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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

In the public sector, participant attitudes are an important collaboration; efficiency;
determinant of the success of inter-organizational collaboration incentives; transformational
initiatives. In this study, a model of employee willingness to leadership

collaborate is proposed in which the influence of transforma-
tional leadership is determined in part by the performance
orientation of the organizational context in which it is enacted.
The theoretical model is tested empirically using survey data
collected from public employees in South Korea and regression-
based Monte Carlo simulation. The analysis suggests that the
effect of transformational leadership is amplified by an
organization’s emphasis on internal efficiency and its use of
performance-based incentives, factors that themselves have
independent positive and negative effects, respectively, on
attitudes about collaboration. This study links transformational
leadership to an increasingly necessary process in the public
sector and highlights its context-dependent influence. Implica-
tions of the findings are discussed, including the notion that the
efficacy of tactics adopted to support inter-organizational
collaboration may be a function of their consistency with the
realities of established organizational policies and processes.

Inter-organizational collaboration is both increasingly vital to the
performance of public organizations and difficult to manage successfully
(Kettl, 2006; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Collaboration is the process of working
in a multi-organizational context to address challenges that cannot be
overcome in isolation (Agranoff & McGuire, 2001), and an extensive
literature looks at its antecedents, processes, and outcomes (Bingham &
O’Leary, 2006; Campbell, 2016; Wood & Gray, 1991). Among the identified
determinants of the initiation and performance of collaboration initiatives,
a willingness to collaborate on the part of civil servants is either assumed
or stated explicitly as a necessary condition (Esteve, Van Witteloostuijn, &
Boyne, 2015; Martin-Rodriguez, Beaulieu, D’Amour, & Ferrada-Videla,
2005; Thomson & Perry, 2006). On the other hand, relatively few studies take
a step back to focus on the antecedents of attitudes about collaboration, and
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fewer still undertake empirical tests (Esteve et al., 2015; Krueathep, Riccucci,
& Suwanmala, 2010; Mitchell, O’Leary, & Gerard, 2015). Civil servants have
substantial de facto discretion during the implementation of public policy,
and collaborative initiatives lack the articulated and formal accountability
structures that characterize bureaucratic action (Sun & Anderson, 2012),
creating additional space for participants to contribute to (or sabotage)
processes. Establishing the determinants of attitudes about collaboration
among civil servants thus has practical implications, the more so to the extent
that these can be influenced by management. This study therefore seeks
an answer to the following question: What factors underlie attitudes about
collaboration in the public sector?

Leadership is a foundational construct in the public sector literature (Van
Wart, 2013), and high-quality leadership has been linked specifically to the
initiation and success of collaborative initiatives (Mitchell et al., 2015;
O’Leary, Choi, & Gerard, 2012). Leadership styles in the public sector are
diverse (Wart, 2003), and some, such as network governance leadership
(Tummers & Knies, 2016) or, somewhat more obviously, collaborative leader-
ship (Hallinger & Heck, 2010), are intuitively linked with collaboration. This
study focuses on the more generic transformational leadership, a set of beha-
viors including role modeling, individualized consideration, and visionary
speech that target follower sense of purpose (Bass, 1985; Paarlberg & Lavigna,
2010). Transformational leadership has been linked to a variety of outcomes
including integrated thinking, innovation, change, and the instigation of
collective responses to common challenges (Campbell, 2017a; Eisenbeiss,
van Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008; Sun & Anderson, 2012), and the construct
is moreover associated with positive interpersonal dynamics (Campbell, Lee,
& Im, 2016; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Taking
these notions as building blocks, this study looks at the potential influence
of transformational leaders on follower attitudes about collaboration.

At the same time, leadership is a fundamentally embedded practice, inter-
preted by followers through the lens of varying organizational phenomena
(Osborn, Hunt, & Jauch, 2002). Consistent with this insight, the effects of
transformational leadership are known to be contingent on the characteristics
of the context in which it is enacted (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Campbell, 2017b;
Jansen, Vera, & Crossan, 2009; Nemanich & Vera, 2009; Peterson,
Walumbwa, Byron, & Myrowitz, 2008). This study postulates that organiza-
tional performance orientation plays this role in relation to attitudes about
collaboration. Performance concerns are paramount among drivers of collab-
oration in the public sector (Fleishman, 2009; Mitchell et al., 2015; O’Leary,
Gerard, & Bingham, 2006), and through collaboration organizations can
acquire mission critical resources from an external source. As such, efficiency
pressures are likely to be relevant to attitudes about collaboration, and may
also provide a framework against which transformational leadership is
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interpreted as a call for collaborative solutions to resource concerns. At the
same time, individual performance accountability in collaborative initiatives
is weaker than in conventional bureaucratic environments and collaboration
can moreover produce tensions between self- and collective interests
(Thomson & Perry, 2006). The extent to which compensation and rewards
are linked to the execution of tasks articulated at the individual level may
negatively correlate with how attractive collaboration will appear.
Performance-based rewards, however, are also known to shape the impact
of transformational leadership (Campbell et al., 2016). This study accordingly
explores the role of performance-based rewards in shaping attitudes about
collaboration and the impact of transformational leadership.

The contextual model of the influence of transformational leadership
developed in this study is operationalized and tested empirically using a survey
of South Korean central government workers. The impact of transformational
leaders in different organizational contexts is estimated using the Stata extension
Clarify (Tomz, Wittenberg, & King, 2001) and regression-based Monte Carlo
simulations. The significance of the results, their limitations, and the unanswered
questions that they imply make up the final section of this essay.

Collaboration, leadership, and context
Transformational leadership and collaboration

As a value-based leadership strategy that improves the line of sight between
individual work and the remote but important outcomes to which it contri-
butes, transformational leadership has particular relevance to the public sector
(Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010). Accordingly, while the construct has been linked
in the private sector literature to a range of performance-relevant outcomes
such as citizenship behavior (Podsakoff et al., 1990), creativity (Gumusluoglu
& Ilsev, 2009), and organizational identification (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005),
it is increasingly used to explain more public sector-specific phenomena, such
as public service motivation (Campbell, 2017a; Wright, Moynihan, & Pandey,
2012), red tape perceptions (Campbell, 2017b; Moynihan, Wright, & Pandey,
2012), and performance information use (Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright,
2011). Transformational leaders favor personalized consideration and
goal-oriented speech over behaviorally contingent incentives and seek to
satisty their followers’ need for belonging and meaning at work rather than
their material interests (Bass, 1985). Again, this approach is known to foster
mission internalization (Moynihan et al, 2011; Wright et al., 2012) and
to bring into sharper relief the intrinsic incentives of public sector work
(Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010).

The collaborative context is complex and the skills needed to initiate and
sustain inter-organizational collaboration are diverse (Thomson & Perry,
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2006). However, there are characteristics of transformational leadership that
are intuitively compatible with collaboration, which suggests that the
construct may contribute to follower attitudes about it. First, while one does
not relinquish organizational membership entirely during the collaborative
process (Thomson & Perry, 2006), and, moreover, most collaborative
initiatives involve the formalization of some processes and responsibilities
(Bingham & O’Leary, 2006), nevertheless, by definition, collaboration entails
working in a context where the hierarchy and standardized procedures
constitutive of formal organization have less power to shape behavior
(Sun & Anderson, 2012). Accordingly, collaboration is prone to produce
ambiguities that threaten deadlock or dissolution (Huxham & Vangen,
2000). These structural characteristics of collaboration necessitate robust
collective goals that can substitute for formal structure and provide a frame-
work against which potential actions can be evaluated (Martin-Rodriguez
et al., 2005; Thomson & Perry, 2006; Vangen & Huxham, 2012). In the
public sector, transformational leadership is associated not only with
follower goal clarity but also mission internalization (Wright et al., 2012),
which in turn may furnish the goal-based evaluative framework necessary
for autonomous action in the collective context as well as the motivation
and commitment necessary to overcome setbacks. The provision, therefore,
of clear, attractive goals may allow followers to transition to a collaborative
environment with more confidence. Second, collaboration requires ongoing
negotiation, understanding, and flexibility among participants, all of
which may be interpreted as risks in the absence of positive interpersonal
relationships. Transformational leaders, however, are known to generate
strong interpersonal ties, altruistic behavior, a strengthened sense of collec-
tive efficacy, and cooperation in the service of common goals (Campbell,
Lee, & Im, 2016; Jung & Sosik, 2002; Ritz et al., 2014; Walumbwa, Wang,
Lawler, & Shi, 2004). Finally, transformational leaders foster acceptance of
organizational change and encourage innovation and change-oriented
behavior (Campbell, 2017a; Eisenbeiss et al., 2008; Jung, Chow, & Wu,
2003), thereby providing a normative context in which collaboration may
be viewed as a privileged strategy for dealing with organizational challenges
(Bass, 1985; Cha, Kim, Lee, & Bachrach, 2015).

Hypothesis 1:  Transformational leadership is positively related to employee willing-
ness to engage in inter-organizational collaboration.

While the known outcomes of transformational leadership outlined above
are consistent with the requirements of the collaborative context, at the same
time, not all organizations are conducive to transformation (Bass & Avolio,
1993), and the impact of transformational behaviors on employee outcomes
is not independent from the organizational context in which it is experienced
(Campbell, Im, & Lee, 2014; Dust et al, 2014; van der Voet, 2014).
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Accordingly, contingencies that may shape the effect of transformational
leadership on collaboration preferences need to be explored.

Efficiency orientation intensity and performance-based incentive usage

The need to secure resources from the external environment is a driver of
inter-organizational collaborative partnerships in the public sector (Jang &
Feiock, 2007; Mitchell et al., 2015; Thomson & Perry, 2006). Inter-organiza-
tional collaboration can lead to improved efficiencies under conditions of
scarcity (Mitchell et al.,, 2015), and collaborative service arrangements can
emerge as a response to austerity (Lowndes & Squires, 2012). Efficiency
orientation intensity captures the extent to which an organization emphasizes
cost cutting, eliminating redundant or non-essential functions, and the
streamlining of productive capacity (Campbell, Im, & Jeong, 2014). These
pressures can encourage public servants to seek new ways of securing
resources, and the strong link between collaboration and resource needs
suggests that an internal emphasis on efficiency may be relevant to
preferences for inter-organizational collaboration. Organizational actors
presumably prefer autonomy to dependence, however, resource needs can
compel organizations to develop partnerships to meet goals (Fleishman,
2009; Mitchell et al., 2015). At the individual level, an emphasis on internal
efficiency can produce conflict between job demands and resources, which
innovative behaviors may alleviate (Campbell et al., 2014). Cost cutting,
eliminating unnecessary functions, and the general need to “do more with
less” (Hood, 1991, p. 5) can drive organizations to embrace alternative paths
to goal attainment. Collaboration allows organizations to access external
resources, and therefore the intensity of a given organization’s emphasis on
efficiency may make collaborative initiatives more attractive to its employees.

Hypothesis 2: Efficiency orientation intensity is positively related to employee
willingness to engage in inter-organizational collaboration.

A strong emphasis on internal efficiency may provide a facilitative context
for transformational leaders to influence the attitudes and behaviors of
followers. First, Bass (1985) suggests that transformational leadership
behaviors are more accepted and effective in organizations that are open to
risk and change. By providing a concrete need for performance-enhancing
innovation, a strong emphasis on efficiency is consistent with this prop-
osition. Second, transformational leadership is effective in situations with
difficult and stressful conditions (Bass, 1985), and, generally, transformational
leaders have a stronger impact in settings with higher performance challenges
(Lim & Ployhart, 2004; Peterson et al., 2009). An emphasis on internal
efficiency can produce performance challenges for individual employees
(Campbell et al., 2014), and therefore the call of transformational leaders to
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embrace collective solutions may be heightened under such conditions.
Finally, an emphasis on efficiency is related to the reform of internal processes
to achieve better results, and research suggests that transformational leader-
ship is valuable in such change processes, having a greater impact where pro-
cesses and structures are fluid, changing, dynamic, and open (Babi¢, Savovi¢,
& Domanovi¢, 2014; Dust, Resick, & Mawritz, 2014; Gundersen, Hellesoy, &
Raeder, 2012; Paulson, Callan, Ayoko, & Saunders, 2013; Shamir & Howell,
1999; van der Voet, 2014). In summary, transformational leaders are likely
to induce acceptance of collaboration as a legitimate strategy in the face of
organizational challenges and the pursuit of difficult goals, and organizations
with a strong emphasis on internal efficiency may provide a fertile context for
these ideas to be heard.

Hypothesis 3:  Efficiency orientation intensity positively moderates the relationship
between transformational leadership and employee willingness to
engage in inter-organizational collaboration.

A second contextual factor that may underlie not only attitudes about
inter-organizational collaboration, but also shape the influence of transforma-
tional leadership is a given organization’s use of performance-based incen-
tives. Tying compensation and other rewards to individual performance is a
popular human resource management tool in the public sector (Kim & Hong,
2013; Park & Berry, 2014), with its usage motivated by the recognition that the
interests of individual employees do not necessarily coincide with those of the
organization (Eisenhardt, 1985; Ouchi, 1977). To close this gap, organizations
may appeal to the self-interest of employees by providing individually valued
rewards in return for organizationally valued behaviors. However, despite this
straightforward theoretical argument, in practice, performance-based
incentive systems are difficult to implement in the public sector and many
scholars have criticized their use from a variety of perspectives (Perry,
Engbers, & Jun, 2009).

While scholars have linked performance-based incentives with organiza-
tionally desirable attitudes and behaviors (Campbell, 2015; Stazyk, 2013; Yang
& Kassekert, 2010), there is also evidence that their use may undermine the
interpersonal dynamics generally understood to contribute to organizational
performance (Campbell et al, 2016; Deckop, Mangel, & Cirka, 1999).
Engagement in the collaborative process, either within the organization or
in a multi-organizational setting, entails investing effort toward goals
whose benefits do not accrue exclusively to any single participant. As such,
individuals may be less likely to choose to enter collaborative initiatives when
their rewards are tied, either exclusively or predominately, to their individual
performance. More generally, performance-based incentives and the
behaviors they are attached to function as an evaluative framework that can
influence employee beliefs about appropriate actions (Campbell, 2015). Thus,
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to the extent that rewards are tied to individual- as opposed to group-level
performance, this framework may act as a subtle prohibition against entering
collaborative initiatives. Finally, performance-based incentives are primarily
used within hierarchically organized bureaucracies where the assignment of
responsibility is, at least in theory, a tractable process. Collaborative initia-
tives, in contrast, lack the clear lines of accountability that characterize
bureaucracy (Thomson & Perry, 2006). Consequently, an employee for whom
rewards and sanctions are coupled with individual performance may perceive
significant risks in collaboration, which in turn may dampen their enthusiasm
about collaborative initiatives.

Hypothesis 4:  The level of coupling between individual performance and rewards
is negatively related to employee willingness to engage in inter-
organizational collaboration.

Unlike efficiency orientation intensity, which is hypothesized to amplify the
effects of transformational leadership on follower attitudes about collabor-
ation, there is reason to believe that a strong reliance on performance-based
incentives in public organizations will act as a counterbalance to the
collectively-oriented influence of transformational leaders. In a recent paper,
Campbell, Lee, and Im (2016) argue that transformational leaders and
performance-based incentives produce competing evaluative frameworks for
employees and demonstrate that the strength of transformational leadership
on altruistic helping behavior is not independent of a given employee’s views
about the coupling of their individual behavior and their rewards. Transfor-
mational leadership is associated with a group-level goal identification
that is at odds with the individualist and materialist assumptions of perfor-
mance-based incentives, and for the present study this implies that the use
of performance-based incentives will undermine the call to collaboration that
transformational leaders make. Put differently, the effects of transformational
leadership on employee attitudes about collaboration may be contingent
upon the extent to which an individual’s rewards are inseparable from their
individual performance.

Hypothesis 5:  The level of coupling between individual performance and rewards
negatively moderates the relationship between transformational lead-
ership and employee willingness to engage in inter-organizational
collaboration.

Data and methodology
Data

The relationships outlined above rely on individual perception, and therefore
survey data are used to test them empirically. This study uses data from a survey
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conducted in the summer of 2014 with Korean public employees across 16
central government ministries (i.e., all ministries excluding the Ministry of
Defense). Among other things, the survey was conducted to assess collaboration
preferences, organizational efficiency orientation intensity, use of performance-
based incentives, and transformational leadership. A professional survey
company was hired to administer the questionnaire, which was done mostly
through face-to-face interviews. A quota of 40 responses was set for each min-
istry, and the survey company randomly selected employees at the ministries
until the quota was met. The resulting sample thus has a total of 640 responses.
The average length of tenure and age of respondents is respectively about
10.5 years and 38.5, and about 31.5% of the respondents are female. The
Korean civil service consists of 9 grades, with 9 through 6 denoting entry-level
positions and grades 5 and below high-ranking officials. In the sample,
high-ranking officials make up about 34% of total respondents.

Measurement of dependent, independent, and control variables

Willingness to engage in inter-organizational collaboration is measured with
three statements that capture a given employee’s “positive behavioral inten-
tion” (Metselaar, 1997, p. 42) to engage in inter-organizational collaboration
(Cronbach’s a« =0.72). Like other variables, agreement to these statements is
reported on a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
The statements are:

It is natural to collaborate with other organizations for our ministry’s work and the
common good.

It is desirable to work together with various organizations.

For common goals, I will voluntarily support the work of other organizations.

Transformational leadership is measured by a 5-statement index (« = 0.90)
popular in the public administration literature (e.g., Wright et al., 2012). The
statements are:

My leader clearly articulates his/her vision of the future

My leader leads by setting a good example.

My leader challenges me to think about old problems in new ways.

My leader says things that make employees proud to be part of the organization.
My leader has a clear sense of where our organization should be in five years.

Public organizations are under constant pressure to reduce waste, streamline
functions, and become more productive, and creating lean and efficient opera-
tions has been central to the New Public Management agenda (Hood, 1991). In
this study, efficiency orientation intensity is measured with three statements
(Cronbach’s a = 0.80) that capture these core dimensions of the construct.

Our organization strives to reduce costs.
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Our organization tries to eliminate unnecessary procedures and functions.
Our organization is constantly working to improve productivity.

Tying pay and promotions more closely to individual performance has been
central to the reform agenda of the Korean central government over the past
decades (Kim & Hong, 2013). At the same time, implementation is an iterative
process and the institutionalization of various reforms can vary from organiza-
tion to organization (Lee & Moon, 2012). Yang and Kassekert (2010) point out
that perceptual measures can be used to evaluate the state of implementation of
results-based practices. Use of performance-based incentives is measured
by three statements (« =0.76) that evaluate the use of positive and negative
incentives, as well as efforts to quantify the performance of individuals.

Our department tries to objectively measure the performance of individual
employees.

In our department, pay and promotion depend on performance.

In our department, incompetence and poor performance are punished.

Additionally, several factors are controlled for at the individual level,
including sex (a dummy variable with female respondents equal to 1), tenure,
and a dummy variable for high-level civil service status (grade 5 and above).
Additionally, while most positions in public organizations require a degree of
interpersonal cooperation, some position’s tasks are inherently more inte-
grated, and some public servants regularly interact with outside organizations.
Task interdependence can have a range of psychological effects on employees,
including felt responsibility toward others (Pearce & Gregersen, 1991).
A 4-statement index of inter-organizational job dependence is included in
the model on the assumption that employees whose work is inherently
connected with other organizations will likely perceive a stronger necessity
for inter-organizational collaboration (« = 0.84):

Increasingly, collaboration with other organizations is an important part of my work.
There are more and more tasks that can be accomplished only by collaborating with
other organizations.

My job performance depends heavily on information provided by other organizations.
In my work, a lot of consultation with other organizations is necessary.

Finally, a vector of statements capturing respondent social desirability bias
(Reynolds, 1982) is included to weaken potential common method variance, a
problem to which we now turn.

Method variance and social desirability bias

In this study, the dependent and independent variables of interest are drawn
from a single-informant cross-sectional survey dataset. The results are thus sus-
ceptible to correlated measurement error, also known as common method
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variance (CMV) (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), a concern
that has recently become more acute among public management scholars
(Favero & Bullock, 2014; Jakobsen & Jensen, 2015; Meier & O’Toole, 2013).
The survey instrument used in this study was designed and administered con-
sistent with recommendations to reduce CMV (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Pod-
sakoft, 2012) and the data passed common tests employed to evaluate CMV in
the public administration literature. For example, scale items easily passed mul-
tiple implementations of the single-factor test, and confirmatory factor analyses
conducted in Stata 14 suggests that a 4-factor solution exceeds the cutoff points
for all conventional fit indices (CFI: 0.966; NNFI: 0.957; SRMR: 0.040; RMSEA:
0.053). Unfortunately, a conclusive demonstration that CMV does not unduly
affect the data cannot be provided (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Sharma, Mukherjee,
Kumar, & Dillon, 2005). Still, some comments can be given to moderate excess-
ive skepticism about the analysis.

CMV can result both from biases at the individual or the organization level
(Favero & Bullock, 2014). Although fixed effects may be used to control for
unobserved variation due to organizational membership, individual-level
measurement error, such as social desirability bias (SDB), remains a concern
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). To address this, six binary statements drawn from
Reynolds (1982) that tap social desirability were included in the survey and
are used to evaluate the sensitivity of the outcome and independent variables
to this bias (the internal consistency of the statements was low, and therefore
the items are treated as independent). First, the dependent variable and each
of the independent variables of interest were regressed on the set of SDB vari-
ables. Based on adjusted R* values, the six SDB variables explain just over 1%
of the variance of the dependent variable, less than 1% of transformational
leadership, and less than 2% for both efficiency orientation intensity and
performance-based incentives. Finally, ordinary least squares fixed effects
models were estimated both containing and excluding the SDB variables.
While a significant likelihood ratio comparison (p < 0.05) suggests that some
variance in the dependent variable is explained by the social desirability vari-
ables (though less than 1%, according to the adjusted R* difference), the sign
and significance of independent and control variables were not affected across
the two models. While no measurement is entirely free from bias, these tests
as well as the consistency of the results with theory imply that the threat of
CMYV should not be grounds for the automatic dismissal of the study.

Empirical analysis
Linear regression

Descriptive statistics and zero order correlations (available in the Appendix)
were calculated for the dependent, independent, and control variables of this
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study. Mean values of the main variables of interest range from 3.02
(performance-based incentives) to 3.75 (willingness to collaborate). As
hypothesized, both transformational leadership and efficiency orientation
intensity are positively correlated with the dependent variable. Use of
performance-based incentives, however, is not correlated with collaboration
preferences at a statistically significant level.

Table 1 shows the results of a series of ordinary least squares regressions
predicting employee willingness to engage in inter-organizational collabor-
ation. Models 1 and 2, respectively, show coefficients for the predictors with
ministry-level effects uncontrolled and included. Both models are homosce-
dastic. The inclusion of the fixed effects raises the average variance inflation
factor modestly from 1.20 to 1.69, and adds an additional 2% to the adjusted
R? of the model (p <0.01). As can be seen in the table, coefficients and signifi-
cance levels experience only minor changes due to the inclusion of the fixed
effects, suggesting that unobserved ministry-level heterogeneity accounts for
little variance in the dependent variable. Demographic controls are not related
to the dependent variable at statistically significant levels, while inter-
organizational task interdependence, as expected, is positively related.
The transformational leadership, efficiency orientation intensity, and
performance-based incentives variables were mean-centered prior to model
inclusion and generation of the interaction terms in order to improve the
interpretability of the coefficients (Dalal & Zickar, 2012).

Table 1. Willingness to engage in inter-organizational collaboration.

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
High-rank service grade 0.067 0.025 0.012 0.009
(0.043) (0.045) (0.045) (0.044)
Sex (Female=1) -0.026 -0.019 -0.032 -0.042
(0.044) (0.046) (0.045) (0.044)
Tenure 0.052 0.080 0.076 0.069
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Task interdependence 0.283*** 0.268*** 0.280*** 0.273%***
(0.031) (0.033) (0.033) (0.032)
Transformational leadership (TL) 0.123** 0.132** 0.152%** 0.229%**
(0.032) (0.033) (0.032) (0.033)
Efficiency orientation intensity 0.174%** 0.173%** 0.172%** 0.170%**
(0.036) (0.037) (0.036) (0.035)
Performance-based incentives -0.146*** -0.115* -0.115* -0.146**
(0.035) (0.037) (0.037) (0.036)
TL x Efficiency orientation intensity 0.157%**
(0.032)
TL x Performance-based incentives 0.270%**
(0.033)
R? 0.173 0.212 0.232 0.271
Adj. R? 0.155 0.175 0.195 0.235
Fixed effects No Yes Yes Yes
n 626 626 626 626

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. Standard errors in parentheses. All models contain a vector of social
desirability variables. Key variables are mean-centered in all models.
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Consistent with hypotheses 1 and 2, transformational leadership and
efficiency orientation intensity show positive, statistically significant coeffi-
cients across models 1 and 2. Performance-based incentive usage, consistent
with hypothesis 4, is negatively related to the dependent variable. Models 3
and 4 include interaction terms and test hypotheses 3 and 5, respectively.
The positive, statistically significant coefficient associated with the interaction
between transformational leadership and efficiency orientation intensity
(AR*=0.02, p <0.001) is consistent with hypothesis 3, suggesting an amplify-
ing effect. However, the coefficient for the interaction between leadership
and performance-based incentives is statistically significant and negative
(AR?=0.06, p<0.001). This is inconsistent with hypothesis 5 and suggests
that, rather than buffer the effect of transformational leadership on follower
willingness to collaborate, the use of performance-based incentives, like
efficiency orientation intensity, amplifies its effect.'

Monte carlo simulations

Inferences based on quantitative analyses in the social sciences often suffer
from an overreliance on p-values, and consequently provide little insight into
the substantive effects of variables of interest (King, Tomz, & Wittenberg,
2000). To address this problem, some researchers have adopted a simula-
tion-based approach to estimate parameters of interest for a given research
question and thereby provide a better sense of effect size (Campbell & Im,
2016; Stazyk & Goerdel, 2011). This study uses the Stata program Clarify
(Tomz et al,, 2001) to this end. Clarify uses Monte Carlo simulations to
provide estimates of effect size and levels of uncertainty for variables of
interest based on empirical possibilities in the data. This approach allows
researchers and practitioners to make a judgment about the substantive
impact of a given variable that does not rely on an arbitrarily set threshold
of statistical significance (King et al., 2000).

Table 2 is based on model 2 (Table 1) and shows the expected values and
95% confidence intervals for each of the three independent variables based on
1,000 random draws from the sample. Before running the simulations, the
dependent variable was rescaled to range from 1 to 100, which makes the

Table 2. Predicted values for independent variables.

Transformational leadership Efficiency orientation intensity Performance-based incentives

95% confidence 95% confidence 95% confidence
Estimate interval Estimate interval Estimate interval
Low 67.5 66.0 68.8 66.9 65.5 68.4 70.7 69.2 72.1
High 70.9 694 723 71.4 70.0 72.8 67.6 66.1 69.1
First difference 34 1.2 55 45 24 6.6 -3.0 -53 -0.7

Note: Estimates produced over 1,000 Monte Carlo simulations using the Stata program Clarify.
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expected values somewhat more intuitive and secondly allows us to interpret
first differences as percentage changes. Estimates are produced for low and
high levels of each of the three variables of interest (defined as 1 standard
deviation below and above their mean, respectively), with all other variables
held at their mean.

Table 2 suggests that a change in transformational leadership from low to
high increases the expected value of the dependent variable from about 67.5 to
70.9, or about 3.4%. The effects of efficiency orientation intensity are similar,
with a change in the independent variable from low to high levels raising the
expected value of the dependent variable by about 4.5%, from 66.9 to 71.4.
Finally, consistent with the negative coefficient for performance-based incen-
tives in model 2 above, the variable is shown in the table to reduce the
expected value of the dependent variable by about 3.0% from 70.7 to 67.6.
As none of the confidence intervals of the first differences include 0, these
estimates can be understood as statistically significant a p < 0.05. Nevertheless,
the magnitude of the direct effects appears to be relatively modest.

Table 3 shows how efficiency orientation and performance-based incen-
tives moderate the effect of transformational leadership on willingness to
engage in participation. In the left-hand columns, the effect of moving from
low to high levels of transformational leadership at low levels of the moder-
ating variables is shown. First differences in these conditions are low and both
95% confidence intervals contain zero, indicating that, at low levels of both
efficiency orientation intensity and performance-based incentives, transfor-
mational leadership has no statistically significant effect on collaboration pre-
ferences. At high levels of each moderator, however, the effects are somewhat
more dramatic. At high levels of efficiency orientation intensity, an increase of
transformational leadership from low to high is associated with a 6.6%
increase in the dependent variable. For performance-based incentives, the
effect is even greater, with the change in transformational leadership associa-
ted with nearly an 11% increase in the dependent variable from 60.8 to 71.7.
While the analysis suggests that performance-based incentives alone have a

Table 3. Moderated effect of transformational leadership.

Transformational Low efficiency orientation High efficiency orientation
leadership Estimate 95% confidence interval Estimate 95% confidence interval
Low 65.8 64.3 67.5 67.6 65.4 69.7
High 67.1 65.1 69.2 74.1 725 75.8
First difference 1.2 -1.0 3.6 6.6 39 9.3
Low performance-based incentives High performance-based incentives
Estimate 95% confidence interval Estimate 95% confidence interval
Low 69.7 68.1 713 60.8 58.2 63.3
High 70.5 68.6 725 7.7 70.0 734
First difference 0.8 -1.2 3.1 10.9 79 14.0

Note: Estimates produced over 1,000 Monte Carlo simulations using the Stata program Clarify.
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negative influence on the dependent variable, nevertheless it is precisely in
contexts that rely most strongly on performance-based incentives that
transformational leadership has its most potent effect on employee willingness
to collaborate.

Discussion and conclusion

In the public sector, the views of civil servants are important during the
implementation of policy (Tummers, 2011), especially so regarding how
successfully a given organization can interact with and learn from its environ-
ment (Coursey, Yang, & Pandey, 2012; Moynihan, 2003). However, although
the literature on collaboration in the public sector is extensive, quantitative
studies examining how civil servants perceive inter-organizational collabor-
ation are few. Because of this, this study can make several contributions to
the literature. However, before turning to these, a key limitation of the analy-
sis should be noted. In addition to the problem of CMV discussed above, an
important shortcoming of cross-sectional data is its lack of temporal separ-
ation between measurements, making it impossible to present convincing cau-
sal relationships between variables. While it is not clear how preferences for
collaboration could influence perceptions of leadership or other organiza-
tional characteristics, future research could adopt an experimental or longi-
tudinal research approach to more convincingly deal with the issue of
causality. This limitation should be kept in mind throughout the following
discussion of this study’s results.

Transformational leadership has been characterized as a motivational
approach inherently compatible with the public sector management context
(Campbell, 2017a; Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010; Wright et al., 2012). This study
extends the public-sector specific discourse surrounding transformational
leadership by connecting the construct to attitudes about inter-organizational
collaboration, an increasingly legitimate and necessary form of service
delivery and governance. As traditional bureaucratic structures and forms
of control face a steady stream of criticism as inflexible, inefficient, and back-
ward, public managers need to find ways to accomplish goals using tools com-
patible with this new ethos of openness and participation. Further, while some
have (legitimately) criticized the theoretical and empirical literature built up
around transformational leadership (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013), con-
sistent linkage of the construct with outcomes valued in the public sector sug-
gests that it should be further developed rather than discarded as an object of
scholarly interest. In particular, the visionary aspect of transformational lead-
ership has been singled out as a core component around which the construct
can be further articulated (Jensen et al., 2016), and indeed, the ability of man-
agers to maintain high levels of performance when bureaucratic controls are
weakened may be related to their ability to draw upon this skill. While the
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present study links transformational leadership with yet another public sector
relevant outcome, future work may broaden this approach by seeking to
understand better how different types of leadership behavior can serve as
functional substitutes for traditional forms of organizational control in the
public sector.

Second, the analysis suggests that both efficiency orientation and
performance-based incentives are related to preferences for collaboration,
but in different ways. A strong emphasis on efficiency in public organizations,
entailing the streamlining of organizational functions and the elimination of
unnecessary processes, can encourage employees to search for innovative
ways to enhance performance, results which are consistent with the core ideas
of the reinventing government and new public management literature (Hood,
1991; Osborne & Gaebler, 1993). These results are encouraging, given the
prevalence of austerity initiatives in the public sector. At the same time, while
this study demonstrates that efficiency orientation intensity is related to
collaboration preferences, previous work suggests that it may also have
adverse outcomes. For instance, Campbell, Im, and Jeong (2014) argue that
a strong emphasis on internal efficiency can affect the balance between
employee job demands and resources, leading to negative outcomes such as
increased turnover intention. These authors stress that organizations that
have adopted austerity oriented measures need to take care also to provide
mechanisms, such as a strong climate for innovation, which can allow
employees to proactively mitigate the potential burnout that can result from
working harder but not smarter. As such, managers need to take a balanced
view of how emphasizing efficiency may impact employee attitudes
and well-being, and future research on the subject should likewise strive to
incorporate these alternative paths into empirical models.

In contrast to efficiency orientation intensity, this study found a negative
relationship between the use of performance-based incentives and preferences
for collaboration. On the one hand, pressure to increase performance, oper-
ationalized as positive and negative incentives at the individual level, can
act as a catalyst for environmental scanning and a preference for the adoption
of performance enhancing innovation (Campbell, 2015). In this sense, there is
an argument to be made that performance-based incentives may positively
influence collaboration preferences. However, such incentives generally target
only individual performance, whereas the performance enhancing potential of
collaboration is realized at the organizational level. Performance-based
incentives disincentivize any behavior with a weak link to individual-level
performance (Campbell, Im, & Lee, 2014; Deckop et al., 1999), and a strong
emphasis on measurable, individual-level performance may facilitate the
prioritization only of measurable, individual-level tasks, and undermine
motivation to pursue the more diffuse performance benefits that collaboration
can bring. More generally, a strong emphasis on performance can distort
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mission-critical goals (Bohte & Meier, 2000), of which collaboration is
understood to be in the service. Given both the importance of collaboration
in the public sector as well as the entrenchment of results-based management
and human resource management, more work should be done to better
understand the mechanisms behind the negative relationship uncovered in
this study.

Given the centrality of both efficiency concerns and performance-based
incentives for contemporary public sector organizations, their direct effects
are interesting and have implications for public managers. However, how
these characteristics shape the influence of behaviors that are more fully under
the control of public managers should not be ignored. In the empirical litera-
ture, transformational leadership has a close connection with the search for
and adoption of performance enhancing innovations (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev,
2009; Jung et al, 2003; Noruzy, Dalfard, Azhdari, Nazari-Shirkouhi, &
Rezazadeh, 2013). The present study extends this research to collaboration
preferences. However, the results suggest that followers of transformational
leaders may not turn to collaborative solutions to challenges in organizations
that are resource rich or, somewhat surprisingly, fail to tie rewards to individ-
ual performance. In the first case, in organizations that are resource rich, or at
least have sufficient resource slack that they may comfortably work indepen-
dently, collaboration may be less necessary (Jang & Feiock, 2007), and
transformational leadership less likely to lead to collaborative initiatives.
Alternatively, it may be the case that transformational leaders themselves
emphasize collaboration less in resource constrained environments, instead
focusing on goals that can be achieved using the available organizational
resource slack. Transformational leaders strive to articulate an attractive
vision of the future; however, the content of this vision is not essentially tied
to collaboration, and indeed in some circumstances may emphasize its
opposite. While addressing this question satisfactorily is beyond the scope
of this study, testing how context influences the behavior of (transforma-
tional) leaders in the public sector may both shed better light on the results
of the present study as well as open up new paths for further research.

More puzzling is the finding that the usage of performance-based
incentives amplifies the effect of transformational leadership on employee
willingness to collaborate, especially given that its direct effect is negative.
This negative effect rules out several explanations of this effect, including that
the usage of performance-based incentives drives employees to seek new
forums in which to distinguish themselves from their peers. One interpret-
ation of this effect is that performance-based incentive usage increases the
competitiveness of the organization, making the context more conducive to
the message of transformational leaders, despite undermining the willingness
to collaborate of individual employees. Alternatively, the tying of performance
to incentives may encourage transformational leaders themselves to
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emphasize collaboration in their speech, perhaps as an antidote to the inter-
personally corrosive effects of performance-based incentives. Again, future
research can help better understand this finding, potentially by focusing on
how context shapes not only the effects of transformational leadership, but
also the content of transformational speech.

A final potential direction for future research is noted here. This study
contributes to the literature that looks at the collaboration preferences of public
servants (Esteve et al., 2015; Mitchell et al., 2015) by providing a quantitative
evaluation of organizational characteristics that shape these preferences.
However, the peculiar characteristics of public sector organizations and
processes have themselves been implicated as a barrier to both internal collab-
oration and well as the authentic participation of non-government entities in the
policy and administrative process (Campbell & Im, 2016; Yang & Pandey, 2011).
At the same time, public organizations are inescapably open systems in which
the internal structures and goals are influenced by the operating environment
(Chun & Rainey, 2005; Stazyk, Pandey, & Wright, 2011). This study has focused
on how transformational leadership interacts with the internal performance
characteristics of public organizations. However, questions remain about how
these performance characteristics themselves mediate the wider environment
of public sector organizations. Given the strong environmental focus of collab-
oration studies in the public administration literature, an ambitious program of
research may focus on the integration of these external and internal antecedents
into a comprehensive model of collaboration-relevant attitudes.

Notes on Contributors

Jesse W. Campbell is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Public Administration at
Incheon National University in South Korea. His research focuses on correlates of effective-
ness in the public sector. An additional stream of research examines issues with unique
relevance to the East Asian/Korean administrative context.

Note

1. Given that the 3-item scale for the dependent variable has not been formally validated in
previous literature, one of the anonymous reviewers of this study raised a concern about a
potential subtle difference between the third question in the scale and the other two. To
address this concern, all models were run again using a 2-item scale (a=0.70) for the
dependent variable. While the value of individual coefficients did change in small ways,
their signs and statistical significance were largely consistent with the original models,
suggesting a certain level of robustness.

Funding

This study was supported by a National Research Foundation of Korea Grant from the Korean
Government [NRF-2014S1A3A2044898].



18 CAMPBELL

References

Agranoff, R, & McGuire, M. (2001). Big questions in public network management
research. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 11(3), 295-326.
doi:10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a003504.

Babi¢, V. M., Savovi¢, S. D., & Domanovi¢, V. M. (2014). Transformational leadership and
post-acquisition performance in transitional economies. Journal of Organizational Change
Management, 27(6), 856-876. doi:10.1108/jocm-02-2014-0028.

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York, NY: Collier
Macmillan.

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1993). Transformational leadership and organizational
culture. Public Administration Quarterly, 17(1), 112-121. doi:10.1080/01900699408524907.

Bingham, L. B., & O’Leary, R. (2006). Conclusion: Parallel play, not collaboration: Missing
questions, missing connections. Public Administration Review, 66(sl), 161-167.
doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00686.x.

Bohte, J., & Meier, K. J. (2000). Goal displacement: Assessing the motivation for
organizational cheating. Public Administration Review, 60(2), 173-182. doi:10.1111/0033-
3352.00075.

Campbell, J. W. (2015). Identification and performance management: An assessment of
change-oriented behavior in public organizations. Public Personnel Management, 44(1),
46-69. doi:10.1177/0091026014549473.

Campbell, J. W. (2016). A collaboration-based model of work motivation and role ambiguity
in public organizations. Public Performance ¢ Management Review, 39(3), 655-675.
doi:10.1080/15309576.2015.1137763.

Campbell, J. W. (2017a). Felt responsibility for change in public organizations: General and
sector-specific paths. Public Management Review, 1-22. doi:10.1080/14719037.2017.
1302245.

Campbell, J. W. (2017b). Red tape and transformational leadership: An organizational
echelons perspective. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 30(1), 76-90.
doi:10.1108/jocm-01-2016-0004.

Campbell, ]. W., & Im, T. (2016). Perceived public participation efficacy: The differential influ-
ence of public service motivation across organizational strata. Public Personnel
Management, 45(3), 308-330.

Campbell, J. W., Im, T., & Jeong, J. (2014). Internal efficiency and turnover intention:
Evidence from local government in South Korea. Public Personnel Management, 43(2),
259-282. d0i:10.1177/0091026014524540.

Campbell, J. W., Lee, H.,, & Im, T. (2016). At the expense of others: Altruistic helping
behaviour, performance management and transformational leadership. Public Management
Review, 18(6), 795-818. d0i:10.1080/14719037.2015.1045018.

Cha, J., Kim, Y., Lee, J. Y., & Bachrach, D. G. (2015). Transformational leadership and
inter-team collaboration: Exploring the mediating role of teamwork quality and moderating
role of team size. Group & Organization Management, 40(6), 715-743. doi:10.1177/
1059601114568244.

Chun, Y. H.,, & Rainey, H. (2005). Goal ambiguity in U.S. federal agencies. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 15(1), 1-30. doi:10.1093/jopart/mui001.

Coursey, D., Yang, K., & Pandey, S. K. (2012). Public service motivation (PSM) and
support for citizen participation: A test of Perry and Vandenabeele’s reformulation
of PSM theory. Public Administration Review, 72(4), 572-582. doi:10.1111/j.1540-
6210.2011.02581.x.


https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a003504
https://doi.org/10.1108/jocm-02-2014-0028
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900699408524907
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00686.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/0033-3352.00075
https://doi.org/10.1111/0033-3352.00075
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026014549473
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2015.1137763
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2017.1302245
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2017.1302245
https://doi.org/10.1108/jocm-01-2016-0004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026014524540
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2015.1045018
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601114568244
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601114568244
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mui001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02581.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02581.x

PUBLIC PERFORMANCE & MANAGEMENT REVIEW 19

Dalal, D. K., & Zickar, M. J. (2012). Some common myths about centering predictor variables
in moderated multiple regression and polynomial regression. Organizational Research
Methods, 15(3), 339-362. doi:10.1177/1094428111430540.

Deckop, J. R, Mangel, R., & Cirka, C. C. (1999). Research notes. Getting more than you
pay for: Organizational citizenship behavior and pay-for-performance plans. Academy of
Management Journal, 42(4), 420-428. doi:10.2307/257012.

Dust, S. B, Resick, C. J., & Mawritz, M. B. (2014). Transformational leadership, psychological
empowerment, and the moderating role of mechanistic-organic contexts. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 35(3), 413-433. doi:10.1002/job.1904.

Eisenbeiss, S. A., van Knippenberg, D., & Boerner, S. (2008). Transformational leadership and
team innovation: Integrating team climate principles. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(6),
1438-1446. doi:10.1037/a0012716.

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1985). Control: Organizational and economic approaches. Management
Science, 31(2), 134-149.

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2005). The moderating role of individual differences in the
relation between transformational/transactional leadership perceptions and organizational
identification. The Leadership Quarterly, 16(4), 569-589.

Esteve, M., van Witteloostuijn, A., & Boyne, G. (2015). The effects of public service motivation
on collaborative behavior: Evidence from three experimental games. International Public
Management Journal, 18(2), 171-189. doi:10.1080/10967494.2015.1012573.

Favero, N., & Bullock, J. B. (2014). How (not) to solve the problem: An evaluation of scholarly
responses to common source bias. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory,
25(1), 285-308. doi:10.1093/jopart/muu020.

Fleishman, R. (2009). To participate or not to participate? Incentives and obstacles for
collaboration. In R. O’Leary & L. Bingham (Eds.), The collaborative public manager: New
ideas for the twenty-first century (pp. 31-52). Washington, DC: Georgetown University
Press. doi:10.2307/j.ctt2tt4xg.8.

Gumusluoglu, L., & Ilsev, A. (2009). Transformational leadership, creativity, and
organizational innovation. Journal of Business Research, 62(4), 461-473. doi:10.1016/j.
jbusres.2007.07.032.

Gundersen, G., Hellesoy, B. T., & Raeder, S. (2012). Leading international project teams: The
effectiveness of transformational leadership in dynamic work environments. Journal of
Leadership & Organizational Studies, 19(1), 46-57. doi:10.1177/1548051811429573.

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (2010). Leadership for learning: Does collaborative leadership
make a difference in school improvement? Educational Management Administration ¢
Leadership, 38(6), 654-678. do0i:10.1177/1741143210379060.

Hood, C. (1991). A public management for all seasons? Public Administration, 69(1), 3-19.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9299.1991.tb00779.x.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisci-
plinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55.

Huxham, C., & Vangen, S. (2000). Ambiguity, complexity and dynamics in the membership of
collaboration. Human Relations, 53(6), 771-806. d0i:10.1177/0018726700536002.

Jakobsen, M., & Jensen, R. (2015). Common method bias in public management
studies. International Public Management Journal, 18(1), 3-30. doi:10.1080/10967494.
2014.997906.

Jang, H. S., & Feiock, R. C. (2007). Public versus private funding of nonprofit organizations:
Implications for collaboration. Public Performance ¢ Management Review, 31(2), 174-190.
doi:10.2753/pmr1530-9576310202.


https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428111430540
https://doi.org/10.2307/257012
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1904
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012716
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2015.1012573
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muu020
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt2tt4xg.8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.07.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.07.032
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051811429573
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143210379060
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.1991.tb00779.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726700536002
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2014.997906
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2014.997906
https://doi.org/10.2753/pmr1530-9576310202

20 CAMPBELL

Jansen, J. J. P., Vera, D., & Crossan, M. (2009). Strategic leadership for exploration and
exploitation: The moderating role of environmental dynamism. The Leadership Quarterly,
20(1), 5-18. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.11.008.

Jensen, U. T., Andersen, L. B,, Bro, L. L., Bollingtoft, A., Eriksen, T. L. M., Holten, A. L,, ..., &
Wiirtz, A. (2016). Conceptualizing and measuring transformational and transactional
leadership. Administration & Society, 1-31. doi:10.1177/0095399716667157.

Jung, D. I, & Sosik, J. J. (2002). Transformational leadership in work groups the role of
empowerment, cohesiveness, and collective-efficacy on perceived group performance. Small
Group Research, 33(3), 313-336. doi:10.1177/10496402033003002

Jung, D. I, Chow, C., & Wu, A. (2003). The role of transformational leadership in enhancing
organizational innovation: Hypotheses and some preliminary findings. The Leadership
Quarterly, 14(4-5), 525-544. doi:10.1016/s1048-9843(03)00050-x.

Kettl, D. F. (2006). Managing boundaries in American administration: The collaboration
imperative. Public Administration Review, 66(s1), 10-19. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00662.x.

Kim, P. S., & Hong, K. P. (2013). Major constraints and possible solutions for performance
management in Korea. Public Management Review, 15(8), 1137-1153. doi:10.1080/
14719037.2013.818844.

King, G., Tomz, M., & Wittenberg, J. (2000). Making the most of statistical analyses:
Improving interpretation and presentation. American Journal of Political Science, 44(2),
347-361. doi:10.2307/2669316.

Krueathep, W., Riccucci, N. M., & Suwanmala, C. (2010). Why do agencies work together?
The determinants of network formation at the subnational level of government in Thailand.
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 20(1), 157-185. doi:10.1093/jopart/
mun013.

Lee, C. K., & Moon, M. J. (2012). Performance management reforms in South Korea. In
E. M. Berman, M. J. Moon, & H. Choi (Eds.), Public administration in East Asia: Mainland
China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan (pp. 427-449). Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press.
Available at  https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781420051919/chapters/C2009-0-
10986-4-26

Lim, B.-C.,, & Ployhart, R. E. (2004). Transformational leadership: relations to the five-factor
model and team performance in typical and maximum contexts. The Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89(4), 610-621.

Lowndes, V., & Squires, S. (2012). Cuts, collaboration and creativity. Public Money &
Management, 32(6), 401-408. doi:10.1080/09540962.2012.728779.

Martin-Rodriguez, S. L., Beaulieu, M.-D., D’Amour, D., & Ferrada-Videla, M. (2005). The
determinants of successful collaboration: A review of theoretical and empirical studies.
Journal of Interprofessional Care, 19(s1), 132-147. doi:10.1080/13561820500082677.

Meier, K. J., & O’Toole, L. J. (2013). Subjective organizational performance and measurement
error: Common source bias and spurious relationships. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 23(2), 429-456. doi:10.1093/jopart/mus057.

Metselaar, E. E. (1997). Assessing the willingness to change: Construction and validation of the
DINAMO. Amsterdam, Netherlands: Free University Amsterdam. Available at http://dare.
ubvu.vu.nl/bitstream/handle/1871/15590/283.pdf

Mitchell, G. E., O’Leary, R., & Gerard, C. (2015). Collaboration and performance: Perspectives
from public managers and NGO leaders. Public Performance ¢ Management Review, 38(4),
684-716. doi:10.1080/15309576.2015.1031015.

Moynihan, D. P. (2003). Normative and instrumental perspectives on public participation:
Citizen summits in Washington, D.C. American Review of Public Administration, 33(2),
164-188. doi:10.1177/0275074003251379.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399716667157
https://doi.org/10.1177/10496402033003002
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1048-9843(03)00050-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00662.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.818844
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.818844
https://doi.org/10.2307/2669316
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mun013
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mun013
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781420051919/chapters/C2009-0-10986-4-26
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/e/9781420051919/chapters/C2009-0-10986-4-26
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2012.728779
https://doi.org/10.1080/13561820500082677
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mus057
http://dare.ubvu.vu.nl/bitstream/handle/1871/15590/283.pdf
http://dare.ubvu.vu.nl/bitstream/handle/1871/15590/283.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/15309576.2015.1031015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074003251379

PUBLIC PERFORMANCE & MANAGEMENT REVIEW 21

Moynihan, D. P., Pandey, S. K., & Wright, B. E. (2011). Setting the table: How transforma-
tional leadership fosters performance information use. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 22(1), 143-164. doi:10.1093/jopart/mur024.

Moynihan, D. P., Wright, B. E., & Pandey, S. K. (2012). Working within constraints: Can
transformational leaders alter the experience of red tape? International Public Management
Journal, 15(3), 315-336. doi:10.1080/10967494.2012.725318.

Nemanich, L. A., & Vera, D. (2009). Transformational leadership and ambidexterity in the
context of an acquisition. The Leadership Quarterly, 20(1), 19-33. doi:10.1016/j.
leaqua.2008.11.002.

Noruzy, A., Dalfard, V. M., Azhdari, B., Nazari-Shirkouhi, S., & Rezazadeh, A. (2013).
Relations between transformational leadership, organizational learning, knowledge
management, organizational innovation, and organizational performance: An empirical
investigation of manufacturing firms. International Journal of Advanced Manufacturing
Technology, 64(5-8), 1073-1085. do0i:10.1007/s00170-012-4038-y.

O’Leary, R., Choi, Y., & Gerard, C. M. (2012). The skill set of the successful collaborator.
Public Administration Review, 72(s1), S70-S83. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2012.02667 x.

O’Leary, R., Gerard, C., & Bingham, L. B. (2006). Introduction to the symposium on
collaborative public management. Public Administration Review, 66(sl1), 6-9. doi:10.1111/
j.1540-6210.2006.00661.x.

Osborn, R. N, Hunt, J. G., & Jauch, L. R. (2002). Toward a contextual theory of leadership.
The Leadership Quarterly, 13(6), 797-837. doi:10.1016/s1048-9843(02)00154-6.

Osborne, D., & Gaebler, T. (1993). Reinventing government: How the entrepreneurial spirit is
transforming the public sector. New York, NY: Penguin.

Ouchi, W. G. (1977). The relationship between organizational structure and organizational
control. Administrative Science Quarterly, 22(1), 95-113. doi:10.2307/2391748.

Paarlberg, L. E., & Lavigna, B. (2010). Transformational leadership and public service
motivation: Driving individual and organizational performance. Public Administration
Review, 70(5), 710-718. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2010.02199.x,

Park, S., & Berry, F. (2014). Successful diffusion of a failed policy: The case of pay-for-
performance in the US federal government. Public Management Review, 16(6), 763-781.
doi:10.1080/14719037.2012.750835.

Paulson, N., Callan, V. J., Ayoko, O., & Saunders, D. (2013). Transformational leadership and
innovation in an R&D organization experiencing major change. Journal of Organizational
Change Management, 26(3), 595-610. doi:10.1108/09534811311328597.

Pearce, J. L., & Gregersen, H. B. (1991). Task interdependence and extra role behavior: A test
of the mediating effects of felt responsibility. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(6), 838-844.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.76.6.838.

Perry, J. L., Engbers, T. A, & Jun, S. Y. (2009). Back to the future? Performance-related
pay, empirical research, and the perils of Persistence. Public Administration Review,
69(1), 39-51.

Peterson, S. J., Walumbwa, F. O., Byron, K., & Myrowitz, J. (2009). CEO positive psychological
traits, transformational leadership, and firm performance in high-technology start-up
and established firms. Journal of Management, 35(2), 348-368. doi:10.1177/0149206307312512.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social
science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology,
63, 539-569. doi:10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. d0i:10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.


https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mur024
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2012.725318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-012-4038-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2012.02667.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00661.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00661.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1048-9843(02)00154-6
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391748
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2010.02199.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2012.750835
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534811311328597
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.76.6.838
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307312512
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

22 (&) CAMPBELL

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R. H., & Fetter, R. (1990). Transformational
leader behaviors and their effects on followers’ trust in leader, satisfaction, and organiza-
tional citizenship behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 1(2), 107-142. doi:10.1016/1048-
9843(90)90009-7.

Reynolds, W. M. (1982). Development of reliable and valid short forms of the Marlowe-
Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 38(1), 119-125.
doi:10.1002/1097-4679(198201)38:1<119::AID-JCLP2270380118>3.0.CO;2-1.

Ritz, A., Giauque, D., Varone, F., & Anderfuhren-Biget, S. (2014). From leadership to
citizenship behavior in public organizations: When values matter. Review of Public
Personnel Administration, 34(2), 128-152.

Shamir, B., & Howell, J. M. (1999). Organizational and contextual influences on the emergence
and effectiveness of charismatic leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 10(2), 257-283.
doi:10.1016/s1048-9843(99)00014-4.

Sharma, S., Mukherjee, S., Kumar, A., & Dillon, W. R. (2005). A simulation study to
investigate the use of cutoff values for assessing model fit in covariance structure models.
Journal of Business Research, 58(7), 935-943.

Stazyk, E. C. (2013). Crowding out public service motivation? comparing theoretical
expectations with empirical findings on the influence of performance-related pay. Review
of Public Personnel Administration, 33(3), 252-274.

Stazyk, E. C., & Goerdel, H. T. (2011). The benefits of bureaucracy: public managers’ percep-
tions of political support, goal ambiguity, and organizational effectiveness. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 21(4), 645-672.

Stazyk, E. C., Pandey, S. K., & Wright, B. E. (2011). Understanding affective organizational
commitment: The importance of institutional context. American Review of Public
Administration, 41(6), 603-624. doi:10.1177/0275074011398119.

Sun, P. Y. T, & Anderson, M. H. (2012). Civic capacity: Building on transformational
leadership to explain successful integrative public leadership. The Leadership Quarterly,
23(3), 309-323. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.018.

Thomson, A. M., & Perry, J. L. (2006). Collaboration processes: Inside the black box. Public
Administration Review, 66(s1), 20-32. do0i:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00663.x.

Tomz, M., Wittenberg, J., & King, G. (2001). CLARIFY: Software for interpreting and
presenting statistical results. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University. Available at https://
gking.harvard.edu/clarify

Tummers, L. (2011). Explaining the willingness of public professionals to implement new
policies: A policy alienation framework. International Review of Administrative Sciences,
77(3), 555-581. d0i:10.1177/0020852311407364.

Tummers, L., & Knies, E. (2016). Measuring public leadership: Developing scales for four key
public leadership roles. Public Administration, 94(2), 433-451. doi:10.1111/padm.12224.
van der Voet, J. (2014). The effectiveness and specificity of change management in a public
organization: Transformational leadership and a bureaucratic organizational structure.

European Management Journal, 32(3), 373-382. doi:10.1016/j.em;j.2013.10.001.

Vangen, S., & Huxham, C. (2012). The tangled web: Unraveling the principle of common goals
in collaborations. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 22(4), 731-760.
doi:10.1093/jopart/mur065.

Van Knippenberg, D., & Sitkin, S. B. (2013). A critical assessment of charismatic—
Transformational leadership research: Back to the drawing board? The Academy of
Management Annals, 7(1), 1-60. doi:10.1080/19416520.2013.759433.

Van Wart, M. (2013). Lessons from leadership theory and the contemporary challenges of
leaders. Public Administration Review, 73(4), 553-565. doi:10.1111/puar.12069.


https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(198201)38:1<119::AID-JCLP2270380118>3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1048-9843(99)00014-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074011398119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.05.018
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00663.x
https://gking.harvard.edu/clarify
https://gking.harvard.edu/clarify
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852311407364
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12224
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2013.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mur065
https://doi.org/10.1080/19416520.2013.759433
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12069

PUBLIC PERFORMANCE & MANAGEMENT REVIEW 23

Walumbwa, E. O., Wang, P., Lawler, J. J., & Shi, K. (2004). The role of collective efficacy in the
relations between transformational leadership and work outcomes. Journal of Occupational
and Organizational Psychology, 77(4), 515-530. doi:10.1348/0963179042596441.

Wart, M. V. (2003). Public-sector leadership theory: An assessment. Public Administration
Review, 63(2), 214-228. doi:10.1111/1540-6210.00281.

Wood, D. J., & Gray, B. (1991). Toward a comprehensive theory of collaboration. Journal of
Applied Behavioral Science, 27(2), 139-162. doi:10.1177/0021886391272001.

Wright, B. E., Moynihan, D. P., & Pandey, S. K. (2012). Pulling the levers: Transformational
leadership, public service motivation, and mission valence. Public Administration Review,
72(2), 206-215. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02496 .

Yang, K., & Kassekert, A. (2010). Linking management reform with employee job satisfaction:
Evidence from federal agencies. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory,
20(2), 413-436. doi:10.1093/jopart/mup010.

Yang, K., & Pandey, S. K. (2011). Further dissecting the black box of citizen participation:
When does citizen involvement lead to good outcomes? Public Administration Review,
71(6), 880-892. doi:10.1111/j.1540-6210.2011.02417 x.

Appendix

Summary Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations

Min-
# Variable M SD  Max 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 Willingness to 3.75 053 2-5
collaborate
2 Transformational 3.51 0.68 1-5  0.17***
leadership
3 Efficiency orientation 3.50 0.63 1-5  0.24*** (.40%**
intensity
4 Performance-based  3.02 0.65 1-5 0.03 0.39%**  0.471***
incentives
5 High-rank service 0.34 047 0-1 0.12**  0.00 0.02 0.02
grade
6 Tenure 10.53 7.45 0-36 0.10** 0.07 0.25%** 0.10*  0.18***
7 Sex (Female=1) 032 046 0-1 -0.05 -0.10* —0.19%** —0.26%** —0.13*** —(.14***
8 Task 338 0.64 1-5  0.29*** 0.09*  0.15*** 0.15%** 0.14*** -0.08* -0.05
interdependence

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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