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Abstract
Leadership by senior public managers in national departments is increasingly called for in
response to many policy challenges and limitations of appointee and political leadership.
This study defines “executive entrepreneurship” as senior, career public managers
furthering new policies and initiatives, with input from stakeholders and support from political
appointees. Study results from a dyadic survey of executives reporting directly to (deputy)
ministers show that executive entrepreneurship is significantly furthered by (a) executives’
commitment to public causes, (b) orientation of appointees to their obligations and agency
roles, and (c) external accountability of department performance. Implications are discussed
for future studies.
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Introduction

An important challenge of leadership at the apex of national departments in many countries
is ensuring strategic responses to many complex problems (e.g., sustainability, unequal
outcomes) and unprecedented threats in many policy areas (health, security, economy,
etc.). The literature raises key concerns that senior public managers are too narrowly
focused on technical and operational issues, or specific policy priorities of appointees, rather
than providing broad, strategic, and visionary leadership that is needed for many policies
and programs (e.g., Chenok, 2015; Gallo & Lewis, 2012; Light, 2008). In fact, the extent of
such senior public leadership is not well established, as research into it is very scarce at the
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present time. This study examines an important aspect of such leadership, executive
entrepreneurship. In current usage, this refers to senior managers’ (called “executives”)
drive for realizing new solutions, done with appropriate democratic oversight and broad-
based stakeholder input, while avoiding perils of unaccountable risk-taking noted in past
studies (e.g., Moe, 1994; Terry, 2003). Current research has examined public managers’
entrepreneurship in networks (e.g., Bryson & Crosby, 2015) and innovation (e.g., De Vries,
Bekkers, & Tummers, 2015), but studies of executives’ entrepreneurship in national
ministries are very few and anecdotal or based on case studies only (e.g., Berry &
Bridgman, 2013; Forrester, 2007; Rhodes, 2011).

This study defines “executive entrepreneurship” as senior, career public managers
furthering new policies and initiatives, with input from network stakeholders and support
from political appointees. Such broad-based participation is consistent with modern notions
of public leadership, addressing strategic and complex challenges in collaborative and
accountable ways. This study examines executive entrepreneurship in ministries and
departments (called “departments”) and addresses two study questions: (a) what is the
extent of executives’ entrepreneurship, and (b) which intrapersonal, appointee, and/or
organizational factors affect executive entrepreneurship. Study data are based on a dyadic
survey of senior executives directly reporting to (deputy) ministers in Taiwan. Taiwan is an
appropriate study setting in which the above concerns of executive leadership in democratic
governance are widely present.

This study contributes to understanding public administration leadership at the apex of
national departments. Past studies often focus on political leadership and/or control of
departments (e.g., Dull, Roberts, Keeney, & Choi, 2012; Miller, 2015), including dynamics
around appointee–executive relations (e.g., Aberbach, Putnam & Rockman, 1981; Heclo,
1977; Hood, 2010). This study adopts a public administration perspective that focuses on
department leadership advancing mission-based leadership through development,
implementation, and enforcement (Getha-Taylor, Holmes, Jacobson, Morse, & Sowa, 2011).
Within this context, it acknowledges that executive leadership should build on well-
established traditions in public administration that safeguard and further institutional mission
and the public trust, and exhibit “transformational stewardship” (e.g., Kee, Newcomer, &
David, 2007; Terry, 2003). This study contributes to this literature by examining a broad
range of factors, not only individual factors (e.g., public service motivation [PSM]) and
appointees’ factors but also strategies and conditions relevant to public administration, such
as the use of modern management and performance strategies (e.g., Walker, Boyne, &
Brewer, 2010; Walker, Jung, & Boyne, 2013) and external accountability. Systematic studies
of very senior officials in national governments such as presented here are highly
challenging and scarce (Van Wart, 2013). This study complements other studies that
examine leadership at much lower levels (e.g., Karaca, Kapucu, & Van Wart, 2012; Park &
Rainey, 2008; Trottier, Van Wart, & Wang, 2008) or in local governments (e.g., Meier &
O’Toole, 2006; Svara, 1985, 2001; Zhang & Feiock, 2010) or through cases and profiles



(e.g., Lambright, 2016). This study also has practical relevance for executive selection,
described below.

While executive entrepreneurship may suggest notions of activist or Promethean
government, the concept of “executive leadership” is not predicated on this. This article
argues that executive leadership is needed for ensuring that department policies and
programs, including those that are not a focus of appointee or political priority, in order to
advance agency missions consistent with authorizations and resources. This applies to
activist and conservative or restraining governments alike (Dahl & Soss, 2014; Pierson &
Skocpol, 2007). Indeed, experience suggests that both require executive entrepreneurship.
By example, New Public Management has often been promoted by conservative-minded
governments requiring entrepreneurship from officials furthering new policies and initiatives
in such areas as homeland security, school and welfare reform, business promotion,
privatization, and e-government (e.g., Kamerman & Kahn, 2014). The need for executive
entrepreneurship is inherent to democratic governance in which not all leadership can come
from elected and appointed officials.

Executive Entrepreneurship in National Departments

This study defines executive entrepreneurship as senior, career public managers furthering
new policies and initiatives, with input from network stakeholders, and with support and
oversight from political appointees. Public entrepreneurship are acts that identify and realize
unexploited opportunities that create new public benefit (or value). This definition is
consistent with established usage (e.g., Klein, Mahoney, McGahan, & Pitelis, 2010; Leyden
& Link, 2014); it addresses executives’ innovation and bringing motivation, energy, and
initiative to their roles (Borins, 2014; Doig & Hargrove, 1990; Windrum, 2008), while
appointees’ involvement speaks to essential democratic oversight of executives’ policy
making. Examples of executive entrepreneurship include senior public managers taking
initiative for strategic planning, advancing pilot programs and policy improvements, ensuring
new long-term investments in capability development (e.g., IT systems), and building
consensus with stakeholders around policy and program initiatives. Entrepreneurship in
large organizations has also been called “intrapreneurship” and initiative-taking, albeit in
other contexts (e.g., Bernier & Hafsi, 2007).

As a concept, “public entrepreneurship” has become increasingly popular in recent years.
Intellectually, it builds on efforts in the 1990s to unleash the creative and innovative
capacities of public managers, partly in response to stereotypes of public employees being
risk-averse and constrained by red tape (Moon, 1999; Peters & Savoie, 1995).
Entrepreneurship is also context-dependent. Whereas private sector uses emphasize risk-
taking and wealth creation, quite obviously, top echelon entrepreneurship in national
departments occurs in contexts that value social stability, transparency, political inputs,
multi-actor participation, stewardship, and public value (Kee et al., 2007). In such contexts,
entrepreneurship does not seek to celebrate or advance risk-taking but rather to correctly



identify, manage, and, to the extent possible, reduce it. In the public sector, this is usually
achieved through input and cooperation among stakeholders and appointees in ways that
ensure adequate and sustainable mobilization of authority, commitment, and resources over
time.

Such public executive entrepreneurship is needed in departments. Current emphases on
policy complexity and stalled political processes heighten the issue, but the matter is
fundamental and inherent to the functioning of national departments. Concisely, while
conventional theory starts with political officials leading the uppermost tiers of departments,
the scope of strategic, operational, and democratic top leadership tasks is very large, and,
importantly, there are no logical, theoretical, legal, or constitutional reasons to presume
appointee priorities and political inputs extending to all top leadership tasks. Table 1 shows
top leadership tasks adapted from the job descriptions of senior managers in large
departments; this is a very extensive list. Indeed, Behn (1998) has long ago argued that
executive leadership is “a necessary obligation” due to the many imperfections of the U.S.
governance system, including inadequacies and “insufficiencies” of political and appointees’
leadership (see also Meier, 1997), and executives bring knowledge and responsibility to
expertise on key decisions. Beyond this, the consensus of many studies is that appointees
have short-term horizons, uneven interest in governance, and emphasize policy priorities of
political import (Aberbach & Rockman, 2006; Askim, Karlsen, & Kolltveit, 2016; Boin, Hart,
McConnell, & Preston, 2010; Dull et al., 2012). In short, the fulfillment of myriad top echelon
tasks in departments requires leadership by both appointees and executives. Theoretically,
this refers to distributing top leadership responsibilities across actors rather than exercising
such tasks jointly (Currie & Lockett, 2011; Gronn, 2002; Meijer, 2014). Unlike collaborative
leadership in which leaders work on common issues, distributed leadership suggests that
leaders work different sets of issues or a different aspect of the same issue. This suggests
significant roles of executive leaders in decision making and, hence, also a need for
accountability for such roles as our theoretical discussion and modeling process below
highlight.

Table 1. Top Echelon Leadership Tasks in Public Agencies.

While significant unanswered questions exist in public administration about the allocation of
tasks (Who does what and with what incentives and accountability?), studies suggest that
executives should not only follow appointees’ leads but also exercise independent
judgment. This is implied in our definition (“seeking out opportunities”), consistent with the
above, and explicitly mentioned by, for example, Hood and Lodge (2006) who write about
“trustee bargains” that “public servants are expected to act as independent judges of public
good to some significant extent, and not merely take their order from some political master”
(p. 25). This is the first dimension of the study concept, along with seeking input from



stakeholders, too. Many case studies show executives taking initiative, involving judgment
(discretion) about tasks in Table 1, such as decisions about which cases for policy or
mission-based changes to embrace; getting support from other departments, professional
and policy networks, and stakeholders; championing change and implementation; and more
(e.g., Bingham & O’Leary, 2008; Bourgault, 2011; Lane & Wallis, 2009; Mack, Green, &
Vedlitz, 2008; Mintrom & Norman, 2009). Such efforts are consistent with distributed
leadership, while processes of strategic planning, performance management, long-term
capacity development, and others that are used are suitable vehicles for both initiative-
taking and support building.

Of course, the correlate of independent judgment is accountability, and executive
entrepreneurship is defined in the tradition of bureaucratic leadership that involves authority
and discretion, as well as democratic accountability and oversight (e.g., Terry, 2003). The
second dimension of executive entrepreneurship thus involves accountability. While
exercised in many ways, for public executives this notably includes seeking and getting
support from political bodies and appointees that bring democratic accountability to
leadership decisions about new initiatives. Such processes include appointees vetting
proposed policies according to political imperatives of the day, as well as oversight
preventing executive leaders’ abuse or overreaching of authority. Broadly, executives’
entrepreneurship requires agreements (or “bargain” or “understandings” or “psychological
contract” or “being over-authorized or hyper-empowered”) understood as informal and
working understandings rather than official or legal mandates (see also Brehm & Gates,
2014; Forrester, 2007; Hood & Lodge, 2006). These usually informal agreements concern
how executives should bring new initiatives to appointees for approval, about processes for
ensuring accountability, and as needed, working with the (deputy) minister to ensure
legislative approval of such initiatives. Very little is known about such appointee–executive
agreements today, and even less is known about the allocation of leadership tasks (Table 1)
involving such agreements.

Executive initiative-taking and appointee–executive agreements go hand-in-hand, and we
propose that these two dimensions are strongly interwoven. Understandings with
appointees about which type of policies they will support reduce, ex ante, uncertainty and
risk for executives as they engage with internal and external stakeholders for their support
(e.g., West, 2005), as part of executive entrepreneurship. Likewise, once prospective
opportunities are identified, accountability agreements will need to be ex post firmed up as
programs and their implications are increasingly specified. Finally, the practical and strategic
importance of executive entrepreneurship is emphasized. Not only is executive
entrepreneurship essential to the execution of the long list of Table 1, it also suggests an
active and proactive role of executives in developing and clarifying performance goals,
having broadening and possibly cascading leadership efforts throughout departments that
lead to further innovation, as well as the development of policies and infrastructures to
assist in unforeseen and complex challenges.



Factors Affecting Executive Entrepreneurship

This study examines several hypotheses affecting executives’ entrepreneurship. Past
research identifies myriad factors shaping public managers’ leadership generally, involving
intrapersonal (e.g., PSM and other motivations), interpersonal (e.g., supervisory relations),
job and workplace (e.g., role clarity, job resources), organizational (e.g., management
practices, culture), and external conditions (e.g., public support). This study similarly
examines such factors, selected based on current theoretical and practice-based interests
of the field.

This study examines two factors of executives’ intrapersonal orientations. First, past studies
firmly establish PSM as a predictor of managerial behavior, with measures often adapted to
study contexts (e.g., Perry & Vandenabeele, 2015; Ritz, 2009; Wright, Moynihan, & Pandey,
2012). Executives may have several decades of career experience in the public sector, and
a question is whether they still have a strong, motivating commitment to public causes that
predicts leadership behavior (rather than, say, employment choices; Christensen & Wright,
2011). Specifically, some executives are near retirement age whose commitment may have
become more subdued or who are less inclined to undertake new initiatives. Second, this
study also hypothesizes that some managers with a propensity or commitment for
innovation may find executive entrepreneurship an attractive activity or outlet for these
motivations (Bekkers, Edelenbos, & Steijn, 2011; Berman & Kim, 2010; Kroll & Vogel, 2014;
Windrum, 2008), as well as, possibly, a buildup of usable or transferrable skills for
entrepreneurship. Practical experiences with innovation can sharpen strategies for
implementing change, building coalitions in support of change, resources acquisition, use of
authority, and more. Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a): Commitment to public causes increases executive
entrepreneurship.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b): Commitment to innovation increases executive entrepreneurship.

These intrapersonal factors, PSM and propensity for innovation, also have practical
relevance as executive selection criteria in Human Resources Management (i.e., fitting the
“right” person with the job). Evidence of successfully and energetically furthering public
causes through new programs and policies and/or adopting new innovations are relevant
factors in hiring and performance expectations for executives.

Apart from intrapersonal factors, the literature strongly, albeit often anecdotally, also points
to appointee factors affecting executives’ interpersonal relations with appointees. For
example, many studies note appointees have only modest interest on matters of
governance and quite some appointees also lacking professional capabilities as managers
or in the area of their departments (Cohen, 1996; Fukuyama, 2013; Mackenzie, 1987; Miller,
2015). Other studies note that appointees are more motivated than executives to work in
government for reasons of preparing for a more lucrative career outside government later



(e.g., Brewer & Maranto, 2000). Appointees with limited interest in governance and/or
professional capability may be less inclined to support executives’ initiatives, and, indeed,
even avoid interactions that could lead to these; all this increases difficulty in building
support for initiatives. By contrast, appointees who are motivated to further agency
performance are more likely to solicit and welcome executive initiatives that do so. Some
appointees are said to strongly focus on implementing policy agendas, as is consistent with
distributed leadership involving leadership by appointees. While furthering appointee
agendas requires executive leadership and may provide some opportunity for
entrepreneurship, we hypothesize that appointee-led policy agendas will, on balance, crowd
out (reduce) executives’ entrepreneurship as appointees’ political capital is directed
elsewhere and executives are foremost working on appointees’ policy agendas (Fukuyama,
2014; Gallo & Lewis, 2012). Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Positive perceptions of appointee professional abilities increase
executive entrepreneurship.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Appointees’ commitment to agency governance increases
executive entrepreneurship.

Hypothesis 2c (H2c): Appointees’ pursuit of political policy agendas decreases
executive entrepreneurship.

In the context of distributed leadership, the negative relationship in H2c surely suggests a
need for practices and policies to ensure executive-led leadership in departments. This
study examines a number of practices and conditions of theoretical and practical relevance
for this. First, anecdotal evidence suggests that many appointees are ill-prepared for public
service, lacking experience in leadership, management, and/or the public sector (National
Academy of Public Administration [NAPA], 2015). In response, some jurisdictions
increasingly provide in-depth orientation and follow-up training for appointees about ethics,
media interactions, and agency processes (P. S. Kim, 2009). While some of this is narrowly
focused on avoiding legal and media difficulties (scandals) that damage political reputations,
broader aspects include sensitizing (deputy) ministers and political officials to the roles of
civil servants, explaining key process and regulations in agencies, and setting expectations
and establishing practices for best working with officials. We hypothesize that such training
improves working relations and the climate among appointees for executive
entrepreneurship:

Hypothesis 3a (H3a): Appointee training of their legal and ethical duties and agency
processes increases executive entrepreneurship.

Second, we consider executives’ accountability. While performance management systems
have continued to increase in recent years, their impact on senior executives is seldom
examined. This study hypothesizes that external evaluations of agency performance, using
various performance measures, increase executive entrepreneurship by providing



executives with leverage over appointees, furthering programs and policies that may not be
of political or appointee priority. Such external performance information is much needed in
modern departments (e.g., Te Kawa & Guerin, 2012), as, among executives reporting to
appointees, appraisal continues to often be based on appointee relations and their efforts
furthering appointees’ policy priorities (Ferrara & Ross, 2005; Heclo, 1977; Lewis, 2007).
This study also hypothesizes that modern management practices at lower levels increase
executive entrepreneurship, as these include elements of performance management,
performance standards, and employee empowerment, all of which increase prospects for
executive entrepreneurship (e.g., Berman et al., 2013). Last, this study examines perceived
public support for departmental missions and programs creating a favorable context for new
policies and programs. This is theoretically aligned with continuing research interests into
effects of public trust. Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 3b (H3b): External evaluations of agency performance increase executive
entrepreneurship.

Hypothesis 3c (H3c): Modern management strategies increase executive
entrepreneurship.

Hypothesis 3d (H3d): Public support for department missions and programs increase
executive entrepreneurship.

These hypotheses are of theoretical and practical importance, relating to possible levers
affecting appointee and executive selection, role development, and appraisal. In short, while
executive entrepreneurship is seen as essential to department leadership, this study
hypothesizes that intrapersonal, appointee, and organizational practices and external
conditions (public support) affect it, either by promoting or deterring it. The next section
discusses study methods and analytical strategies.

Study Methods

Setting

While concerns of executives’ leadership exist in many counties, few settings provide
systematic access to executives in national departments. Our study setting, Taiwan, does so
and is a relevant study setting. First, Taiwan has well-developed democratic institutions and
political processes, and its presidential form of government and constitutional practice
ensures important leadership roles for executives. Specifically, constitutional practices limit
appointees to one minister and only two or three political appointees per department. This is
quite similar to other democratic setting such as U.S. states, having a limited number of
appointees in agencies. Second, concerns exist that executives are reluctant to exhibit
leadership where political initiative is absent. Taiwan officials are viewed as being highly
able, and departments show strong performance where presidential and political support is
present. By example, Taiwan ranks 12th out of 148 nations for its environmental



performance, 13th for health care and basic education, and second for business cluster
development (World Economic Forum, 2014), all of which are political priorities. In other
instances, officials are seen as reluctant. The need for greater executive leadership,
undertaken with democratic accountability, is present in Taiwan, which makes this a relevant
study setting. Taiwan’s population of 23.3 million is similar to Texas, its GDP (Purchasing
Power Parity) is comparable with Germany (International Monetary Fund, 2013), and its
corruption score is not dissimilar from the United States (Transparency International, 2015)

.1

Study Sample and Data

Data are from a dyadic survey of executives and their subordinates, as well as an
administrative data set. Dyadic surveys are recommended and implemented in business
and medical literature (e.g., Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006), but seldom used in public
administration because they require extra efforts and costs in data collection. Responses
from two sources increase reliability, richness of responses, and effectively resolve issues of
common-method variance (CMV; G. Lee, Benoit-Bryan, & Johnson, 2012). The survey
called Taiwan Government Bureaucrats Survey-II (TGBS-II), was undertaken between
November 2013 and May 2014, in which one version was completed by executives and a
second version by their direct subordinates (called “senior managers”).

The sampling frame of executives consists of the following: (a) career civil service deputy
agency directors, (b) department directors reporting to appointees who are agency directors
or deputy agency directors (some of whom have titles as deputy minister but are civil
servants), (c) directors of agency-affiliated organizations reporting to agency directors, and
(d) directors of administrative support functions who directly report to political appointees
(including some civil service career staff). This is truly the leadership elite of Taiwan’s civil
service; no higher civil servants exist. Names are compiled from an internal personnel
directory of Taiwan’s Directorate-General of Personnel Administration (DGPA), government
websites, and other public records. After removing police or military personnel, retired
individuals, political appointees, part-time or vacant posts, and persons not present in
Taiwan during the survey period, we verified 441 civil service executives (respectively, 55,
80, 162, and 144 of the above categories); thus, this effective study population is also this
study’s sampling frame.

To ensure that executives completed the survey (and not assign it to other staff, for
example), interviewers made in-person appointments and stayed nearby as executives
completed the surveys. Upon completion, interviewers then requested to be introduced to
two subordinate line senior managers (directly supervised by executives) for completing the
subordinate version of our TGBS-II survey. This “foot-in-the-door” technique was developed
by social psychologists 50 years ago (Freedman & Fraser, 1966); once the respondent has
agreed to be surveyed, it is more likely that he or she will comply with a more modest
request such as providing access to subordinates. All senior manager surveys were
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completed on the spot, too, and without input from executives. After two waves of efforts to
secure appointments with executives, 204 surveys were completed by executives and an
additional 376 paired surveys by direct subordinates (in some instances, only one
subordinate survey was obtained). The response rate (204 / 441 = 46.2%) compares
favorably with response rates reported in the literature, and we find no evidence of sample
bias across the four subgroups (p = .29) or by gender (p = .63) compared against the

sampling frame.2 As suggested in the literature, the multiple subordinate responses were
averaged (Kenny et al., 2006). The resulting data set has 204 rows of data, with each row
consisting of executive and (averaged) senior manager responses, and administrative data
are discussed below.

Sample demographics reflect the high seniority of both groups. On average, executives and
senior managers (subordinates) have worked, respectively, 29.6 and 20.0 years in
government, of which 3.2 and 4.1 years in their current positions. They are, respectively, 57
and 47 years old and, reflecting growing gender participation, 26.5% and 50.6% are women.
Among executives, 13.3% have a PhD degree and 64.5% have a master’s degree, and the
remainder (22.2%) has a college degree (among subordinates, respectively, 5.3%, 63.4%,
and 31.3%).

In addition, an administrative data set was used for supplemental analysis, consisting of
expert judgments of the performance of Taiwan national departments. These detailed
ratings assess key strategic goals, business results, administrative efficiency, financial
management, and organizational learning, involving about 10 to 14 key issues in each
dimension, tailored to each agency’s mission, or about 50 to 70 assessments per agency.
This rating, conducted through 2013, is akin to exercises in other countries, such as
Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) in the United States (Heinrich, 2012) that are
represented as “traffic lights” (green/yellow/red/white or good/pass/poor/unclear). While the
selection of indicators are criticized (W.-Y. Lee & Yih, 2007; Lin, 2003), such measures do
assess real differences in performance and provide external source separate from the
dyadic survey (Lewis, 2008).

Measures

Measures of entrepreneurship are developed from Mintrom & Norman (2009) and our
previous work (Berman, Chen, Jan et al., 2013) developed from conceptual categories and
previously used measures. Index variables are shown in the appendix. Executive
entrepreneurship is measured by seven items for its two dimensions, initiative-taking (α =
.81) and appointee–executive agreement (α = .73). The accompanying note shows the
factor analysis of items across the two dimensions, and the aggregate measure has alpha =

.80.3 The dyadic survey also allows this research to take these two dimensions from
separate sources and finds that initiative-taking (from the executive survey) and appointee–
executive agreement (from senior managers’ survey) are moderate to strongly associated, r
= .29 (p < .01), providing further support for this construct.
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Other study measures are as follows: Political Appointees’ Leadership (four items, α = .77),
Modern Management (seven items, α = .88), and Executive’s Commitment to Public Causes
(three items, α = .73). All index measures have single factor dimensions, and all other
analyzed variables are single measure constructs from the surveys shown in Tables 3 and
4. Table 2 shows the correlation matrix of study variables. The measures of Executive
Entrepreneurship and Commitment to Public Causes are strongly associated (r = .55),
despite using very different items, and we later examine the effect of this on study results.

Table 2. Correlation Matrix.

Surveys are a useful and valid data collection approach, and our study design follows
preferred strategies for addressing CMV (Favero & Bullock, 2015; Jakobsen & Jensen,
2015; Meier & O’Toole, 2013; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Nonetheless,
some variables are part of the same instrument as the dependent variable. To assess the
impact of CMV on our main study, we use both the Harmon’s single factor test and the
marker variable approach, described by Williams, Hartman, and Cavazotte (2010), which
parcels out common-source variance and provides CMV-adjusted estimates of our
Structural Equation Model (SEM) estimates; this approach is superior to, for example, the

Harman’s single factor test.4 The mean amount of marker variance in each indicator is just

(.222 = ) 5%, which also does not suggest much CMV. Our main results show CMV-adjusted
estimates, which correct for any CMV.

Finally, the multisource approach also provides additional opportunities for testing construct
and predictive validity of key study measures. Item analysis was conducted in this regard,

and some relevant findings are included in the accompanying note.5

Results

This study finds that about one third (37%) of executives agree or strongly agree that they

engage in executive entrepreneurship,6 with the remainder about evenly divided between
“somewhat” agreeing (36%) and disagreeing to varying degree (27%). Very few
respondents rate their perceived level of entrepreneurship as very high; only 7% of
respondents strongly agree with at least half of the items of executive entrepreneurship.
Thus, while executive entrepreneurship occurs, these findings are consistent with above
concerns about leadership at the apex.

Table 2 shows that all study variables are bivariately associated with executive
entrepreneurship, thus lending credence to the above concerns. For example, appointee
commitment to governance is associated with executive entrepreneurship (r = .45, p < .01),
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though other associations are weaker. However, multivariate testing does not find support
for all hypotheses. Table 3 shows a hierarchical testing of the SEM model with CMV-
adjusted estimates, starting with the base model (Model 1), and sequentially adding model
intrapersonal factors (Model 2), appointee factors (Model 3), and organizational practices
and other factors (Model 4). As regarding intrapersonal factors, Table 3 shows executives’
commitment to public causes (H1a) being strongly associated with executive
entrepreneurship. Indeed, across all models, the beta coefficients of this factor are the
highest. It might be noted that the survey items of this construct are clearly different from
executive entrepreneurship (see the appendix), and that this bivariate relationship is also
very strong (r = .53). As regarding the other intrapersonal factor, SEM analyses do not find
support for commitment to innovation (H1b) being associated with executive
entrepreneurship. This is discussed later.

Table 3. Executive Entrepreneurship: Hierarchical SEM Results.

Model 3 examines whether appointee factors affect executive entrepreneurship, over and
above executives’ intrapersonal orientations in Model 2. Executives’ confidence in
appointees’ professional abilities (H2a) is significantly associated with executive
entrepreneurship, as is executives’ perceptions of appointees’ commitment to leadership
and increasing the performance of agency staff (H2b). Clearly, appointees’ preparedness
for, and commitment to, their roles matters. Also, Model 3 shows that appointee commitment
to strongly promoting political agendas (H2c) significantly reduces executive
entrepreneurship. Thus, a crowding-out effect occurs when executives are strongly tasked
with working on others’ leadership initiatives. This is a consistent theory of distributed
leadership, as showing appointees’ leadership standing apart from executives’ leadership
and involving different types of leadership and relationships between appointees and
executives.

However, the effect of appointee factors is diminished when organizational practices and
other factors are added, shown as the Full Model 4—an important specification of the above
findings. Model 4 shows that providing appointees orientation and training about their legal
and ethical obligations and agency processes and duties of staff (H3a) is significantly
associated with increased executive entrepreneurship. Indeed, the standardized coefficient
of .31 is second only to executives’ commitment to public causes (.51). Results also show
that external evaluations of agency performance (H3b) increase executive entrepreneurship,
as do public support for agency missions and programs (H3d). Both factors point to the role
of external accountability furthering executives’ efforts, and Table 2 shows that public
support is significantly associated with other study concepts, as well. Modern management
practices are not associated with executive entrepreneurship (H3c). Comparing Models 3

javascript:popRef('app1-0095399717701523')


and 4, organizational practices that further executives’ entrepreneurship are seen to reduce
appointee factors. Table 4 summarizes the results of our study hypotheses.

Table 4. Study Findings.

Further analysis of the study data allows for the following conclusions, as well. Based on the
standardized coefficients, two factors stand out: (a) executives’ commitment to public
causes along with (b) orientation of appointees to their obligations and agency roles. In
specific terms, among executives with strong or very strong commitment to public causes,
52% also have a strong level executive entrepreneurship, as defined above, compared with
only 15% of those who have moderate or weak commitment to public causes. Also, the sum
of standardized coefficients of management practices (H3a-H3c) is similar to that
executives’ commitment to public causes (H1a), suggesting a case for taking a
comprehensive perspective on practices supporting executives’ efforts. Indeed, among
respondents who agree or strongly agree that their department has management practices
(H3a-H3c), 61% report a strong level executive entrepreneurship, compared with only 32%
of those who disagree or only somewhat agree that these practices are present. The effects
of both factors are not dissimilar, suggesting a somewhat broader interpretation that
organizational practices and executives’ own commitment are both important.

Finally, further analysis from survey items also shines light on how executive
entrepreneurship may bring new efforts and initiatives into being, as well. Executive
entrepreneurship is significantly associated with senior managers’ perceptions that “My
superior manager (i.e., the executive) proposes new programs and policies,” “. . .requires
subordinate managers to propose initiatives for new programs or policies,” and “. . . helps
subordinates to generate new ideas for initiatives and improvements” (respectively, r = .19,
.18, and .22, all ps < .01). Then, requiring subordinate managers to propose initiatives is
also associated with “managers setting high performance expectations for employees” and
“empowering employees to make important decisions” (respectively, tau-b = . 44 and .24,
both ps < .01), showing yet further cascading and broadening efforts to employees. This
suggests that executive entrepreneurship can increase staff energies too.

Discussion

This study finds that executive entrepreneurship is significantly furthered by (a) executives’
commitment to public causes along with (b) organizational practices that further orientation
of appointees to their obligations and agency roles, and which provide accountability for
executives’ performance. Also, organizational practices appear to overcome effects of
appointee factors that otherwise also affect executive entrepreneurship. In the following, we
first offer discussion of these research findings, and then provide some broader implications.



The role of executives’ intrapersonal commitment to public causes as a predictor of their
entrepreneurship is consistent with other research showing strong effects of PSM on
performance and leadership. While studies of PSM rarely survey high-level executives as in
this study (e.g., S. Kim et al., 2013), anecdotal cases and biographies of exemplary senior
executives routinely note their strong commitment to public service values and ideals (e.g.,
Doig & Hargrove, 1990; Forrester, 2007; Lambright, 2016). The strong magnitude of
prosocial orientations is somewhat unexpected, but this may reflect that the above
organizational practices are sometimes only weakly present—This reality is reported in
many countries, including the U.S. Federal Senior Executive Service (SES). Regarding
commitment to innovation (H1b), while associated with entrepreneurship (r = .39), perhaps
the actual measure “being innovative has been good for my career” points too narrowly to
intrapersonal competencies that are needed for executive entrepreneurship.

Our study results show that organizational practices trump effects of appointee factors on
executive entrepreneurship. However, good appointee–executive relations lie at the heart of
the study measure of executive entrepreneurship. Our construct incorporates older
frameworks in the tradition of Heclo (1977), which continue to find expression in the work of
NAPA (2015). Specifically, our findings suggest that while executives must have productive
working relationships with appointees, thereafter, organizational practices may overcome
further effects of appointee factors (Model 4). Also, past studies show widespread concern
about appointees’ commitment to, and even knowledge of, governance practices (Van Wart,
Hondeghem, & Schwella,2014). Our study now provides systematic evidence of positive
effects of orienting appointees to their obligations and duties and of the roles of department
staff. Additional analysis shows that only 23% respondents agree or strongly agree that
management practices relating to H3a to H3c are present (among which, only one seventh
strongly agree), hence affirming potential for considerable improvement.

Beyond the above comments relating to main study findings, we offer the following broader
observations, too. First, as regarding the main study construct, executive entrepreneurship,
interest and concerns exist that it should not be associated with undue risk-taking. Some
past studies note rule-breaking and some public managers being “loose cannons” and
causing a loss of public trust (Borins, 2000; Wilkins, 2014). Such concerns cannot and
should not go away, as they are inexorably linked to ethics and risks associated with any
leadership. In our view, the issue is not about risk-avoidance, as leadership is needed, but
rather about risk management given the presence of leadership. Our main study construct is
built quite strongly around modern notions of collaborative governance and accountability,
which other scholars note is consistent with overcoming and managing risk. Having
examined prevalence and antecedents in this study, we recommend that future studies
examine risk management practices associated with executive entrepreneurship.

Second, notwithstanding risk, we find some evidence that, on balance, executive
entrepreneurship is associated with positive outcomes. In addition to preceding analysis of
how executive entrepreneurship brings new efforts and initiatives into being, data exist of



aggregate assessments about the performance of national departments (see “Study Sample
and Data” section). Figure 1 shows that executive entrepreneurship is modestly associated
with increased perception of performance (r = .19, p < .01), and that effect is most marked in
the sharp decline of poor and fair performance. Specifically, high levels of executive
entrepreneurship reduce the prevalence of poorly or fairly ranked departments by more than
half, from 31% to 14%. This finding is consistent with this article’s theory of distributed
leadership in departments. Executives’ leadership is necessary to ensure coverage of the
myriad challenges noted in Table 1, where appointee interest or priorities may be absent.
The absence of executive entrepreneurship may result in lower performance across the
broad range of many programs and policies that, then, is reflected in expert judgment of
department performance, as well.

Figure 1. Department ranking by executive entrepreneurship.

Third, the study framework of distributed senior leadership responsibilities suggests different
streams of leadership by appointees and executives. The implications of such a model are
unique to the public sector and require further investigation. On one hand, there is
conventional appointee-led leadership for policy priorities that require executives’
implementation. On the other hand, there is executive-led leadership for ensuring mission-
based leadership of all department policies and programs, and capability development that
is future and performance-focused. What incentives do executives have to provide such
leadership? What incentives do appointees have to support and provide oversight for such
leadership? Study results suggest that executive-led leadership is furthered by both PSM
and organizational practices. As regarding the latter, despite past efforts that include
mandatory strategic planning and performance management, present concerns suggest that
still more is needed. By example, New Zealand is one of several jurisdictions in which
executives’ terms of employment are also linked to departmental performance, which, in that
country, is assessed by independent strategic review (apart from political accountability; Te
Kawa & Guerin, 2012). Heightened accountability can be an important driver of leadership,
indeed. In any event, rethinking the governance of executive-led leadership continues to be



a major challenge in many democracies, and we call for increased public administration
scholarship on the matter.

Finally, while our study data are of one country (Taiwan), some speculations are appropriate
about the relevance of study conclusions in other jurisdictions, where conditions of
distributed leadership and deficits of executive leadership are present. As previously noted,
Taiwan governing systems are similar to many U.S. States, reflecting a limited number of
appointees in agencies and the chief executive (president or governor) having commanding
influence over policy priorities. As regarding differences, perhaps the largest difference is
with jurisdictions having many political appointees, such as the U.S. federal government and
some countries (e.g., Brazil). Such systems invite further research about leadership by civil
servants reporting to appointees at much lower levels, as well as comparison of the
performance of appointees and executives in similar leadership roles (e.g., Lewis, 2007).
Other jurisdictions may have greater political and/or corruptive influences on executives’
decision making (e.g., India), stronger/more effective performance management of
executives (e.g., Singapore; Neo & Chen, 2007), or less capable or professional public
officials (e.g., developing countries). It might be noted that differences among jurisdictions
also exist within the United States.

Conclusion

This study defines executive entrepreneurship as senior, career public managers furthering
new policies and initiatives, with input from network stakeholders, and with support and
oversight from political appointees. Study results in national departments show that 37% of
executives agree or strongly agree that they engage in executive entrepreneurship.
Executive entrepreneurship is significantly furthered by (a) executives’ commitment to public
causes along with (b) organizational practices that further orientation of appointees to their
obligations and agency roles, as well as providing accountability for executives’
performance. Organizational practices appear to overcome effects of appointee factors that
otherwise also affect executive entrepreneurship. These findings also support current efforts
in human resources management (HRM) to assist appointees in their on-boarding
processes and to strengthen the development and selection of executives.

This study adds to the literature by examining an important aspect of senior public
leadership, namely, executive entrepreneurship. It does so in the context of a framework of
distributed leadership at the top echelon of national departments, bringing in public
administration to both appointee-led leadership and executive-led leadership. This study
also suggests that executive-led leadership may play a role in reducing perceptions of poor
department performance, hence adding to public trust in government, too. As all studies,
qualifications are in order, and study results will benefit from additional and corroborating
research. Additional factors might include executive selection, leadership development and
performance appraisal processes, processes of legislative overreaching, and a further focus
on appointees’ willingness to provide accountability. While surveys are appropriate for



scientific work, other approaches such as field experiments and case studies can add to the
richness of findings, including examination of lagged effects. Finally, future research might
also examine whether executive entrepreneurship occurs at similar levels in other
countries? How does it vary in activist and conservative governments? How is it affected by
different governance practices involving training and/or external assessments for
accountability? Which tasks in Table 1 are most (un)fulfilled? Whatever the future of
executive leadership, a clear need exists for having more of it.

Appendix

Measurements

The following index measures are used in this study. All other items are single item
measures as shown in Tables 2 and 3.

Executive entrepreneurship (α = .81)

I am active in networks of people that influence policy making.

I influence how the agency defines and analyzes policy issues.

I insist that our agency leads in implementing new policy ideas.

I often discuss new agency initiatives with leaders in society.

There exists a high degree of trust between (deputy) ministers and senior executives.

I am often able to get support from the (deputy) minister for new policy and program
proposals that we want to initiate.

The (deputy) minister provides oversight of programs and policies that I am responsible
for.

Appointee–executive agreement (α = .83; Senior Manager survey)

My superior manager . . .

has a clear understanding with political officials about which programs and policies we
should take initiative for;

brings new agency initiatives to the (deputy) minister for his or her approval;

works with the (deputy) minister to ensure legislative approval of our initiatives.

Executives’ commitment to public causes (α = .73).7

I am passionate about one or more social causes.
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I am willing to use every ounce of my energy to make the world a more just place.

An official’s obligation to the public should always come before loyalty to superiors.

Appointees’ political leadership (α = .77)

The minister and political deputy ministers . . .

strongly promote the president’s agenda in our area;

are highly responsive to political interests and agendas;

have an agenda of programs and policies they seek to implement;

are advocates for specific causes that they promote.

Modern management strategies (α = .88; senior manager’s survey)

Achieving good results gets people promoted around here.

Managers set high performance expectations for employees.

Our department encourages open and constructive dialogue.

We empower employees to make important decisions.

Managers in our agency are highly skilled and motivated.

We collaborate a lot with other ministries.

Appointee orientation and training

We provide orientation for new (deputy) ministers about their legal and ethical
obligations.

We provide orientation for new (deputy) ministers about agency processes and duties.
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Notes

1. The relative corruption scores are as follows: the United States: 15/168 and Taiwan:
30/168.

2. A slight under-sampling of career civil service deputy agency directors and oversampling
of directors of administrative support functions exist that is neither significant nor affects
study conclusions.

3.

Table

These two dimensions explain 65.4% of variance.

4. For example, the Full Model 4 in Table 3 does not show a single factor (it has four
factors), and the largest factor explains only 28%, well below the norm of 50%.

5. Executive entrepreneurship is associated with senior managers’ perception that “my
superior manager is aware of political agendas and priorities as affecting our initiatives” (r =
.20, p < .01) and also “my superior manager brings new agency initiatives to the (deputy)
minister for his or her approval” (r = .25, p < .01). These results support construct validity, as
does association between the executive entrepreneurship construct item “I often discuss
new agency initiatives with leaders in society” on the executives’ survey, and the “identical”
item on the senior managers’ survey “My superior manager often discusses new agency
initiatives with leaders in society” (tau-b = .26, p < .01). Beyond this, executive
entrepreneurship is also associated with senior managers’ perception of their executives’
“helping subordinates generate new ideas for initiatives and improvements” (r = .22, p <
.01), showing predictive validity. Likewise, the item “My superior manager proposes new
programs and policies” on the senior managers’ survey is also associated with measure of
department ranking (r = .15, p < .01).

6. Defines by a cutoff point 5.5 on both dimensions of executive entrepreneurship.

7. This measure includes some of Perry’s (1996) measures (PSM33 and PSM37), but
survey length restrictions do not allow for the full suite. The selection here is guided by the
research interest regarding a broad commitment to public (including social) causes. Beyond
this, the theorem of interchangeability of indicators states that if several different indicators
all represent to, some degree, the same concept, then any combination of indicators will
behave in much the same way as if the concept could be directly observed. Hence, however
imperfect, we believe ours is a usable measure of commitment to public causes.



References
Aberbach, J., Putnam, R., Rockman, B. (1981). Bureaucrats and politicians in western democracies.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Google Scholar

Aberbach, J., Rockman, B. (2006). The past and future of political-administrative relations: Research
from bureaucrats and politicians to in the web of politics—and beyond. International Journal of Public
Administration, 29, 977-995. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Askim, J., Karlsen, R., Kolltveit, K. (2016). Political appointees in executive government: Exploring and
explaining roles using a large-N survey in Norway. Public Administration. Advance online publication.
doi:10.1111/padm.12272 
Google Scholar | Crossref | Medline

Behn, R. (1998). What right do public managers have to lead? Public Administration Review, 58, 209-
224. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Bekkers, V., Edelenbos, J., Steijn, B. (Eds.). (2011). Innovation in the public sector: Linking capacity and
leadership. Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Berman, E. M., Kim, C. G. (2010). Creativity management in public organizations: Jump-starting
innovation. Public Performance & Management Review, 33, 619-652. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Berman, E., Chen, D. Y., Jan, C. Y., Huang, T. Y. (2013). Public agency leadership: The impact of
informal understandings with political appointees on perceived agency innovation in Taiwan. Public
Administration, 91(2), 303-324. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Berman, E., Wang, C. Y., Chen, C. A., Wang, X., Lovrich, N., Jan, C. Y., … Meléndez, C. (2013). Public
executive leadership in East and West: An examination of HRM factors in eight countries. Review of
Public Personnel Administration, 33, 164-184. 
Google Scholar | SAGE Journals | ISI

Bernier, L., Hafsi, T. (2007). The changing nature of public entrepreneurship. Public Administration
Review, 67, 488-503. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Berry, R., Bridgman, T. (2013). The Case Program—Trimming the FAT: Change at the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Trade (Case 2013-142.1). Carlton: The Australia and New Zealand School of
Government. 
Google Scholar

Bingham, L., O’Leary, R. (2008). Big ideas in collaborative public management. Armonk, NY: M.E.
Sharpe. 
Google Scholar

Boin, A., Hart, P. T., McConnell, A., Preston, T. (2010). Leadership style, crisis response and blame
management: The case of Hurricane Katrina. Public Administration, 88, 706-723. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1981&author=J.+Aberbach&author=R.+Putnam&author=B.+Rockman&title=Bureaucrats+and+politicians+in+western+democracies
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2006&pages=977-995&author=J.+Aberbach&author=B.+Rockman&title=The+past+and+future+of+political-administrative+relations%3A+Research+from+bureaucrats+and+politicians+to+in+the+web+of+politics%E2%80%94and+beyond
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr2-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1080%2F01900690600854589
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12272
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2016&author=J.+Askim&author=R.+Karlsen&author=K.+Kolltveit&title=Political+appointees+in+executive+government%3A+Exploring+and+explaining+roles+using+a+large-N+survey+in+Norway
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr3-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpadm.12272
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr3-0095399717701523&dbid=8&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=27594718
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1998&pages=209-224&author=R.+Behn&title=What+right+do+public+managers+have+to+lead%3F
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr4-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.2307%2F976561
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr4-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000073658700005
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2011&author=V.+Bekkers&author=J.+Edelenbos&author=B.+Steijn&title=Innovation+in+the+public+sector%3A+Linking+capacity+and+leadership
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr5-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1057%2F9780230307520
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2010&pages=619-652&author=E.+M.+Berman&author=C.+G.+Kim&title=Creativity+management+in+public+organizations%3A+Jump-starting+innovation
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr6-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.2753%2FPMR1530-9576330405
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr6-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000290140500005
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&pages=303-324&issue=2&author=E.+Berman&author=D.+Y.+Chen&author=C.+Y.+Jan&author=T.+Y.+Huang&title=Public+agency+leadership%3A+The+impact+of+informal+understandings+with+political+appointees+on+perceived+agency+innovation+in+Taiwan.
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr7-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1467-9299.2011.01979.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&pages=164-184&author=E.+Berman&author=C.+Y.+Wang&author=C.+A.+Chen&author=X.+Wang&author=N.+Lovrich&author=C.+Y.+Jan&author=C.+%E2%80%A6+Mel%C3%A9ndez&title=Public+executive+leadership+in+East+and+West%3A+An+examination+of+HRM+factors+in+eight+countries
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0734371X13484827
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr8-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000330311800004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2007&pages=488-503&author=L.+Bernier&author=T.+Hafsi&title=The+changing+nature+of+public+entrepreneurship
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr9-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2007.00731.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr9-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000246966900011
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&author=R.+Berry&author=T.+Bridgman&title=The+Case+Program%E2%80%94Trimming+the+FAT%3A+Change+at+the+Ministry+of+Foreign+Affairs+and+Trade
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2008&author=L.+Bingham&author=R.+O%E2%80%99Leary&title=Big+ideas+in+collaborative+public+management
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2010&pages=706-723&author=A.+Boin&author=P.+T.+Hart&author=A.+McConnell&author=T.+Preston&title=Leadership+style%2C+crisis+response+and+blame+management%3A+The+case+of+Hurricane+Katrina
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr12-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1467-9299.2010.01836.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr12-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000281551900006


Borins, S. (2000). Loose cannons and rule breakers, or enterprising leaders? Some evidence about
innovative public managers. Public Administration Review, 60, 498-507. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Borins, S. (2014). The persistence of innovation. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. 
Google Scholar

Bourgault, J. (2011). Canada’s senior public service and the typology of bargains: From the hierarchy of
senior civil servants to a community of “controlled” entrepreneurs. Public Policy and Administration, 26,
253-275. 
Google Scholar | SAGE Journals

Brehm, J., Gates, S. (2014). Bureaucratic politics arising from, not defined by, a principal–agency dyad.
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 25, 27-42. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Brewer, G., Maranto, R. (2000). Comparing the roles of political appointees and career executives in the
U.S. federal executive branch. The American Review of Public Administration, 30, 69-86. 
Google Scholar | SAGE Journals | ISI

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., Stone, M. M. (2015). Designing and implementing cross-sector
collaborations: Needed and challenging. Public Administration Review, 75(5), 647-663. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Chenok, D. (2015, June 15). How can the next president build a strong political and career leadership
team? Government Executive. Retrieved from http://www.govexec.com/excellence/promising-practices/
2015/06/how-can-next-president-build-strong-political-and-career-leadership-team/115291/ 
Google Scholar

Christensen, R. K., Wright, B. E. (2011). The effects of public service motivation on job choice
decisions: Disentangling the contributions of person-organization fit and person-job fit. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 21, 723-743. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Cohen, D. (1996). Amateur government: When political appointees manage the federal bureaucracy
(CPM Working Paper 96-1). Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. Retrieved from https://www.bro
okings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/amateur.pdf 
Google Scholar

Currie, G., Lockett, A. (2011). Distributing leadership in health and social care: Concertive, conjoint or
collective? International Journal of Management Reviews, 13, 286-300. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Dahl, A., Soss, J. (2014). Neoliberalism for the common good? Public value governance and the
downsizing of democracy. Public Administration Review, 74, 496-504. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

De Vries, H., Bekkers, V., Tummers, L. (2015). Innovation in the public sector: A systematic review and
future research agenda. Public Administration, 94, 146-166. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Doig, J., Hargrove, E. (Eds.). (1990). Leadership and innovation: Entrepreneurs in government.
Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Google Scholar

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2000&pages=498-507&author=S.+Borins&title=Loose+cannons+and+rule+breakers%2C+or+enterprising+leaders%3F+Some+evidence+about+innovative+public+managers
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr13-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2F0033-3352.00113
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr13-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000165302800002
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&author=S.+Borins&title=The+persistence+of+innovation
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2011&pages=253-275&author=J.+Bourgault&title=Canada%E2%80%99s+senior+public+service+and+the+typology+of+bargains%3A+From+the+hierarchy+of+senior+civil+servants+to+a+community+of+%E2%80%9Ccontrolled%E2%80%9D+entrepreneurs
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0952076710391517
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&pages=27-42&author=J.+Brehm&author=S.+Gates&title=Bureaucratic+politics+arising+from%2C+not+defined+by%2C+a+principal%E2%80%93agency+dyad
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr16-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmuu045
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2000&pages=69-86&author=G.+Brewer&author=R.+Maranto&title=Comparing+the+roles+of+political+appointees+and+career+executives+in+the+U.S.+federal+executive+branch
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/02750740022064551
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr17-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000085779700004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&pages=647-663&issue=5&author=J.+M.+Bryson&author=B.+C.+Crosby&author=M.+M.+Stone&title=Designing+and+implementing+cross-sector+collaborations%3A+Needed+and+challenging.
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr18-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpuar.12432
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr18-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000360442900004
http://www.govexec.com/excellence/promising-practices/2015/06/how-can-next-president-build-strong-political-and-career-leadership-team/115291/
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=%0AChenok+D.+%282015%2C+June+15%29.++How+can+the+next+president+build+a+strong+political+and+career+leadership+team%3F+Government+Executive.+Retrieved+from+http%3A%2F%2Fwww.govexec.com%2Fexcellence%2Fpromising-practices%2F2015%2F06%2Fhow-can-next-president-build-strong-political-and-career-leadership-team%2F115291%2F
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2011&pages=723-743&author=R.+K.+Christensen&author=B.+E.+Wright&title=The+effects+of+public+service+motivation+on+job+choice+decisions%3A+Disentangling+the+contributions+of+person-organization+fit+and+person-job+fit
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr20-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmuq085
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr20-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000294971000008
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/amateur.pdf
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1996&author=D.+Cohen&title=Amateur+government%3A+When+political+appointees+manage+the+federal+bureaucracy
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2011&pages=286-300&author=G.+Currie&author=A.+Lockett&title=Distributing+leadership+in+health+and+social+care%3A+Concertive%2C+conjoint+or+collective%3F
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr22-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2370.2011.00308.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr22-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000293910700004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&pages=496-504&author=A.+Dahl&author=J.+Soss&title=Neoliberalism+for+the+common+good%3F+Public+value+governance+and+the+downsizing+of+democracy
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr23-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpuar.12191
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&pages=146-166&author=H.+De+Vries&author=V.+Bekkers&author=L+Tummers&title=Innovation+in+the+public+sector%3A+A+systematic+review+and+future+research+agenda
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr24-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpadm.12209
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1990&author=J.+Doig&author=E.+Hargrove&title=Leadership+and+innovation%3A+Entrepreneurs+in+government


Dull, M., Roberts, P., Keeney, M., Choi, S. (2012). Appointee confirmation and tenure: The succession
of U.S. Federal Agency appointees, 1989-2009. Public Administration Review, 72, 902-913. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Favero, N., Bullock, J. (2015). How (not) to solve the problem: An evaluation of scholarly responses to
common source bias. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 25, 285-308. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Ferrara, J., Ross, L. (2005). Getting to know you: Rules of engagement for political appointees and
career executives. Washington, DC: IBM Center for the Business of Government. 
Google Scholar

Forrester, D. (2007). Government’s new breed of change agents: Leading the war on terror. In Morse,
R., Buss, T., Kinghorn, C. (Eds.), Transforming public leadership for the 21st century (pp. 324-343).
Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe. 
Google Scholar

Freedman, J., Fraser, S. (1966). Compliance without pressure: The foot-in-the-door technique. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 4, 195-202. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | Medline | ISI

Fukuyama, F. (2013). What is governance? Governance, 26, 347-368. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Fukuyama, F. (2014). America in decay: The sources of political dysfunction. Foreign Affairs, 93(5), 5-
26. 
Google Scholar

Gallo, N., Lewis, D. (2012). The consequences of presidential patronage for federal agency
performance. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 22, 219-243. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Getha-Taylor, H., Holmes, M., Jacobson, W., Morse, R., Sowa, J. (2011). Focusing the public leadership
lens: Research propositions and questions in the Minnowbrook tradition. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 21(Suppl. 1), i83-i97. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership as a unit of analysis. Leadership Quarterly, 13, 423-451. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Heclo, H. (1977). A government of strangers. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. 
Google Scholar

Heinrich, C. (2012). How credible is the evidence, and does it matter? An analysis of the Program
Assessment Rating Tool. Public Administration Review, 72, 123-134. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Hood, C. (2010). The blame game: Spin, bureaucracy, and self-preservation in government. Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Hood, C., Lodge, M. (2006). The politics of public service bargains. Oxford, UK: Oxford University
Press. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2012&pages=902-913&author=M.+Dull&author=P.+Roberts&author=M.+Keeney&author=S.+Choi&title=Appointee+confirmation+and+tenure%3A+The+succession+of+U.S.+Federal+Agency+appointees%2C+1989-2009
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr26-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2012.02676.x
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&pages=285-308&author=N.+Favero&author=J.+Bullock&title=How+%28not%29+to+solve+the+problem%3A+An+evaluation+of+scholarly+responses+to+common+source+bias
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr27-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmuu020
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr27-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000350241700013
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2005&author=J.+Ferrara&author=L.+Ross&title=Getting+to+know+you%3A+Rules+of+engagement+for+political+appointees+and+career+executives
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2007&pages=324-343&author=D.+Forrester&title=Transforming+public+leadership+for+the+21st+century
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1966&pages=195-202&author=J.+Freedman&author=S.+Fraser&title=Compliance+without+pressure%3A+The+foot-in-the-door+technique
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr30-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1037%2Fh0023552
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr30-0095399717701523&dbid=8&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=5969145
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr30-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=A19668144200010
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&pages=347-368&author=F.+Fukuyama&title=What+is+governance%3F
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr31-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fgove.12035
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr31-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000319217900002
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&pages=5-26&issue=5&author=F.+Fukuyama&title=America+in+decay%3A+The+sources+of+political+dysfunction
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2012&pages=219-243&author=N.+Gallo&author=D.+Lewis&title=The+consequences+of+presidential+patronage+for+federal+agency+performance
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr33-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmur010
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr33-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000302308800002
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2011&pages=i83-i97&author=H.+Getha-Taylor&author=M.+Holmes&author=W.+Jacobson&author=R.+Morse&author=J.+Sowa&title=Focusing+the+public+leadership+lens%3A+Research+propositions+and+questions+in+the+Minnowbrook+tradition
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr34-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmuq069
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr34-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000285193300009
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2002&pages=423-451&author=P.+Gronn&title=Distributed+leadership+as+a+unit+of+analysis
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr35-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1016%2FS1048-9843%2802%2900120-0
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr35-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000178168800008
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1977&author=H.+Heclo&title=A+government+of+strangers
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2012&pages=123-134&author=C.+Heinrich&title=How+credible+is+the+evidence%2C+and+does+it+matter%3F+An+analysis+of+the+Program+Assessment+Rating+Tool
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr37-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2011.02490.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr37-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000298742000019
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2010&author=C.+Hood&title=The+blame+game%3A+Spin%2C+bureaucracy%2C+and+self-preservation+in+government
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr38-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1515%2F9781400836819
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2006&author=C.+Hood&author=M.+Lodge&title=The+politics+of+public+service+bargains
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr39-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2F019926967X.001.0001


International Monetary Fund . (2014). World economic outlook database. Washington, DC: Author. 
Google Scholar

Jakobsen, M., Jensen, R. (2015). Common method bias in public management studies. International
Public Management Journal, 18, 3-30. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Kamerman, S. B., Kahn, A. J. (Eds.). (2014). Privatization and the welfare state. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press. 
Google Scholar

Karaca, H., Kapucu, N., Van Wart, M. (2012). Examining the role of transformational leadership in
emergency management: The case of FEMA. Risk, Hazards, & Crisis in Public Policy, 3(3), 19-37. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Kee, J., Newcomer, K., David, S. (2007). Transformational stewardship: Leading public sector change.
In Morse, R., Buss, T., Kinghorn, C. (Eds.), Transforming public leadership for the 21st century (pp. 324-
343). Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe. 
Google Scholar

Kenny, D., Kashy, D., Cook, W. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. New York, NY:Guilford Press. 
Google Scholar

Kim, P. S. (2009). A case for performance management for political appointees. Public Personnel
Management, 38(4), 1-18. 
Google Scholar | SAGE Journals | ISI

Kim, S., Vandenabeele, W., Wright, B. E., Andersen, L. B., Cerase, F. P., Christensen, R. K., . . . De
Vivo, P. (2013). Investigating the structure and meaning of public service motivation across populations:
Developing an international instrument and addressing issues of measurement invariance. Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory, 23, 79-102. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Klein, P., Mahoney, J., McGahan, A., Pitelis, C. N. (2010). Toward a theory of public entrepreneurship.
European Management Review, 7, 1-15. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Kroll, A., Vogel, D. (2014). The PSM–leadership fit: A model of performance information use. Public
Administration, 92, 974-991. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Lambright, W. H. (2016). Reflections on leadership: Jean-Jacques Dordain of the European Space
Agency. Public Administration Review, 76, 507-511. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Lane, J., Wallis, J. (2009). Strategic management and public leadership. Public Management Review,
11, 101-120. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Lee, G., Benoit-Bryan, J., Johnson, T. (2012). Survey research in public administration: Assessing
mainstream journals with a total survey error framework. Public Administration Review, 72, 87-97. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Lee, W.-Y., Yih, W.-S. (2007). Zhengfu jiguan shizheng jixiao pinggu zhi xiankuang yu zhanwang [The
implementation and prospect of government agency performance evaluation system]. Yankao

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&author=International+Monetary+Fund&title=World+economic+outlook+database
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&pages=3-30&author=M.+Jakobsen&author=R.+Jensen&title=Common+method+bias+in+public+management+studies
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr41-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1080%2F10967494.2014.997906
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr41-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000350893900002
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&author=S.+B.+Kamerman&author=A.+J.+Kahn&title=Privatization+and+the+welfare+state
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2012&pages=19-37&issue=3&author=H.+Karaca&author=N.+Kapucu&author=M.+Van+Wart&title=Examining+the+role+of+transformational+leadership+in+emergency+management%3A+The+case+of+FEMA
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr43-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1002%2Frhc3.10
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2007&pages=324-343&author=J.+Kee&author=K.+Newcomer&author=S.+David&title=Transforming+public+leadership+for+the+21st+century
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2006&author=D.+Kenny&author=D.+Kashy&author=W.+Cook&title=Dyadic+data+analysis
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2009&pages=1-18&issue=4&author=P.+S.+Kim&title=A+case+for+performance+management+for+political+appointees
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/009102600903800401
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr46-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000273012000001
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&pages=79-102&author=S.+Kim&author=W.+Vandenabeele&author=B.+E.+Wright&author=L.+B.+Andersen&author=F.+P.+Cerase&author=R.+K.+Christensen&author=P.+.+.+.+De+Vivo&title=Investigating+the+structure+and+meaning+of+public+service+motivation+across+populations%3A+Developing+an+international+instrument+and+addressing+issues+of+measurement+invariance
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr47-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmus027
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr47-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000312646400004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2010&pages=1-15&author=P.+Klein&author=J.+Mahoney&author=A.+McGahan&author=C.+N.+Pitelis&title=Toward+a+theory+of+public+entrepreneurship
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr48-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1057%2Femr.2010.1
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr48-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000208488200001
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&pages=974-991&author=A.+Kroll&author=D.+Vogel&title=The+PSM%E2%80%93leadership+fit%3A+A+model+of+performance+information+use
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr49-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpadm.12014
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr49-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000346586300012
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2016&pages=507-511&author=W.+H.+Lambright&title=Reflections+on+leadership%3A+Jean-Jacques+Dordain+of+the+European+Space+Agency
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr50-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpuar.12548
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2009&pages=101-120&author=J.+Lane&author=J.+Wallis&title=Strategic+management+and+public+leadership
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr51-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1080%2F14719030802494047
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2012&pages=87-97&author=G.+Lee&author=J.+Benoit-Bryan&author=T.+Johnson&title=Survey+research+in+public+administration%3A+Assessing+mainstream+journals+with+a+total+survey+error+framework
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr52-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2011.02482.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr52-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000298742000015


shuangyue kan/Bimonthly Journal of RDEC, 31(2), 3-12. 
Google Scholar

Lewis, D. (2007). Testing Pendleton’s premise: Do political appointees make worse bureaucrats?
Journal of Politics, 69, 1073-1088. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Lewis, D. (2008). The politics of presidential appointments: Political control and bureaucratic
appointments. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Leyden, D., Link, A. (2014). Public sector entrepreneurship: U.S. technology and innovation policy.
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
Google Scholar

Light, P. (2008). A government ill executed: The depletion of the federal service. Public Administration
Review, 68, 413-419. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Lin, C.-C. (2003). Zhengfu jiguan shizheng jixiao pinggu de tuidong yu zhanwang [The implementation
and prospect of government agency performance evaluation system]. Yankao shuangyue
kan/Bimonthly Journal of RDEC, 27(5), 5-19. 
Google Scholar

Mack, W., Green, D., Vedlitz, A. (2008). Innovation and implementation in the public sector: An
examination of public entrepreneurship. Review of Policy Research, 25, 233-252. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Mackenzie, G. C. (Ed.). (1987). The in-and-outers: Presidential appointees and transient government in
Washington. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Google Scholar

Meier, K. (1997). Bureaucracy and democracy: The case for more bureaucracy and less democracy.
Public Administration Review, 57, 193-199. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Meier, K., O’Toole, L. (2006). Political control versus bureaucratic values: Reframing the debate. Public
Administration Review, 66, 177-192. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Meier, K., O’Toole, L. (2013). Subjective organizational performance and measurement error: Common
source bias and spurious relationships. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 23, 429-
456. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Meijer, A. (2014). From hero-innovators to distributed heroism: An in-depth analysis of the role of
individuals in public sector innovation. Public Management Review, 16, 199-216. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Miller, S. (2015). The relationship between short-term political appointments and bureaucratic
performance: The case of recess appointments in the United States. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory, 25, 777-796. doi:10.1093/jopart/muu037 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Mintrom, M., Norman, P. (2009). Policy entrepreneurship and policy change. Policy Studies Journal, 37,

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2007&pages=3-12&issue=2&author=W.-Y.+Lee&author=W.-S.+Yih&title=Zhengfu+jiguan+shizheng+jixiao+pinggu+zhi+xiankuang+yu+zhanwang
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2007&pages=1073-1088&author=D.+Lewis&title=Testing+Pendleton%E2%80%99s+premise%3A+Do+political+appointees+make+worse+bureaucrats%3F
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr54-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2508.2007.00608.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr54-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000250268500012
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2008&author=D.+Lewis&title=The+politics+of+presidential+appointments%3A+Political+control+and+bureaucratic+appointments
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr55-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1515%2F9781400837687
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&author=D.+Leyden&author=A.+Link&title=Public+sector+entrepreneurship%3A+U.S.+technology+and+innovation+policy
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2008&pages=413-419&author=P.+Light&title=A+government+ill+executed%3A+The+depletion+of+the+federal+service
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr57-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2008.00878.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr57-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000254306800001
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2003&pages=5-19&issue=5&author=C.-C.+Lin&title=Zhengfu+jiguan+shizheng+jixiao+pinggu+de+tuidong+yu+zhanwang
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2008&pages=233-252&author=W.+Mack&author=D.+Green&author=A.+Vedlitz&title=Innovation+and+implementation+in+the+public+sector%3A+An+examination+of+public+entrepreneurship
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr59-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1541-1338.2008.00325.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr59-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000207679400003
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1987&author=G.+C.+Mackenzie&title=The+in-and-outers%3A+Presidential+appointees+and+transient+government+in+Washington
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1997&pages=193-199&author=K.+Meier&title=Bureaucracy+and+democracy%3A+The+case+for+more+bureaucracy+and+less+democracy
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr61-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.2307%2F976648
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr61-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=A1997WZ47000003
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2006&pages=177-192&author=K.+Meier&author=L.+O%E2%80%99Toole&title=Political+control+versus+bureaucratic+values%3A+Reframing+the+debate
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr62-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2006.00571.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr62-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000236133600003
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&pages=429-456&author=K.+Meier&author=L.+O%E2%80%99Toole&title=Subjective+organizational+performance+and+measurement+error%3A+Common+source+bias+and+spurious+relationships
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr63-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmus057
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr63-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000317155100010
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&pages=199-216&author=A.+Meijer&title=From+hero-innovators+to+distributed+heroism%3A+An+in-depth+analysis+of+the+role+of+individuals+in+public+sector+innovation
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr64-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1080%2F14719037.2013.806575
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muu037
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&pages=777-796&author=S.+Miller&title=The+relationship+between+short-term+political+appointments+and+bureaucratic+performance%3A+The+case+of+recess+appointments+in+the+United+States
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr65-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmuu037
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr65-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000357884800005


649-667. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Moe, R. C. (1994). The “reinventing government” exercise: Misinterpreting the problem, misjudging the
consequences. Public Administration Review, 54, 111-122. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Moon, M. J. (1999). The pursuit of managerial entrepreneurship: Does organization matter? Public
Administration Review, 59, 31-43. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

National Academy of Public Administration . (2015). The political appointee project. Retrieved from htt
p://politicalappointeeproject.org 
Google Scholar

Neo, B. S., Chen, G. (2007). Dynamic governance: Embedding culture, capabilities and change in
Singapore. Singapore: World Scientific. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Park, S.-M., Rainey, H. (2008). Leadership and public service motivation in U.S. federal agencies.
International Public Management Journal, 11, 109-142. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Perry, J. L., Vandenabeele, W. (2015). Public service motivation research: Achievements, challenges,
and future directions. Public Administration Review, 75, 692-699. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Perry, J. L. (1996). Measuring public service motivation: An assessment of construct reliability and
validity. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory: J-PART, 5-22. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Peters, B. G., Savoie, D. (1995). Governance in a new environment. Montreal, Québec, Canada:
McGill/Queen’s University Press. 
Google Scholar

Pierson, P., Skocpol, T. (2007). The transformation of American politics: Activist government and the
rise of conservatism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

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, 879-903. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | Medline | ISI

Rhodes, R. (2011). Everyday life in British government. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 
Google Scholar

Ritz, A. (2009). Public service motivation and organizational performance in Swiss federal government.
International Review of Administrative Sciences, 75, 53-78. 
Google Scholar | SAGE Journals | ISI

Svara, J. (1985). Dichotomy and duality: Reconceptualizing the relationship between policy and
administration in council-manager cities. Public Administration Review, 45, 221-232. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2009&pages=649-667&author=M.+Mintrom&author=P.+Norman&title=Policy+entrepreneurship+and+policy+change
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr66-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1541-0072.2009.00329.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr66-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000271004600004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1994&pages=111-122&author=R.+C.+Moe&title=The+%E2%80%9Creinventing+government%E2%80%9D+exercise%3A+Misinterpreting+the+problem%2C+misjudging+the+consequences
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr67-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.2307%2F976519
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr67-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=A1994NB08600006
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1999&pages=31-43&author=M.+J.+Moon&title=The+pursuit+of+managerial+entrepreneurship%3A+Does+organization+matter%3F
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr68-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.2307%2F977477
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr68-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000078218800004
http://politicalappointeeproject.org/
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&author=National+Academy+of+Public+Administration&title=The+political+appointee+project
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2007&author=B.+S.+Neo&author=G.+Chen&title=Dynamic+governance%3A+Embedding+culture%2C+capabilities+and+change+in+Singapore
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr70-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1142%2F6458
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2008&pages=109-142&author=S.-M.+Park&author=H.+Rainey&title=Leadership+and+public+service+motivation+in+U.S.+federal+agencies
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr71-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1080%2F10967490801887954
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr71-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000256999500008
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&pages=692-699&author=J.+L.+Perry&author=W.+Vandenabeele&title=Public+service+motivation+research%3A+Achievements%2C+challenges%2C+and+future+directions
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr72-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpuar.12430
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1996&pages=5-22&author=J.+L.+Perry&title=Measuring+public+service+motivation%3A+An+assessment+of+construct+reliability+and+validity.
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr73-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Foxfordjournals.jpart.a024303
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1995&author=B.+G.+Peters&author=D.+Savoie&title=Governance+in+a+new+environment
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2007&author=P.+Pierson&author=T.+Skocpol&title=The+transformation+of+American+politics%3A+Activist+government+and+the+rise+of+conservatism
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr75-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1515%2F9781400837502
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2003&pages=879-903&author=P.+M.+Podsakoff&author=S.+B.+MacKenzie&author=J.+Y.+Lee&author=N.+P.+Podsakoff&title=Common+method+biases+in+behavioral+research%3A+A+critical+review+of+the+literature+and+recommended+remedies
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr76-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.5.879
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr76-0095399717701523&dbid=8&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=14516251
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr76-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000185539000008
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2011&author=R.+Rhodes&title=Everyday+life+in+British+government
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2009&pages=53-78&author=A.+Ritz&title=Public+service+motivation+and+organizational+performance+in+Swiss+federal+government
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0020852308099506
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr78-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000263986900004
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=1985&pages=221-232&author=J.+Svara&title=Dichotomy+and+duality%3A+Reconceptualizing+the+relationship+between+policy+and+administration+in+council-manager+cities
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr79-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.2307%2F3110151
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr79-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=A1985ACN8300006


Svara, J. (2001). The myth of the dichotomy: Complementarity of politics and administration in the past
and future of public administration. Public Administration Review, 61, 176-183. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Te Kawa, D., Guerin, K. (2012). Provoking debate and learning lessons: It is ear days, but what does
the performance improvement framework challenge us to think about? Policy Quarterly, 8(4), 28-36. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Terry, L. (2003). Leadership of public bureaucracies: The administrator as conservator (2nd ed.).
Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe. 
Google Scholar

Transparency International . (2015). Corruption Perceptions Index 2015. Retrieved from http://www.tran
sparency.org/cpi2015 
Google Scholar

Trottier, T., Van Wart, M., Wang, X. (2008). Examining the nature and significance of leadership in
government organizations. Public Administration Review, 68, 319-333. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Van Wart, M . (2013). Administrative leadership theory: A reassessment after 10 years. Public
Administration, 91, 521-543. 
Google Scholar | ISI

Van Wart, M., Hondeghem, A., Schwella, E. (Eds.). (2014). Leadership and culture: Comparative
models of top civil servant training. Palgrave Macmillan. 
Google Scholar

Walker, R. M., Boyne, G. A., Brewer, G. A. (Eds.). (2010). Public management and performance:
Research directions. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Walker, R. M., Jung, C. S., Boyne, G. A. (2013). Marching to different drummers? The performance
effects of alignment between political and managerial perceptions of performance management. Public
Administration Review, 73, 833-844. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

West, W. (2005). Administrative rulemaking: An old and emerging literature. Public Administration
Review, 65, 655-668. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Wilkins, J. (2014). Stewardship of public service renewal and reform. International Journal of
Leadership in Public Services, 10, 188-199. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

Williams, L., Hartman, N., Cavazotte, F. (2010). Method variance and marker variables: A review and
comprehensive CFA marker technique. Organizational Research Methods, 13, 477-514. 
Google Scholar | SAGE Journals | ISI

Windrum, P. (2008). Innovation and entrepreneurship in public services. In Windrum, P., Kock, P. (Eds.),
Innovation in public sector services: Entrepreneurship, creativity and management (pp. 3-22).
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 
Google Scholar | Crossref

World Economic Forum . (2014). The global competitiveness report: 2013-2014. Retrieved from http://w

http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2001&pages=176-183&author=J.+Svara&title=The+myth+of+the+dichotomy%3A+Complementarity+of+politics+and+administration+in+the+past+and+future+of+public+administration
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr80-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2F0033-3352.00020
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr80-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000171304300007
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2012&pages=28-36&issue=4&author=D.+Te+Kawa&author=K+Guerin&title=Provoking+debate+and+learning+lessons%3A+It+is+ear+days%2C+but+what+does+the+performance+improvement+framework+challenge+us+to+think+about%3F
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr81-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.26686%2Fpq.v8i4.4430
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2003&author=L.+Terry&title=Leadership+of+public+bureaucracies%3A+The+administrator+as+conservator
http://www.transparency.org/cpi2015
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2015&author=Transparency+International&title=Corruption+Perceptions+Index+2015
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2008&pages=319-333&author=T.+Trottier&author=M.+Van+Wart&author=X.+Wang&title=Examining+the+nature+and+significance+of+leadership+in+government+organizations
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr84-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2007.00865.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr84-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000253194900010
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&pages=521-543&author=M+Van+Wart&title=Administrative+leadership+theory%3A+A+reassessment+after+10+years
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr85-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000325087300001
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&author=M.+Van+Wart&author=A.+Hondeghem&author=E+Schwella&title=Leadership+and+culture%3A+Comparative+models+of+top+civil+servant+training
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2010&author=R.+M.+Walker&author=G.+A.+Boyne&author=G.+A.+Brewer&title=Public+management+and+performance%3A+Research+directions
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr87-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1017%2FCBO9780511760587
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2013&pages=833-844&author=R.+M.+Walker&author=C.+S.+Jung&author=G.+A.+Boyne&title=Marching+to+different+drummers%3F+The+performance+effects+of+alignment+between+political+and+managerial+perceptions+of+performance+management
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr88-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fpuar.12131
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr88-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000327015300010
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2005&pages=655-668&author=W.+West&title=Administrative+rulemaking%3A+An+old+and+emerging+literature
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr89-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2005.00495.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr89-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000233417600003
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&pages=188-199&author=J.+Wilkins&title=Stewardship+of+public+service+renewal+and+reform
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr90-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1108%2FIJLPS-07-2014-0009
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2010&pages=477-514&author=L.+Williams&author=N.+Hartman&author=F.+Cavazotte&title=Method+variance+and+marker+variables%3A+A+review+and+comprehensive+CFA+marker+technique
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1094428110366036
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr91-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000278977000006
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2008&pages=3-22&author=P.+Windrum&title=Innovation+in+public+sector+services%3A+Entrepreneurship%2C+creativity+and+management
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr92-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.4337%2F9781848441545.00009
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2013-14.pdf


ww3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2013-14.pdf 
Google Scholar

Wright, B., Moynihan, D., Pandey, S. (2012). Pulling the levers: Transformational leadership, public
service motivation, and mission valence. Public Administration Review, 72, 206-215. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Zhang, Y., Feiock, R. (2010). City managers’ policy leadership in council-manager cities. Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory, 20, 461-476. 
Google Scholar | Crossref | ISI

Author Biographies

Evan M. Berman is professor at the School of Government of Victoria University of
Wellington, New Zealand. He is also Adjunct Chair Professor at National Chengchi
Univerisity (Taiwan), and recipient of the Fred Riggs Award for scholarship in International
and Comparative Public Administration.

Don-Yun Chen is a professor of the Public Administration Department at National Chengchi
University, Taiwan. His areas of specialization are democratic governance, e-Governance,
bureaucratic politics, policy analysis and management.

XiaoHu Wang is professor at City University of Hong Kong where he teaches and
researches on issues of public management and sustainability.

Ivy Liu received a PhD in Statistics from University of Florida, Gainesville, She is an
Associate Professor in School of Mathematicsand Statistics at Victoria University of
Wellington, New Zealand. Her main research area is in Categorical Data Analysis and their
applications in various fields.

http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2013-14.pdf
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2014&author=World+Economic+Forum&title=The+global+competitiveness+report%3A+2013-2014
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2012&pages=206-215&author=B.+Wright&author=D.+Moynihan&author=S.+Pandey&title=Pulling+the+levers%3A+Transformational+leadership%2C+public+service+motivation%2C+and+mission+valence
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr94-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1111%2Fj.1540-6210.2011.02496.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr94-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000300505000007
http://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?hl=en&publication_year=2010&pages=461-476&author=Y.+Zhang&author=R.+Feiock&title=City+managers%E2%80%99+policy+leadership+in+council-manager+cities
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr95-0095399717701523&dbid=16&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=10.1093%2Fjopart%2Fmup015
https://journals.sagepub.com/servlet/linkout?suffix=bibr95-0095399717701523&dbid=128&doi=10.1177%2F0095399717701523&key=000276304400009

