls 
PSM 
PSI 
Support Capacity 
Innovation Culture 
Leadership Support 
Goal Clarity 
R2 (Imputation 1) 
Adj. R2 (Imputation 1) 
n=260 

290 
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Table 7. Summary of Findings 
Number Hypothesis Direction Supported 

1 External stakeholder support of performance 
measurement is positively associated with political 
PIU 

+ No

2 External stakeholder support of performance 
measurement is not associated with political PIU NA Yes

3 Internal stakeholder support of performance 
measurement is positively associated with purposeful 
PIU 

+ No

4 External stakeholder involvement is a stronger 
predictor of political PIU than internal stakeholder 
involvement is of purposeful PIU 

NA No 

5 Networking behavior is positively associated with 
political PIU + Yes

information would not result in an evaluation of their performance. The survey also included 
language clarifying commonly used terms and provided concrete examples, particularly of 
decision-making behaviors.  

Results 

This investigation leveraged existing evidence on the drivers of purposeful PIU by public 
managers in order to examine whether the same patterns of information use emerged for 
nonprofit executives. The results of the purposeful and political use partial and full regression 
models are summarized in Table 6. The results are presented with pooled coefficients and 
standard errors.  

The primary goal of this study was to assess whether different considerations drive nonprofit 
executives to use performance information than public managers. This analysis supports this 
notion. When considering the control variables included in the analysis, as shown in Table 6, only 
leadership support was significant in driving purposeful PIU. This likely indicates that there are 
contextual differences influencing nonprofit executives compared to public managers in 
government. Leadership support, goal clarity, and networking behavior, meanwhile, were shown 
to significant drivers of political PIU by nonprofit executives.  

Considering the hypotheses related to stakeholder involvement, the results (in Table 7) show that 
external stakeholder support of performance measurement is not significantly associated with 
nonprofit executives’ use of performance information, whether politically or purposefully. Thus, 
Hypothesis 2 (i.e., External stakeholder support of performance measurement is not associated 
with political PIU) is supported. Hypotheses 1 (i.e., External stakeholder support of performance 
measurement is positively associated with political PIU) and Hypothesis 4 (i.e., External 
stakeholder involvement is a stronger predictor of political PIU than internal stakeholder 
involvement is of purposeful PIU), however, are not supported.  

Internal stakeholder support, which I hypothesized was positively associated with purposeful 
PIU, lacks significance in the full model. Thus, as shown in Table 7, Hypothesis 3 (i.e., Internal 
stakeholder support of performance measurement is positively associated with purposeful PIU) 
is not supported. Increased network activity, however, is significantly and positively associated 
with political use in support of Hypothesis 5 (i.e., Networking behavior is positively associated 
with political PIU). 
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Discussion 

The primary goal of this study was to investigate the relationship between evidenced drivers of 
purposeful PIU among executives of nonprofit organizations and political PIU. The findings from 
this study offer two important contributions.  

First, research on purposeful use has primarily been carried out in government settings.  As such, 
the existing stream of PIU literature fails to capture important contextual differences and 
alternative types of PIU that might lead to greater generalizability. In this study, I find that drivers 
of purposeful PIU by nonprofit executives are demonstrably different than drivers for public 
managers. This was evidenced by the number of hypotheses that were not empirically supported 
as well as the number of control variables that were not significant.  

Of the control variables, only leadership support was significantly associated with increased 
purposeful PIU. Moreover, organizational and individual characteristics (e.g., support capacity 
and innovation culture as well as prosocial motivation) were not significantly associated with 
nonprofit executives’ PIU. This could suggest that leader support for performance measurement 
(as opposed to an underlying individual motivation base) in tandem with the influence of 
professional networking (as opposed to organizational attributes) is ultimately what drives 
nonprofit executives to use information purposefully and politically.  

Second, and relatedly, this study further supports the multidimensional nature of PIU. Many 
nonprofit executives view performance management as a promotional tool (Carman & Fredericks, 
2008). Indeed, given that organizational survival is predicated on securing funding, some of these 
executives may see political PIU as a way to boost financial performance an ultimately, 
organizational performance. For nonprofit executives, then, activities associated with political 
PIU may be rationalized as serving the same overall purpose as those associated with purposeful 
PIU. This may not be the case for public managers who work with assigned budgets in 
government. Nonprofit executives, on the other hand, may use different dimensions of 
performance information simultaneously or sequentially. As such, for these executives political 
PIU may be a means to improve organizational performance. 

The findings in this analysis align with those of Thomson (2010), who found that funders’ 
reporting requirements do not necessarily lead to greater use of information in decision-making 
(Thomson, 2010, p. 54). Although understanding the mechanisms underlying this finding is 
beyond the scope of this study, it is probable that external pressure(s) beget a passive form of PIU 
where data is used to appease, rather than substantively change or lobby. 

Given that nonprofits often deliver services through service delivery networks and complex 
governance structures, nonprofit executives may operate by means of persuasion rather than 
hierarchy. This can, undoubtedly, make information regarding outcomes a useful tool for 
obtaining further resources. In this instance, political PIU by nonprofit executives may boost 
performance as a result of the environment in which the organization operates (i.e., with pressure 
from funders, clients, and network partners alike). Perhaps it is for this reason, then, that findings 
from this study indicated that networking behavior, as opposed to external support, was strongly 
related to political PIU.  

For nonprofit executives operating in complex inter-organizational arrangements, networking 
behavior may be related to PIU through from formalized network membership requirements, 
competitive pressures for finite funding, and/or through standards of professional practice that 
foster mutual learning. On the one hand, networks provide an opportunity for formal professional 
requirements to be disseminated; and, depending on the network, measurement may be a 
requirement for participation. Combined with the tendency for funding to be tied to participation 
in networks, the relationship between networking behavior and political PIU may be further 
spurred by competitive behavior. That is, there may be a desire among partners to demonstrate 
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legitimacy (potentially by demonstrating their superiority relative to other network participants); 
and, ultimately, that they deserve a greater share of available funding.  

On the other hand, considering the importance of networking behavior and the lack of significance 
around prosocial motivation, it may be that peer engagement (rather than supervisory or 
subordinate support) is useful for expanding purposeful and political PIU. Previously, scholars 
have suggested that exploring ways to “connect individuals to the impact of their work” might 
bring about improved adherence to public sector management reforms (Moynihan et al., 2012a, 
p. 476). The findings from this study do not refute this, nor does this study directly address the 
criticisms that networks fail to provide bureaucratic-like accountability. This study does, however, 
show that network pressures can influence individual behavior to adhere to reform rules and 
promote accountability (Moynihan & Hawes, 2012a).

In other words, connecting individuals to the impact of their work may not be enough to garner 
support for performance management reforms from individuals who might otherwise be inclined 
to resist them. Likewise, funder mandates may be equally prone to failure. Creating a space for 
nonprofit executives to learn from each other and be exposed to best practices in performance 
measurement, however, may create favorable conditions for executives to obtain buy-in of 
performance management reforms. 

Study Limitations 

There are a number of limitations that should be considered. First, the topic area and single 
informant research design invite the possibility of social desirability bias and common-source 
error. Although the survey included explanatory passages about the non-evaluative nature of the 
questionnaire and also included limited perceptual measures, the extent to which these inclusions 
biased the results is unknown. Still, the inclusion of behaviorally-focused, temporally-grounded 
items (e.g., environmental support, observable behaviors, and managing in networks) (Meier & 
O’Toole, 2013) means that the findings are less likely to be biased. This is an improvement on 
prior studies in this area.  

Second, statistical analyses performed on previously validated survey items and scales align with 
the items and scales used in this study. Still, I cannot guarantee absolute consistency in 
participant interpretation.  

Third, the survey in this study utilizes data from across the United States, which is a distinct 
advantage among nonprofit performance measurement and management studies that have 
primarily only investigated one to a few organizations, are limited to a single state, or use a case 
study approach (Carman, 2007, 2009; LeRoux & Wright, 2010). However, the low response rate 
and focus on youth-serving nonprofits substantially limits external validity claims. Thus, future 
research should focusing on increasing the response rate across a broader array of services.  

Overall, the findings presented here have provided fruitful grounds for future research. Indeed, 
given the importance of networking behavior in promoting both types of PIU, parsing the relative 
importance of peer pressure (as a form of accountability) is a valuable line of inquiry. Assessing 
whether nonprofit executives are more likely to use performance information when operating in 
networks may have important implications for governance effectiveness and ongoing support for 
inter-organizational public sector managerial reform initiatives (Kroll, 2015; Moynihan & Hawes, 
2012). Moreover, additional inquiry around the multi-dimensional nature of information use 
across different contexts will be essential in developing more generalizable theories of PIU. 
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Conclusion 

Results from this study suggest that there are perhaps greater incentives for and pressures on 
nonprofit executives to use performance information politically than purposefully. In comparing 
the explanatory power of each model, it is clear that many of the variables included are better 
predictors of political use. This may represent a departure from increasingly popular outcomes-
based models, which identify monitoring as a mechanism for increased efficiency through 
incremental organizational improvement. The findings from this study suggest that, for nonprofit 
executives, political PIU is conceptually related to performance and that future research should 
endeavor to better understand the links between non-purposeful forms of PIU and performance. 
This finding introduces an important caveat regarding this line of research. PIU has become a 
proxy outcome measure for performance-oriented reforms. However, this is not the ultimate end 
goal of performance management doctrine. Understanding drivers of information use is 
important, but as a milestone, not an end goal. The value in this research is in understanding the 
mechanisms and contingencies through which information use improves, or does not improve, 
actual organizational performance.  
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Appendix 

Table A1. Survey Instrument Details 
Variable   Scale Item(s) Literature Validity 

Purposeful 
Information 
Use 

1=never 
2=daily 
3=weekly 
4=monthly 
5=quarterly 
6=annually 

During the past year, how often did you use performance information to: 
1. Make personnel decisions.
2. Make strategic decisions.
3. Make day-to-day management decisions.
4. Allocate resources.
5. Learn how to make my organization more efficient.

Moynihan & 
Hawes, 2012 

See Table 3 
(in text) 

Political 
Information 
Use 

1. Communicate my organizational success to stakeholders.
2. Advocate for resources to support my organization.
3. Explain the value of my organization to the public.

Moynihan 
et al., 2012a 

See Table 3 
(in text) 

Public 
Service 
Motivation 

1–5 
(strongly 

disagree to 
strongly 
agree) 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 
1. Meaningful public service is very important to me.
2. I am often reminded by daily events how dependent we are on

one another. 
3. Making a difference in society means more to me than personal

achievements.
4. I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of

society.
5. I am not afraid to go to bat for the rights of others even if it means

I will be ridiculed.

Perry, 1996; 
Wright & 
Christensen, 
2010 

Orig. 0.808 
Imp. 1 0.809 
Imp. 2 0.808 
Imp. 3 0.812 
Imp. 4 0.811 

Imp. 5 0.810 

Perceived 
Social 
Impact 

1. I feel that my work makes a positive difference in other people’s
lives.

2. I am very aware of the ways in which my work is benefitting
others.

3. I am very conscious of the positive impact my work has on others.
4. I have a positive impact on others in my work on a regular basis.

Moynihan 
et al., 2012a 

Orig. 0.910 
Imp. 1 0.912 
Imp. 2 0.910 
Imp. 3 0.911 
Imp. 4 0.909 
Imp. 5 0.911 

Support 
Capacity 

My organization… 
1. Has committed adequate resources (e.g., time, people, money) to

be used in the measurement of organizational performance.
2. Can readily relate outputs to organizational operations.
3. Has staff capable of collecting performance information in a

timely way.

Berman & 
Wang, 2000; 
de Lancer 
Julnes & 
Holzer, 2001 

See Table 3 
(in text) 
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4. Has staff capable of thoroughly analyzing performance data.
5. Has adequate information technology for performance

measurement.
Innovation 
Culture 

1. My organization is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People
are willing to stick their necks out and take risks.

2. The glue that holds my organization together is a commitment to
innovation and development.

3. The staff shows great readiness to meet new challenges.

Kroll, 2013; 
Moynihan & 
Pandey, 2010; 
Zammuto & 
Krakower,  
1991 

Orig. 0.812 
Imp. 1 0.814 
Imp. 2 0.816 
Imp. 3 0.816 
Imp. 4 0.814 
Imp. 5 0.811 

Stakeholder 
Involvement 

1–5 
(unsupport

ive to 
supportive) 

Overall, how supportive are the following groups of the use of performance 
measurement within your organization? 

1. External stakeholders (e.g., foundations, corporate donors,
individual donors, government, national headquarters).

2. Internal stakeholders (e.g., board of directors, staff, clients).
MacIndoe & 
Barman, 2013; 
Moynihan & 
Hawes, 2012 

-- 

Networking 
Behavior 

1–5 
(not active 

to 
extremely 

active) 

1. How active is your organization in these [community-based]
partnerships?

Leadership 
Support 1–5 

(strongly 
disagree to 

strongly 
agree) 

1. As a leader in my organization, I demonstrate a strong commitment
to performance measurement. Dull, 2009 -- 

Goal Clarity 

1. My organization’s mission is clear to almost everyone who works
here.

2. It is easy to explain the goals of this organization to outsiders.
3. My organization has clearly defined goals.

Moynihan 
et al., 2012b 

Orig. 0.881 
Imp. 1 0.817 
Imp. 2 0.815 
Imp. 3 0.811 
Imp. 4 0.811 
Imp. 5 0.812 
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Table A2. PIU drivers included in Kroll Systematic Review (Adapted from Kroll, 2015) 
Categorization Variable Exemplary Studies 

Important 

• Measurement System
Maturity

Ammons & Riverbark, 2008; Berman & Wang, 2000; de Lancer Julnes & Holzer, 2001; Ho, 
2006 
Kroll & Proeller, 2013; Melkers & Willoughby, 2005; Moynihan & Pandey, 2010; Taylor, 
2009; Yang & Hsieh, 2007 

• Stakeholder Involvement* Berman & Wang, 2000; Bourdeaux & Chikoto, 2008; Ho, 2006; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012;
Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004; Moynihan & Pandey, 2010; Yang & Hsieh, 2007 

• Leadership Support* Boyne et al., 2004; Dull, 2009; Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004; Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012; 
Yang & Hsieh, 2007 

• Support Capacity* Berman & Wang, 2000; de Lancer Julnes & Holzer, 2001; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012; Yang & 
Hsieh, 2007 

• Innovative Culture* Folz, Abdelrazek & Chung, 2009; Johansson & Siverbo, 2009; Moynihan, 2005; Moynihan & 
Pandey, 2010; Moynihan et al., 2012b 

• Goal Clarity* Moynihan & Landuyt, 2009; Moynihan et al., 2012a; 2012b 

Promising 

• Learning Forums/Routines Moynihan, 2005; Moynihan & Landuyt, 2009; Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012
• Attitudes toward

Performance Measures Ammons & Rivenbark, 2008; Ho, 2006; Taylor, 2011 

• Prosocial Motivation* Kroll & Vogel, 2014; Moynihan & Pandey, 2010; Moynihan et al., 2012a 
• Networking Behavior* Kroll, 2013; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012 
• General Political Support Moynihan et al., 2012a; Yang & Hsieh, 2007 
• Fragmented Environment Bourdeaux & Chikoto, 2008; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012

Insignificant 

• Organization Size Bourdeaux & Chikoto, 2008; Johansson & Siverbo, 2009; Kroll, 2013; Melkers & 
Willoughby, 2005; Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004; Taylor, 2011 

• Financial Distress Askim, Johnsen & Christophersen, 2008; Berman & Wang, 2000; Johansson & Siverbo, 
2009; Kroll, 2013; Moynihan & Pandey, 2010 

• Political Competition Askim, Johnsen & Christophersen, 2008; Bourdeaux & Chikoto, 2008; Moynihan & Hawes, 
2012 

• Familiarity with
Performance Measures Askim, Johnsen & Christophersen, 2008; Dull, 2009; Melkers & Willoughby, 2005 

• Job Experience Dull, 2009; Melkers & Willoughby, 2005; Moynihan & Pandey, 2010; Moynihan et al., 
2012b; Taylor, 2011 

• Hierarchical Position de Lancer Julnes & Holzer, 2001; Moynihan et al., 2012a; Taylor, 2011 
• Educational Level Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004; Moynihan et al., 2012a; Moynihan & Hawes, 2012 

* Denotes variable included in this study.
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Table A3. Cronbach’s Alpha for Support Capacity 
Imputation Number Cronbach’s Alpha Cronbach’s Alpha Based on Standardized Items # of Items 

Original data (n=260) 0.858 0.860 5 
1 0.854 0.857 5 
2 0.849 0.852 5 
3 0.851 0.854 5 
4 0.850 0.853 5 
5 0.851 0.854 5 
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