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Does Citizen Engagement in Government Performance Measurement
Matter: A Multilevel Analysis of Chinese Cities

Ma Liang
(School of Public Administration and Policy Renmin University of China Beijing)

Abstract: Citizen engagement has increasingly been adopted in the government performance measurement system (e.g. cilizen
survey) to absorb citizen feedback and improve public service performance. The involvement of citizens in performance measure—
ment may help the government to understand the demand of citizens which may raise their voices in public service delivery to
hold public managers accountable. In this paper we empirically examine the effect of citizen engagement in government perform—
ance measurement on various dimensions of government performance. The data on Chinese cities are from multiple sources (e.

g. citizen interviews public manager surveys and archival statistics) and the multilevel modeling method is used to test the hy—
potheses. The findings suggest that citizens are more likely to be satisfied with government performance in cities in which govern—
ments involve citizens in performance measurement. We discuss the theoretical and policy implications of the findings and con—
clude with limitations and future research avenues.

Key words: Citizen Engagement; Government Performance Measurement; Public Service Satisfaction; Multilevel Modeling; Ac—

countability
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