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1 Abstract 

Leadership is seen as fundamentally important for improving public sector performance, but the 

existing literature has severe endogeneity problems. Using a field experiment with 720 Danish 

leaders and 23.000 employees, this project will overcome these problems. Analysing the effects 

of leadership training and leadership strategies on organizational performance, we will  

contribute to the international literature on leadership and the domestic debate on public sector 

steering and performance. 

 

2 Research question: Relevance and contributions 

How can government continually improve performance so as to earn the respect of citizens who 

pay for it and whose lives are affected by its activities? The literature (Wright & Pandey 2010; 

Buelens et al. 2006) indicates that leadership and leadership training are important parts of the 

answer, and this project therefore asks how leadership training affects leadership strategies, and 

how these strategies affect organizational performance. We also investigate whether 

performance information use and psychological working environment mediate part of the effect 

of leadership strategy on organizational performance. 

 

We primarily focus on public sector leadership, but we include private organizations to test 

whether public sector leadership differs from private sector leadership. We distinguish between 

transactional leadership based on exchange of rewards for effort and transformational 

leadership where leaders are focused on changing their followers’ motivation and values.  

2.1 Societal relevance 

Leadership has become a mantra, although it is often unclear what is meant by leadership in the 

public debate, and what effects the decision-makers expect it to have (Mac & Hagedorn-

Rasmussen 2008). More knowledge about what constitutes good leadership is needed, and the 

economic crisis makes it even more important to find ways to combine low cost and high 

performance. Additionally, systematic leadership training (Personalestyrelsen 2009) could be 

even more beneficial if we knew more about the effect of different types of leadership training. 

This could enable us to decrease absenteeism (Flatau et al. 2004; Andersen, Kristensen & 

Pedersen 2011), increase performance (Park & Rainey 2008) and attract more motivated 

employees to the public sector (Andersen et al. 2012). 
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To improve the Danish public sector, we need research on public sector leadership in Denmark, 

because the impact of leadership depends on context factors (Lim & Ployhard 2004; Wofford et 

al. 2001; Avolio et al. 2009). We have a strong Public Management community in Denmark (e.g. 

Calmar Andersen & Winter 2011; Klausen et al. 2011; Greve 2011), but Danish studies have 

not included the distinction between transformational and transactional leadership. In this 

project, political scientists, public administration researchers, economists and leadership 

scholars will join forces to find ways to improve organizational performance in Denmark and 

elsewhere. Doing this, we will also contribute to the knowledge about the effects of leadership 

training. Although international research strongly indicates that transformational leadership 

training has the expected effect (Dvir et al. 2002; Hassan et al. 2010; Kelloway et al. 2000), we 

have no experimental evidence about the effects in Denmark. 

2.2 Scientific relevance 

Finding new ways to improve public sector performance is one of the key objectives of research 

in Public Management (Nasi 2011), and the project intends to contribute to this rapidly 

developing research field (O’Toole & Meier 2011; Walker, Boyne & Brewer 2010). Although 

the project is primarily focused on public organizations, it is also relevant for mainstream 

leadership literature and includes insights from this literature (Van Wart 2011).  

 

The key theoretical contribution is that the project theoretically establishes a causal chain from 

leadership training to leadership strategy (self-reported and perceived by employees) to 

organizational performance (Avolio et al. 2009). It also contributes by investigating to very 

important potential mediators (performance information use and psychological working 

environment), and we explicitly theorizes about potential differences between public and 

private organizations, enabling us to understand the special characteristics (if any) of public 

sector leadership (Allison 1992; Boyne 2002; Delfgaauw & Dur 2010; Andrews et al. 2011). 

 

In recent years the literature on leadership has focused on transactional and transformational 

leadership. Although the latter is being championed by international policy makers (Coggins 

2009; Inamori Foundation 2001), scientific research on the topic is lagging far behind because 

of common source bias and endogeneity problems (Lynn, Heinrich & Hill 2000; Meier & 

O’Toole 2010a & b). Leadership strategies are often chosen in response to exist ing problems, 

organizations with specific profiles attract and select specific types of leaders, and self -reported 



3 

performance data are biased. In this project, we will advance the state of knowledge and 

contribute to the literature methodologically by performing a field experiment and by using 

objective performance data to assess the impact of various leadership strategies. Compared to 

existing studies (Jung & Avolio 2000; Dvir et al. 2002) our treatments are stronger and include 

more leaders (n=720) and more employees (n=23.000). 

 

Empirically, we will make a major contribution to the literature on public sector leadership if 

we show that leadership training significantly affects leadership strategy and ultimately 

objectively measured performance. Even a null finding on either the relationship between 

leadership training and leadership strategy or between leadership strategy and performance is 

highly relevant because the international literature strongly expects positive effects (Bass 1999; 

Avolio et al. 2009; Dvir et al. 2002). If we find no effect of the investigated leadership 

strategies, it suggests that the investigated types of leadership may not be a feasible way to 

improve performance. If our leadership treatments do not affect the participants’ leadership 

strategies, although the treatments are stronger than existing treatments in the literature, which 

had a strong effect (e.g. Hassan 2010; Dvir et al. 2002), this finding would also contribute to 

our understanding of how we should (not) design leadership training. Regardless of the results, 

the project will contribute by being the first Danish experimental study of public sector 

leadership impact. After this project, we will continue the investigation of public sector 

leadership and performance in a comparative study via an application for an ERC Advanced 

Grant (as part of Horizon 2020).  

 

3 Theory and expectations 

3.1 Transformational and transactional leadership 

The basic distinction between “hard” leadership based on stick or carrot and “soft” leadership 

based on increasing the employees’ motivation to achieve organizational goals has been known 

a long time and has been conceptualized in many different ways. For example, McGregor 

(1960) developed Theory X and Theory Y, where Theory X assumes employees are inherently 

lazy and will avoid work if they can and therefore need to be closely supervised, while Theory 

Y assumes that employees are self-motivated. In line with modern leadership literature (Avolio 

et al. 2009), we capture this basic distinction with the concepts of transformational and 

transactional leadership. 
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First conceptualized by political scientist James Burns (1978), transformational leadership has 

become one of the most prominent leadership theories (Northouse 2010; Antonakis et al. 2003). 

To direct and inspire individual effort, transformational leaders try to transform (and motivate) 

their followers by raising their awareness of the importance of organizational values. This 

leadership strategy does, in other words, aim at affecting performance indirectly through the 

employees’ motivation and values. In contrast, transactional leadership is based on transactions 

of pecuniary and non-pecuniary character (Bass 1985; Antonakis et al. 2003; Avolio 2004). 

Transactional leaders reward employees for doing what the leaders want them to do or sanction 

them if their work effort is unsatisfactory (Bass 1985). Transformational and transactional 

leadership strategies were originally posited as contrasts (Burns 1978), but they do not 

necessarily conflict (Waldman et al. 1990), and the two leadership strategies are therefore seen 

as different continua. 

3.2 Leadership training and leadership strategy 

The literature strongly suggests that leadership strategy can be affected through systematic 

leadership training. Transformational leadership training (see Dvir et al. 2002 for an example) is 

thus expected to increase leaders’ ability to foster acceptance of group goals and their attention 

to employees’ motivation and values, while transactional leadership training is expected to 

increase the leaders’ use of conditional rewards and sanctions (Barling et al. 1996; Kelloway, 

Barling and Helleur 2000; Poppor et al. 1992, Hardy et al. 2010; Hassan et al. 2010). Our 

expectations are: 

H1: Leaders, who have received training in transformational leadership is expected to have a 

more transformational leadership strategy. 

H2: Leaders, who have received training in transactional leadership is expected to have a more 

transactional leadership strategy. 

H3: Leaders, who have received training in both transactional and transformational leadership is 

expected to have a combined transformational and transactional leadership strategy. 

3.3 Leadership and performance 

Performance is defined as achievement of the objectives formulated by elected politicians in 

public organizations and by owners in private organizations. Existing research has consistently 
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found that transformational leadership is positively associated with employee performance both 

generally (Bass 1999; Lowe et al. 1996; Bass & Riggio 2006; Avolio et al. 2009) and in the 

public sector (Dvir et al. 2002; Trottier et al. 2008; Wofford et al. 2001). Transformational 

leadership is expected to clarify organizational goals and increase the congruence between 

organizational and employee values and thereby positively affect motivation (Paarlberg & 

Lavigna 2010; Ritz 2009; Bass & Riggio 2006). This is expected to lead to lower absenteeism 

and ultimately higher performance (Lee et al. 2011; Kuoppala et al. 2008):  

H4: Absenteeism in organizations where the leaders use transformational leadership is lower 

than in corresponding organizations where the leaders do not use transformational leadership.  

H5: Organizational performance in organizations where the leaders use transformational 

leadership is higher than in corresponding organizations where the leaders do not use 

transformational leadership. 

Transactional leadership is expected to have a positive price/disciplining effect on performance, 

while the direction of the motivation crowding effect depends on the perception of the relevant 

reward/command systems as either commanding or supportive (Frey 1997; Frey & Jegen 2001; 

Weibel et al. 2010, Andersen & Pallesen 2008; Jacobsen & Andersen 2011, Georgellis et al. 

2011). Importantly, existing studies indicate that transformational leadership plays a key role in 

shaping this perception (Egger-Peitler et al. 2007; Gabris & Ihrke 2000), suggesting that the 

effect of transactional leadership depends on the level of transformational leadership. In line 

with this, Waldman et al. (1990) argue that the best leadership is both transformational and 

transactional, because transformational behaviours reinforce the positive effect of contingent 

reward behaviours and lead to greater levels of subordinate effort and performance. The 

existing few studies of the combined effect of the leadership strategies (Rowold 2011; Hargis et 

al. 2011; O'Shea et al. 2009; Bass et al. 2003) also suggest that combined 

transactional/transformational leadership leads to even higher performance than any of the 

leadership strategies separately. 

H6: If leaders combine transactional and transformational leadership, their employees perform 

better compared to employees with leaders who use one (or none) of the leadership strategies. 

3.4 Public sector leadership versus private sector leadership 

Originally, transformational leaders were expected to be less effective and less common in public 

organizations compared to private organizations, because public organizations were thought to 
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rely more on bureaucratic control mechanisms than private organizations (Bass & Riggio 2006). 

Employee efficacy (the employee’s ability to affect the desired outcome, see Miller & Whitford 

2007) is also low in many public sector jobs, and this may weaken the relationship between 

leadership and organizational performance. Contrary to these expectations, Dumdum et al. 

(2002) found that transformational leadership is at least as common and effective in public 

organizations as in private organizations, and Wright & Pandey (2010) found that bureaucratic 

characteristics in the public sector had little, if any, adverse effect on the prevalence or practice 

of transformational leadership. This is consistent with Grant’s (2012) quasi-experimental study 

of the impact of transformational leadership on performance. He finds that transformational 

leadership is most effective in motivating employees when they interact with the beneficiaries 

of their work. This is often the case in public organizations, but can also happen in the private 

sector (Andersen & Jakobsen 2011). We therefore do not expect substantial differences in 

leadership impact between public and private organizations, but the literature’s ambiguity 

makes it relevant to test it.  

H7: There is a positive relationship between transformational leadership and organizational 

performance for both public and private organizations. 

H8: The positive effect on performance of having leaders with combined transactional and 

transformational leadership holds in both public and private organizations.  

In addition to testing the hypotheses below, we also plan to go into depth with the context -

dependency of leadership, exploring differences in the effects of leadership between different 

organizations. In this part of the project, a more inductive approach will be applied to capture 

that leadership can be situational (e.g. Papworth et al. 2009). 

3.5 Leadership and psychological working environment 

Two aspects of the psychological working environment are especially relevant in a study of 

leadership and performance: Bullying and work stress. Observed consequences of bullying are 

amongst others social isolation, low self-esteem, sleep problems, concentration difficulties, 

anger, psychological distress and post-traumatic-stress disorder (Nielsen and Einarsen, 2012; 

Finne et al., 2011, Zapf et al., 1996; Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002). Leadership has long been 

seen as a major antecedent of workplace bullying (Samnani & Singh, 2012). The definition of 

bullying highlights the imbalance in the power structure between the target and perpetrator of 

bullying. This imbalance is imposed between employees and managers, and it is therefore 
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important how managers use their power to reach the goals of the organization. Both the abuse 

of power and a passive leadership strategy can lead to increased levels of bullying, either 

because targets are directly abused by the manager, or because passive leaders tend to avoid 

conflict, thereby creating a working environment where bullying is allowed to thrive (Ashfort, 

1994; Strandmark & Hallberg, 2007).  

Transformational leadership is unambiguously expected to decrease bullying, because 

transformational leaders strive to create an environment of trust, admiration, loyalty and 

respect, and they are also involved in the work process and focus on helping all individuals in 

the workplace to succeed (Nielsen, 2013a). 

Transactional leaders operate under a carrot or stick approach, rewarding employees if they 

reach the goals and punish them if they do not (Podsakoff et al. 2006). The clear power 

structure in this type of leadership could potentially give rise to increased bullying, but  when 

rewards and punishment are administered on the basis of clear performance standards they are 

more welcomed and satisfying to employees than when delivered arbitrarily (e.g. Peng and 

Peterson, 1998). This suggests that transactional leadership reduces bullying, although we 

expect transformational leadership to have a larger effect.  

H9: Transformational and transactional leadership reduces bullying in the workplace. 

H10: Transformational leadership reduces bullying to a larger extent than transactional 

leadership. 

Another important aspect of the psychological working environment is stress. According to the 

Job Demand-Control model, employees become stressed if they work under heavy job demands 

and low decision latitude (Karasek, 1979). Thus, having no control or overview over job tasks is 

likely to produce a more stressful working environment. As both leadership strategies focus  on 

goals, using different ways of motivating employees to achieve these goals, we expect  both 

strategies to increase planning and structure and give employees a sense of control. This will 

reduce stress, because they become more aware of which goals they have to reach.  

H11: Transformational and transactional leadership reduce stress in the workplace. 

Bullying has been shown to increase absenteeism (Hoel & Cooper, 2000; Kivimaki et al., 2000), 

and stress is believed to negatively affect individuals’ health, again leading to increased 

absenteeism (see e.g. North et al., 1996; Tennant, 2001). Absenteeism will increase the use of 
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substitutes, decreasing continuity in the planned activities and curriculum, and our expectation 

is therefore: 

H12: Organizations with a low level of bullying and stress have lower absenteeism and 

higher organizational performance. 

The leadership strategies may also directly affect the users (e.g. children in schools and day 

care centers). An active leader may secure that bullying is not tolerated in the entire 

organization, meaning that leadership affects the working environment of both employees and 

users. The employees’ better working environment may also spill over to the users, creating a 

better learning environment. We therefore expect that: 

H13: Leadership strategy will affect the level of bullying amongst users and ultimately 

organizational performance, partly mediated by the working environment of the teachers and 

pedagogues. 

3.6 Leadership and performance information use 

Leadership may contribute to performance improvements through increased performance 

information use and better decisions. Transformational leadership is expected to increase the 

use of performance information in organizational decision-making by creating greater goal 

clarity and fostering a developmental organizational culture (Moynihan et al. 2012). 

Transactional leadership may also affect performance information use, because the contingent 

rewards and sanctions can be administrated based on this information. We will test this, but 

existing evidence does not suggest that there is an association (Moynihan et al. 2010). 

Hypothesis 11 therefore focuses on transformational leadership. 

H14: In organizations with transformational leaders, the level of performance information 

use is higher than in other corresponding organizations  

Performance information use is expected to improve performance, because it creates a stronger 

focus on results and outcomes (Moynihan 2008; Nielsen 2013b) and facilitates organizational 

learning by identifying performance problems and potentials for improvement (Greve 2003; 

Moynihan & Landuyt 2009; Nielsen forthcoming). Furthermore, this positive effect is expected 

to be stronger for organisations with transformational leaders. If employees perceive 

performance management as controlling, it reduces employee motivation (Jacobsen et al. 2013) 

and such reactions are detrimental to organizational performance. Transformational leadership 
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is expected to make employees more appreciative of the potential usefulness of performance 

information by increasing employee awareness of organizational values and goals (Moynihan et 

al. 2012).  

H15: Organizations with a high level of performance information use have higher 

organizational performance, and the association is strongest for organizations with 

transformational leadership 

 

4 Research design and methods 

4.1 The experimental design 

Our choice of research design is closely related to the literature’s two key challenges: 

Endogeneity and common source bias. After our discussion of endogeneity in this section, 

section 4.2 explains how we avoid common source bias. Endogeneity is a very relevant 

problem, because leadership strategy will often be correlated with the error term, since the 

dependent variable (performance) often has an effect on leadership strategy or unobserved 

variables are correlated with both dependent and independent variable. Wright & Pandey (2010) 

therefore argue that future research should establish the causal sequence by using experimental 

designs. 

 

Only few experiments have investigated the effect of transformational and transactional 

leadership in the public sector, and participants have primarily been students working under 

transformational and transactional leadership conditions (e.g. Jung & Avolio 2000). Inspired by 

Dvir et al. (2002), we have chosen to experimentally induce different leadership strategies by 

giving different leadership training to real public and private leaders, and our key challenges 

therefore relate to selection of participants and content and strength of the treatments.  

 

Self-selection of participants in a field experiment is unavoidable, and our control group 

therefore also consists of leaders who have self-selected into the project. In other words, the 

public leaders will voluntarily select to be part of the project and then have an equal chance to 

have treatments which the literature unambiguously considers to be advantageous. All leaders 

receive survey L0 (see page 8), which presents the opportunity to be part of the experiment, 

explicating that this means that they have 75% chance of receiving one year leadership training, 
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corresponding to an FMOL course. FMOL is one of the two Danish Master of Public 

Governance educations, and the students can get credit for 5 ECTS points for participating if 

they (after the treatment period) hand in a paper which is evaluated according to the normal 

FMOL criteria. The state education subsidy [studietrinstilvækst=2915 DKR per student for 5 

ECTS] covers exam and administration expenses for FMOL. Leaders, who have started an 

FMOL education before they receive survey L0, are not offered the opportunity to participate in 

the experiment. Kurt Klaudi Klausen and Søren Serritzlew (leaders of FMOL) have accepted 

this plan. 

  

The leaders who agree to participate in the experiment are randomly assigned to one of four 

groups: 

 Control group 

 Transformational treatment 

 Transactional treatment 

 Combined transactional and transformational treatment 

 

It is a key priority to ensure that the treatments are strong enough to enable us to contribute to 

the literature regardless of what our results show. All treatments have one year duration and 

consist of 28 sessions of leadership training headed by a researcher with extensive teaching 

experience (see below) combined with a 600 pages curriculum and coursework between 

meetings. The training corresponds to 1 month full-time work for the leaders. The training is 

done in teams consisting of 18 leaders in the same geographical area to allow active 

participation from the leaders. Compared to the existing studies (Barling et al. 1996; Kelloway, 

Barling and Helleur 2000; Dvir et al. 2002; Poppor et al. 1992, Hardy et al. 2010; Hassan et al. 

2010), our treatments are very intense. Dvir et al. (2002) have the strongest treatment with a 

three-day leadership workshop for 54 military leaders. Barling et al. (1996) assigned 20 leaders 

randomly to training and control groups to test the effect of transformational leadership on 

performance. Their training programme included a 1-day group-based training session and four 

short individual sessions, and they found that the training significantly affected both 

subordinates' perceptions of leaders' transformational leadership and performance. The strength 

of our treatment is further increased by the fact that it is done by researchers who strongly 

believe in the treatments and have extensive teaching experience. This double role of the 
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researchers is not problematic, because we use objective performance data (which the 

researchers can only affect through the leadership training), and because all participants are 

taught by researchers who are specialized in the leadership training they are responsible for. 

Still, a field experiment always presents multiple ethical dilemmas such as how much the 

participants should know about the treatments, and we will draw upon the experience from the 

medical scientific committee system to help solve these dilemma. Specifically concerning the 

information to the participants, we plan to inform them fully about the concrete elements in 

their training, while we will not tell them about our theoretical hypotheses. It is important to 

stress we will do our utmost to insure that none of the participants will be worse off by the 

experiment (all parts of the training programmes have for example been used before on 

leadership courses with satisfactory results in terms of exam scores and student ratings).  

 

There will be seven teams with 25-26 participants for each treatment group. To control for 

potential teacher effects, Lotte Bøgh Andersen will teach four teams in the combined treatment 

and four teams in the transactional treatment. Christian Bøtcher Jacobsen will teach three teams 

in the combined treatment and four teams in the transformational treatment.  The remaining 

three transactional teams will be taught by Niels Westergaard-Nielsen, and the remaining three 

transformational teams will be taught by Anne Bøllingtoft. Niels Westergaard-Nielsen and 

Anne Bøllingtoft are funded by the Sapere Aude project which also funds the main part of Lotte 

Bøgh Andersen’s participation. All teaching materials will be developed by all four researchers 

and will not vary between teams within a given treatment group. Leadership training will be 

hosted by participating leaders to minimize transportation.. 

 

We do not expect serious drop-out problems, because the treatments correspond to very popular 

(and expensive) elements on the existing FMOL education. We will, however, register turnout 

at each session. Leaders are required to commit themselves to follow only this leadership 

training in the given year, and individuals who have already initiated other leadership training 

cannot participate. Still, we ask the leaders in survey L1 whether they participated in other 

relevant activities in the treatment period. 

4.2 Investigated organizations and data sources 

Apart from endogeneity, the other key problem in relevant literature is common source bias. 

Leaders tend to respond to surveys in ways that reflect favourably on themselves in terms of 
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organizational performance and adoption of current managerial practices, leading to spurious 

results (Meier & O’Toole 2010a & b). Our experimental design helps avoid this, because the 

investigated variation in leadership strategy is experimentally induced. We have also chosen 

five types of organizations where performance can be objectively measured: Secondary schools 

(stx, hhx and htx), tax sections, bank branches (parts of two biggest banks in Denmark, Danske 

Bank and Nordea), primary schools and day-care centers. This case selection ensure that we can 

investigate both public and private organizations and both welfare service provision and 

financial operations. While tax organizations and bank branches are focused on finances and 

have very similar employees and tasks (Jensen 2004: 113), they differ in ownership 

(public/private). For welfare provision, we focus on education of children of all ages, and the 

ownership variation is between public and private schools, public and private high schools and 

public and private daycare centers. 

 

We plan to use multiple performance measures to increase the robustness of our results. 

Examples are grades and pass rates for secondary schools, proportion of correct tax assessments 

and collection of arrears for tax sections, and revenue and profit for bank branches. 

Performance and absenteeism are measured with register data before and after the treatment.  

 

Apart from the availability of objective performance data, other important considerations 

behind the choice of investigated organizations were the number of leaders and the 

comparability of private and public organisations. If half of the leaders accept our invitation to 

participate, there are more than enough tax sections, secondary schools and bank branches to 

ensure that we can recruit 120 leaders from each of these types of organization. There are 

enough schools and day-care centers to make sure that we can recruit 180 of each type (120 

public and 60 private). We are able to compare private and public organizations, because there 

are both private and public primary and secondary schools and day-care centers, Employees and 

leaders working in tax sections and bank branches are also highly comparable (Jensen 2004). 

 

We survey leaders and their employees twice, while we survey children and their teachers and 

parents three times and the municipal executives one time. Survey 1 measures initial leadership 

strategy and invites the leaders to participate in the experiment.  

Survey 1:  Pre-treatment email survey of all leaders in the investigated types of organizations 
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Survey 2: Pre-treatment email survey of employees supervised by the 720 participating leaders  

Survey 3: Pre-treatment surveys of children and their parents and teachers 

Survey 4: Post-treatment email survey of all leaders 

Survey 5: Post-treatment email survey of employees 

Survey 6 and 7: Two post treatment surveys of children and their parents and teachers 

  

To supplement the quantitative data and to capture the situational aspects of leadership, we will 

conduct 48 qualitative semi-structured interviews with 24 leaders, interviewing them before and 

after the treatment period (six from each treatment/control group). We will code the interviews 

openly and then focused on the theoretical concepts and compare the results in displays.  

4.3 Methods of analysis 

We investigate the impact of training on leadership strategy by D-i-D (H1-H3). To identify the 

derived effects in H4-H15, we apply an IV strategy where assignment into treatment is used as 

an instrument for leadership strategy. This requires that the first stage test of H1+H2 satisfies 

the Staiger-Stock rule of thumb, requiring an F-statistic above 10 (for arguments regarding the 

strength of the treatment see above). Should it happen that our first stage is too weak, the 

extensive data sources allow us to use other analytical tools which rely on conditional 

independence (e.g. matching, ordinary least squares, etc.). Although this will not address 

causality it will allow us to provide the literature with estimates which are superior to currently 

published results. To account for moderating effects of the employees’ prior leadership 

experience and perceptions, we include interaction terms between these variables (measured 

before the treatment) and leadership strategy, and we also test whether leadership strategy 

produces uniform effects across different types of organizations.  All analyses will include 

ownership sector as potential moderator. 

 

5 Advisory panel 

We have formed an cross-disciplinary advisory panel consisting of leading scholars in the field: 

Peter Leisink, Edward Lazear, James L. Perry, Kathryn Shaw, Mike Gibbs, Wouter 

Vandenabeele, Gene Brewer, Jørgen Grønnegaard Christensen, Kurt Klaudi Klausen, Tor 

Eriksson, Carsten Greve, Ken Meier, Don Moynihan, John Antonakis and (hopefully) Arnold 

Bakker. 



14 

6 References 

 

Allison, G.T. (1992): Public and Private Management: Are They Fundamentally Alike in All 

Unimportant Respects? In R.J. Stillman, III, ea. Public Administration: Concepts and 

Cases, 5th ed. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, chapter 10, 282-288. 

Andersen, L.B. & M.L. Jakobsen (2011): Does Ownership Matter for the Provision of 

Professionalized Services? Hip operations at publicly and privately owned clinics in 

Denmark. Public Administration 89(3):956-974). 

Andersen, L.B.; N. Kristensen & L.H. Pedersen (2011): Do documentation requirements reduce 

intrinsic motivation and increase worker absence? 11th Public Management Research 

Association Conference, The Maxwell School Of Citizenship and Public Affairs, Syracuse 

University, USA, 2-4 June 2011. 

Andersen, L.B.; T.V. Eriksson, N. Kristensen & L.H. Pedersen (2012): Attracting Public 

Service Motivated Employees. How to design compensation packages in diverse societies. 

International Review of Administrative Science 78, 4: pp. 615-641. 

Andersen, Lotte Bøgh & Thomas Pallesen (2008): ‘"Not Just for the Money?" How Financial 

Incentives Affect the Number of Publications at Danish Research Institutions ’, 

International Public Management Journal, 11 (1): 28 - 47. 

Andrews, R.; G.A. Boyne & R.M. Walker (2011): Dimensions of Publicness and 

Organizational Performance: A Review of the Evidence. Journal of Public Administration 

Research & Theory 21(suppl 3):i301-i319. 

Antonakis, J.; B.J. Avolio & N. Sivasubramaniam (2003): Context and leadership: an 

examination of the nine-factor full-range leadership theory using the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire. The Leadership Quarterly 14:261-295. 

Ashforth, B. (1994): Petty Tyranny in Organizations. Human Relations, 47: 755-778. 

Avolio, B.J.; R.J. Reichard, S.T. Hannah, F.O. Walumbwa & A. Chan (2009): A meta-analytic 

review of leadership impact research: Experimental and quasi-experimental studies. The 

Leadership Quarterly 20( 5):764-784. 

Barling, J.; T. Weber & E.K. Kelloway (1996): Effects of Transformational Leadership 

Training on Attitudinal and Financial Outcomes: A Field Experiment Journal of Applied 

Psychology 81(6):827-832. 

Bass, B.M. & R.E. Riggio (2006): Transformational leadership, 2nd ed. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates. 

Bass, B.M. (1985): Leadership and Performance Beyond Expectations. New York: the Free 

Press. 

Bass, B.M. (1999): Two Decades of Research and Development in Transformational 

Leadership. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology 8(1):9-32. 

Bass, B.M.; B.J. Avolio, D.I. Jung & Y. Berson (2003): Predicting unit performance by 

assessing transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

88(2):207-218.  

Boyne, G.A. (2002): Public and private management: What’s the difference? Journal of 

Management Studies 39:97-122. 

Bozeman, B. & S. Bretschneider (1994): The Publicness Puzzle in Organization Theory: A Test 

of Alternative Explanations of Differences between Public and Private Organizations. 

Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 4(2):197-224. 

Buelens, M.; H. van den Broeck, K. Vanderheyden, R. Kreitner & A. Kinicki (2006): 

Organisational Behaviour. Berkshire: McGraw-Hill Education. 

http://www.akf.dk/medarbejdere/lotte_boegh_andersen/
http://www.akf.dk/medarbejdere/nicolai_kristensen/
http://www.akf.dk/medarbejdere/lene_holm_pedersen/
http://www.akf.dk/udgivelser/container/2011/udgivelse_1061/
http://www.akf.dk/udgivelser/container/2011/udgivelse_1061/
http://person.au.dk/da/pub/au01_2010_fc986b60-ed9d-11df-a891-000ea68e967b?id=140995
http://person.au.dk/da/pub/au01_2010_fc986b60-ed9d-11df-a891-000ea68e967b?id=140995
http://person.au.dk/da/pub/10678828?id=140995
http://person.au.dk/da/pub/10678828?id=140995
http://jpart.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=Richard+M.+Walker&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/10489843
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/10489843


15 

Burns, J.M. (1978): Leadership. New York: Harper & Row. 

Calmar Andersen, S. & S. Winter (2011): Ledelse, læring og trivsel i folkeskolerne. 

Copenhagen: SFI. 

Coggins, E. (2009): President Barack Obama: Transformational Leader: Management 

Theories Demonstrated in Obama's First 100 Days. http://eric-

coggins.suite101.com/president-barack-obama-transformational-leader-a125706 (accessed 

February 12 2012). 

Delfgaauw, J. & R. Dur (2010): Managerial Talent, Motivation, and Self-Selection into Public 

Management. Journal of Public Economics 94(9-10):654-660. 

Dumdum, U.R.; K.B. Lowe & B.J. Avolio (2002): Meta-analysis of transformational and 

transactional leadership correlates of effectiveness and satisfaction: An update and extension. 

In Transformational and charismatic leadership: The road ahead, eds. B.J. Avolio & F.J. 

Yammarino. New York: JAI Press. 35-65. 

Dvir, T.; D. Eden, B.J. Avolio & B. Shamir (2002): Impact of Transformational Leadership on 

Follower Development and Performance: A Field Experiment. The Academy of Management 

Journal 45(4):735-744. 

Egger-Peitler, I.; G. Hammerschmid & R. Meyer (2007): Motivation, Identification, and 

Incentive Preferences as Modernization and HR Strategies in Local Government — First 

Evidence from Austria. Paper presented at the Annual Conference of the European Group 

of Public Administration, Madrid, Spain, September 19-22 2007. 

Finne, L. B., Knardahl, S. & Lau, B. (2011): Workplace Bullying and Mental Distress – A 

Prospective Study of Norwegian Employees. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment 

and Health, 27: 276-286. 

Flatau, M.; I.L. Ibsen, K. Kirstein & P. Lindholm (2004): Sygefravær blandt FOAs medlemmer. 

Copenhagen: Forbundet af Offentligt Ansatte. 

Frey, B. & R. Jegen (2001): Motivation Crowding Theory. Journal of Economic Surveys 

15(5):589-611. 

Frey, B. (1997): Not just for the money. An Economic Theory of Personal Motivation.  

Cheltenham and Brookfield: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Gabris, G.T. & D.M. Ihrke (2000): Improving Employee Acceptance toward Performance 

Appraisal and Merit Pay Systems: The Role of Leadership Credibility. Review of Public 

Personnel Administration 20(1):41-53 . 

Georgellis, Y.; E. Iossa & V. Tabvuma (2011): Crowding Out Intrinsic Motivation in the Public 

Sector. Journal of Public Administration Research & Theory 21(3):473-493. 

Grant, Adam M. (2012) Leading with meaning: beneficiary contact, prosocial impact, and the 

performance effects of transformational leadership. Academy of Management Journal 55 

(2): 458–476. 

Greve, C. (2011): Ledelsesteori. In A. Berg-Sørensen; C.H. Grøn & H.F. Hansen (Eds.): 

Organiseringen af den offentlige sector, 279-298. Copenhagen: Hans Reitzel. 

Hardy, Lew, Calum A. Arthur, Graham Jones, Adie Shariff, Kathy Munnoch, Izzy Isaacs, 

Adrian J. Allsopp (2010) The relationship between transformational leadership behaviors, 

psychological, and training outcomes in elite military recruits. Leadership Quarterly 21: 

20–32. 

Hargis, M.B.; J.D. Watt & C. Piotrowski (2011): Developing Leaders: Examining the Role of 

Transactional and Transformational Leadership Across Business Contexts. Organization 

Development Journal 29(3):51. 

http://eric-coggins.suite101.com/president-barack-obama-transformational-leader-a125706
http://eric-coggins.suite101.com/president-barack-obama-transformational-leader-a125706
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00472727
http://jpart.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=Yannis+Georgellis&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
http://jpart.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=Elisabetta+Iossa&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
http://jpart.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=Vurain+Tabvuma&sortspec=date&submit=Submit


16 

Hassan, Rasool A.; Bashir A.Fuwad, Azam I. Rauf (2010) Pre-training motivation and the 

effectiveness of transformational leadership training: An experiment Academy of Strategic 

Management Journal, 9 (2): 123-131. 

Inamori Foundation (2001): A Call for Leadership: The United States and Japan.  

http://www.thepresidency.org/storage/documents/ScienceTechnology2008/US_and_Japan.

pdf (accessed January 12 2012). 

Jacobsen, C.B. & L.B. Andersen (2011): Performance management for academic researchers. 

How publication command systems affect individual behaviour. Accepted to be published 

in Review of Public Personnel Administration (accepted June 2011) 

Jacobsen, C.B.; J. Hvitved & L. B. Andersen. (2013): Command and motivation: How the 

perception of external interventions relates to intrinsic motivation and public service 

motivation Online before print in Public Administration  

Jensen, R.S. (2004): Ledelse og medindflydelse. En analyse af ledelsesadfærd og 

institutionaliseret samarbejde på offentlig og private arbejdspladser. PhD Dissertation. 

Aarhus: Politica. 

Judge, T.A. & R.F. Piccolo (2004): Transformational and transactional leadership: A meta-

analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology 89:755-768. 

Jung, D.I. & B.J. Avolio (2000): Opening the Black Box: an experimental investigation of the 

mediating effects of trust and value congruence on transformational and transact ional 

leadership. Journal of Organizational Behaviour 21:949-964. 

Karasek, R. A. (1979): Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: Implications for job 

redesign. Administrative science quarterly: 285-308. 

Kelloway, K. E., Barling, J., & Helleur, J. (2000). Enhancing transformational leadership: The 

roles of training and feedback. Leadership and Organizational Development Journal , 21, 

145−149. 

Kivimäki, M., Elovainio, M., & Vahtera J. (200): Workplace bullying and sickness absence in 

hospital staff. Occupational and Environmental Medicine 57 (10): 656-660. 

Klausen, K.K.; J. Michelsen & D.M. Nielsen (2011): Den Decentrale Leder. Copenhagen: 

Lederne. 

Kuoppala, J.; A. Lamminpää, J.M.D. Liira & H. Vainio (2008): Leadership, Job Well-Being, 

and Health Effects – A Systematic Review and a Meta-Analysis. Journal of Occupational 

& Environmental Medicine 50(8):904-915. 

Lee, D.; A. Coustasse & A. Sr. Sikula (2011): Transformational leadership and workplace 

injury and absenteeism: Analysis of a National Nursing Assistant Survey. Health Care 

Management Review: 36(4):380-387. 

Lim, B.-C. & R.E. Ployhard (2004): Transformational Leadership: Relations to the Five-Factor 

Model and Team Performance in Typical and Maximum Contexts. Journal of Applied 

Psychology 89(4):610-621. 

Lowe, Kevin B.; K.C. Kroeck; N. Sivasubramaniam (1996): Effectiveness correlates of 

transformational and transactional leadership: a meta-analytic review of the MLQ 

literature. Leadership Quarterly, 7(3), 385-425. 

Lynn, L.E. Jr.; C.J. Heinrich & C.J. Hill (2000b): Studying governance and public 

management: Challenges and prospects. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory, 10(2):233-262. 

Mac, A. & P. Hagedorn-Rasmussen (2008): Hvorfor er ledelse vigtig for psykisk arbejdsmiljø? 

Presentation at Arbejdsmiljøkonference 2008 

http://www.arbejdsmiljoraadgiverne.dk/data/files/aM1008/105-

ledelseogpsyksikarbejdsmilj.pdf 

http://www.thepresidency.org/storage/documents/ScienceTechnology2008/US_and_Japan.pdf
http://www.thepresidency.org/storage/documents/ScienceTechnology2008/US_and_Japan.pdf
http://www.akf.dk/om_akf/medarbejdere/lotte_boegh_andersen/
http://pure.au.dk/portal/da/persons/christian-boetcher-jacobsen%28fd9dea84-2af2-4d41-89ac-117e13f5324c%29.html


17 

Mark A. Papworth, Derek Milne, George Boak, (2009) "An exploratory content analysis of 

situational leadership", Journal of Management Development, Vol. 28 Iss: 7, pp.593 - 606 

McGregor, D.M. (1960): The Human Side of Enterprise. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill Book 

Co. 

Meier, K.J. & L.J. O’Toole, Jr. (2010b): I Think (I am doing well), Therefore I Am: Assessing 

the Validity of Administrators’ Self-Assessments of Performance. Paper presented at the 

annual meetings of the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, April 2010.  

Meier, K.J. & L.J. O'Toole (2010a): Organizational Performance: Measurement Theory and an 

Application: Or, Common Source Bias, the Achilles Heel of Public Management 

Research. Paper presented at the APSA 2010 Annual Meeting. 

Mikkelsen, E. G. & Einarsen, S. (2002): Basic assumptions and symptoms of post-traumatic stress 

among victims of bullying at work. European Journal of work and Organisational 

Psychology, 11: 87-111. 

Miller, G.K. & A. Whitford (2007): The Principal’s Moral Hazard: constraints on the Use of 

Incentives in Hierarch. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory. 17:213-

233. 

Moynihan, D. P. (2008): The Dynamics of Performance Management: Constructing Information 

and Reform. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 

Moynihan, D. P., & D. P. Hawes (2012): Responsiveness to Reform Values: The Influence of 

the Environment on Performance Information Use. Public Administration Review 72 (S1): 

95–105. 

Moynihan, D. P. & D. Landuyt (2009): How Do Public Organizations Learn? Bridging Cultural 

and Structural Perspectives. Public Administration Review 69 (6): 1097–1105. 

Moynihan, D.P., & S. K. Pandey (2010): The Big Question for Performance Management: Why 

Do Managers Use Performance Information? Journal of Public Administration Research 

and Theory 20 (4): 849–866. 

Moynihan, D. P., S. K. Pandey & B. E. Wright. (2012). Setting the Table: How 

Transformational Leadership Fosters Performance Information Use. Journal of Public 

Administration Research and Theory 22 (1): 143–164. 

Nasi, G. (2011): Public Personnel Policies: Impact on Government Performance. Journal of 

Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 13(1):5-10. 

Nielsen, M. B. (2013a): Bullying in work groups: The impact of leadership. Scandinavian 

Journal of Psychology, 54: 127-136. 

Nielsen, P. A. (2013b): Performance Management, Managerial Authority, and Public Service 

Performance. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory. (E-pub ahead of 

print). 

Nielsen, P. A. (forthcoming): Learning from Performance Feedback: Performance Information, 

Aspiration Levels and Managerial Priorities. Public Administration. 

Nielsen, M. B. & Einarsen, S. (2012): Outcomes of Workplace Bullying: A meta-analytic 

Review. Work and Stress, 26: 309-332. 

Nielsen, M. B., Notelaers, G., & Einarsen, S. (2011): Measuring exposure to workplace bullying. 

Bullying and harassment in the workplace: Developments in theory, research, and practice, 

149-174. 

Northouse, P.G. (2010): Leadership: Theory and Practice. Fifth edition. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

North, F. M., Syme, S. L., Feeney, A., Shipley, M., & Marmot, M. (1996): Psychosocial work 

environment and sickness absence among British civil servants: the Whitehall II study. 

American Journal of Public Health, 86 (3): 332-340. 



18 

O’Shea, P.G.; R.J. Foti, N.M.A. Hauenstein & P. Bycio (2009): Are the Best Leaders Both 

Transformational and Transactional? A Pattern-oriented Analysis. Leadership, 5(2):237. 

O’Toole, L.J. Jr. & K.J. Meier (2011): Public Management: Organizations, Governance, and 

Performance. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Paarlberg, L.E. & B. Lavigna (2010): Transformational Leadership and Public Service 

Motivation: Driving Individual and Organizational Performance. Public Administration 

Review, 70:710-718. 

Park, S.M. & H.G. Rainey (2008): Leadership and Public Service Motivation in U.S. Federal 

Agencies. International Public Management Journal, 11(1):109-142. 

Peng, T. K. & Peterson, M. F. (1998): Contingent and Noncontingent Social Rewards and 

Punishment from Leaders: Do US and Japanese subordinates make comparable 

destinctions?. International Business Review, 7: 69-87. 

Personalestyrelsen (2009): Ny fleksibel masteruddannelse i offentlig ledelse. Formål, indhold 

og praktiske oplysninger. http://www.evu.aau.dk/digitalAssets/7/7651_mpgbrochure.pdf 

(accessed January 31 2012). 

Podsakoff, P. M.; W. H. Bommer, N. P. Podsakoff, S. B. MacKenzie (2006): Relationships 

between leader reward and punishment behavior and subordinate attitudes, perceptions, 

and behaviors: A meta-analytic review of existing and new research. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 99 (2): 113-142. 

Poppor, M., Landua, O., & Gluskinos, U. M. (1992). The Israeli defense forces: An example of 

transformational leadership. Leadership and Organizational Development Journal , 13(1), 

3−8. 

Ritz, A. (2009): Public service motivation and organizational performance in Swiss federal 

government. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 75(1):53-78. 

Rowold, J. (2011): Relationship between leadership behaviors and performance. The moderating 

role of a work team’s level of age, gender, and cultural heterogeneity. Leadership & 

Organization Development Journal, 32(6):628-647. 

Samnani, A-K. & Singh, P. (2012): 20 Years of Workplace Bullying Research: A Review of the 

Antecedents and Consequences of Bullying in the Workplace. Aggression and Violent 

Behavior, 17: 581-589. 

Strandmark, M. K. & Hallberg, L. R. M. (2007): The Origin of Workplace Bullying: Experiences 

from the Perspective of Bully Victims in the Public Service Sector. Journal of Nursing 

Management, 14: 1-10. 

Tennant, C. (2001): Work-related stress and depressive disorders. Journal of psychosomatic 

research, 51 (5): 697-704. 

Trottier, T.; M. Van Wart & X.H. Wang (2008): Examining the nature and significance of 

leadership in government organizations. Public Administration Review, 68:319-33. 

Van Wart, M. (2011): Dynamics of Leadership in Public Service: Theory and Practice. 2. 

Edition. Armonk: M.E. Sharpe Inc.  

Waldman, D.A.; B.M. Bass & F.J. Yammarino (1990): Adding to Contingent-Reward 

Behavior: The Augmenting Effect of Charismatic Leadership.  Group & Organization 

Management, 15:381. 

Walker, R.M.; G.A. Boyne & G.A. Brewer (2010): Public Service Performance: Research 

Directions. London: Cambridge University Press. 

Weibel, A.; K. Rost & M. Osterloh (2010): Pay for Performance in the Public Sector—Benefits 

and (Hidden) Costs. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory,  20(2):387-

412. 

http://www.evu.aau.dk/digitalAssets/7/7651_mpgbrochure.pdf


19 

Wofford, J.C.; J.L. Whittington & V.L. Goodwin (2001): Follower motive patterns as situational 

moderators for transformational leadership effectiveness. Journal of Managerial Issues, 

13:196-211. 

Wright, B.E. & S.K. Pandey (2010): Transformational Leadership in the Public Sector: Does 

Structure Matter? Public Administration Research & Theory, 20(1):75-89.  

Wright, B.E.; D.P. Moynihan & S.K. Pandey (2011): Pulling the Levers: Transformational 

Leadership, Public Service Motivation, and Mission Valence. Public Administration 

Review, 72:206-215. 

 

 

 

 

  



20 

7 Time schedule 

Year Mile stones    

2014: March-June: First survey to managers and employees 

 April: Paper presentation at annual conference of International Research Society for Public 

Management (IRSPM) (panel: New directions in public leadership, innovation and change research). 

This paper contains a discussion of the research design, treatments and measures. 

 June 1
st
: Random assignment of participants to treatment and control groups.  

 June: First meeting of advisory panel 

 August: First survey to class teachers, parents and children 

 September 1
st
: Treatments start (leadership training) 

 October 1
st
: Performance data for pre-treatment situation acquired for day care centers 

 October: Fist article aimed at practitioners (describing the leadership strategies)  

2015: January-June: Analysis of data from first wave of surveys 

 June: Paper presentation at Public Management Research Conference. Differences between private 

and public sectors and five types of organization  

 July 1
st
: Treatments are finished  

 September: Submission of three articles (presented as papers at IRSPM and PMRC) 

 October-November: Second survey to managers, employees, parents and children 

 November: Paper presentation at APPAM 

 September-December: Data analysis including two waves of survey data and absence  

 November: Public communication: One article and a public conference 

2016:  February-July Project leader stays at University of Georgia on facilitate international cooperation 

and comments to the research output 

 March: Paper presentation at ASPA  

 April: Paper presentation at IRSPM  

 May: Article aimed at practitioners (based on abovementioned papers) 

May: Paper presentation at Society of labor Economists (SOLE)  

August: Paper presentation at European Economic Association (EEA) (focus on relationship 

between absenteeism and performance) 

September: Second meeting of advisory panel.  

October-November: Third survey to teachers, parents and children 

 November: Paper presentation at the APPAM conference  

2017:  May: Last performance data for post treatment acquired 

 June: Paper presentations at Public Management Research Conference  

 June: Paper presentation at International Workshop on Applied Economics of Education  

 November: Final communication to the public: One article and a public conference   

 December: All journal articles are finished or under review 
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