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Whoever Has Will be Given More: The Effect of Performance Information on 

Frontline Employees’ Support for Managerial Policy Initiatives  
 

Abstract 

Research has demonstrated how policy changes are bound to fail without the support of the frontline 

employees. This study examines how performance information influences frontline employees’ sup-

port for managerial policy initiatives. We develop hypotheses stating that the exposure to positive 

and negative organizational performance scores compared to average scores increases frontline em-

ployees’ support for managerial policy initiatives and thus facilitate policy change. To test our hy-

potheses, we conduct a survey experiment on more than 1,500 social caseworkers working in Danish 

employment agencies. The results show that while the provision of positive organizational scores 

increases caseworkers’ support for managerial policy initiatives, there is no direct effect following 

the exposure of negative performance scores. However, additional exploratory analysis reveals that 

the caseworkers’ experienced work pressure moderates the effect of positive and negative perfor-

mance information. Specifically, caseworkers that experience a high work pressure are more inclined 

to support managerial policy initiatives following positive and negative performance scores. Further-

more, the explorative analysis indicates that the caseworkers tend to ignore negative performance 

information, which strongly suggests that poor performance scores trigger identity-protective cogni-

tion. Overall, the study advances our understanding of the link between performance information and 

support of policy changes on the frontline of public services by showing how different performance 

scores influence employees’ support for managerial policy initiatives. 

  

 

Key words: Performance Information, Policy Support, Work Pressure, Identity-Protective Cogni-

tion, Experimental Research  

  



2 
 

Introduction 

Today, most public organizations have implemented extensive performance manage-

ment systems and public employees and managers have access to more performance information 

than ever before (van Dooren and van de Walle 2008). Research has demonstrated that public man-

agers respond to changes in performance data by introducing policy changes to counter areas of 

poor performance (Meier, Favero, and Zhu 2015; Holm 2018; Andersen and Nielsen 2019) or to 

further improve areas of high performance (March 1991). Yet although managers are often the ones 

initiating policy changes in organizations, frontline employees are the ones who implement them 

(Lipsky 1980). Thus, it is well known in the public administration literature that the frontline em-

ployees’ support for policy changes is of the utmost importance for a successful implementation 

(Pressman and Wildavsky 1984; Simon 1997; Piderit 2000). Hence, when policies are in discord-

ance with the frontline employees’ policy position, they may directly resist or sabotage them 

(Brehm and Gates 1999). Consequently, to unleash changes in public organizations, managers need 

to ensure the policy support of their employees (Kelman 2005). 

However, despite the rise of performance management in the public sector and the im-

portance of frontline employees’ policy position to specific policies and programs, we know little 

about how performance information affects the support for managerial policy initiatives, that is, em-

ployees’ preferences or attitudes for specific policies initiated by the management (Andersen and 

Jakobsen 2017). The lack of research is surprising, as we know from studies that organizational per-

formance information is an important driver of organizational changes (Greve 2003; Hong 2019). 

Indeed, the core assumption in “managing for results” is that the evaluation of performance infor-

mation provides a foundation for informed decision-making that may lead to organizational im-

provements (Boyne and Chen 2006). Thus, even though research shows that organizational perfor-

mance scores are used by managers to make prioritizations and initiate organizational changes 
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(Holm 2018), we do not know how the organizational performance scores affect the frontline em-

ployees’ support for managerial policy-initiatives.  

The goal of this article is therefore to address the gaps in the literature by examining 

how performance information influences frontline employees’ support for managerial policy initia-

tives. By examining this question, the article expands our knowledge on how performance regimes 

and performance dialogues within public organizations shape frontline officials’ attitudes toward 

new policy changes. In addition, along with the research of Nielsen and Jacobsen (2018), the study 

delivers insights into the policy feedback effects of performance management on frontline employ-

ees, and how performance management causes the frontline professionals to reconceive their work 

(see Soss and Moynihan [2014] for a policy feedback perspective in public administration). Im-

portantly, while recent studies have provided valuable insights into how data is used and interpreted 

by politicians, managers and citizens (Christensen 2018; George et al. 2017; Nielsen and Moynihan 

2017; Moynihan and Pandey 2010; James and Van Ryzin 2017; Meier, Favero, and Zhu 2015), the 

role of performance information on the frontline remains understudied (Destler 2017; Petersen 

2019). This is particularly surprising, as much of the theory about the effects of performance infor-

mation use is concerned with how performance data is communicated within public organizations 

(Moynihan 2008). 

To develop hypotheses, the article builds on and extends existing research related to 

management perceptions (Bligh, Kohles, and Pillai 2011; Nielsen and Jacobsen 2018), acceptance 

of performance information (Niels B. G. Petersen, Laumann, and Jakobsen 2019) and change man-

agement (Kotter 1995; Kelman 2005). A key argument in this article is that while performance in-

formation on the one hand influences employees’ perceptions of the management, on the other 

hand, it also demonstrates to employees the state of the organization and thus the need for policy 

changes. This leads to two expectations. First, the exposure to high performance scores compared to 
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average scores make frontline employees more inclined to embrace policy initiatives from their 

management. Second, although low performance scores may negatively impact employees’ percep-

tions of their management, poor performance scores compared to average scores also create a sense 

of urgency in the organization that increases employees’ recognition of a need for change or a need 

for action, which, in turn, persuade them to support managerial policy initiatives (Kotter 1995; 

Fernandez and Rainey 2006).  

To examine these expectations, we conduct a large survey experiment on more than 

1,500 social caseworkers working in Danish employment agencies. Caseworkers in Danish employ-

ment agencies provide an interesting test case, as the employment agencies increasingly rely on per-

formance measures to evaluate the effectiveness of different strategic approaches, training programs 

and overall performance. In the experiment, we expose caseworkers to performance scores that ran-

domly show either a positive, average or negative performance on a key performance indicator. Fol-

lowing the provision of performance information, we present the caseworkers to a concrete policy-

proposal from their management. This approach allows us to examine the causal effect of perfor-

mance scores on frontline employees’ support for managerial policy initiatives. The nature of the 

policy initiative entails a small change in the caseworkers’ practice and the burdens of the policy 

change are primarily placed on the clients. In this way, the study also adds to the nascent empirical 

literature on administrative burdens by showing how performance information affects frontline em-

ployees’ support for managerial policy initiatives that shifts burdens onto citizens.  

Overall, the findings deliver partial support to the hypotheses. High performance 

scores increase frontline employees’ policy support for managerial initiatives relative to average 

scores. Yet, contrary to our expectations, there is no direct effect of low performance scores on 

frontline employees’ policy support for managerial initiatives. However, additional exploratory 

analysis reveals substantial heterogeneous effects. Specifically, when the caseworkers experience 
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high levels of work pressure, they are more likely to support managerial policy initiatives following 

negative and positive performance scores, while low levels of work pressure make the caseworkers 

less inclined to support policy initiatives. Furthermore, our exploratory analysis shows strong evi-

dence of identity-protective cognition among the caseworkers (Kahan 2017). Caseworkers who re-

ceive poor performance scores tend not to recall the treatment condition in the end of the survey, 

which indicates that the caseworkers either ignore or dismiss poor performance scores. The article 

ends with a discussion of the policy implications and the limitations of the study. 

Support for Managerial Policy Initiatives  

Although it is a common saying that people resist change, studies in the change man-

agement literature has provided valuable insights by dismantling this claim (Piderit 2000). Instead, it 

is argued that changes in policies require managers to apply different strategies that persuade em-

ployees of the benefits of the new policies (Kelman 2005). Persuasion is necessary, as the actual 

implementation of policy changes "inevitably requires encouraging individuals to enact new behav-

iors so that desired changes are achieved” (Armenakis and Bedeian 1999, 304). From the implemen-

tation literature it is well known that the success or failure of organizational policies is almost exclu-

sively contingent on the support of the frontline employees who are charged with implementing the 

new policies (Lipsky 1980; Tummers et al. 2012; Pressman and Wildavsky 1984; May and Winter 

2009; Stensöta 2012; Brehm and Gates 1999). As a result, scholars have emphasized that persuading 

employees of the importance of changes is key to achieve a successful policy implementation (Burke 

2014; Fernandez and Rainey 2006; Kotter 1995; Furst and Cable 2008; Parish, Cadwallader, and 

Busch 2008). Understanding what factors that shape frontline employees’ policy position is therefore 

a central question in public administration. 

Following Andersen and Jakobsen (2016), we define employee support for managerial 

policy initiatives as whether an employee “favors (i.e., displays a positive attitude toward) or disfavor 
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a policy” (Andersen and Jakobsen 2017, 58). This concept differs from related concepts such as man-

agerial authority or what Simon (1997) referred to as “zone of acceptance” (labelled “zone of indif-

ference” by Bernand [1938]). Thus, while managerial authority or zone of acceptance describe the 

possible range of decisions that subordinates are willing to accept from the management (Simon 1997, 

196), employee support for managerial policy initiatives is concerned with the employees’ prefer-

ences or attitudes toward specific policies or programs initiated by the management. It is these atti-

tudes that managers need to change to successfully implement new policies (Whelan-Berry and 

Somerville 2010). Although employees’ policy support for managerial initiatives may be correlated 

with managerial authority, one can easily imagine situations where an employee on the one hand 

acknowledges a manager’s authority to make a certain policy change in the organization without, on 

the other hand, favoring the specific policy. For instance, in times of organizational crisis, employees 

may be more willing to concede professional autonomy due to the urgent need for managerial action. 

However, the employees may still disfavor the specific initiatives that the management launch to 

address the crisis (e.g. cutbacks, reorganizations or changes in policies). Thus, employees may in 

varying degrees favor or disfavor managerial decisions when these decisions lie within the limits of 

the management’s authority.  

Research have identified different strategies that managers can use to convince employ-

ees to support managerial initiatives (Kotter 1995; Furst and Cable 2008; Whelan-Berry and 

Somerville 2010). Reviewing the literature, Fernandez and Rainey (2006) lines up eight points that 

managers should consider before unleashing change. For instance, the scholars emphasize that man-

agers should “verify and persuasively communicate the need for change” (Fernandez and Rainey 

2006, 169) and provide a plan or a solution that “offers the hope of relief from stress or discomfort” 

(Fernandez and Rainey 2006, 169). Andersen and Jakobsen (2016) identify one way to persuade em-

ployees. The authors show that frontline employees are more likely to support policies when the 
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policies are backed up by evidence-based research or aligned with professional norms and values. 

Yet Andersen and Jakobsen (2016) also show that when economic concerns or citizen-satisfaction 

rating are used to justify policy changes, frontline employees become less supportive toward the pol-

icies. This suggests that frontline employees can be persuaded by specific arguments or communica-

tion cues, but also that insights about what arguments that work and does not work is important for 

ensuring a successful policy-change.  

A number of studies have also suggested that employees differentiate in their commit-

ment to change (Janet 2008; Herscovitch and Meyer 2002) and that individual characteristics often 

affect employees’ willingness to support changes in their organization (Wright, Christensen, and Isett 

2013; Fugate and Kinicki 2008). Some employees are inherently skeptical toward managerial initia-

tives, while others belong to the “change vanguard” (Kelman 2005).  One important employee char-

acteristic highlighted in the literature is the employees’ experienced work pressure. While studies 

have indicated that burned out employees try to resist changes (Dubois et al. 2013), other studies have 

suggested that some level of work pressure is necessary to make employees dissatisfied with the status 

quo and motivated to pursue change (Nadler and Nadler 1998; Kets de Vries and Balazs 1999; van 

Loon and Jakobsen 2018). We return to the potential heterogeneous effects of work pressure in the 

discussion, where we explore possible explanation to our findings. 

Positive Performance Scores 

 In the following, we build hypotheses concerning the influence of positive and nega-

tive performance scores on frontline employees’ support for managerial policy initiatives. By posi-

tive and negative performance scores, we refer to performance scores that are relatively better or 

worse than the performance score of a salient reference category such as other organizations’ per-

formances (social reference categories) or the performance in previous years (historical references 
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categories). Specifically, we focus on social comparisons because research suggests that social com-

parisons constitute the most influential reference category when individuals evaluate performances 

(Hong 2019; Olsen 2017).1  

Overall, we may think of at least two ways in which positive performance scores can 

influence frontline employees’ support for managerial policy initiatives. First, performance infor-

mation that displays a positive organizational performance can be interpreted as evidence that the 

management is competent and capable of managing the organization successfully (Bligh, Kohles, 

and Pillai 2011). Research suggests that employees attribute credit and blame to managers depend-

ing on whether they are exposed to positive or negative organizational performance scores (Lord et 

al. 1978; Meindl and Ehrlich 1987; Giessner and van Knippenberg 2008; Kollée, Giessner, and van 

Knippenberg 2013). Relatedly, Nielsen and Jakobsen (2018) show that positive performance scores 

expand teachers’ acceptance of managerial authority. The authors expect that employees who are 

more accepting of managerial authority are similarly more accepting of organizational changes initi-

ated by the management.   

 Second, research also suggests that positive performance indicators are considered a 

more legitimate basis for managerial decision-making. In a recent piece, Petersen, Laumann, and 

Jakobsen (2018) show that frontline employees are prone to engage in motivated reasoning, which 

make them more likely to trust performance indicators when they are informed that their organiza-

tion performs well on the indicator. The authors find evidence that frontline employees tend to con-

sider positive performance indicators as more valid and useful as well as a more legitimate basis for 

decision-making. Thus, the study indicates how frontline employees due to psychological biases 

tend to assign more weight and importance to positive performance indicators. Accordingly, it 

                                                 
1 Hong (2019) also finds evidence indicating that while low performing organizations aspire to improve compared to 
social references, high performing organizations aspire to perform compared to their own historical performance.   
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seems plausible that frontline employees support managerial policy initiatives when the initiatives 

are substantiated in indicators displaying a positive performance score. 

 However, the exposure to positive performance scores could also have the opposite 

effect. For instance, employees confronted with positive performance scores may infer that policy 

changes are unnecessary and consequently prefer maintaining the status quo. A sort of “if it ain’t 

broke, don’t fix it” argument. However, if positive performance scores improve frontline employ-

ees’ perceptions of their management, expand managerial authority, and improve the trust and legit-

imacy assigned to the performance scores, we ought to expect that the provision of positive perfor-

mance scores also increase frontline employees’ support for managerial policy initiatives. We there-

fore hypothesize as follows:   

H1: Frontline employees who are exposed to positive performance information are more likely to 

support managerial policy initiatives. 

 

Negative Performance Scores 

How then, should we expect negative performance scores to affect frontline employ-

ees’ policy position toward managerial policy initiatives? First, the management literature finds evi-

dence that just as good performance results increase employees’ perceptions of their management 

competences, employees tend to perceive their management more negatively following poor perfor-

mances (Bligh, Kohles, and Pillai 2011; Kollée, Giessner, and van Knippenberg 2013). When man-

agers cannot provide evidence that demonstrate their ability to manage, frontline employees should 

be less persuaded by their policy initiatives. Indeed, we know from several studies that a negativity 

bias causes people to react more strongly to negative information (Olsen 2015; Baumeister et al. 

2001), and that negative information can induce blame-avoidance strategies among organizational 
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members (Weaver 1986; Nielsen and Baekgaard 2015; Nielsen and Moynihan 2017). Consequently, 

when frontline employees face data that indicates a poor performance, they may be tempted to at-

tribute responsibility of the poor results to the management in order to avoid blame themselves. 

Hence, displaying negative performance scores to public employees could cause blame-games 

(Anderson 2009) as well as general feelings of anger and frustration (Vescio et al. 2005). Ulti-

mately, poor performance scores may constitute a barrier for managers’ ability to persuade employ-

ees to support their initiatives.  

However, although poor performance scores may cause frontline employees to per-

ceive their management as less competent, poor performance results also signal that the organiza-

tion is headed in the wrong direction and that changes in the organization are required. Several 

scholars have emphasized the importance of persuading employees of the necessity for changes to 

secure their support (Fernandez and Rainey 2006; Whelan-Berry and Somerville 2010). In the 

change management literature, John Kotter (1995) famously argued that managers need to create a 

burning platform or “a sense of urgency” (Kotter 1995, 60) in the organization in order to persuade 

employees that changes are necessary. Hence, managers can use poor organizational results as part 

of a “shock and awe” strategy where the negative data overwhelms “the reluctant with the necessity 

of change, despite their inclinations to preserve the status quo (…)” (Kelman 2005, 6). In this way, 

poor performance scores can serve as a mean to persuade frontline employees to support new mana-

gerial initiatives. Indeed, Nielsen and Jakobsen (2018) found evidence that frontline employees’ ac-

ceptance of managerial authority expands when the employees are informed that their organization 

performs poorly. The scholars argued that the poor performance scores made the employees recog-

nize that changes were needed, which subsequently made them more inclined to accept managerial 

authority. Some scholars have even argued that poor performance is such an impactful way of con-

vincing employees that managers should once in while let performance derail and actively create 
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dissatisfaction with the status quo in their organization in order to facilitate the implementation of 

new changes (Nadler and Nadler 1998; Kotter 1995). Overall, poor performance scores lead to two 

opposite expectations. Yet, although poor performance results may negatively influence employees’ 

perception of their management, poor performance results also generate a sense of urgency that, in 

turn, creates a recognition of the necessity of supporting managerial initiatives. Thus, we hypothe-

size as follows:  

H2: Frontline employees who are exposed to negative performance information are more likely to 

support managerial policy initiatives. 

 

Empirical Setting and Research Design 

In order to examine our hypotheses, we need a test case that can provide us with data 

on frontline employees’ policy position toward a managerial policy initiative following the expo-

sure of high, average and poor performance scores. Hence, in an ideal test case, we have access to 

data on frontline employees who work in organizations where extensive performance management 

systems have been implemented and the management has sufficient managerial autonomy to initiate 

new policy changes. 

One case that fulfills these criteria is the Danish employment agencies. In the last dec-

ade, performance management systems have become increasingly common in welfare-to-work pro-

grams and functions as “the core technology for monitoring operations and imposing accountabil-

ity” (Soss, Fording, and Schram 2011, 204) in most developed welfare states. The emergence of 

performance measurement entails that agency managers and employees have direct access to large 

amounts of data on a number of different indicators. This data is used by managers to evaluate pro-

gram goals and initiate changes when performance falls short of organizational benchmarks. In 
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Denmark, on a monthly basis, the central government releases detailed performance reports display-

ing the organizational performance of each employment agency relative to other employment agen-

cies. Beside the monthly reports, the employment agencies also generate local performance data. 

Importantly, although the employment agencies are bound by certain national rules and procedures, 

the management in the employment agencies have substantial authority to initiate policy changes 

regarding, for example, how caseworkers should conduct counseling sessions, offer programs to cli-

ents or the frequency of visits with clients (Eskelinen 2008). 

Due to these considerations, we chose the Danish employment agencies as our test 

case. Yet we still face two important challenges. First, high performing employment agencies dif-

ferentiate in important aspect from low performing employment agencies. Importantly, these differ-

ences may well be correlated with the caseworkers’ support for managerial policy initiatives. For 

instance, high performing organizations may be high performing because they are managed by a 

more competent management or because their employees are more willing to support managerial 

decisions. If that is the case, a cross-sectional design will suffer from reverse causality. Second, 

managers in employment agencies may interpret performance information differently and as a con-

sequence initiate different policy initiatives to improve organizational performance scores, even in 

cases where the managers face similar issues (Moynihan 2006). In a cross-sectional design, this is 

particularly problematic, as differences in support to managerial policy initiatives may simply re-

flect differences in policy initiatives. These two challenges threaten our study’s internal validity.   

To address the challenges, we use a survey experimental approach. In a survey experi-

ment, we can manipulate the performance information provided to the employees and ensure that 

managerial policy initiatives are similar across employment agencies. Hence, we can isolate the 

causal effect of providing caseworkers with high, average and low performance scores and hereby 
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examine how high and low performance scores relative to average scores, influence frontline em-

ployees’ policy position (James, Jilke, and Van Ryzin 2017). 

 

Data Collection 

In order to get contact information on the caseworkers and conduct the survey experi-

ment, we first contacted all 94 employment agencies in Denmark. Specifically, we reached out to 

the management in the agencies and here 47 agency managers agreed to participate and provide us 

with detailed contact information on their employees. Another four agency managers agreed to par-

ticipate, but requested an “open link” survey that they could redistribute in their organization. A ro-

bustness test shows that excluding the three employment agencies that requested an open link does 

not change the results substantially (see supplementary appendix). The survey was sent out on 22 

November, 2017 and ran four weeks until 20 December, 2017. During this time, we sent out two 

reminders to the caseworkers. In total, 1,541 caseworkers from 51 employment agencies responded 

to the survey experiment, which meant that more than 54.3 percent of all Danish employment agen-

cies participated. However, we can only calculate a response rate from the 47 of the employment 

agencies because we do not have data on the number of caseworkers who received our survey in the 

three employment agencies that requested an “open link” survey. Thus, from the 47 agency manag-

ers, we had detailed contact information on 3,161 caseworkers. They all received a direct invitation 

to participate in the survey and here 1,477 caseworkers responded. This provides us with a response 

rate of 46.7 percent. The response rate should be considered as a conservative estimate because our 

full contact list of 3,161 caseworkers included administrative staff who were instructed not to par-

ticipate in the survey. Since some of the agency managers opted not to participate in the survey, it is 

relevant for the generalizability of the study to investigate whether the participating and non-partici-

pating agencies differentiate on relevant characteristics. To examine this, we conducted a test using 
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administrative data where we compared the participating and non-participating agencies on a num-

ber of variables. The results from this test is displayed below in Table 1. In sum, the analysis indi-

cates that the agencies are fairly similar on the majority of indicators, although the participating em-

ployment agencies on average are placed in larger municipalities and are more likely to have a left-

winged major.  

 

[Insert Table 1 here] 

 

Survey Experiment 

In our survey experiment, we faced two challenges related to the design. First, we had 

to decide whether we should expose the caseworkers to fictitious or real performance information. 

Previous studies have often used real data (Nielsen and Jacobsen 2018; Petersen, Laumann, and 

Jakobsen 2018). However, when using real data, the manipulation of the treatment is not random. 

Instead, it is only random whether the employees receive the treatment or not. Consequently, using 

real information does not enable us to examine the causal effect of different pieces of performance 

information on caseworkers’ policy position, as ceteris is not paribus in high, average and low per-

forming organizations. Therefore, we chose to expose the caseworkers to fictitious performance in-

formation, as this approach allows us to compare how caseworkers within the same organization 

react to high, average and low performance scores. However, although research has shown that the 

provision of fictitious performance scores in survey experiments produce similar results as the pro-

vision of real performance scores (Petersen, Laumann, and Jakobsen 2018), using fictitious perfor-

mance information may lower the intensity of the treatment condition. Yet given our high powered 

analysis, we should still be able to identify small effects. 
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Second, we needed to identify a performance indicator that we could manipulate. On 

the one hand, the indicator had to be important to the employment agency, so that the caseworkers 

would consider managerial policies initiated to improve the performance indicator as relevant. On 

the other hand, ideally, the caseworkers should be unaware of how their agency performed on the 

given indicator; otherwise, they might consider the survey experiment as unrealistic. Therefore, we 

chose an indicator that on the one hand is considered important in the employment sector but, on the 

other hand, is not calculated nationally across employment agencies. This means that although the 

caseworkers recognize the indicator as important, they are not aware of their organization’s relative 

performance on the indicator compared to other employment agencies. Specifically, we used the 

case-duration indicator, which measures the average period of time a client receives welfare bene-

fits from an employment agency. The performance measure is relevant, as it provides an indication 

of how effective employment agencies are at helping clients finding employment. In addition, it is 

well-known among social caseworkers that the higher the case-duration, the more difficult it be-

comes to help a client find employment. Studies have confirmed that clients who experience long-

term unemployment are less attractive to the job market and therefore less likely to find permanent 

employment (Jackman, Richard and Layard 1990). Furthermore, research has also demonstrated 

that a long case-duration may be detrimental to people’s mental health (Pelzer, Schaffrath, and 

Vernaleken 2014) and ultimately lead to social exclusion (Kieselbach 2003). Finally, although the 

indicator is tied to financial incentives, employment agencies have a financial interest in quickly 

helping clients finding employment. Thus, in the first four weeks of unemployment, the central gov-

ernment covers 80 percent of the costs for unemployment benefits. The reimbursement rate is then 

gradually reduced to 20 percent after one year. Importantly, the incentive does generally not trickle-

down to the caseworkers.  
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In the survey experiment, we therefore provided the caseworkers with fictitious per-

formance scores and manipulated whether the caseworkers’ employment agency was placed in the 

“best”, “middle” or “lowest” third on the case-duration indicator, meaning that their agency either 

had a “low”, “average” or “high” case-duration, respectively. We also informed the caseworkers 

that the score on the indicator was relative to “similar job centers (based on clusters)” to ensure that 

the caseworkers were aware that client characteristics had been taken into account. We did not in-

clude a treatment group that did not receive any performance information, as we are interested in 

how employees respond to different pieces of performance information rather than how they re-

spond to information vs. no information. In public organizations, employees usually also have ac-

cess to the data relevant to their work. Prior to the treatment, we informed the caseworkers how the 

case-duration indicator is measured in order to ensure that all respondents had the same understand-

ing of the indicator (see supplementary appendix). Overall, our survey experiment provided us with 

three experimental treatment groups displayed in Figure 1. To examine how the caseworkers re-

sponded to the high and low performance scores, we used the treatment group that received average 

performance scores as our reference category in the analysis. In this way, the caseworkers were ei-

ther exposed to positive pieces of data (high performance scores compared to average scores) or 

negative pieces of data (low performance scores compared to average scores).  

 

[Insert Figure 1 here] 

 

Due to ethical considerations, we made it clear to the caseworkers that the information 

was fictitious. To do this, we took three concrete steps. First, prior to providing the caseworkers 

with performance data, we specifically told them to “imagine a situation” to make it clear that the 
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following information was fictitious. Second, we conducted an attention check in the end of the sur-

vey to verify that the caseworkers paid attention to the treatment conditions. In this attention check, 

we asked the caseworkers to recall how their organization had performed in the experiment. We re-

ferred to the experiment as a fictional example to underscore that the scenario was hypothetical. 

Third, we provided a thorough debriefing of the caseworkers in the end of the survey, where we re-

minded them that the performance information provided in the fictional scenario was purely fic-

tional and not related to their agency.2 

The attention check mentioned above is displayed in the supplementary appendix. The 

attention check showed that the treatment conditions worked as intended and that the caseworkers 

paid attention to the treatment condition. We also conducted a balance test to examine whether our 

randomization was successful. This test is displayed in Table 2 below. Overall, the balance test sug-

gests that the groups balance on all observable variables, which indicates a successful randomiza-

tion of caseworkers into the different treatment groups. Finally, we ran a number of robustness tests 

where we controlled for relevant observable variables in our models. These tests did not change the 

results substantially.  

 

[Insert Table 2 here] 

 
 

Measures and Data 

Following the provision of the performance scores, the caseworkers were presented to 

a concrete managerial policy initiative. The managerial policy initiative was designed to constitute a 

                                                 
2 We only contacted the caseworkers after receiving the permission of their managers. The caseworkers were promised 
full anonymity and their participation in the survey was voluntary. 



18 
 

realistic policy change that could potentially be initiated by the management to improve agency per-

formance on the case-duration indicator regardless of whether the agency performed well, average 

or poorly. Specifically, the caseworkers were informed as follows: “Based on the performance re-

port, your management propose that going forward work placements are primarily provided to citi-

zens that at an early stage have been assessed to be in risk of becoming long-term unemployed”. 

The reasoning behind the policy initiative is that by prioritizing work placements to clients that are 

in risk of long-term unemployment, employment agencies can potentially reduce the average time 

clients are unemployed. To ensure the realism of the experiment and the managerial policy initia-

tive, an experienced caseworker assessed and verified the wordings in the survey and specifically 

commented on the managerial policy initiative, which the caseworker considered as highly realistic. 

It is important to note that the policy initiative only places a minor burden on the caseworkers. In-

stead, the policy change places a burden on the clients that are less likely to be prioritized for a 

work placement. Although our policy initiative is highly realistic, the specificity of the initiative en-

tails that we should be cautious of extrapolating results from this study to other policy initiatives 

that place onerous changes on the employees. We return to this limitation in the discussion. 

Following the presentation of the policy proposal, we measured the caseworkers’ pol-

icy support for the managerial policy initiative. To measure the caseworkers’ policy position, we 

used a validated measure that has previously been applied by Andersen and Jakobsen (2016). The 

caseworkers were asked to indicate: “To what degree do you believe that the proposal is a good 

idea?” The response categories were: “strongly agree”, “agree”, “neither agree nor disagree”, “disa-

gree”, “strongly disagree” or “don’t know". Below Table 3 displays descriptive statistics of the vari-

ables included in the analysis. Here, we can observe that the caseworkers in general favor the mana-

gerial policy initiative. Most caseworkers thus “strongly agree” “agree” or “neither agree or disa-

gree” that the managerial policy initiative is a good idea. 
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[Insert Table 3 here] 

 

To analyze the data, we use a fixed effects model (Models 1-2 in Table 4). The ad-

vantage of a fixed effects model is that the model can estimate the effect of receiving high, average 

or low performance scores within agencies. This means that we control for all unobserved organiza-

tional characteristics that could potentially be unbalanced in our randomization. In addition, we also 

tested the robustness of our model by changing the model specification. Specifically, we ran the 

model using a OLS regression and ordered logistic regression (Models 3-6 in Table 4). Using these 

different model specifications did not change the results. 

Results 

Table 4 below displays the results from the fixed effects analysis and the robustness 

tests. The table reveals several findings. First, Models 1 and 2 in Table 4 show that caseworkers 

who were presented with high performance scores compared to average performance scores were 

significantly more likely to support the managerial policy initiative (P=0,018 in Model 1 and 

P=0.051 in Model 2). Thus, Models 1 and 2 deliver strong evidence supporting H1 that positive per-

formance information increases frontline employees’ support for managerial policy initiatives. The 

effect size is modest, as the provision of high performance scores relative to average scores in-

creases the caseworkers’ support for the policy initiative with about 0.13 standard deviations. How-

ever, we should be careful of overanalyzing the effect sizes, as the strength of a survey experiment 

is not to estimate the potential effect size of real world phenomena, but rather to identify causal 

mechanisms. Nonetheless, our findings demonstrate that following high organizational perfor-

mance, managerial policy initiatives will be more likely to receive the support of frontline staff. 
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[Insert Table 4 here] 

 

 
Second, Models 1 and 2 show that there is no effect of exposing caseworkers to low 

performance scores relative to average scores. Consequently, we find no support for H2. This is ra-

ther surprising because Nielsen and Jacobsen (2018) speculated that low performance scores con-

trary to average scores can be used by managers to “gain acceptance of organizational changes” 

(Nielsen and Jacobsen 2018, 1). The scholars formulated this argument following their experiment, 

which showed how the provision of low performance scores increased frontline employees’ ac-

ceptance of managerial authority, while the provision of average performance scores had the oppo-

site effect. However, as pointed out in the theoretical section and as indicated by our results, alt-

hough low performance scores may expand the frontline employees’ acceptance of managerial au-

thority, this does not necessarily imply that frontline employees are more likely to support manage-

rial policy initiatives.  

Discussion: Exploring Why Frontline Employees Are Not Responding to Negative Scores 

Although we find strong support for hypothesis 1, it is surprising that the caseworkers 

are not reacting differently to poor and average performance scores. One explanation could be that 

the caseworkers consider the policy initiative as a long term solution and that the provision of poor 

performance scores make the caseworkers prone to search for solutions that provide more immedi-

ate improvements to performance. However, as mentioned in the theoretical section, employee sup-

port for policy initiatives may be contingent on individual level characteristics (Wright, 

Christensen, and Isett 2013; Kelman 2005). Thus, although performance information may provide a 

one good reason for supporting managerial policy initiatives, employees’ support for changes may 

also depend on the extent to which they experience a work pressure in their daily work. Thus, Kets 

de Vries and Balazs (1999) argue that stress is the driver of change and that “the willingness to 
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change usually presupposes a high level of stress” or “discomfort with the status quo” (Kets de 

Vries and Balazs 1999, 654). Furthermore, when employees experience a work pressure, they “are 

aware of the work to be done and are concerned about their ability to complete the work success-

fully” (Roe and Zijlstra 2000, 44). According to van Loon and Jakobsen's (2018) we should expect 

that work pressure increases frontline employees’ system-orientated activism, that is, behaviors “fo-

cused on the broader governance system and addressing the underlying causes of work pressure” 

(van Loon and Jakobsen 2018, 436). If that is the case, caseworkers that experience a high work 

pressure may be more likely to support the managerial policy initiative, as the initiative is aimed at 

reducing the case-duration in the organization which could potentially free up resources given the 

low reimbursement rate for long-term unemployed clients.  

On the other hand, studies also suggest that when frontline employees experience 

burnout, they are less committed to organizational changes (Hobfoll 2001; Halbesleben and Bowler 

2007; Siegall and McDonald 2004). Research has indicated that overworked employees engage in 

defensive strategies by resisting new policies in order to preserve their resources. For instance, 

Dubois et al. (2013) show that frontline employees who experience burnout are less committed to 

change and more likely to perceive their management as cynical. Relatedly, Burden et al. (2012) 

show that when administrators perceive policies as onerous they become more likely to oppose the 

policies. In sum, the effect of negative performance scores may be contingent on the level of the 

employees’ experience of work-related pressure. Although some degree of work pressure seems 

necessary to create dissatisfaction with the status quo (Kets de Vries and Balazs 1999; Nadler and 

Nadler 1998), it is also likely that too much work pressure diminish the support for changes (Dubois 

et al. 2013). 

 In our survey, prior to the experiment, we measured the caseworkers’ experienced 

work pressure by using a validated index from van Loon and Jakobsen (2018) (see supplementary 
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appendix). To test for heterogeneous effects, we created two interaction terms “Positive PI x Work 

Pressure” and “Negative PI x Work Pressure”. These interaction terms allow us to examine whether 

work pressure contingents the effects of being exposed to positive and negative performance infor-

mation. Below in Figure 2, the results of the two interaction terms are displayed (see Table A2 in 

the supplementary appendix for regression tables).  

 

[Insert Figure 2 here] 

 

 Figure 2 reveals several interesting findings. First, the figure shows that the casework-

ers are significantly more likely to support the policy initiative following positive and negative per-

formance information when they experience a high work pressure. Interestingly, when the case-

workers experience a high work pressure, they respond to the negative performance score as hy-

pothesized in H2. The interaction effects indicate that some kind of work pressure is necessary be-

fore caseworkers become responsive to positive and negative performance results. This may well be 

because the employees need to be dissatisfied with the status quo for performance information to 

seem convincing (Kets de Vries and Balazs 1999; Nadler and Nadler 1998). Second, the figure 

shows that positive and negative performance scores actually decrease the caseworkers support for 

the managerial initiative when the caseworkers experience low levels of work pressure. In sum, Fig-

ure 2 demonstrates strong heterogeneous effects based on the caseworkers’ experienced work pres-

sure. 

 Another potential explanation for the zero-effect of negative performance scores in 

Table 4 is that negative organizational scores may cause the caseworkers to engage in the type of 

motivated reasoning that is also referred to as identity-protective cognition. Identity-protective cog-

nition occurs when people seek to protect their status “of, or one’s own standing in, an important 
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affinity group” (Kahan et al. 2015, 363). Several studies have demonstrated how performance infor-

mation activates identity-protective cognition among service users (Christensen 2018), frontline 

employees (Petersen, Laumann, and Jakobsen 2019) and politicians (Baekgaard et al. 2019). The 

consequence of this type of cognition is that people “(…) selectively credit and dismiss evidence in 

patterns that reflect the beliefs that predominate in their group” (Kahan 2017, 1). Psychologists have 

demonstrated that when individuals are confronted with information that threatens their self-worth, 

they tend – consciously or unconsciously – to employ defensive behaviors to protect or maintain 

their self-image (Sherman and Cohen 2006; Sherman, Nelson, and Steele 2000; Steele 1988). One 

strategy to reduce the significance of identity-threatening information is to “dismiss, deny, or distort 

it [the information] in a fashion that serves to sustain their personal feelings of adaptiveness and in-

tegrity” (Sherman and Cohen 2002, 120). Identity-protective cognition poses a fundamental issue in 

performance management systems. If frontline employees ignore or dismiss performance infor-

mation when performance scores are poor, public organizations will be less likely to detect perfor-

mance deficits and respond to unsatisfactory performances results.  

 We can examine this potential explanation by returning to our attention check. As 

mentioned, we asked respondents in the end of the survey to recall whether their employment 

agency was placed in the lowest, middle or best third on the case-duration indicator. If the case-

workers that received a negative performance score engage in identity-protective cognition by ig-

noring or dismissing the information, we should expect them to be less likely to correctly recall 

their organizations’ performance compared to caseworkers who received an average or positive per-

formance score.  

Below in Table 5, we test this claim. In the table, Models 1 and 2 first show that there 

are no differences in the caseworkers’ ability to recall the correct performance score when the case-

workers received average or positive performance scores. However, caseworkers that received a 
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negative performance score were significantly less likely to recall the correct performance score 

compared to caseworkers who received an average score (P<0.000 in Model 1 and P<0.000 in 

Model 2). Thus, Models 1 and 2 reveals that when the caseworkers were exposed to negative per-

formance information, they were more than 15 percentage points (or about 30 percent) less likely to 

recall the correct performance score. Substantially, this is a large difference. The result strongly 

suggests that frontline employees engage in identity-protective cognition by selectively ignoring or 

dismissing performance information depending on the content of the performance score.  

 

[Insert Table 5 here] 

 

 
Naturally, this begs the question of whether the respondents who engaged in identity-

protective cognition and ignored the negative performance score, reacted differently compared to 

the respondents who did not ignore the information. We tested this in Table A3 in the supplemen-

tary appendix. Table A3 shows that caseworkers that recalled their performance scores did not re-

spond differently compared to the caseworkers who did not recall their performance score. 

Conclusion and Limitations 

Managers in public organizations are continuously initiating policy changes to im-

prove organizational performances. However, research has shown that a successful implementation 

of new policies strongly depends on the policy support of the frontline employees who are charged 

with implementing the changes (Lipsky 1980). In this study, we examined the role of performance 

data on frontline employees’ policy support. Our results reveal an imbalance in performance man-

agement systems. In our experiment, we found that caseworkers who were exposed to positive per-
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formance scores were more open to policy initiatives. One potential consequence may be that man-

agers in organizations that perform well and thus produce positive performance result have an easier 

time implementing new policy initiatives compared to managers in average or poor performing or-

ganizations. In this way, our study indicates a Matthew effect, where those that already have will be 

given more. Certainly, change is not always for the better. However, at a time when organizations 

have to be competitive, responsive to changing political demands and user needs, being able to ef-

fectively change organizational practices as a manager is of the utmost importance (Piderit 2000). 

In that sense, performance information may amplify rather than reduce the performance gap be-

tween high and low performing organizations. Yet, public managers may also take advantage of the 

fact that public organizations have multiple performance goals (Chun and Rainey 2005) by high-

lighting performance indicators that their organization excels on, while attenuating the focus on per-

formance indicators that their organization performs poorly on. In this way, public managers may 

increase employees’ support for new policy initiatives. 

In addition, the analysis showed strong heterogeneous effects indicating that the case-

workers’ experienced work pressure moderated the effect of positive and negative performance 

scores on policy support. The caseworkers became more open to the managerial policy initiative 

following negative and positive performance scores, when they experienced a high work pressure. 

We may speculate that a high work pressure made the caseworkers dissatisfied with the status quo 

which, in turn, increased their receptiveness to positive and negative performance scores as a valid 

argument for change. We encourage future research to examine more closely why pressured em-

ployees are more supportive of policy initiatives following positive and negative performance re-

sults.  
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 Furthermore, the analysis indicated that the caseworkers who received negative per-

formance information engaged in identity-protective cognition by ignoring – or at least quickly for-

getting – their performance score. It is difficult to imagine how performance information can lead to 

improved performances on the frontline of public services, if frontline employees ignore data when 

the performance is unsatisfactory. Managers in low performing organizations may therefore con-

sider different steps to ensure that performance scores are not simply ignored, but acknowledged in 

the organizations as a performance deficit, so that the organization can learn from the performance 

feedback and consider actions for improving performance (Behn 2014; Nielsen 2014). 

The study also raises new questions about the relationship between performance infor-

mation and employee support for managerial policy initiatives in different contexts. In our study, 

we tested the hypotheses in what we would characterize as a “low-stake” performance environment. 

However, we may speculate that the employees would respond differently in a “high-stake” perfor-

mance system, where the performance scores are more closely tied to the organizational budget, 

employee salary or job-security (Soss, Fording, and Schram 2011). More specifically, it seems 

likely that a confrontation of poor performance results compared to average results in a high-stake 

environment invokes a stronger sense of urgency that, in turn, causes employees to become more 

supportive of managerial policy initiatives. 

In a similar vein, we may imagine that the potential costs or nature of a policy change 

influence how employees respond to performance information. The potential costs may include the 

resources, time and efforts that the caseworkers expect to invest in order to learn new practices and 

unlearn old ones, but it may also include the potential burdens placed on clients, as such client-re-

lated costs may conflict with the frontline employees’ professional values. When the costs of a pol-

icy change are low and the stakes are high, we should expect that performance information display-

ing poor results increases the employees’ support for managerial policy initiatives. Contrary, when 
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the costs of a policy change are high and the stakes are low, the rewards or sanctions for improving 

performance may not justify the costs of the change and therefore not persuade the employees of the 

necessity of the policy change. We encourage future research to examine how different pieces of 

performance information affect employees’ support for policy initiatives in different performance 

environments where the costs of the policy changes vary. 

Finally, while our survey experiment design provides us with a strong test of our hy-

potheses, we should be cautious of making causal conclusions based on the explorative analysis that 

showed heterogeneous effects of work pressure. Work pressure is an observable characteristic that 

may well correlate with other unobservable variables that also affect policy support. For example, 

studies have shown that people with high levels of Public Service Motivation are more likely to ex-

perience stress and burnout (Schott and Ritz 2018), but also more likely to support organizational 

changes (Wright, Christensen, and Isett 2013). The effect of work pressure may therefore be con-

founded with PSM. Consequently, more research is needed on how work pressure moderates the 

effect of performance information on frontline employees’ policy support.   
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TABLES 

Table 1 Differences between Participating and Non-Participating Employment Agencies   

 
Group 1 

Participation 
Group 2 

Non-participation 
 

Difference 

Size of municipality (in thousands) 70.248 49.392 20.856+ 

Unemployment in municipality per 1,000  30.98 32.18 1.21 

Socioeconomic index .98 .98 .00 

Number of reported burglaries per 1,000 in 
municipality 37.95 34.45 

 
3.50 

Full-time employed in management and ad-
ministration per 1,000 in municipality 15.23 15.07 

 
.16 

Share of immigrants  8.93 % 8.75 % .18 

Share of non-western immigrants 5.31 % 5.07 % .52 

Share of longtime unemployed1  23.28 % 23.48 % .20 

Average case-duration in agency (in weeks)2  102.40 103.94 1.54 

Share of right-winged votes in municipality3  44.00 % 49.60 % 3.40+ 

Share of left-winged votes in municipality3 49.17 % 51.64 % 2.47 

Left-winged major .47 .29 .18* 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-sided test). 1Out of all unemployed. 2Uninsured 
unemployment benefits. 3Local parties excluded; Left-winged parties include the Social Democrats, the So-
cialist People’s Party, the Danish Social-Liberal Party and The Red-Green Alliance; Right-winged parties 
include the Liberals, the Conservatives, Liberal Alliance and the Danish People's Party. The administrative 
data can be retrieved at www.noegletal.dk, www.dst.dk, and www.jobindsats.dk.  

  

http://www.noegletal.dk/
http://www.dst.dk/
http://www.jobindsats.dk/
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Table 2 Balance Test  

 Positive PI Average PI Negative PI 
Gender (Male) .19 .18 .19 
Age (years) 44.36 44.51 45.03 
Work experience in job center (years) 7.35 7.75 7.73 
Management responsibilities (0-1) .32 .32 .31 
Job satisfaction (0-10) 7.30 7.36 7.28 
Work pressure (0-10) 5.45 5.59 5.63 
Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
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Table 3 Descriptive Statistic  

 N Mean SD Min Max 
Gender (Male) 1536 .19 .39 0 1 
Age (years) 1536 44.65 11.38 22 72 
Work experience in job center (years) 1541 7.61 6.77 0 45 
Management responsibilities (0-1) 1526 .32 0.47 0 1 
Job satisfaction (0-10) 1532 7.31 1.89 0 10 
Work pressure (0-10) 1514 5.56 2.85 0 10 
Policy position (1-5) 1546 3.90 .95 1 5 
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Table 4 The Effect of Positive and Negative Performance Scores on Caseworkers’ Policy Support 
(Ref: Average Score) 
 Model 1 

FE 
Model 2 

FE 
Model 3 

OLS 
Model 4 

OLS 
Model 5 

OLR 
Model 6 

OLR 
Treatment (Ref: Average PI)        

Positive PI  .12* 
(.018) 

.11+ 
(.051) 

.11* 
(.024) 

.11* 
(.046) 

.20* 
(.026) 

.22* 
(.042) 

       
Negative PI -.01 

(.815) 
-.00 

(.948) 
-.03 

(.578) 
-.02 

(.816) 
-.08 

(.462) 
-.02 

(.853) 
       

Control variables:  No Yes No Yes No Yes 
       
Constant 3.86*** 

(.000) 
3.30*** 
(.000) 

3.87*** 
(.000) 

3.31*** 
(.000) 

- - 

Groups 51 51 51 51 51 51 
N 1541 1456 1541 1456 1541 1456 

Note: p values in parentheses. +  p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-sided tests). Cluster robust SE. Reference cate-
gory for the performance variable is average performance. Control variables: Gender, age, experience, managerial responsibilities, 
job satisfaction, work pressure. 
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Table 5 Performance Information and Identity-Protective Cognition 

 Model 1 
Recalling Performance 

Score 

Model 2 
Recalling Performance 

Score 
Treatment (Ref: Average PI)  -  -  

   
Positive PI  -.02 

(.546) 
-.03 

(.277) 
   
Negative PI -.15*** 

(.000) 
-.16*** 
(.000) 

   
Control Variables No Yes 
   

Constant .44*** 
(.000) 

.52*** 
(.000) 

Groups 51 51 
N 1499 1413 

Note: p values in parentheses. +  p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-sided tests). Cluster robust SE. Employment agency 
fixed effects. Reference category for the performance variable is average performance. Control variables: Gender, age, experience, 
managerial responsibilities, job satisfaction, work pressure  
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FIGURES 

 

Figure 1 Treatment Conditions 

Positive performance score Neutral performance score  Negative performance score 

Imagine a situation where a 
performance report displaying 
employment agencies’ average 
case-duration in 2017 shows 
that [name of employment 
agency] is placed in the [best] 
third with a [low] case-dura-
tion across all client groups 
when compared to similar job 
centers (based on clusters). 

Imagine a situation where a 
performance report displaying 
employment agencies’ average 
case-duration in 2017 shows 
that [name of employment 
agency] is placed in the [mid-
dle] third with a [average] 
case-duration across all client 
groups when compared to sim-
ilar job centers (based on clus-
ters). 

Imagine a situation where a 
performance report displaying 
employment agencies’ average 
case-duration in 2017 shows 
that [name of employment 
agency] is placed in the 
[worst] third with a [high] 
case-duration across all client 
groups when compared to sim-
ilar job centers (based on clus-
ters). 

Note: The name of the caseworkers’ employment agency was inserted in [name of employment agency]   
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Figure 2 The Effect of Performance Information on Frontline Employees’ Policy Support Moder-

ated by Work Pressure 

                    Positive Performance Information                 Negative Performance Information  

Note: Table A2 in the supplementary appendix displays the regression tables.  
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Supplementary Appendix: 

TABLES 

Table A1 Attention Check 

 Model 1 
Poor perfor-
mance score 

Model 2 
Average perfor-

mance score 

Model 3 
Good perfor-
mance score 

Treatment (Ref: Average PI)  -  -  -  
    
Positive PI  -.02* 

(.041) 
-.39*** 
(.000) 

.34*** 
(.000) 

    
Negative PI .24*** 

(.000) 
-.38*** 
(.000) 

-.00  
(.951) 

    
Constant .04*** 

(.000) 
.44*** 
(.000) 

.09*** 
(.000) 

Groups 51 51 51 
N 1499 1499 1499 

Note: p values in parentheses. +  p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-sided tests). Cluster robust SE. Reference cate-
gory for the performance variable is average performance. Employment agency fixed effects. 
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Table A2 The Effect of Positive and Negative Performance Scores on Caseworkers’ Policy Support 
Moderated by Work Pressure 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Treatment (Ref: Average)      

     
Positive PI  .12* 

(.018) 
.11+ 

(.051) 
-.35* 
(.011) 

-.33* 
(.018) 

     
Negative PI -.01 

(.815) 
-.00 

(.948) 
-.35* 
(.013) 

-.40** 
(.005) 

     
Work Pressure   -.00 

(1.000) 
-.08*** 
(.000) 

-.05** 
(.002) 

     
Positive PI 
X Work Pressure 

  .08*** 
(.001) 

.07** 
(.002) 

     
Negative PI 
X Work Pressure 

  .06* 
(.011) 

.08** 
(.003) 

     
Control variables:  No Yes No Yes 
     
Constant 3.86*** 

(.000) 
3.30*** 
(.000) 

4.29*** 
(.000) 

3.55*** 
(.000) 

Groups 51 51 51 51 
N 1541 1456 1541 1456 

Note: Note: p values in parentheses. +  p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-sided tests). Cluster robust SE. Reference 
category for the performance variable is average performance. Employment agency fixed effects. Control variables: Gender, age, 
experience, job satisfaction, managerial responsibilities   
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Table A3 The Effect of Positive and Negative Performance Scores on Caseworkers’ Policy Support 
Moderated by Ability to Recall Treatment Condition 

 Model 1 Model 2 
Treatment (Ref: Average)  - - 

   
Positive PI  .10* 

(.036) 
.08 

(.290) 
   
Negative PI -.03 

(.592) 
.02 

(.806) 
   
Recalling PI -.06 

(.212) 
-.01 

(.869) 
   
Positive PI 
X Recalling PI 

 .01 
(.953) 

   
Negative PI 
X Recalling PI 

 -.15 
(.187) 

   
Control variables:  No Yes 
   
Constant 3.92*** 

(.000) 
3.22*** 
(.000) 

Groups 51 51 
N 1418 1340 

Note: p values in parentheses. +  p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-sided tests). Cluster robust SE. Reference cate-
gory for the performance variable is average performance. Employment agency fixed effects. Control variables: Gender, age, experi-
ence, job satisfaction, managerial responsibilities   
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Table A4 Robustness test: The Effect of Positive and Negative Performance Scores on Caseworkers’ 
Policy Support Excluding Employment Agencies that Received an Open-Link Invitation (Ref: Aver-
age Score) 
 Model 1 

FE 
Model 2 

FE 
Model 3 

OLS 
Model 4 

OLS 
Model 5 

OLR 
Model 6 

OLR 
Treatment (Ref: Average 
PI)  

      

Positive PI  .11* 
(.027) 

.09+ 
(.085) 

.09* 
(.037) 

.09+ 
(.074) 

.17* 
(.045) 

.17+ 
(.076) 

       
Negative PI -.04 

(.414) 
-.04 

(.471) 
-.06 

(.230) 
-.05 

(.356) 
-.13 

(.188) 
-.10 

(.393) 
       

Control variables:  No Yes No Yes No Yes 
       
Constant 3.88*** 

(.000) 
3.37*** 
(.000) 

3.87*** 
(.000) 

3.37*** 
(.000) 

- - 

Groups 47 47 47 47 47 47 
N 1477 1394 1477 1394 1477 1394 

Note: p values in parentheses. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-sided tests). Cluster robust SE. Reference category 
for the performance variable is average performance. Control variables: Gender, age, experience, managerial responsibilities, job sat-
isfaction and work pressure. 
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Information provided to the caseworkers prior to the treatment condition: Operationalization 

of case-duration: 

“In most job centers, case-duration is an important goal that can be used to evaluate a job centers 

performance. Case-duration is measured as the period of time a citizen receives public unemploy-

ment benefits thus capturing how long time a citizen spends in the public unemployment system” 

 

Items used in the study to measure experienced work pressure: 

Prior to the survey experiment, we measured the caseworkers’ experienced work pressure through 

the following two questions: “I have too much work to do everything well enough” and “I experi-

ence pressure at my work that makes it difficult to properly execute my tasks”. The caseworkers 

could respond on a five-point scale similar to the categories above. We used the two questions to 

construct an index. The index has previously been validated in van Loon and Jakobsen (2017).  
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Original Danish text in Survey: 

I mange jobcentre er sagsvarighed et vigtigt mål, som kan bruges til at evaluere et jobcenters 
målopfyldelse. Sagsvarigheden er målt som den tid en borger modtager offentlig forsørgelse og ud-
trykker på den måde, hvor lang tid en borger befinder sig i det offentlige beskæftigelsessystem.   
 

Figure A1 Treatment Conditions in Danish  
Positive performance score Neutral performance score  Negative performance score 

Forestil dig, at en opgørelse af 
jobcentres gennemsnitlige 
sagsvarighed i 2017 viser, at 
[name of employment agency]  
er placeret i den bedste tredje-
del med en lav sagsvarighed 
på tværs af ydelsesgrupper i 
forhold til sammenlignelige 
jobcentre (baseret på klynge-
inddeling). 

Forestil dig, at en opgørelse af 
jobcentres gennemsnitlige 
sagsvarighed i 2017 viser, at 
[name of employment agency]  
er placeret i den midterste 
tredjedel med en gennemsnit-
lig sagsvarighed på tværs af 
ydelsesgrupper i forhold til 
sammenlignelige jobcentre 
(baseret på klyngeinddeling). 

Forestil dig, at en opgørelse af 
jobcentres gennemsnitlige 
sagsvarighed i 2017 viser, at 
[name of employment agency]  
er placeret i den dårligste tred-
jedel med en høj sagsvarighed 
på tværs af ydelsesgrupper i 
forhold til sammenlignelige 
jobcentre (baseret på klynge-
inddeling). 

Note: The name of the caseworkers’ employment agency was inserted in [name of employment 
agency]   
 

På baggrund af opgørelsen foreslår din ledelse, at der fremover prioriteres virksomhedspraktikfor-

løb til borgere, som tidligt vurderes at være i risikozonen for at blive langtidsledig. 

 

I hvor høj grad mener du, at forslaget er en god idé? 

Slet ikke I mindre grad I nogen grad I høj grad I meget høj grad Ved ikke 

 

Arbejdspres: 

Spørgsmål 1: Jeg har for mange opgaver på mit arbejde til at gøre det hele godt nok? (vendt om) 

Helt enig Enig Hverken enig 

eller uenig 

Uenig Helt uenig Ved ikke 

 

Spørgsmål 2: Presset på mit arbejde er så stort, at jeg har svært ved at udføre mine arbejdsopgaver 

ordentligt? (vendt om) 

Helt enig Enig Hverken enig 

eller uenig 

Uenig Helt uenig Ved ikke 
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