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                    Th e role of communication in public administration 

has been emphasized over time in public administration 

theory. Nonetheless, communication — with the excep-

tion of political communication — has been neglected in 

scholarship. Garnett’s performance predicament posits 

the diffi  culty of showing linkages between communi-

cation and performance. Th is paper explores the role 

that communication plays in achieving organizational 

performance through a review of research that bears on 

communication’s direct and indirect infl uences on perfor-

mance. Th e primary thrust is communication’s indirect 

role in achieving performance by mediating or moderat-

ing the eff ects of organizational culture on performance, 

thereby adding another perspective on the culture – 

performance relationship. Adapting the typology of 

Zammuto and Krakower, two types of organizational 

culture — rule-oriented culture and mission-oriented 

culture — are examined to explore how the relationship 

between organizational culture and organizational per-

formance is infl uenced by communication. Th e analysis 

supports the claim that communication acts as a meta-

mechanism for shaping and imparting culture in mis-

sion-oriented organizational cultures, thereby infl uencing 

performance. In particular, task orientation, feedback, 

and upward communication have positive eff ects on 

perceived organizational performance in mission-oriented 

organizations but potentially negative eff ects on perfor-

mance in rule-oriented cultures.    

   O
ver the years, some public administration 

scholars and practitioners have paid atten-

tion to communication 

( Downs 1967; Garnett 1992, 

1997a ;  Graber 2002; Gulick 

1937; Kaufman and Couzens 

1973 ; Simon,  Smithburg and 

Th ompson 1950 ). But for years, 

a mismatch has existed between 

the conventional wisdom that 

communication is the central 

management function most 

crucial to administrative success ( Barnard 1938 ; 

 Garnett 2005 ;  Lorch 1978 ) and the attention and 

respect that communication has received within the 

public administration community in terms of scholar-

ship and teaching. A major reason for this “respect 

gap” is inadequate research evidence linking commu-

nication with performance. Th is gap is partly 

attributable to what Garnett calls the performance 

predicament: “Th e costs of government communica-

tion are generally easier to measure than are its ben-

efi ts, making it diffi  cult to demonstrate a favorable 

performance ratio” ( 1997b , 10). Because of the dif-

fi culty of measuring communication performance, 

researchers have been reluctant to tackle it head on, 

instead researching communication media, processes, 

and other aspects. At the heart of this predicament is 

the nature of the relationship between communica-

tion and performance. Communication’s powerful, 

indirect infl uences on performance have remained, by 

and large, below the radar of public administration 

scholarship. 

 Th is research more fully explores communication’s 

indirect infl uence on performance through its eff ects 

on organizational culture — a variable that has been 

shown to infl uence performance and one that is pro-

foundly shaped by communication. We explore whether 

communication’s indirect infl uence on performance can 

be established. We also examine whether diff erent 

forms of communication — downward, upward, 

lateral, strategic, task oriented, and feedback — have 

dissimilar eff ects on performance in a mission-

oriented culture (characterized by innovation and devel-

opment, growth and resource 

acquisition, and measurable goals 

and achievements) compared to a 

rules-oriented culture (character-

ized by structure, formal rules 

and procedures, and lack of 

confl ict). 

 To address these two major aims, 

we fi rst review research on com-

munication’s direct and indirect infl uences on organi-

zational performance and then on organizational 
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culture’s impact on performance. From the communi-

cation research, we draw variables that show a linkage 

with performance. From the research on organiza-

tional culture, we adapt two contrasting types. Th en, 

using data from a national sample of state health and 

human service agencies, we examine alternative mod-

els that test communication’s mediating and moderat-

ing roles in a mission-oriented and a rule-oriented 

culture’s relationship with performance. We conclude 

by drawing implications for public administration 

theory and practice. 

 Our research is set in the public sector — state 

 government — partly because empirical research on 

communication has been conducted largely on busi-

ness, and partly because this is the sector in which we 

are most interested. Communication in government is 

thought to have several key diff erences from business 

or nonprofi t sector communication, although the 

principles and tools overlap. Th ree key diff erences 

involve severity, nodality or centrality, and visibility. 

Government communication can often have more 

serious consequences than communication in the 

private or nonprofi t sectors. Government communica-

tion directs troop movements in battle, cautions about 

public health or terrorist threats, informs about the 

seizure of property through eminent domain, or con-

veys directives that regulate the economy, the work-

place, transportation, and other spheres. 

 Government communication also refl ects the position 

of government as a nexus — what Hood calls “nodality 

 …  the property of being in the middle of an informa-

tion or social network” ( 1983 , 4). Because govern-

ment is the central player in organizing and regulating 

the conditions that aff ect people’s lives most, govern-

ments tend to communicate with a broader range of 

audiences than do businesses or nonprofi ts, which 

may communicate with other businesses but also 

certainly have to communicate with government. 

Because of both these qualities, government commu-

nication tends to have more scrutiny and visibility 

than does communication in business or nonprofi t 

organizations. Governments, to be sure, can practice 

secrecy, but there tends to be greater scrutiny of gov-

ernment communication from more quarters, includ-

ing the news media, other government bodies, public 

interest groups, political parties, and others.  

  Communication and Organizational 
Performance 
 Th ough scholarship evaluating diff erent aspects of 

organizational communication has been published 

since the 1950s (e.g.,  Odiorne 1954 ), most of these 

studies have been descriptive, have not had theory 

building as a primary goal ( Greenbaum, Hellweg, and 

Falcione 1988 ), or have lacked comparability ( Dozier 

and Ehling 1992 ; Garnett 1997b). Th e accumulation 

of knowledge has been constrained by this lack of 

comparability. Independent variables studied have 

included communication satisfaction, feedback, and 

many others, while dependent variables have included 

individual performance, organizational performance, 

job satisfaction, individual productivity, and organiza-

tional productivity. Although research on communica-

tion’s direct infl uence on organizational performance 

has focused on a wide range of communication vari-

ables ( Downs, Clampitt, and Pfeiff er 1988 ), most 

studies have focused on assessing general communica-

tion eff ectiveness and the eff ect of specifi c communi-

cation behaviors on performance. 

 Research focusing on the  general impact of communica-

tion on performance  has tended to measure a global 

indicator of communication eff ectiveness or satisfac-

tion in terms of perceived impact on either organiza-

tional or individual performance. For example,  Lull, 

Frank, and Piersol (1955)  found that 96 percent of 

corporation presidents surveyed acknowledged a defi -

nite relationship between communication and corpo-

rate productivity In a meta-analysis of eight fi eld 

studies,  Tubbs and Hain (1979)  found communica-

tion eff ectiveness to be related to variables such as 

absenteeism, grievances, and effi  ciency. Th ey con-

cluded, “Taken together [these studies] provide con-

sistent and strong support for the assumption that 

management communication behaviors do play a 

signifi cant part in contributing to or detracting from 

total organizational eff ectiveness” (7).  Pincus (1986)  

studied hospital-based nurses and found satisfaction 

with the organization’s communication, as measured 

on a satisfaction scale, to be related to job perfor-

mance, as measured by supervisor performance 

 ratings. In another general study,  Campbell (1993)  

surveyed corporate chief executive offi  cers and found 

that 16 of 18 said that public relations as a predomi-

nantly external form of communication had a signifi -

cant eff ect on the bottom line. Th e other two said 

they assumed this impact on fi nancial performance 

but had no specifi c data by which to judge its impact. 

 In a more rigorous study,  Kim (2002)  found that 

reputation in service industries was refl ected in the 

quality of management; the quality of products or 

services; the ability to attract, develop, and keep tal-

ented people; value as a long-term investment; the use 

of corporate assets; fi nancial soundness; innovative-

ness; and community and environmental responsibil-

ity related to market share.  Timmerman and Scott 

(2006)  found that a range of communication variables 

(e.g., responsiveness, thoroughness, connectedness, 

trust, and engagement) had a greater eff ect on team 

outcomes than structural variables (team size, loca-

tion, and organizational type). 

 Another strain of scholarship within organizational 

communication has focused on  specifi c communication 

competencies or behaviors,  including the concept of 
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communication competence. Th e logic here is that 

superior communication competence results in better 

individual and organizational performance. While this 

concept has been defi ned and treated diff erently 

 ( Jablin and Sias 2000 ), the notion that communica-

tion competence leads to goal achievement, perfor-

mance, and eff ectiveness is most relevant to our work. 

 Lewis, Cummings, and Long (1982) , for example, 

linked emphasis on primarily downward  task commu-

nication  with productivity in a military unit, but  person 

communication  was a better predictor of productivity 

in a church setting. In another area of communication 

competence,  O’Reilly and Roberts (1977)  observed 

that perceptions of individual performance were re-

lated to the skill of coping with information overload. 

  Clampitt and Downs (1993)  tested the relationship of 

communication with individual worker productivity, 

assessing communication performance on eight 

 dimensions — supervisory communication, subordi-

nate communication, personal feedback, organiza-

tional integration, media quality, corporate 

information, communication climate, and coworker 

communication — correlating these with multiple 

ratings of worker productivity. Subjects were asked to 

defi ne what they meant by productivity. Th eir defi ni-

tions included quantity, quality, getting the job done, 

meeting goals, and reducing errors. A case could be 

made that Clampitt and Downs were really measuring 

the broader concept of “performance” rather than 

productivity. Th ey concluded that communication 

had an “above average impact on productivity. Em-

ployees in both companies felt that all eight of the 

communication satisfaction dimensions impacted 

their productivity” (1993, 18). Another major fi nding 

was that the communication variables were perceived 

to aff ect productivity to diff erent degrees, with per-

sonal feedback, primarily a downward form of com-

munication, having the greatest impact and lateral 

communication with coworkers the least. Research 

has generally shown that goal setting, along with 

feedback on achieving those goals, has a signifi cant 

eff ect on performance ( Downs, Clampitt, and Pfeiff er 

1988 ).  Roberts and O’Reilly (1979)  found that em-

ployees who were active participants in communica-

tion networks and who disseminated communication 

more openly were more likely to be rated as more 

productive performers, whereas employees whose com-

munication behaviors were more characteristic of gate-

keeping, redundancy, or hoarding were assessed as low 

performers. In municipal governments, communica-

tion quantity and consistency about service perfor-

mance, reputation, and ethics reduced the level of 

citizen cynicism ( Berman 1997 ). 

 Feedback on employee performance has had mixed 

linkages with organizational performance. In a monu-

mental study of nine large U.S. government bureaus, 

 Kaufman and Couzens (1973)  found that seven of the 

nine bureaus clearly had enough administrative feed-

back to detect noncompliance of agency policy — one 

indicator of performance. Th e other two bureaus had 

intergovernmental oversight of education and law 

enforcement (two functions with state and local pre-

rogatives), making the federal bureaus reluctant to 

gather as much feedback. In the private sector, 

 Kim (1975)  discovered that eff ective feedback about 

performance was linked to increased productivity. 

 Clampitt (1983)  found that feedback had the most 

signifi cant eff ect on productivity of all communica-

tion variables because employees perceived that feed-

back aff ected employee morale and motivation so 

strongly.  Downs, Johnson, and Barge (1984) , in an 

early review of research on feedback, found a positive 

relationship between feedback and both individual 

and group task performance. 

  O’Reilly and Anderson (1980)  found that feedback 

had a weak correlation with performance but a strong 

correlation with job satisfaction. Part of this weaker 

linkage between feedback and performance may be 

because they found this relationship to be moderated 

by the trust level that employees had for their superi-

ors. Lower trust in superiors tended to negate the 

eff ect of feedback on performance. 

 Although given less emphasis, some research, such as 

the O’Reilly and Anderson study, has explored indi-

rect eff ects through communication’s infl uence on 

other variables. Th ese indirect eff ects come in the 

forms of mediation (intervening eff ects) and modera-

tion (interactive eff ects).  Mediator  or “intervening” 

variables describe the nature or process by which an 

independent variable aff ects the dependent variable. 

 Moderator  or “interaction” variables amplify or miti-

gate the eff ect of an independent variable on the de-

pendent variable. Th e mediator – moderator distinction 

has been clearly delineated by  Baron and Kenny 

(1986), Aguinis (2004) , and others. Here, we use the 

terms “interaction” and “interactive” to denote the 

eff ect on relationships among variables rather than to 

mean the  interactional  perspective on interpersonal 

communication ( Gayle and Preiss 2002 ). 

 Research addressing indirect eff ects of communication 

on performance has been reported by  Schuler and 

Blank (1976), Tubbs and Hain (1979), Huseman, 

Alexander, and Driver (1980) , and  Lewis, Cummings, 

and Long (1982) . In some of this research, the terms 

“moderated” and “mediated” have been used inter-

changeably without stated defi nitions of their more 

precise meaning or any statistical evidence of the 

degree to which moderation or mediation occurred. 

Although the communication literature often con-

fl ates the distinction between mediation and modera-

tion, this distinction is important to maintain on both 

theoretical and practical grounds. Some of the more 

recent research makes this distinction. For example, 
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 Timmerman and Scott (2006)  found that “technology 

use is not directly related to key team outcomes, but 

these relationships are moderated by various commu-

nicative predictors” (2006, 131). 

 Although a growing body of research shows linkages 

between communication and organizational perfor-

mance, the relationship still needs further exploration, 

especially because so little of the extant research has 

occurred in the public sector and the indirect infl u-

ences of communication remain largely unexplored. 

Th is article attempts to bridge these gaps by reporting 

large-scale research emphasizing government commu-

nication’s indirect infl uences on performance — in this 

case, through organizational culture. Th e next section 

sketches relationships between culture and perfor-

mance and between culture and communication that 

form the models we test in our analysis.  

  Organizational Culture and Performance 
 Th e relationship between organizational culture and 

organizational performance has had sporadic but 

growing interest from a range of disciplines. Although 

much has been learned about this relationship, sys-

tematic, cumulative theory building has been lacking 

( Wilderom, Glunk, and Maslowski 2000 ). Part of 

this gap results from a lack of consistency of variables 

and defi nitions, including the defi nition of organiza-

tional culture itself ( Alvesson 2002 ; Ashkanasy, 

Wilderom, and Peterson 2002). Two defi nitions 

dominate the research on organizational culture. Th e 

structuralist realist ontology views organizations as 

structures with properties, such as climate and cul-

ture. It is this perspective that looks at the dimensions 

of climate or culture, comparing organizations on 

these dimensions and attempting to discover new 

dimensions that better capture reality (e.g.,  Denison 

1990; Zammuto and Krakower 1991 ). A contrasting 

defi nition views organizational culture less in terms of 

identifi able properties or dimensions and more as “a 

system of common symbols and meanings” ( Alvesson 

2002, 3 ) that emphasizes symbols (including lan-

guage), stories, rituals, myths, events, and the inter-

pretation of these. Both defi nitions are relevant to our 

research. 

 General connections between an organization’s cul-

ture and its performance have been made since the 

early stages of management and organization theory 

(e.g.,  Mayo 1933; Taylor 1911 ). Th is fi rst wave of 

interest in the culture – performance relationship was 

largely normative/prescriptive. Perhaps because of 

these loose connections between culture and perfor-

mance,  Wilderom, Glunk, and Maslowski (2000)  

observe that substantial interest in the culture – 

performance relationship only surfaced in the 1970s in 

works touting the Japanese management culture and 

those presenting a counterclaim for American excel-

lence. Somewhat less ideological but still hardly 

 empirical,  Deal and Kennedy (1982)  emphasized the 

importance of a strong adaptive organizational culture 

to cope with a changing internal and external 

environment. 

 Although much of the writing on culture during the 

1980s was normative, some was more descriptive/

empirical. Team building, with its emphasis on shared 

responsibility, mutual problem solving, and nonhier-

archical relationships — characteristics consistent with 

 Zammuto and Krakower’s (1991)  developmental and 

rational culture types and what we view as mission-

oriented culture — was associated with profi tability 

and growth ( Downs, Clampitt, and Pfeiff er 1988; 

Downs, Johnson, and Barge 1984 ). Denison (1991), 

in a more systematic study, tested four competing 

hypotheses on culture using data from a sample of 

34 business fi rms. Denison’s  involvement  hypothesis 

emphasizes the importance of a culture of member 

participation and involvement that leads to owner-

ship, responsibility, and greater organizational eff ec-

tiveness. Th e  consistency  hypothesis holds that a 

strong, widely shared, and consistently reinforced 

organizational culture produces greater eff ectiveness. 

Th e  adaptability  hypothesis emphasizes the impor-

tance of a fl exible, proactive culture to organizational 

eff ectiveness. Th e  mission  hypothesis stresses the role 

of clear direction in an organization’s culture. Denison 

incorporates all of these in a synthetic model of cul-

ture and eff ectiveness, fi nding that involvement and 

adaptability lead to both short- and long-term eff ec-

tiveness. Inconsistency of culture rather than consis-

tency was found to lead to higher performance in the 

longer term, showing the importance of heterogeneity 

and variability. 

 In the public sector,  Warwick (1975)  drew a general 

link between the U.S. Department of State’s highly 

formal and secretive culture and the deliberateness of 

its positions and actions. Replicating Peters and 

 Waterman’s success but in the public sector,  Osborne 

and Gaebler (1992)  identifi ed dimensions of what 

they termed the  entrepreneurial  culture, which they 

connected through unsystematic cases with more 

adaptive and more successful public management 

practices. Looking at culture as a dependent variable, 

 Nufrio (2001)  examined the extent to which cultural 

values embodying the reinvention of the Clinton –

 Gore National Performance Review stimulated by 

Osborne and Gaebler’s work were actually absorbed 

into federal government agencies. Nufrio’s results 

showed that most of the reinvention cultural dimen-

sions, such as freedom to act, inventing a new learning 

culture, recognizing and rewarding performance, and 

putting customers fi rst, were not signifi cantly more 

embedded in agency culture and practice as perceived 

by employees. Th e dimension of teamwork was the 

cultural dimension most transformed, found to be 

more present in 9 of the 21 departments. 
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  Wilderom, Glunk, and Maslowski (2000)  reported on 

a succession of other research-based examinations 

attempting to test the culture – performance relation-

ship more systematically than before. Th ey concluded 

that “[t]aking these studies together, one could point 

to a signifi cant C – P [culture – performance] linkage. 

However, when interpreting the specifi c fi ndings, we 

see little room for generalization. Th is is not only 

because of the studies’ weaknesses but also because 

hardly any of them seem to have built on one an-

other” (2000, 197). Th ough all of the 10 studies they 

reviewed showed some relationships between cultural 

dimensions and performance — measured in diff erent 

ways — some inconsistencies also appeared. For ex-

ample, the dimension strength of organizational cul-

ture was found to be related to long-term economic 

performance by  Kotter and Heskett (1992)  but was 

linked with short-term economic performance by 

 Gordon and DiTomaso (1992) . Seemingly contradic-

tory dimensions of stability/consistency and fl exibility 

both correlated with measures of fi nancial perfor-

mance in the same study ( Denison and Mishra 1995 ) 

that found all cultural dimensions relating to various 

performance indicators. Wilderom, Glunk, and 

Maslowski concluded that “the research evidence 

regarding the claimed eff ect of organizational culture 

on organizational performance/eff ectiveness appears 

to be there, but not very convincingly so” (2000, 

201). Because only three of the studies they reviewed 

were predictive, Wilderom, Glunk, and Maslowski 

also concluded that “the hypothesized predictive eff ect 

of C on P remains largely inferential” (201).  

  Relationships between Organizational 
Culture and Communication 
 Certainly, public administration theorists have argued 

for the signifi cance of the relationship between orga-

nizational culture and communication performance 

(Garnett 1997a;  Guy 1992 ). Demonstrating this 

linkage and the interaction between communication 

and culture is something else, however. Th is section 

fi rst describes the conceptual linkages between com-

munication and organizational culture and then 

examines the research evidence for these linkages. 

Mechanisms that have been identifi ed ( Schein 1992, 

230 – 53 ) as important for embedding organizational 

culture (e.g., leaders’ priorities for attention, measure-

ment, and control; observed criteria for allocating 

resources, rewards, and status; teaching and coaching; 

observed criteria for hiring, advancing, or shedding 

members; rites and rituals; stories and legends about 

the organization; and formal statements of philosophy 

and creed) mostly involve communication. Commu-

nication by various verbal and nonverbal processes in 

this sense is what we term the  meta-mechanism  for 

embedding or changing organizational culture. It is 

those aspects of the priorities, criteria, and rituals that 

are actually communicated — that is, what receivers 

actually observe and interpret rather than what the 

senders intend — that has the most impact on organi-

zational culture. For example, the leader of an organi-

zation may intend to inculcate a culture of openness 

and participation, but if managers and employees 

observe that the leader sanctions those who bear bad 

news, the culture that is created is more closed and 

distrusting ( Alvesson 2002; Schein 1992 ). 

 Th e work of  Koene (1996)  is perhaps most relevant to 

our quest for examining how communication moder-

ates or mediates the eff ects of organizational climate 

on performance. Koene found that the cultural di-

mensions of openness and orientation not only linked 

directly with several measures of performance, but 

also that communication moderated culture’s impact 

on performance through  task communication  and 

 general communication.  

 Empirical scholarship on culture and communication 

research focused initially on the concept of a commu-

nication climate that included openness, trust, and 

the like.  Falcione, Sussman, and Herden (1987)  re-

viewed the literature on organizational climate and 

noted that organizational climate accounted for 

only a modest portion of variance in performance out-

comes, including communication outcomes.  Downs, 

Clampitt, and Pfeiff er (1988)  surveyed a number of 

studies and concluded that internal communication 

tended to be more strongly related to interpersonal 

variables — trust, openness and other components of 

organizational culture — than did external 

communication. 

 Much of the research on the relationship between 

communication and organizational culture has 

 occurred in the private sector ( Eisenberg and Riley 

2000; Greenbaum, Hellweg, and Falcione 1988 ). 

Some key studies exist in the public sector, however. 

 Tompkins’s (1977)  incisive study of communication 

at Marshall Space Center found a number of commu-

nication problems that aff ected the organizational 

climate, including secrecy with lateral communica-

tion: hoarding information and competitiveness 

among units; hostility between older employees and 

new managers; morale problems among civil service 

employees; a lack of cohesion among Marshall, 

NASA, contractors, and other organizations key to the 

space program; and a “formalism-impersonality syn-

drome” that emphasized a culture of control by man-

agement tools and procedures over personal control. 

 When measuring organizational culture in American 

higher education,  Zammuto and Krakower (1991)  

found that trust, morale, and leader credibility corre-

lated negatively with hierarchical and rational organi-

zational cultures and with confl ict and scapegoating. 

Th ey found signifi cant relationships between the 

dimensions of organizational culture and the key 

characteristics of communication performance. On 



Penetrating the Performance Predicament    271 

balance, despite some disagreement about the defi ni-

tion or elements of organizational culture, an organi-

zational culture that refl ects an organization’s 

underlying values and orientation (e.g., task, change, 

or loyalty) is widely seen as setting the climate and 

tone for communication, particularly for internal and 

interpersonal communication. 

 We have adapted Zammuto and Krakower’s concep-

tual and measurement scheme for this study. Based on 

our analysis, we identify two dimensions of culture: 

mission-oriented culture and rule-oriented culture. 

Whereas rule-oriented cultures are focused primarily 

on compliance, mission-oriented cultures are focused 

on outcomes. However, we intend these names to be 

more neutral and less value laden than the terms 

“authoritarian culture” and “participative culture,” 

which are more common in public relations research. 

We discuss these two culture dimensions in greater 

detail later.  

  Communication as Mediator or Moderator 
 Th e procedures for empirically establishing mediator 

and moderator eff ects are well documented. Media-

tion, shown in    fi gure   1a , implies that one variable —

 the mediator — is the process or mechanism by which 

an independent variable aff ects a dependent variable. 

A statistically signifi cant mediating relationship sug-

gests that some or all of the independent variable’s 

infl uence on the dependent variable is “carried” or 

“channeled” through the mediator variable. Mediators 

are often used in micro-level organizational research 

to characterize the process by which individuals trans-

late environmental characteristics into individual 

feelings and actions. From a macro perspective, they 

are often used to describe how organizations craft 

policy and management strategy in response to market 

and other external forces. 

 Moderation, shown in  fi gure   1b , is a related but dis-

tinct concept. It implies that a moderating variable 

alters the independent variable’s eff ect on the depen-

dent variable. Instead of being channeled through the 

mediator, the independent variable’s eff ect is instead 

characterized by its interaction with the moderator. 

Some moderators mitigate or dampen the indepen-

dent variable’s eff ect, others amplify or strengthen it, 

and some have an eff ect such that the relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables is 

present only when the moderator takes on a particular 

value or range of values. 

 Th ese eff ects are distinguished by the degree to which 

the mediator/moderator is believed to be a conse-

quence of the independent variable. To illustrate this 

distinction, consider an organizational behavior sce-

nario in which job-related stress is shown to increase 

the likelihood that employees of a state government 

agency will experience strong feelings of anxiety and 

job burnout. Th e agency’s personnel director plans to 

allocate resources to address this problem but feels 

that he or she could better target those allocations if 

more were known about the nature of the relationship 

among these variables (see  Golembiewski and 

 Munzenrider 1988 ). 

 One confi guration of these variables suggests that job-

related stress causes individual feelings of anxiety, 

which, in turn, increase the likelihood of burnout. 

Anxiety is not necessarily a preexisting condition but 

rather one that is induced by employees’ work condi-

tions. In this case, anxiety mediates the relationship 

between job-related stress and burnout, and the per-

sonnel director ought to consider an intervention that 

targets factors that aff ect how and why individuals 

internalize job-related stress. Th ose factors might 

include one’s commitment to the organization’s mis-

sion, whether an employee has direct contact with 

clients, and years of experience, among others. Poten-

tial interventions might include on-site counseling 

and support groups, a mentoring program, or other 

initiatives designed to relieve job-related stress. 

 An alternative explanation is that job-related stress 

increases the likelihood of burnout only among 

employees with preexisting anxiety resulting from 

personal fi nancial stress, responsibility for an ill 

family member, divorce, or other non-work-related 

factors. In this case, all employees experience job-

related stress, but burnout is far more likely among 

employees who are acutely aff ected by extraorganiza-

tional circumstances that erode their capacity to cope 

with job-related stress. Anxiety is a moderator in this 

case because it interacts with the independent vari-

able to produce an eff ect on the dependent variable 

that is qualitatively diff erent than that of the inde-

pendent variable alone. If anxiety is, in fact, a mod-

erator, then the personnel director ought to consider 

strengthening the employee assistance program, 

providing on-site child care, or other actions to help 

employees relieve stress that is not necessarily job 

related. 

 In practice, moderator and mediator eff ects often are 

not mutually exclusive from either a conceptual or 

  

Organization
Culture

Organization
Culture

Performance

Performance

Communication

Communication

a Mediator Relationship

b Moderator Relationship

       Figure   1      Mediator and Moderator Representations    
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empirical perspective (see  Aguinis 2004; Sheeran and 

Abraham 2003 ). Th e same can be said for this analy-

sis. Communication might mediate the relationship 

between culture and performance because communi-

cation patterns and styles are closely linked with orga-

nizational culture and, in turn, are the principal 

means by which culture aff ects performance. For 

example, management theorists and practitioners have 

judged communication to be important to key organi-

zational functions such as decision making, coordina-

tion, motivation, and innovation, all of which 

infl uence performance (Garnett 2005;  Goldhaber and 

Rogers 1979; Lorch 1978 ). Moreover, informal or 

subformal communication ( Downs 1967; Garnett 

1992 ) can help bridge subcultures and formal struc-

tures, avoiding some of the cultural dysfunctions that 

might otherwise occur ( Kilduff  and Corley 2000 ). 

Nonetheless, communication has been shown to 

amplify or mitigate the relationship between perfor-

mance and other aspects of organizational culture, 

such as administrative feedback ( Kaufman and 

Couzens 1973 ), implementation ( Goggin et al. 1990 ), 

decision making ( Deutsch 1963; Downs 1967; Janis 

1989; Majone 1989 ), and other key administrative 

processes. Instead of being the medium through 

which culture is transmitted, communication may 

instead moderate how other aspects of culture aff ect 

organizational outcomes. 

 We do not posit any specifi c hypotheses about 

whether communication is a mediator, a moderator, 

neither, or both. Th e purpose of this analysis is to 

explicate whether these relationships exist, and if they 

do, what they mean for public management. Th ere-

fore, we test the claim that communication is both a 

mediator and a moderator of the relationship between 

organizational performance and two types of organi-

zational culture — mission-oriented culture and rule-

oriented culture.  

  Data and Methods 
 Th e data used in this analysis were collected as part of 

phase II of the National Administrative Studies Proj-

ect (NASP-II). A total of 274 responses were obtained 

for a response rate of approximately 53 percent. More 

details on data-collection procedures are available in 

published literature (e.g.,  Pandey and Garnett 2006 ). 

Survey item wording, descriptive statistics, and cor-

relations among the variables used in the analysis are 

presented in    table   1 .  1   Drawing from the communica-

tion and organization theory literatures, the commu-

nication measures were written specifi cally for the 

     Table 1     Variable Descriptions, Descriptive Statistics, and Correlations     

  Variable Mean SD Low High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    

 1.  Organizational 
 performance

7.23 1.49 1 10 1   

 2. Task instructions 3.29 1.09 1 5 .43 1   
 3. Strategic direction 3.27 1.18 1 5 .39 .60 1   
 4. Feedback 3.10 1.07 1 5 .38 .56 .57 1   
 5.  Upward 

 communication
3.38 1.07 1 5 .29 .36 .40 .41 1   

 6.  Lateral 
 communication

3.53 .99 1 5 .23 .31 .22 .36 .29 1   

 7.  Mission-oriented 
 culture

15.77 3.96 5 25 .53 .38 .50 .44 .23 .26 1   

 8. Rule-oriented culture 6.85 1.76 2 10  – .15 .04 .01  – .03  – .05  – .06  – .19 1   
 9. Goal clarity 8.89 2.06 0 12 .52 .37 .47 .36 .27 .27 .35  – .05 1   
10. Organization size 6028.25 6149.77 85 28500  – .11  – .05  – .02  – .04  – .09 .07  – .12 .10 .01 1  

   Measurements:
     1. “On an overall basis, please rate the effectiveness of your agency in accomplishing its core mission — on a scale of 0 – 10, with 0 

signifying not effective at all and 10 signifying extremely effective.”   
  2. “Downward communication of task performance directives and instructions is adequate.”   
  3. “Downward communication about the agency’s strategic direction is adequate.”   
  4. “Downward communication about feedback on work performance is adequate.”   
  5. “Upward communication about problems that need attention is adequate.”   
  6. “Lateral communication giving emotional support to peers is adequate.”   
  7. Additive index including (1) “My agency is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place”; (2) “The glue that holds my agency to-

gether is a commitment to innovation and development”; (3) “My agency emphasizes growth and acquiring new resources”; (4) “My 
agency emphasizes competitive actions and achievement. Measurable goals are important”; and (5) “The glue that holds my agency 
together is the emphasis on task and goal accomplishment” (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78).   

  8. Additive index including (1) “My agency is a formalized/structured place. Bureaucratic procedures generally govern what people 
do”; and (2) “Formal rules and policies hold my agency together. Maintaining a smooth running agency is important here” (Cronbach’s 
alpha = 0.55).   

  9. Additive index including (1) “This organization’s mission is clear to almost everyone who works here”; (2) “It is easy to explain 
the goals of this organization to outsiders”; and (3) “This organization has clearly defi ned goals” (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.80).   

 10. Number of full-time employees (regression models include natural log).   
  Note: Unless otherwise noted, all items are coded 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree.”      
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NASP-II survey and have been used in prior studies 

(e.g.,  Pandey and Garnett 2006 ). Th e mission-

 oriented culture, rule-oriented culture, and goal clar-

ity measures are additive indices designed to capture 

the aspects of these measures previously discussed. 

Scale reliability coeffi  cients for those indices are .78, 

.55, and .80, respectively. Th e reliability for rule-

oriented culture is low relative to conventions for 

acceptable levels of scale reliability. Although the 

implications of low scale reliability are unclear (see 

 Pedhazur and Schmelkin 1991 , 100 – 110), these fi nd-

ings should nonetheless be interpreted with caution 

because of the potential multidimensionality inherent 

to this measure. 

 Th e statistical procedures for determining the presence 

of mediator and moderator eff ects are intuitive and 

straightforward for models with continuous depen-

dent variables ( Aguinis 2004; Baron and Kenny 

1986 ), binary dependent variables ( Ganzach, Saporta, 

and Weber 2000 ), and ordinal dependent variables 

( Jaccard 2001 ), such as those used here. Nonetheless, 

establishing those eff ects requires a several-step pro-

cess, which is briefl y described here. A detailed statis-

tical appendix outlining the mediator – moderator 

modeling process, the statistical assumptions underly-

ing that process, and tables that report all relevant 

regression coeffi  cients is available from the authors 

upon request. 

 Th e basic objective of statistical mediation is to show 

that a portion of the independent variable’s eff ect on 

the dependent variable is “captured” or “carried” 

through the mediator variable. If the entire eff ect is 

captured, the independent variable is said to be fully 

mediated. Fully mediated eff ects are rare in practice. 

A more common occurrence is partial mediation, 

whereby the mediator accounts for some but not all of 

the independent variable’s impact on the dependent 

variable. Partial mediation is expected here because 

organizational culture is a multifaceted construct that 

incorporates many organizational characteristics in 

addition to communication patterns and styles. 

 Mediation is determined by fi rst establishing that the 

independent variable — in this case, organizational 

culture — has an eff ect on organizational performance 

that is independent of communication’s eff ect on 

performance. Th is is done by regressing organizational 

culture along with control variables — in this case, 

organization size and goal clarity — on organizational 

performance. Size and goal clarity are often-cited 

determinants of organizational performance, and a 

series of model respecifi cations and sensitivity tests 

showed that these two variables provide the best lever-

aged, most parsimonious model available. 

 With that eff ect demonstrated, it is then necessary to 

establish a statistical relationship between the mediator —

 in this case, communication — and the independent 

variable. Th is is done with a separate regression 

model using communication as the dependent vari-

able and organizational culture as the independent 

variable, again controlling for organization size and 

goal clarity. With that relationship established, a fi nal 

model can be estimated, controlling for the com-

bined eff ects of communication, culture, and the 

control variables. Mediation is implied when the 

independent variable’s estimated coeffi  cient in the 

fi rst-step equation is signifi cantly diff erent from its 

estimated coeffi  cient in the third-step equation. 

Substantively, this suggests that introducing the 

mediating variable into the explanatory model ac-

counts for some or all of the independent variable’s 

eff ect. 

 Moderation is diff erent in two crucial ways. First, it is 

a two-step rather than a three-step process. Th e fi rst 

step estimates, again using regression analysis, the 

eff ect of the independent, moderator, and control 

variables on the dependent variable. Th is step is de-

signed to establish that both the independent and the 

moderator variables have statistically signifi cant rela-

tionships with the dependent variable. A separate 

regression is then run that includes the independent 

variable, the moderator variable, and an interaction 

term that captures the combined eff ect of both. If that 

interaction term is statistically signifi cant, the diff er-

ence in the independent variable’s eff ect between the 

fi rst and second steps is attributed to a moderator 

eff ect. In other words, moderation is the change in the 

independent variable’s relationship with the depen-

dent variable that follows from the inclusion of the 

interaction between the independent and moderator 

variables. 

 Mediation is somewhat unique in that it assumes that 

changes in the mediator variable are caused by or 

result from the independent variable. Th is condition 

is diffi  cult to establish in this context because commu-

nication and organizational culture are empirically 

and conceptually endogenous, and our cross-sectional 

design does not allow us to establish whether changes 

in communication produce changes in culture, or vice 

versa. It can be argued, for instance, that although 

communication through mission statements, feedback 

to employees, and other means shapes culture, none-

theless, it can be assumed that communication is 

derived from culture because the latter is a more fun-

damental concept derived from organizational history, 

environment, and other macro-level variables. Culture 

sets the context for communication by determining 

who speaks for the organization, which forms of com-

munication are emphasized, whether communication 

is open and honest, and other critical aspects of orga-

nizational communication. Th erefore, although there 

is some concern about endogeneity, it can be safely 

assumed that for the purpose of testing these models, 
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communication patterns and styles are derived from 

culture. 

 Th ere is also disagreement in the literature over the 

stringency of criteria for evaluating the presence of 

mediator and moderator eff ects. In both contexts, one 

of the principal disagreements is whether changes in 

the independent variable’s coeffi  cient provide suffi  -

cient evidence of that eff ect, or whether there must be 

a signifi cant change in the model fi t characteristics 

once the mediator or moderator variable is intro-

duced. Most of the models presented here do exhibit 

signifi cantly large substantive changes in terms of 

both model fi t and the model coeffi  cients. However, 

because this is an exploratory analysis, no attempts 

were made to test those diff erences or to rule out 

mediator – moderator eff ects based on insuffi  ciently 

large changes. 

 Mediated and moderated regression analyses are most 

often conducted with ordinary least squares regression. 

However, ordinary least squares is unsuitable for this 

analysis because the dependent variable is measured at 

the ordinal rather than the interval level. Th erefore, we 

estimate the models with ordered logistic regression (or 

“ordered logit”), which assumes that the dependent 

variable can be ordered but does not assume the same 

distance between adjacent categories of the dependent 

variable (see  Long 1997 , 114 – 17). Relevant diagnostic 

tests indicate these data meet the ordered logit model’s 

basic assumptions regarding multicollinearity and 

“proportional odds” ( Brant 1990 ). Moderated regres-

sion models present a unique multicollinearity concern 

because they demand the inclusion of an interaction 

term between the independent and the moderator 

variables, which inevitably increases the correlation 

among the independent variables. Although there has 

been a notable debate in the literature over the extent 

to which multicollinearity biases moderator model 

estimates, analyses by  Cronbach (1987)  and others 

have shown that multicollinearity problems are negli-

gible in basic moderator models, such as those tested 

here, which include only the independent, moderator, 

and a limited number of control variables. 

 However, these data do present a heteroskedasticity 

concern because they contain multiple respondents 

from the same agency. We address this issue by imple-

menting a version of robust standard errors ( Arellano 

1987; Moulton 1986 ) in which the residuals are per-

mitted to cluster across agencies. 

 Th e fi ndings are presented here in three sections — an 

overview of the model fi t characteristics, a discussion 

of communication’s observed mediating eff ects, and a 

discussion of communication’s observed moderating 

eff ects. A full reporting and discussion of the ordered 

logit model estimates can be found in the previously 

mentioned statistical appendix available upon request.  

  Model Fit Characteristics and General Trends 
 Two main trends emerge from this analysis. First, each 

of the mediation/moderation models has notable 

explanatory power. Although there is considerable 

debate surrounding the use of “explained variance” 

measures (such as the  R  2  associated with traditional 

ordinary least squares regression) to assess model fi t 

in the ordered logit context, statistics that provide 

information similar to explained variance, such as 

McKelvey and Zavonia’s pseudo- R  2  ( DeMaris 2002 ) 

suggest that our models capture 28 percent to 40 

percent of the variation in respondents’ perceptions of 

organizational performance. 

 Second and most important, communication does, in 

fact, have a variety of mediator or moderator eff ects 

depending on the type of culture and communication 

in question. Th e overall pattern of those fi ndings can 

be characterized as follows: Communication mediates 

the relationship between mission-oriented culture and 

performance, but it moderates the relationship be-

tween rule-oriented culture and performance.    Table   2  

summarizes these fi ndings by organizational culture 

and type of communication. 

 Th e next two sections outline these fi ndings in more 

detail, but three additional considerations bear men-

tion at the outset. First, each of the mediating eff ects 

is shown to be a partial mediator, meaning that orga-

nizational culture’s eff ect on performance does not go 

away once communication is introduced into the 

regression model. Communication is thus an impor-

tant, albeit not exclusive, process by which culture 

aff ects performance. It is also important to note that 

no single type of communication serves as both a 

mediator and a moderator of the culture – performance 

link. Th is is a critical consideration, as it shows that 

under some circumstances, communication is one of 

the mechanisms by which culture aff ects performance, 

whereas in other cases, it is the interface of communi-

cation with some other aspect of culture that aff ects 

performance. And third, in no cases is communica-

tion shown to mediate the relationship between rule-

oriented culture and performance. Th ere are several 

moderating relationships, which are outlined later, but 

it is worth noting at the outset that we can rule out 

communication as a mediator of the link between 

rule-oriented culture and performance. Th e next 

sections outline those mediator – moderator eff ects in 

greater detail.  

     Table 2     Summary of Findings     

  Mission-Oriented 
Culture

Rule-Oriented 
Culture    

Task instructions Mediator Neither  
Strategic direction Neither Moderator  
Feedback Mediator Neither  
Upward Mediator Moderator  
Lateral Neither Neither  
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  Mediator Effects 
 Task instructions, feedback, and upward communica-

tions are shown to mediate the relationship between 

mission-oriented culture and performance, whereas 

strategic direction and upward communication are 

shown to moderate the relationship between rule-

oriented culture and performance. Lateral communi-

cation is shown to be neither a mediator nor a 

moderator, and none of the communication types is 

shown to be both a mediator and a moderator. 

 Th ese results can be eff ectively illustrated by showing 

how a respondent’s predicted performance perception 

varies within diff erent types of organizational cultures 

and across varying levels of communication quality. 

To that end, we calculated the predicted probability, 

based on the model estimates, that a respondent 

would rate his or her organization’s performance a 7, 

which we will call “average,” and 9, which we will call 

“excellent,” under diff erent confi gurations of organiza-

tional culture and communication. Communication 

was considered “average” at 3 and “excellent” at 5. A 

score of 16 (the mean) on the mission-oriented cul-

ture index was thus considered “average,” and a score 

of 19 (one standard deviation above the mean) was 

considered “highly mission oriented.” A score of 7 

(the mean) on the rule-oriented culture index was 

considered “average,” and a score of 9 (one standard 

deviation above the mean) was considered “highly rule 

oriented.” Th e predicted probabilities are presented in 

   table   3 . 

 Th ese predicted probabilities suggest that better-

quality communication amplifi es mission-oriented 

culture’s positive eff ect on performance. For example, 

at an average level of mission orientation, the move-

ment from average-quality task instruction communi-

cation to excellent-quality task instruction 

communication increases the likelihood of excellent 

organizational performance from nearly 5 percent to 

more than 13 percent. In highly mission-oriented 

cultures, this same eff ect is even stronger; an increase 

from average to high-quality task-oriented communi-

cation increases the likelihood of excellent organiza-

tional performance from less than 10 percent to more 

than 23 percent. Similar improvements are also 

 observed for better-quality feedback and upward 

communication. 

 Th is eff ect is further illustrated in    fi gure   2 . Th e shaded 

area of this fi gure highlights the diff erence in the 

predicted probability of excellent performance be-

tween average task instruction communication, which 

is represented by the bottom line, and excellent task 

instruction communication, which is represented by 

the top line. As the organization’s level of mission 

orientation increases, the shaded area, which might be 

characterized as the “performance dividend” of im-

proved communication, grows wider. At the highest 

level of mission orientation, the improvement from 

average to excellent task communication increases the 

likelihood of excellent organizational performance by 

more than 17 percent. 

 Th ese observed mediator eff ects are particularly im-

portant because they clarify two aspects of the oft-

made claim that organizational cultures characterized 

by open, trusting communication, and eff ective team-

work are associated with better performance (e.g., 

 Denison and Mishra 1995; Kim 2002; Koene 1996; 

Timmerman and Scott 2006 ). First, mission-oriented 

cultures result in better organizational performance, in 

part, because employees within those cultures tend to 

exhibit better-quality communication with their supe-

riors and better-quality communication about indi-

vidual tasks and work performance. Th e latter two 

fi ndings are highly consistent with the claim that 

employees who are able to initiate (task-oriented) 

     Table 3     Predicted Probabilities of Organization Performance under Varying Levels of Organization Culture and Communication Quality     

  Mediator Effects Average Mission Orientation High Mission Orientation  

Type of Communication Average Performance Excellent Performance Average Performance Excellent Performance    

Average task instruction 43.66% 4.73% 34.23% 9.58%  
High task instruction 28.05% 13.25% 16.53% 23.48%  
Average feedback 40.51% 6.20% 29.20% 12.48%  
High feedback 31.03% 11.32% 18.80% 21.00%  
Average upward 41.49% 5.72% 29.82% 12.04%  
High upward 31.60% 10.96% 18.66% 21.04%  

  Moderator Effects Average Rule Orientation High Rule Orientation  

Type of communication Average Performance Excellent Performance Average Performance Excellent Performance    

Average task instruction 37.93% 8.16% 44.35% 3.99%  
High task instruction 41.82% 6.00% 44.00% 2.88%  
Average strategic direction 30.12% 12.79% 39.96% 6.63%  
High strategic direction 42.60% 3.93% 37.82% 1.89%  
Average upward 31.64% 11.89% 40.53% 6.49%  
High upward 42.89% 4.56% 40.82% 2.35%  
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communication ( Downs and Conrad 1977 ) and 

eff ectively engage in specifi c communication behav-

iors, including listening, questioning, and resolving 

confl icts directly, tend to be more productive ( Laird 

1982 ). A second claim is that communication alters 

the patterns of interaction among employees, which, 

in turn, integrates subcultures and mitigates informal 

communication that nullifi es or counteracts the cul-

ture espoused by top leadership and in turn detracts 

from performance ( Downs, 1967; Garnett 1992 ). In 

fact, these fi ndings suggest that lateral and strategic 

communication do not account for any of the positive 

link between mission-oriented culture and 

performance.  

  Moderator Effects 
 Th e moderator eff ects for strategic direction and up-

ward communication are also presented in  table   3 . 

Th ese estimates show that communication aff ects the 

culture – performance relationship in diff erent ways 

across diff erent levels of rule orientation. Unlike in 

mission-oriented cultures, in which excellent commu-

nication increases the likelihood of excellent perfor-

mance and decreases the likelihood of average 

performance, excellent communication in rule-

 oriented cultures increases the likelihood of average 

performance and decreases the likelihood of excellent 

performance. For example, the movement from 

 average to excellent communication increases the like-

lihood of average performance by 5 percent to 

12 percent, but it decreases the likelihood of excellent 

performance by 2 percent to 10 percent. In a highly 

rule-oriented culture, this same improvement in com-

munication decreases the likelihood of both average 

and excellent performance by approximately 1 percent 

to 3 percent and by 1 percent to 5 percent, respec-

tively. Th is relationship is further illustrated in   

 fi gure   3 , which presents the changes in predicted 

probability of average performance across the full 

range of values for rule-oriented culture. 

 Th e bottom line in this fi gure shows probability at an 

average level of strategic direction communication 

quality, and the top line shows the same probability 

when strategic direction communication is excellent. 

At an average level of rule orientation, communica-

tion improvements increase the likelihood of average 

performance by as much as 20 percent, but at an 

above-average or high level of rule orientation, that 

eff ect is fl ipped, and communication instead decreases 

the likelihood of average performance. 

 Th ese moderator fi ndings suggest that communication 

has a qualitatively diff erent eff ect on the culture –

 performance link in rule-oriented cultures. Unlike the 

mediator fi ndings, which suggest that improved com-

munication is one of the particular reasons or pro-

cesses by which mission orientation improves 

performance, these results imply that communication 

interacts with other aspects of culture, such as deci-

sion making, coordination, motivation, and innova-

tion (Garnett 2005;  Goldhaber and Rogers 1979; 

Lorch 1978 ), to produce a particular performance 

profi le. Although these fi ndings do not speak to which 

administrative processes communication interacts 

with to infl uence performance, some insights can be 

gleaned from the fact that signifi cant moderating 

eff ects are only observed for strategic direction and 

upward communication. Th e former result supports 

the claim that better communication about strategic 

direction is more likely to improve the effi  ciency and 

eff ectiveness of policy implementation ( Goggin et al. 

1990 ), whereas the latter underscores the claim that 

high-quality hierarchical communication, which is 

one of the hallmarks of rule-oriented cultures, is a 

necessary condition for successful administrative 

feedback ( Kaufman 1973 ) and decision making 

( Deutsch 1963; Downs 1967; Janis 1989; Majone 

1989 ). In that sense, better-quality hierarchical com-

munication may enhance the effi  ciency with which 

communication occurs in rule-bound cultures. More-

over, each of these processes can be hampered by 

excessively rule-bound organizational cultures that 

overshadow or limit communication’s positive eff ects.  

  Implications for Research and Practice  
 Before considering implications for research and 

practice, it should be noted that specifi c organizations 

in the real world rarely have a pure type of culture. As 

a number of authors have suggested (e.g.,  Quinn and 

Kimberly 1984; Zammuto and Krakower 1991 ), 

organizational culture is typically a mix of diff erent 

cultural archetypes. To be sure, the relative infl uence 

of component cultures does vary, and this variation 

can have substantial eff ects on communication pro-

cesses and organizational performance. Although we 

recognize this reality, we focus on mission-oriented 

culture and rule-oriented culture sequentially for 
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purposes of drawing out implications of this study. 

From a practical standpoint, the discussion here iden-

tifi es ways in which culture conditions communica-

tion processes and therefore may provide a guide for 

“molding” organizational culture 

to meet communication and 

performance objectives. 

  For mission-oriented organiza-

tional cultures .      Our results 

support the notion that commu-

nication does indeed mediate the 

infl uence of organizational cul-

ture on performance in mission-

oriented cultures. Improvements in task-oriented 

communication, feedback, and upward communica-

tion are shown to increase the likelihood of excellent 

performance by more than 23 percent (for task-ori-

ented communication) in organizations with high 

mission-oriented cultures. Our research suggests mul-

tiple strategies for improving state government perfor-

mance. In the longer term, state administrators can 

positively infl uence performance by guiding their 

agency’s evolution to more mission-oriented culture 

characterized by measurable goals, innovation, trust, 

open communication, teamwork, and the like. Such 

changes in culture are likely to be more fundamental 

but slower and more diffi  cult to achieve. 

 An optional strategy for administrators would be to 

focus on improvements in communication — particularly 

task-oriented communication, upward communication, 

and performance feedback — to increase agency per-

formance at whatever level of their agency’s present 

mission orientation. An integrated performance en-

hancement strategy would entail improving diff erent 

types of communication combined with working to 

transform organizational culture. Indeed, the inter-

vening mediator role played by communication in 

mission-oriented organizations would enable and even 

facilitate such an integrated strategy. 

 Further research is needed, however, to explicate the 

specifi c communication strategies and practices that 

best mediate culture and to more fully understand 

the processes for implementing such strategies and 

practices. Clarifi cation is specifi cally needed on why 

communication about strategic direction had no 

signifi cant mediating or moderating role in mission-

oriented agencies, even though it is arguably the 

type of communication in our study most directly 

relevant to mission accomplishment. Our expecta-

tion that the moderating eff ect of communication 

would also lead to better performance in mission-

oriented agencies was not realized. Our results show 

that this eff ect on performance comes through com-

munication’s mediating role rather than through 

moderation. Th is dynamic also deserves further 

exploration.  

  For rule-oriented organizational cultures .      Com-

munication’s positive eff ect on performance comes in 

mission-oriented cultures and primarily not in 

rule-oriented cultures. We had 

expected that improved commu-

nication through its moderating 

role would ameliorate the restric-

tive nature of a rule-oriented 

organizational culture, leading to 

increases in performance or at 

least minimizing decreases in 

performance. Th at ameliorating 

eff ect did occur up to an average 

level of rule orientation and even facilitated perfor-

mance improvements up to 20 percent. For above-

average and high rule-oriented cultures, improved 

communication was actually identifi ed with decreased 

performance. It would appear that communication 

has a diff erent dynamic in rule-oriented cultures. 

Communication appears to function positively until 

the culture is at such a restrictive level that communi-

cation is thwarted. Such restrictive, red-tape-

 dominated cultures and communication appear to be 

so antithetical that even excellent communication is 

linked to decreases in performance. It may be the case 

that in such strongly rule-oriented cultures, commu-

nication may be regarded as excellent when it conveys 

and reinforces the rules rather than promoting per-

formance. Findings reported by Grunig,  Grunig, and 

Dozier (2002)  that healthy, symmetrical, two-way 

communication is less likely to be found in authori-

tarian, rule-dominated cultures support our explana-

tion. Th e eff ects of communication in rule-oriented 

cultures, however, need further probing to see 

whether these relationships hold in other settings. If 

they do, what is the specifi c explanatory mechanism 

operating to suppress or distort the eff ects of 

communication? 
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Levels of Rule-Oriented Culture and Quality of 
Communication about Strategic Direction    

 Communication’s positive eff ect 
on performance comes in 

mission-oriented cultures and 
primarily not in rule-oriented 

cultures. 
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 Th is study has examined empirically relationships 

among communication, culture, and performance —

 all fundamental to improving government’s ability to 

meet increasing challenges. Our research addresses the 

 performance predicament  by showing that communica-

tion does infl uence performance, as evidenced by the 

culture – performance relationship. Communication 

mediates the relationship between mission-oriented 

culture and performance, and it moderates the 

 relationship between rule-oriented culture and 

 performance. We are convinced that signifi cant break-

throughs in enhancing government performance 

require a deeper understanding of these fundamental 

variables and their relationships. Our work points 

toward some promising directions for both public 

sector research and practice.      

  Note 
   1.    A reviewer asked us to note common source bias as 

a data limitation, given the fact that all study 

variables are derived from the NASP-II survey 

questionnaire. Th is methodological concern is 

receiving signifi cant attention in public adminis-

tration scholarship (Moynihan and Pandey 2005, 

428). Th e magnitude of the “method eff ects” is not 

as large as is commonly believed, however ( Cramp-

ton and Wagner 1994; Spector 2006 ). Put simply, 

method eff ects are large enough to be of concern 

but not large enough to have a bearing on substan-

tive fi ndings. Nonetheless, we note common 

source bias as a potential study limitation.   
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