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1.0 Introduction 

As noted by Goodsell when reflecting on the ‘mission mystique’ of public organizations, public 
organizations hold the potential to develop an ‘aura of magnetic appeal’ (2011a:260, see also Goodsell 
2011b:477-4) condensed in the organizations’ public vision or mission1. From this vision, the belief 
systems of the organization is ideally developed as well as visions ideally embody and reflect the values, 
which come to characterize organizations over time (Selznick 1957). If public managers succeed in 
cultivating a such vision, it holds a motivational potential vis-à-vis the employees (Godsell 2011:2), and 
therefore a potential to positively influence performance. But how do public managers make their 
employees feel attracted to the vision of their organization and sense this magnetic appeal? And how do 
public managers ensure that the values infusing organizations over time indeed are aligned with the 
values embodied in the organizational vision to ensure employee attraction to the vision?  

1 Some authors differentiate sharply between visions and missions in terms of the former being a reflection of 
what the organizational values and what the organization aspires to achieve in future and the latter being a 
reflection of the organizations present tasks and hence reasons for being. In this paper we refer to mission valence 
as attraction to the organizational vision, as others before us (e.g. Jensen et al 2018). As such, we measure mission 
valence as e.g. the relative personal importance of the vision (see methods section for exact wording of the items 
used to measure mission valence). This we further argue is in line with the scholars we base our theoretical 
arguments upon. E.g. Goodells description of a mission largely refers to what we define as vision, being an verbal 
portrait of what the organizational values, which guide the organization in its effort to pursue and realize its goals 
now and in future and its larger contribution to society, e.g. “By mission, I do not mean the boilerplate statement 
of purpose that hangs on office walls… Rather, I am talking about the deep-seated cultural belief system that 
animates the public institution. Unlike the business corporation, which seeks financial targets and values brand 
names, and unlike the non? profit organization, which embodies its cause in its name, the public agency is ideally 
energized by an article of faith that goes beyond marketing. At its best, the mission is a fundamental, institution-
specific, purposeful commitment to the larger society. It is what the organization "stands for," a raison d'etre or 
underlying rationale that gives employees a source of dedication and external observers a perception of 
contribution.” (Godsell 2006: 630-631). 
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Within the context of public leadership, research addressing these questions has so far led to 
conceptualizing employee’s attraction to the vision as mission valence. Mission valence has attracted 
increased scholarly interest within the public leadership literature, as an important lever public 
managers can pull (Wright, Moynihan and Pandey 2012) when cultivating the motivational aspects of 
their employees, enhance employee’s work efforts and ultimately improve organizational performance. 

As coined by Rainey and Steinbauer (1999), mission valence is defined as an “employee’s perception of 
the attractiveness or salience of an organization’s purpose” (Wright and Pandey 2011, 24), and 
perception of degree to which this purpose is valuable and ‘worthwhile’ to pursue (Rainey and 
Steinbauer 1999:16). As such, mission valence resides in employee’s emotional sides, and expresses the 
degree to which employee feel attracted to their organization’s reason for being (Godsell 2006) and the 
social contribution and purpose the organization’s vision express (Rainey and Steinbauer 1999:17). 

Moving towards the question of how to foster mission valence, and hence make employees feel the 
attraction to the vision, public leadership research has so far looked for an answer within the context of 
transformational leadership. Public leadership scholars have argued and also empirically investigated 
whether and how this particular type of leadership behavior fosters mission valence (Moynihan, Pandey, 
and Wright 2014; Wright, Moynihan, and Pandey 2012; Jensen, Moynihan and Salomonsen 2018; 
Desmict and Prinzie 2019, see also Wright 2007 and Wright and Pandey 2011 for research on how to 
foster mission valence). In addition, research has identified missions valence’s positive correlation to 
employee’s turnover intentions, extra-role behavior and ultimately performance, often investigating 
mission valence as the mediator between those outcomes and transformational leadership (Caillier 
2014; 2015; 2016; see also Guerrero and Chênevert 2020). 

The positive relationship between transformational leadership and mission valence is argued to be 
established by the mere ‘…articulation of clear and attractive vision of the organization’s mission” 
(Wright, Moynihan and Pandey 2012:207, italics in original) performed by transformational leaders. 

However, transformational leadership is not the only leadership behavior where the organizational 
vision is the main mechanism used by public managers. This is also the case for reputation management. 
In this paper we investigate both types of leadership and management behavior2. By investigating 
reputation management, we provide an independent contribution to the reputation literature, but we 
include transformational leadership because it is the dominant approach within the field of public 
management research, and because the vision in the main mechanism in both types of leadership 
behavior. Transformational leadership and reputation management behavior differs from each other in 
terms of which ‘audience’ is the main target of the intented leadership behaviors. Transformational 
leadership is primarily directed at internal audiences, including managers and employees, with the 
ambition to affect those actors’ e.g. motivation. Reputation management is primarily directed at 
external audiences, with the ambition to affect those actors’ perception of the organization. However, 
the two types of leadership and management, as noted above, share that fact that those leadership and 
management behaviors are performed by using the organizational vision. For transformational 
leadership leading by ‘visioning behavior’ is reflected in “behaviors that seek to develop, share, and 
sustain a vision … [with] the intention behind these behaviors as attempts to encourage employees to 
transcend their own self-interest and achieve organizational goals” (Jensen et al 2019: 10). For 

2 While some scholars points to the need for differentiating between leadership and management, and hence may 
argue that our measure of reputation management is more a measure of reputation leadership given the 
mechanism being changing perceptions among external audiences via communicating the vision, we use the term 
reputation management. We do this, as this terminology is already established in the literature to conceptualize 
such managerial behaviors.  
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reputation management the ‘visioning behavior’ is reflected in behavior which “attempts to identify 
perceptions and expectations held by audiences, to prioritize between different audiences (and 
expectations), and to communicate the vision of the organization to these (specific) audiences.” 
(Working paper3 ).  

Building upon insights from auto communication theory, we expect that reputation management is 
positively related to employees’ mission valence. The concept of auto communication was first 
developed by Lotman (1977) who argued that all individuals, institutions and cultures communicate with 
themselves, even when they address other audiences (Lotman 1977, Christensen 2018 1). The theory 
was later developed by especially Christensen (1995, 1997, 2018) and Broms and Gahmberg (1983, 
1988) arguing for its particular relevance for organizations. The concept of auto communication has 
been applied within marketing, management and organizational research, but so far - to the best of our 
knowledge - not in relation to the field of public administration and management.  

Auto communication can be defined as self-referential acts of communication that organize a sender 
around its own perspectives and images (Christensen 1997). Auto communication is not an inherent part 
of a message, but a latent possibility which depends on contingent factors such as how the message is 
understood, received and related to by the employees (Christensen 2018).  According to Broms and 
Gahmberg (1983) external communication often function as auto communicative channels through 
which organizations tell themselves what they aspire to be in the future. As such, communicating images 
of an ‘ideal corporate we’, as reflected in the vision, originally intended to external audiences may be 
transformed into ideal self-enhancing and self-confirming perceptions of the organization by internal 
audiences, that is the organization’s employees and leaders (Christensen 1997).  

Reputation management may involve processes of auto-communication, that is when public managers 
communicate and share the organizational vision externally, they simultaneously communicate to their 
employees. The simultaneous communication to external audiences and internal organizational 
members may or may not be intended by the organization, but is argued to be one of the most powerful 
ways for managers to tell themselves and their employees who they are and how their organization 
ought to look like (Christensen 1997).  

In their communication of the organizational vision to external audiences, public managers may hope to 
evoke their employees’ motivation and emotional attraction to the vision. By so doing, performing 
reputation management provides for yet another opportunity for public managers to articulate a clear 
and attractive vision to their employees, and hence another opportunity to foster mission valence 
among employees, albeit the main intention of the external communication is to affect the perception 
of the organization held by its external audiences. 

Next to introducing an alternative direct ‘route’ to foster mission valence for public managers, the paper 
has the ambition to begin to identify the mechanisms through which transformational leadership and 
reputation management become related to mission valence. While knowledge of such mechanisms in 
the relationship between reputation management and mission valence is absent, existing research have 
started to identify the mechanisms through which transformational leadership is positively related to 
manger’s and employee’s mission valence via public service motivation and goal clarity (Wright, 
Moynihan and Pandey 2012; Desmidt and Prinzie, 2019). In this paper, we propose that value 
congruence, as the alignment between the values reflected in the organizational vison and the 
employee’s own values, is of relevance when investigating mechanisms, which may mediate the 

3Details about the definition and conceptualization of reputation management can be delivered by the authors 
upon request.  
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relationship between both transformational leadership and reputation management and employees’ 
mission valence respectively. And hence of relevance when identifying the more indirect effects of such 
leadership behaviors. The argument departs from an assumption that attraction to a vision develops as 
leaders align employees’ values with the organizational values and as such make them compatible 
(Jensen, Andersen and Jacobsen 2018:13) to the values reflected in the vision.  

To investigate the empirical validity of the proposed theoretical arguments and expectations, the article 
investigates the following research question: How are public managers transformational leadership and 
reputation management behaviors respectively related to employee’s mission valence? 

By pursuing this research question the paper holds the potential to contribute to existing research on 
mission valence, transformational leadership and reputation management within the public sector in 
three respects.  

First, we contribute to research on the leadership and mission valence nexus by investigating whether 
employee’s mission valence can be enhanced by multiple leadership behaviors, and not exclusively by 
transformational leadership. As noted by Jensen, Andersen and Jacobsen, is leadership “…a complex 
phenomenon that consists of many different types of behavior.” (2019:13). Including reputation 
management in this study, relative to other established leadership theories, rests upon the criterion that 
the mechanism is the same, being the vision. In other words, we contribute by investigating the 
potential of fostering mission valence through other leadership behavior’s next to transformational 
leadership, being reputation management, and as such addresses the recent call by Jensen, Andersen 
and Jacobsen for expanding our narrow focus on transformational leadership in public leadership 
research (2019:21).  

Second, we contribute to research on reputation management within the public sector. Departing from 
bureaucratic reputation theory as coined by Carpenter (2001; 2010), the relevance of reputation 
consciousness behavior has attracted increase scholarly interest in the last decade (for overviews see 
Maor 2015; 2016; 2020). While empirical evidence for the explanatory value of reputation based 
motives for explaining in particular agencies behavior when facing reputational threats e.g. as negative 
media coverage is mounting (for an overview see e.g. Maor 2015; 2020), this strand of literature has 
only recently provided a definition of bureaucratic reputation management. In addition, recent research 
has started to explore the potential positive and negative relations between an organization’s 
reputation per se and employee outcomes, including employee engagement (Hameduddin 2021; 
Hameduddin and Yew 2021); job choice decisions (Lee and Zhang 2020) as well as between reputation 
management and employee voice behavior (Wæraas and Dahle 2020). We add to this line of research 
and address the quest for research investigating the endogenous processes of reputation management 
(Maor 2015) by investigating the relationship between reputation management and employee 
outcomes, based upon a  a recent suggested definition of reputation management (Working paper). In 
addition, we investigate reputation management and employee’s mission valence, which so far only has 
been investigated within public management research as external audience’s mission valence and its 
potential moderating effects between reputational signals and external audiences support and trust in 
the organization (Willems, Faulk and Boenigk 2021). 

Third, we add to research pointing to the relevance of investigating also the ‘softer’ levers public 
managers can pull when affecting employee outcomes in more indirect ways (Wright, Moyinhan and 
Pandey 2012:212) and investigate how leadership and management behaviors relate to employee 
outcomes in indirect ways, in this case via value congruence. The panel structure of our data is especially 
useful to investigate mediation given its longitudinal nature.    
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The empirical analysis is based upon balanced panel survey data from 900 employees and 90 managers 
in three Danish agencies conducted in 2019 and 2020. The data is unique as it consists of answers over 
time from the same employees, which enables us to investigate causal relationships.  

In the subsequent parts of the paper, we elaborate the theoretical arguments informing the hypotheses 
guiding the analysis. This is followed by a presentation of the research design and methods. Next we 
present the empirical findings before we round off the paper with a discussion/conclusion in which we 
given the empirical results reflects upon the contributions and the avenues for future research they 
opens, the limitations and not least the practical implications of the empirical findings.  

 

2.0 Theory 

Mission valence   

Fostering mission valence means appealing to the emotional aspect of employees. As noted by Callierer,  
the original definition of mission valence by Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) extend the idea of valence 
introduced by expectancy theory. According to this theory, valence reflects “…an individual’s emotional 
orientation with respect to, or the value placed on, and expected outcome (Croom, 1946).” (2016:228). 
Departing from this, Rainey and Steinbauer noted that also a mission or vision can be experienced and 
felt rewarding (1999, see also Callierer 2016:228). As such mission valence refers to an employee’s 
perception of the attractiveness of an organization’s vision, deriving from “the satisfaction an individual 
experiences (or anticipates to receive) from advancing that purpose” (Wright and Pandey 2011, 24). 

Transformational leadership – and mission valence 

While transformational leadership was originally coined as a multidimensional concept including 
idealized influenze, indivdualized consideration, intellectual stimulation and inspirational motivation 
(Burns 1978; Bass 1990), we, in line with recent research on transformational leadership public 
management research emphasize the inspirational motivation and hence the visioning dimension of this 
leadership style (Jensen et al 2019; Jensen, Andersen and Jacobsen 2019:14; Callier 2014).  As such and 
in line with Jensen et al we define transformational leadership as leadership behaviors with the 
intention to develop, share and sustain the vision of the organization (2019:8). Behaviors which 
“…capture leaders’ systematic effort to transform employees to share the organizational goals because 
they are desirable in themselves (Jensen et al 2019:8).  

The positive relationship between transformational leadership and mission valence is argued to be 
based upon transformational leadership by the mere ‘…articulation of clear and attractive vision of the 
organization’s mission.” (Wright, Moynihan and Pandey 2012:207, italics in original) performed by 
transformational leaders. And as such argued to be based upon the expectation that formulating, 
sharing and sustain the vision makes the vision and the goals and values it reflects attractive and 
desirable in themselves. So far the ability to identify a direct relationship between transformational 
leadership and mission valence has been mixed. Wright, Moynihan, and Pandey find transformational 
leadership to be positively related to manager’s mission valence but only through public service 
motivation and goal clarity in the context of U.S. local government (2012). Further, in the context of a 
U.S. state agencies, Pasha et al. (2017) also identified an indirect relationships between transformational 
leadership and mission valence through performance management and goal clarity. 

Later Jensen, Moynihan and Salomonsen in the context of Danish public sector organizations at different 
governance levels identified as such relationship between transformational leadership and employee’s 
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mission valence, for leaders who shares the vision via face-to-face dialogue (2018). Finally, a direct 
relationship between top managers’ transformational leadership behavior and employees’ mission 
valence has been identified in the context of Belgian social welfare organizations by Desmidt and Prinzie 
(2019). In spite of the mixed findings regarding a direct relationship, we expect: 

H1: transformational leadership is positively related to employee’s mission valence 

Reputation management – and mission valence 

Reputation Management is a relatively new concept in the public administration literature, and few 
attempts have been made to define and empirically validate the concept (Maor 2015). Reputation 
management is often described as a reactive strategy used by organizations when they respond to 
organizational threats. It can, however, also be a proactive strategy pursued by organizations to convey 
to external audiences who the organization is and want it wants to be known for (Carroll 2018).  

In this paper we argue that that reputation management is the management of how external audiences 
perceive of an organization, that is,  perceptions of what the organization is, what it does and what it 
aspires to be; which is mainly based on the communication of the formulated vision to the 
organization’s most important external audiences. Reputation management can thus be defined as can 
be defined as behavior with the intent to identify and affect how external audiences perceive an 
organization (Working paper).  

However, as mentioned in the introduction, external communication e.g. as performed as part of 
reputation management as reputation management involves an element of auto communication, which 
means that when public managers communicate to external stakeholders, employees listen too 
(Morsing 2006). This may be unintended or deliberately planned for by the organization and/or its 
managers (Christensen 2018). Nevertheless, auto communication is relevant in relation to organizations 
as is serves to convey, confirm and reinforce idealized self-perceptions within the organization. This 
means that although reputation management is behavior with the intent to affect the perceptions of 
external stakeholders, is has potential to define, alter and shape employee perceptions of the 
organization.  Actually, Christensen (2018) argue that the presence of an – potentially interested and 
attentive - external audience increases the likelihood that a message will be taken serious by the 
organizational members. The reasoning behind this is that when an organization convey important 
messages such as its vision externally e.g. through external media, it lends status and authority to the 
message, and also  - if only temporary – obligates the organization itself to take the message serious 
(Christensen 1995). Based upon previous research which have demonstrated that auto communication 
can build organizational identification among organizational members (Morsing 2006: 171), and hence 
make employees more inclined to ‘feel as one’ with the organization (Mael and Ashforth 1992:103), we 
expect that auto communication can also increase mission valence. Both organizational identification 
and mission valence resides in the emotional side of employees. While they differ in terms of 
organizational identification reflecting felt oneness with the organization as such, and mission valence 
reflecting felt attraction to the organizational vision more specifically, we do however expect that 
managers’’s auto communicative efforts also will stimulate positive emotional attraction to the vision 
among employees. Hence, we expect that:    

H2: Reputation management is positively related to employee’s mission valence 



7 
 

Value congruence – as mediating relationships between leaders visioning behaivours and mission 
valence 

In addition  to expecting a direct relation between the two types of leadership behaviour and mission 
valence, we expect that this relation is at least partially mediated by employees’ perceived value 
congruence – the degree to which employee perceives their values are compatible, when they are 
aligned or match  the organizational values (Jensen, Andersen and Jacobsen 2018:13). 

While not subject for empirical investigation in his study the mediating effect of value congruence was 
first noted by Callier (citing Paarlberg and Lavigna 2010), when investigating the relationship between 
transformational leadership and mission valence (2016:229). As noted by Paarlberg and Lavigna, 
transformational leaders are expectedly able to increase mission valence among employee exactly 
because they align employees values with ‘the organization’s ideology’ (2010:711). This, in turn makes 
employees more attracted to the mission and makes the mission more salient (Callier 2016:229).  

After Parlberg and Lavigna (2010) made the case for aligning the values of employees and the 
organization, public leadership scholars have investigated whether and under which conditions 
transformational leadership behaivours can accomplish that (Jensen 2018; Jensen, Andersen and 
Jacobsen 2019). Departing from a definition by Kluckhohn of values as “…conceptions, explicit or 
implicit, distinctive of an individual or characteristic of a group, of the desirable which influences the 
selection from available modes, means, and ends of action” (1951: 395), these scholars have 
investigated the effect of transformational leadership on employees value congruence. While public 
employees may be attracted to public organizations in part due to their often ‘service and community-
orientated missions’ (Wright, Moynihan and Pandey 2012:7), employee’s value may be different from 
the organizational values, reflecting differences in what is conceived as ‘desirable’ by the employees and 
the organization (Jensen, Andersen and Jacobsen 2019:14).  

An important leadership task is to ensure such an alignment, and transformational leadership behavior, 
vision is expected to foster such alignment. The theoretical argument for such effects rests upon the 
idea put forward by Paarlberg and Lavigna, that value congruence among existing employees may be 
cultivated through a process of value internalization (2012: 711). This process of value internalization it 
is argued, is facilitated by transformational leaders when they formulate, share and sustain a vision 
which reflects the organizational values (Jensen 2018:50, see also Jung and Avolio 2000:952). When so 
doing public managers are argued to make employees realize the importance of realizing the vision, 
which make employees align their values with the ones reflected in the goals and objectives of the vision 
(Jensen 2018:50).  

While an early study of transformational leadership’s aligning potential of the organizational and 
employee held values identified a such relationship in an experiment study including students (Jung and 
Avolio (2002), a more recent study demonstrates how transformational leaderships ability to foster 
value congruence is partly dependent upon the perceived societal impact of the service produced by the 
organization (Jensen 2018). In addition, it has recently been demonstrate how transformational leaders’ 
ability to foster employees public service motivation is contingent upon the degree of initial value 
congruence as perceived by the employees (Jensen, Andersen and Jacobsen 2019). These are indeed 
important steps towards assessing whether and the conditions under which transformational leadership 
holds the potential to align employees’ values with the organizational values. While the studies point to 
this being conditional upon important contextual factors, these are identified primarily within service 
producing public organizations. Based upon the theoretical argument for the potential for 
transformational leaders  to align organizational values with  employee values, we still expect that 
transformational leadership will be positively correlated with employees’ perception of value 
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congruence in the context of public agencies, where one may expect that the perceived societal impact 
by default is less directly visible, and hence of less importance for the employees.  

This alignment of values provides for the mechanism that makes transformational leaders foster mission 
valence, as alignment of values makes the vision to be perceived as valuable and attractive (Guerrero 
and Chênevert 2020).  

Therefore, we expect that:  

H3: The relationship between transformational leadership and employee’s mission valence is mediated 
by employee’s value congruence 

 

Finally, we expect that also the relationship between reputation management and mission valence is 
mediated by employee’s value congruence. We expect that the process of value internalization 
described in relation to transformational leadership above, can also be facilitated by managers, when 
they communicate and share the organizational vision externally with the intent to transform how 
external audiences view the organization, as this communication also facilitates employee’s 
internalization of the organizational values reflected in the vision. Employees are argued to be among 
the most – if not the most - interested listeners of organizational messages directed towards external 
audiences (Morsing 2006, Christensen 2018). When public managers perform reputation management, 
and convey the organizational vision and the importance of realizing the vision to external audiences, 
employees listen too, which could cause employees to align their values with the organizational values 
reflected in the vision.  Because reputation management involve an element of auto communication, we 
expect the mechanism between reputation management and value congruence to be similar to that of 
the relationship between transformational leadership and value congruence.  

Further empirical studies outside the field of public administration and management supports this 
expectation. Within a marketing framework, Gilly and Wolfinbarger (1998) have investigated how 
employees working in service providing organizations perceive values reflected in advertising campaigns 
from their own workplace, and found that employees evaluate values and value congruence between 
own values and organizational values with more interest and attention than external audiences (Gilly 
and Wolfinbarger 1998). In a later study Celsi and Gilly (2010) investigate the relationship between 
advertising campaigns, value congruence and customer focus. They find that “under the right conditions, 
organizational advertising reminds and increases the belief that employees are collectively working 
toward the common goal of serving customers” (Celsi and Gilly 2010, 521).     

As noted by Paarlberg and Lavigna (2010) – and described in relation to H3 - the alignment of employee 
values and organizational values is expected to foster mission valence among employees because the 
value congruence makes the mission more salient and attractive for the employees.   

Therefore, we expect that:  

H4: The relationship between reputation management and employee’s mission valence is mediated by 
employee’s value congruence 

 

3.0 Research design, methods and data 

The empirical basis for our study is a repeated study of approx. 900 employees and 90 managers in 
three Danish agencies with surveys conducted in 2019 and 2020.  The three agencies were selected 
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based on their common features with the aim of creating as much comparability as possible. All three 
agencies have a primarily regulatory function.  The agencies are also similar in how they are among the 
most media-salient agencies in Denmark over a +10  year period and all three have furthermore 
experienced (recent) periods of negative media coverage  (Salomonsen, Boye and Boon 2021).The 
agencies are the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (DVFA), the Danish Health Authority (DHA) 
and ‘Agency X’ (the latter tentatively asking to remain anonymous). All employees and managers from 
the Danish Health Authority and Agency X were included to participate in the study, while we chose to 
only conduct the survey among a sample of employees from the DVFA. The DVFA is a much larger 
organization in relation to the number of employees (n>1500) than the remaining two agencies, and 
most of the DVFA employees are situated in inspection units across the country, and spend most of their 
time on inspections at various locations covering the ‘farm to fork’ food production process. We only 
conducted the survey among the DVFA employees working with administration, development, 
coordination and the formation of rules and regulations at the agency’s head office. The tasks 
performed by these employees are similar to the tasks performed by the employees in the two other 
agencies, and the number of employees are also somewhat similar. An additional reason for selecting a 
specific sample of DVFA employees is that that the employees excluded from the sample (mainly food 
and veterinary inspectors) have limited contact with their immediate managers, whereby it could be 
more challenging for them to access their managers’ leadership behaviour. 

Using repeated measures from the same three organizations allows us to study changes over time in the 
theoretical concepts we are interested in. We are interested in whether the two types of leadership 
behavior enables leaders to change their employees’ mission valence, that is, their perception of the 
attractiveness of the organizational vision. Repeated measures enables us to relate changes in the 
perception of leadership behavior to changes in value congruence and mission valence. Furthermore, 
repeated measures from the same organizations and their employees enables us to control for 
unobserved confounders as long as they do not change between the two data points.  

We conducted the analysis at the individual level on employee data using both a fixed effects and 
random effects approach, with the former being the main analytical approach and the latter serving as a 
robustness check of the results.  Fixed effects analyzes the variation within subjects (the individual 
employees) only. Because we are interested in the variation within subjects over time, observed as well 
as unobserved factors that do not change over time will not confound the results. The random effects 
model allows for analyses of the variation across both subjects and over time, as the rationale behind 
the model is that variation across entities is assumed to be random and uncorrelated with independent 
variables included in the model. .    

The analytical approach provides more robust estimates of the correlations compared to cross-sectional 
designs, but there are however still concerns about endogeneity, which we will address in the 
concluding section along with concerns about common source bias and other central limitations of our 
study.  

Data  collection 

Our data consist of two questionnaires distributed via e-mail to managers and employees of the three 
participating agencies with a year and a half between the two surveys. On March 4th 2019 the 
questionnaire was sent to 19 managers and 181 employees at the Danish Health Authority (DHA), on 
March 20th  2019 the questionnaire was sent to 24 managers and 314 employees at Agency X and lastly 
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on April 8th 2019 the questionnaire was sent to 47 managers and 377 employees at the  Danish 
Veterinary and Food Administration (DVFA). In total the first round of survey was sent to 90 managers 
and 872 employees with an overall response rate (whole or part of the survey) of 65.6 per cent (n=59) 
and 56.7 per cent (n=499) respectively.  

The second survey round was planned to be conducted in March and April 2020 exactly one year after 
the first survey, but due to Covid-19 the questionnaire to the Danish Authority for Health had to be 
postponed, and in agreement with the two remaining agencies, theirs too were postponed.  The second 
round of surveys was thus distributed (again via e-mail) in September and October 2020 to the three 
agencies in the same order as the first round.  New employees and managers also received the second 
survey, and the second questionnaire was sent to a total of 87 managers and 919 employees with a 
response rate of 62.1 per cent (54 respondents) and 61.3 percent (563 respondents) respectively.   

Response rates for each Agency as well as descriptive statistics for all variables can be seen in table A1 in 
the Appendix.  

 

Measures 

To the extent possible, we employ previously validated measures. The measures for transformational 
leadership, mission valence and value congruence have all been validated in existing studies, and have 
shown internal consistency across sectors and in a Danish context (Jensen et al. 2018, 2019a, 2019b)The 
reputation management measure has been validated in (working paper) using data from the first survey 
round also part of this paper.  

Transformational leadership 

To measure transformational leadership, we draw on a four-item scale developed by Jensen et al. ( 
2019a), and inspired by existing studies on transformational leadership within the field of management 
and public administration. Items were [My leader..] “Concretizes a clear vision for the [organization’s] 
future”, “Seeks to make employees accept common goals for the [organization]”, Strives to get the 
[organization’s] employees to work together in the direction of the vision” and “Strives to clarify for the 
employees how they can contribute to achieving the [organization’s] goals”. The Jensen et al (2019a) 
scale has shown internal consistency of items across different public and private organizations (Jensen 
et al 2019a) in a Danish context, and we therefore rely on this measure to capture leadership behavior 
intended to develop, share and sustain a vision. Items were measured on a seven-point Likert scale 
ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. Cronbach ’ s alpha indicates internal consistency of 
items (0.96), and we therefore generated a summative index for transformational leadership, giving 
equal weight to each item. We rescaled the index to range from 0-1 with 1 representing the maximum 
value.  

Reputation management  

We measure reputation management using a seven-item scale developed in (working paper). The seven 
items reflect the three behavioral components of reputation management outlined in the theoretical 
section, that is, the managerial attempts to identify perceptions and expectations held by audiences, to 
prioritize between different audiences and their expectations and lastly to communicate the 
organizational vision to these audiences. Identification is reflected in the two items: [my leader…] 
“…makes an ongoing effort to gain insights into how our surroundings perceive [the or-ganization]”,  
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“makes an ongoing effort to gain insights into which expectations our surroundings have towards [the 
organization]”.  Communication is reflected in the items: [my leader…] “strives to increase the outside 
world’s knowledge of [the organization’s] vision“ and “tries to clarify [the organization’s] positive impact 
on society to the outside world”. Finally, prioritization is reflected in the three items: [my leader…] 
“strives to target what [the organization] communicates to the outside world”, “strives to target [the 
organization’s] messages to selected stakeholders in our surroundings” and “strives to highlight specific 
aspects of [the organization] in his/her/its communication to the outside world”.  The wording of the 
items were inspired by literatures on public leadership roles and bureaucratic reputation together with 
DeVelli’s (2003) recommendations for scale development, and carefully phrased to avoid cofounding the 
leadership behavior with its proposed effects. Items were measured on a seven-point Likert scale similar 
to the transformational leadership items.    
 
To test the psychometric properties of the reputation management measure, we conducted a 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) specifying a three-factor model including the two items for 
identification, two items for communication and three items for prioritization. The CFA allows us to test 
a priori expectations about the relationship between the individual items and the three latent factors. 
We conducted the CFA for both rounds of survey data and for each agency which showed similar 
loadings across rounds and agencies. The estimation procedure is outlined in the appendix.  
For round one all standardized factor loadings for the Reputation Management measure are significantly 
above the lower recommended threshold of 0.5 (Acock 2013). The model fits our data from round one 
well with a root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) of 0.05, a comparative fit index (CFI) 
score of 0.996 and a standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) of 0.01. The specified model also 
performs significantly better than less complex models (a model in which the items were constrained to 
load on two factors and a model where all items were constrained to load on a single factor, not shown 
in appendix). 
For round-two data all standardized factor loadings for the Reputation Management measure are again 
well above the lower recommended threshold of 0.5. However, the model has a poor fit to data in 
relation to the RMSEA is 0.13 which is above the 0.08 threshold for a reasonably close fit (Acock 2013).  
CFI is 0.97 which is above the recommended 0.95 cutoff, and indicates that our model does 97% better 
than a null model where we assume that the items are unrelated to each other (Acock 2013, 23). The 
SRMR is 0.02, which is well below the recommended value of less than 0.08. We tested the specified 
three factor model against less complex models (the same as with the first round of data presented 
above) and as with the first round of data the specified model performed best. Possible explanations for 
the poor model fit in the second round could be that it is the second time the respondents answer the 
same questionnaire or that the Covid-19 situation has affected the responses. 
Finally, we conducted a CFA including both rounds of survey data. Again all standardized factor loadings 
for the Reputation Management measure were well above the lower recommended threshold. 
Additionally, the specified model fit the data well in relation to CFI (0.99), SRMR (0.01) while RMSEA was 
0.09 which is just above the recommended <0.08 for a reasonably close fit.   
 
Based on the model fit from the first round of data and the combined data we continued and generated 
a summative index of reputation management based on the three dimensions. Each dimension showed 
internal consistency with Cronbach’s alphas well above the recommended cutoff of 0.7.  Finally we 
rescaled the reputation management index to range from 0-1 with one representing the maximum 
value.   
 
Mission valence  
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Mission valence is measured using a three item scale developed by Jensen et al. (2018). The three items 
were: “the vision of this organization is of personal importance to me”, “this organization provides 
valuable public service” and “I believe that the priorities of this organization are quite important”.  The 
latter two items were originally develop by Wright et al. (2012), and the first item was inspired by an 
item from Van Loon et al (2017) (“What this organization stands for is very important to me”).  We 
measure the items using a seven-point Likert scale. Cronbach’s alpha shows a reliability of items (0.69) 
just below the conventional standards; however, we still created a summative index based on the three 
items, and rescaled the index to range from 0-1.  

 

Value congruence  

We measured value congruence using employees’ perception of whether their own values match those 
of the organization. Items were “my values are very similar to the values of the organization,” “what this 
organization stands for is important to me,” and “I feel a strong sense of ‘belonging’ to my 
organization.” The three items have been validated in previous studies (e.g., Wright and Pandey 2008) 
including Danish studies (e.g. Jensen, Andersen and Jacobsen 2019), and we therefore rely on this 
measure to capture the perceived similarity in values between the employee and the organization. 
Similar to the mission valence items, all questions about value congruence were rated on a seven-point 
Likert scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” The Cronbach’s alpha score for internal 
consistency was 0.79, which is over the 0.70 minimum value standard (Acock 2013). We generated a 
summative index for of the three items giving equal weight to each item, and rescaled the index to 
range from 0 to 1. 

 

Controls  

The fixed effects analyses were carried out while controlling for education (ranging from primary school 
education to long higher education4) and number of years the respondent has worked in the 
organization as well dummy variables for round two and round two for each agency with Agency X as 
reference category.  

In the random effects analyses we controlled for education, number of years the respondent has 
worked in the organization, gender and age as well as dummy variables created for round and agency 
specific rounds.  

 

4.0 Empirical findings 

Our presentation of results is structured in two parts. First, we present graphs with mean values of the 
measures mission valence, transformational leadership and reputation management for the three 
agencies for each survey round in order to give an overview of the tendencies for each agency. Second, 
we examine the hypotheses regarding the relationship between transformational leadership and 

                                                            
4 “no education” and “do not wish to answer” removed (10 observations in total) in order to improve 
interpretation of the education variable.  
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reputation management respectively, and mission valence including the mediating effect of value 
congruence.    

Graph 1 shows the mean level of employee mission valence for the three agencies in the two survey 
rounds. Generally, the level of mission valence is fairly high and similar across agencies and rounds. 
There are, however, small developments. As the graph shows, employees at the Danish Health Authority 
(DHA) experienced a small drop in average amount of mission valence from round 1 to round 2, while 
employees at the Danish Veterinary and Food Administration (DVFA) had a small increase in average 
level of mission valence between the two rounds.  

 

Graph 1: Mission Valence (means)

 

 

Graphs 2 shows the average level of  employees’ perception of their immediate manager’s 
transformational leadership behavior.  In round 1 employees at Agency X had the highest average  
perception of their managers’ transformational leadership behavior, while employees at the DVFA 
experienced the lowest amount of transformational leadership behavior from their managers. Between 
the two rounds, we see a development where the employee perceived transformational leadership 
behavior increases for employees at the DVFA, which is now the highest of the three, while also the 
perceived leadership behavior increases for employees at Agency X, but is almost unchanged for 
employees at the DHA.  

Graph 2: Transformational leadership (means) 
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Graph 3 shows the average level of employee perceived reputation management in round 1 and 2. In 
round 1, employees at the DHA give the highest average rating, while employees at the DFVA give the 
lowest. In round 2 employee ratings have increased for all three agencies, although most notably for 
DVFA and only slightly for employees from Agency X.  

Graph 3: Reputation Management (means) 

 

 

To sum up, graphs 1 - 3 show that the average level of mission valence is quite similar across rounds and 
agencies, while there are larger differences and developments in relation to the two leadership 
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behaviors. The average level of transformational leadership is similar across agencies in round 1, but 
increased in round 2 for Agency X and especially DVFA employees. Reputation management also 
increases the most for DVFA employees between the rounds, while only a slight increase can be seen for 
Agency X and DHA employees from round 1 to round 2.  

 

We now turn to the hypotheses and present the fixed effects analyses of the relationship between 
transformational leadership (H1) and reputation management (H2) and mission valence, and the 
whether the relationships are mediated by value congruence (H3) (H4). As can be seen in table 1, 
regressions are performed as ordinary least squares (OLS). Regression coefficients for “round 2”express 
the estimated difference between round 1 and round 2 for Agency X. Regression coefficients for “DVFA 
round 2” express the difference between round 1 and round 2 between Agency X and the Danish 
Veterinary and Food Administration. Finally, “DHA round 2” express the difference between round 1 and 
round 2 between Agency X and the Danish Health Authority.   

Model 2 in table 1 supports our expectation in H1 that mission valence on average increases with 
employee perceived transformational leadership. This result also holds for the relationship between 
reputation management and mission valence (H2). When analyzed together in model 4 the relations 
between mission valence and two types of leadership behavior are not statistically significant at the 0.05 
level. Model 4 shows that the regression coefficients for both types of leadership behavior decreases 
quite a lot when compared to model 2 (for transformational leadership) and model 3 (for reputation 
management, which indicates that the two types of leadership behavior are related to each other. As 
the analysis is a conservative test of the relations, the results only show partial support for hypotheses 
H1 and H2.   

We now turn to the mediation hypotheses H3 and H3. In H3 we propose a positive relationship between 
transformational leadership and mission valence mediated by value congruence, and in H4 we expect 
the same positive relationship between reputation management and mission valence again with value 
congruence as mediator. In model 5 in table 1 the regression coefficients for both transformational 
leadership, reputation management and value congruence are positive, although not significant for 
either transformational leadership or reputation management. This result does not yield support for H3 
and H4.    
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Table 1 Leadership, Value Congruence and Mission Valence: OLS, Unstandardized Regression 
Coefficients (Fixed effects model) 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      
Transformational leadership   0.126**  0.069 0.061 
  (3.08)  (1.31) (1.20) 
      
Reputation management   0.158** 0.106 0.070 
   (3.27) (1.70) (1.14) 
      
Value Congruence     0.258*** 
     (3.72) 
      
Years in organization 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005 
 (1.1) (1.51) (1.36) (1.50) (1.58) 
      
Education -0.034 -0.031 -0.024 -0.026 -0.025 
 (-1.42) (-1.29) (-1.01) (-1.07) (-1.10) 
      
Round 2 (ref. Agency X) -0.007 -0.01 -0.004 -0.007 -0.006 
 (-0.45) (-0.60) (-0.26) (-0.40) (-0.38) 
      
DVFA round 2 (ref. Agency X) 0.013 0.008 0.003 0.004 -0.001 
 (0.61) (0.39) (0.14) (0.17) (-0.06) 
      
DHA round 2 (ref. Agency X) -0.015 -0.013 -0.017 -0.015 -0.016 
 (-0.61) (-0.52) (-0.72) (-0.63) (-0.69) 
      
_Constant 0.959*** 0.847*** 0.794*** 0.787*** 0.628*** 
 (7.27) (6.32) (5.74) (5.70) (4.48) 
N (employees) 770 770 770 770 770 
R2 0.021 0.069 0.074 0.083 0.147 

 
Notes: OLS regression t statistics in parentheses * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Two-wave panel with 
observations in spring 2019 and fall 2020.  
 

Finally, we conduct a random effects regression analysis where we allow for variation across both 
individuals and time. In the random effects analysis we add controls for age and gender. “DVFA” 
expresses the estimated difference between Agency X and the Danish Veterinary and Food 
Administration in Round 1, and “DHA” expresses the difference between Agency X and the Danish 
Health Authority in Round 1. We see in table 2 that the regression coefficient for the relationship 
between transformational leadership (H1) and mission valence is positive and significant in model 2, and 
that the same is the case for reputation management in model 3. Furthermore, in model 4 where both 
types of leadership behavior are included in the model the regression coefficients are also positive and 
significant. These results yields support for H1 and H2. In model 5, we turn to the mediating hypotheses 
to evaluate whether the relationship between transformational leadership and reputation management 
respectively, and mission valence are mediated by value congruence. In line with our expectation we see 
that the regression coefficients for the two leadership behaviors decline from model 4 to model 5 
indicating mediation when value congruence in introduced to the model, although the regression 
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coefficient for reputation management is not statistically significant at the 0.05 level. This yields support 
for H3, but not for H4.  

 

Table 2 Leadership, Value Congruence and Mission Valence: OLS, Unstandardized Regression 
Coefficients (Random effects model)  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 valence valence valence valence valence 
Transformational leadership  0.209***  0.144*** 0.079** 
  (9.57)  (4.60) (2.89) 
      
Reputation Management   0.223*** 0.103** 0.047 
   (8.76) (2.83) (1.51) 
      
Value Congruence     0.490*** 
     (17.19) 
      
Years in organization -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 
 (-0.99) (-0.22) (-0.46) (-0.20) (-0.23) 
      
Education 0.001 0.009 0.005 0.008 0.008* 
 (0.21) (1.78) (1.03) (1.68) (1.98) 
      
Age 0.001 0.001* 0.001* 0.001* 0.001 
 (1.63) (2.13) (2.18) (2.24) (1.70) 
      
Gender (ref. female) 0.019 0.016 0.008 0.011 0.009 
 (1.57) (1.38) (0.67) (1.00) (0.98) 
      
DVFA (ref. Agency X) -0.013 -0.008 -0.001 -0.008 0.004 
 (-0.75) (-0.50) (-0.60) (-0.50) (0.26) 
      
DHA (ref. Agency X) 0.0044 0.009 0.003 0.007 0.008 
 (0.24) (0.53) (0.18) (0.41) (0.52) 
      
Round 2 (Agency X) 0.004 -0.001 0.006 0.002 0.002 
 (0.28) (-0.08) (0.48) (0.12) (0.13) 
      
DVFA round 2 (Ref. Agency X) 0.003 -0.011 -0.015 -0.015 -0.016 
 (0.14) (-0.59) (-0.81) (-0.81) (-0.96) 
      
DHA round 2 (ref. Agency X) -0.015 -0.007 -0.0176 -0.011 -0.011 
 (-0.72) (-0.35) (-0.88) (-0.53) (-0.62) 
      
_Constant 0.745*** 0.552*** 0.570*** 0.531*** 0.274*** 
 (19.38) (13.39) (13.70) (12.71) (7.30) 
N (employees) 755 755 755 755 755 
R2      

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
 
To sum up, the fixed effects analyses yields partial support for the direct relationships between 
transformational leadership and reputation management, respectively, and mission valence in H1 and 
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H2, but not for the mediation hypotheses H3 and H4. The random effects analyses show support for the 
two direct relations H1 and H2, and for mediation in relation to transformational leadership (H3).   

 

5.0 Discussion and Conclusion 

By investigating How are public managers transformational leadership and reputation management 
behaviors respectively related to employee’s mission valence? the ambitions of the article has been to 
contribute to the public leadership and management literature conserved with mission valence, 
reputation management and transformational leadership. 

As a first contribution, we do identify a positive direct relation between transformational leadership and 
mission valence. This is in line with parts of the existing literature.  

We also find that reputation management leads to mission valence. The second contribution of our 
study is therefore identifying the relevance of reputation management for employee outcomes as it 
fosters mission valence, and to a lesser extent, that reputation management can also be positively 
related to value congruence, although this relationship is not statistically significant in our study.  

This finding reflects the relevance of expanding our leadership and management theory repertoire when 
investigating how public managers can foster mission valence (and potentially also other employee 
outcomes) from exclusively internal to also including externally orientated leadership behaviors. Public 
managers can make their employees feel attracted to the organizational vision through other means 
than (just) transformational leadership. While the relevance of reputational aspects vis-à-vis external 
audiences mission valence has been demonstrated (Willems, Faulk and Boenigk 2021), our study points 
to the relevance of reputation management for internal audiences also. In other words, it is timely and 
relevant for public leadership scholars focusing on the internal employee outcomes and public 
management and administration scholars focusing on reputational aspects of public organizations to 
continue the emerging cross fertilization in order to get a better understanding of the potential 
(unintended, but potential positive) effects of such leadership behaviors for the audiences which were 
not the main target of their leadership behaviors.  

 

But how is it, that reputation management can foster employees’ perception of the attractiveness or 
salience of an organization’s vision?  

We argue that auto communication could be the mechanism through which public managers 
simultaneously convey the importance of the organizational vision to employees, when they are actually 
aiming to communicate the message to external stakeholders. Existing studies have shown that sharing 
the vision by transformational leaders via face-to-face dialog to foster mission valence is conditioned by 
span of control (Jensen, Salomonsen and Moynihan 2018). It is possible that the external 
communication of the organizational vision is not conditioned on dialogue and/or span of control, but 
functions through different mechanisms e.g. auto communication. It is important for future studies to 
empirically validate the mechanism of auto-communication suggested in our study. As well as future 
studies should continue to investigate the boundary conditions in terms of whether (e.g. in direct service 
producing public organizations and hence other governance levels than agencies) and further explore 
how auto communication of the vision is of significance for fostering mission valence, e.g. which media 
provides for the strongest effects on internal audiences. It could also be that other mechanisms are at 
play as alternative to value congruence, when reputation management fosters mission valence. In line 
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with what Christensen (1995) argues, that there is an element of credible commitment, when managers 
communicate the vision externally, which makes the vision more credible and leads employees to allow 
themselves to be attracted to the vision, also without necessarily aligning their values with the 
organizational values.  

In relation to this point, our study points to the relevance of preserving a conceptual distinction 
between mission valence and the more recently coined mission matching (Carpenter and Gong 2012). 
Aligning employees values with the organizational values, provides for what is also defined within the 
public leadership research as ‘mission matching’ (Resh, Marvel and Wen 2018; Smith 2016), which is 
related but still distinct from mission valence (Guerrero and Chênevert 2020:3). As our study 
demonstrate, some leadership behaviours may lead to mission valence without a (significant) mediation 
via aligning employees values with the organizational values, and hence foster ‘mission matching’.  

It could also be that managerial attempts to convey the vision to external stakeholders is reflected in the 
organizational reputation, and that this reflected organizational reputation has a stronger effect on 
employee perceptions than the communication of the immediate manager. Dutton and Duckerich 
(1991) refers to this effect as the “mirror effect” and argues that it is important how employees believe 
people outside the organization perceive the organization, as employees’ self-concepts and 
identification is influenced by how  they believe others view the organization (Dutton and Duckerich 
1991, 1994). In a recent study, Hameduddin & Lee (2021) found that how employees believe that others 
see the organization influences employees’ job satisfaction and work engagement. In relation to our the 
results from our study, this presupposes future research to investigate whether the (employee) 
perceived organizational reputation of external audiences could moderate or mediate the relationship 
between reputation management and mission valence. It could either be that the relationship is 
contingent upon a positive effect of organizational reputation in order for reputation management to 
foster mission valence, or it could be that organizational reputation acts as a mediator with reputation 
management affecting reputation which again affects employee perceived value congruence and 
mission valence.  

This leads us to the third and final contribution, namely, that our study finds that transformational 
leadership can create value alignment or value congruence between employees’ own values and 
organizational values, which subsequently fosters mission valence in public agencies. As such, value 
congruence provides for a ‘softer lever’ transformational leaders can pull when making employees sense 
the ‘magnetic appeal’ of the vision and become attracted to it.  

Existing studies have shown mixed findings in relation to transformational leadership and value 
congruence in studies of public organizations that are more directly service producing than the three 
agencies in our study who all have a regulatory function.  Why is this the case? A possible explanation 
which of course merits further investigation could be that it is possible to match the missions values 
with the values of the employees and make it more attractive to employees via transformational 
leadership when the pro social impact of ones work for the individual citizen or user is by de fault more 
distant or abstract for an employee working in an agency vis-à-vis e.g. a school or a kindergarten.  

Turning to the practical implications of our study, the supplementing route to increase employee’s 
mission valence by means of reputation management comes to the fore. This further suggests that 
external communication of the organizational vision is a task of relevance for not only the executive 
levels of public organizations, but of relevance for all managers with employee responsibility to install 
the sense of attraction to the vision. Reputation management has so far mainly been seen as a 
management behavior, primarily performed with the intent to affect external audiences’ perception. 
Efforts which to a large extent is considered challenging as many other factors may affect such 
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perceptions, e.g. reputational intermediaries, spill-over effects from other audiences etc. (Rindova and 
Martins 2012). In addition it has been recognized to be a type of behavior where the effect in terms of 
reputational judgements may have a long term perspective to surface. Our study points to the relevance 
of assessing the value of reputation management also in terms of it’s effect on employee outcome – 
even in a relative short term perspective.  

Limitations 

Although our study contributes to the empirical research on transformational leadership, reputation 
management and mission valence, there are a number of limitations that need attention. First, we 
measure the perceived value congruence, which leaves questions in relation to whether employees’ 
ratings reflect organizational values accurately. It would also have been relevant to apply indirect 
measures of values congruence e.g. by comparing employee and manager evaluation of a defined set of 
values. Secondly, we do not measure the theoretical mechanism of auto communication empirically, 
which is something that limits our understanding of the mechanisms in relation to the relationship 
between reputation management and mission valence. 

Finally, our empirical investigation is limited to government agencies in a Danish context, and it is not 
given that the results can be extended to other types of organizations or national contexts. Additionally, 
the specific context in which the second round of survey was conducted was influence by the Covid-19 
pandemic for especially the employees at the Danish Health Authority and the Danish Veterinary and 
Food Administration, which may have influenced the employees’ responses to the survey. Important 
next steps for scholars are thus to replicate and develop on these finding in order to improve our 
understanding of the potential of transformational leadership and reputation management respectively 
in fostering mission valence. This could include studies in different administrative and service producing 
organizations; across country and cultural borders; applying both direct and indirect measures of value 
congruence; and applying measures of auto communication. 
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APPENDIX:  

  

Table A1. Descriptive Statistics for Cross-Sectional Variables 

Variable Description 
Roun

d N Mean SD Min. Max. 

Mission valence 3-item summative index; see 
item wording on p. 11. 7-point 
Likert scale  

1 377 0.792 0.145 0.167 1 

2 414 0.79 0.14 0.222 1 

Transformational 
leadership 

4-item summative index; see 
item wording on p. 10. 7-point 
Likert scale 

1 450 0.645 0.227 0 1 

2 482 0.685 0.219 0 1 

Reputation 
Management 

7-item summative index 7-
point Likert scale, see item 
wording on p. 10  

1 428 0.649 0.197 0 1 

2 467 0.671 .193 0 1 

Value congruence 

 

3-item summative index, see 
item wording on p. 12. 7 point 
Likert scale 

1 375 0.721 0.151 0 1 

2 413 0.726 157 0 1 

Years in organization Number of year employee has 
work in the organization 

1 367 6.328 7.196 0 43 

2 403 6.706 7.497 0 38 

Education  

School 

Vocational education 

High school 

short higher education 

Medium-term higher education 

Long higher education 

       

1 / 2 1 . . . . 

1 / 2 41 . . . . 

1 / 2 11 . . . . 

1 / 2 47 . . . . 

1 / 2 78 . . . . 

1 / 2 604 . . . . 

Round 2 1= second round of survey 1 / 2 1778 0.51 0.5 0 1 

 DVFA Round 2 1= second round of survey 
DVFA employees 

1 /2 1778 0.226 0.418 0 1 

 DHA round 2  1= second round of survey 
DHA employees 

1/2 1788 0.104 0.305 0 1 

  Gender 1= female 1 372 .659 .475 0 1 

2 406 .650 .477 0 1 

   Age   Employee age  1 366 41.80 11.673 22 80 
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2 395 41.72 11.931 20 72 

 

Table A2: Response rates  

Organization 
Round 

N 
Response  (complete 

or part of survey) 
Response rate 

Agency X 1 313 178 56.7% 

2 328 206 62.80% 

Danish Health Authority  1 180 141 77.9% 

2 185 128 69.19% 

Danish Veterinary and Food Administration 1 374 180 47.8% 

2 406 229 56.40% 

 

Table A3 Confirmatory factor analyses Reputation Management Round 1 

Employee ratings of immediate manager: Three-factor model vs alternative reputation management 
models 

    
Three-
factor 
model 

Two-
factor 
model  

One-
factor 
model 

Identification       

  Makes an ongoing effort to gain insights into how our 
surroundings perceive [the organization]. 

.935 .931 .899 

 
 

 
.961 

 
.950 

 
.919 

Makes an ongoing effort to gain insights into which expectations 
our surroundings have towards [the organization]. 

Communication       

  
Strives to increase the knowledge of the outside world of [the 
organization’s] vision. 
 

.876 .850 .849 

  Tries to clarify [the organization’s] positive impact on society to 
the outside world. 

.886 .855 .861 

Prioritization       

  
Strives to target what [the organization] communicates to the 
outside world. 
 

.932 .932 .843 

  
Strives to target [the organization’s] messages to selected 
stakeholders in our surroundings. 
 

.932 .933 .822 

  Strives to highlight specific aspects of [the organization] in 
his/her/its communication to the outside world. 

.881 .880 .812 
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n (employees) 432 432 430 
n (organizations) 3 3 3 
chi2 23.58 63.29 486.98 
Df 11 13 14 
RMSEA 0.052 0.095 0.280 
CFI 0.996 0.985 0.855 
SRMR 0.013 0.025 0.062 

Note. CFA with standardized factor loadings. CFA based on asymptotic distribution–free estimator. All 
standardized factor loadings are statistically significant at the .001 level. RMSEA = root-mean-square 
error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; 

CFA = confirmatory factor analysis. 

Cronbach’s alpha for all seven items: 0.952 
Cronbach’s alpha for “identification”: 0.946 
Cronbach’s alpha for “prioritization”: 0.939 
Cronbach’s alpha for “communication”: 0.873 

Table A3 Confirmatory factor analyses Reputation Management Round 2 

Employee ratings of immediate manager: Three-factor model vs alternative reputation management 
models 

Three-
factor 
model 

Two-
factor 
model 

One-
factor 
model 

Identification 
Makes an ongoing effort to gain insights into how our 
surroundings perceive [the organization]. 

0.924 0.91 0.881 

 

0.936 0.915 0.896 
Makes an ongoing effort to gain insights into which expectations 
our surroundings have towards [the organization]. 

Communication 
Strives to increase the knowledge of the outside world of [the 
organization’s] vision. 

0.893 0.869 0.858 

 Tries to clarify [the organization’s] positive impact on society to 
the outside world. 

0.91 0.874 0.88 

Prioritization 
Strives to target what [the organization] communicates to the 
outside world. 

0.867 0.868 0.80 

Strives to target [the organization’s] messages to selected 
stakeholders in our surroundings. 

0.932 0.934 0.82 



27 
 

  Strives to highlight specific aspects of [the organization] in 
his/her/its communication to the outside world. 

0.867 0.864 0.80 

          
  n (employees) 467 467 467 
  n (organizations) 3 3 3 
  chi2 99.05 155.85 445.96 
  Df 11 13 14 
  RMSEA 0.131 0.154 0.257 
  CFI .973 0.956 0.868 
  SRMR 0.024 0.031 0.058 
Note. CFA with standardized factor loadings. CFA based on asymptotic distribution–free estimator. All 
standardized factor loadings are statistically significant at the .001 level. RMSEA = root-mean-square 
error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; 

CFA = confirmatory factor analysis. 
 

Cronbach’s alpha for all seven items: 0.948 
Cronbach’s alpha for “identification”: 0.927 
Cronbach’s alpha for “prioritization”: 0.916 
Cronbach’s alpha for “communication”: 0.896 

 


