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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to explore how leadership practices impact the implementation of trust-
based management and how trust-based management relates to organizational outcomes in trust reforms in 
public sector organizations.
Design/methodology/approach – The paper uses partial least squares path modeling (PLS-PM) to analyze 
aggregated, survey data from 1,006 respondents in 2021 and 801 respondents in 2024 pooled to 52 
organizational units in a Norwegian city that implemented a trust reform in 2017.
Findings – Integrated transformational and transactional leadership in 2021 was positively and significantly 
related to trust-based management measured two years later, and trust-based management was positively and 
significantly related to organizational unit performance and organizational citizenship behavior, and negatively 
and significantly related to intention to leave.
Research limitations/implications – The paper is based on data from one, big organization in a high-trust 
society. Further research is needed to explore the applicability of the finding across different organizational and 
institutional contexts.
Practical implications – This paper provides empirical-based knowledge about how organizations and 
managers can utilize integrated leadership in implementing more trust-based management to improve 
organizational outcomes.
Social implications – Increased knowledge about factors that impact the implementation of trust-based 
management with positive organizational outcomes is important for many organizations and societies that are 
designing public sector reforms or facing distrust within as well as across organizations.
Originality/value – Prior research has studied how trust, translation and information flows impact trust-based 
management and how trust-based management impacts innovation. This paper complements prior research with 
an original analysis of how integrated leadership impacts trust-based management and organizational outcomes.
Keywords Integrated leadership, Trust, Administrative reform, Implementation, Commitment, Performance
Paper type Research article

Introduction
This paper explores the impact of integrated leadership on trust-based management and its 
outcomes in public sector organizations, and especially in local governments. Trust-based 
management consists of empowerment, providing relevant feedback on results, and 
participation in decision-making processes, especially for the employees (Nyhan, 2000).
This paper conceptualizes trust-based management not as new nor necessarily superior 

concept, but as an element in trust reforms and planned organizational changes to strengthen 
trust between managers and employees, reduce administrative burden (“red tape”), mend 
perceived dysfunctional management systems and improve collaboration in public sector 
(Bentzen and Bringselius, 2023; Siverbo et al., 2024) as well as in private sector organizations 
(Six and Sorge, 2008). Such challenges are common in many – and maybe especially in big and 
complex – organizations after several decades of reforms and organizational changes.
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It is often assumed that trust reforms will increase trust between managers and employees 
(vertical trust), and hence improve organizational outcomes such as performance and 
commitment (Bentzen, 2023; Funck, 2025; Hasche et al., 2021; Torfing and Bentzen, 2020). 
Many reforms, however, disappoint (Aberbach and Christensen, 2014). Moreover, many 
organizational changes fail (Kotter, 1995). It is commonly stated that as much as 70% of 
planned organizational changes fail, but the evidence for this claim is disputed (Hughes, 2011). 
Some research find, nevertheless, that change management matters and that leadership, and 
possibly transformational leadership, may be especially important in change management in 
public sector organizations (van der Voet, 2016).
Trust-based management has been expected to be closely related to transformational 

leadership and less related to transactional leadership (Torfing and Bentzen, 2020), two 
leadership styles that have been especially popular in the leadership literature and research 
over the latest 5 decades (Bass, 1999; Burns, 1978). Policy makers, nevertheless, seldom 
design reforms exclusively based on one management model addressing only one problem. 
Similarly, practitioners seldom utilize only one leadership style adapted for one situation only. 
Policy makers, therefore, commonly blend ideas and solutions from different management 
models, and practitioners commonly blend different leadership styles, to make management 
and leadership practices robust to handle different problems in different situations. Effective 
leadership may, therefore, integrate many styles (Yukl, 2012).
There seems to be increasing recognition of integrated leadership (e.g. Anderson and Sun, 

2017; Fernandez et al., 2010; Orazi et al., 2013). So far, however, there are to the best of our 
knowledge no studies on how leadership practices impact the implementation of trust-based 
management and ultimately organizational outcomes. Prior research on trust-based 
management in Scandinavia has largely been confined to translations of trust reforms in 
public sector organizations (Bentzen, 2019a; Bentzen and Bringselius, 2023), case studies of 
organizational implementation of trust-based management (Bentzen, 2019b, 2023; Eide et al., 
2022; Elmersj€o and Sundin, 2021; Ernst, n.d.; Vallentin and Thygesen, 2017), survey-based 
studies of diffusion of trust-based management in public sector organizations (Siverbo et al., 
2024), as well as studies of impacts of information flows on trust-based management (Norkin 
et al., 2025; Øygarden et al., 2023) and impacts of trust-based management on management 
control (Funck, 2025) and innovation (Svare et al., 2023). This paper complements the prior 
research with an original analysis of how leadership practices impact trust-based management 
and organizational outcomes. This paper is, therefore, an overdue response to Nyhan’s (2000) 
early call for more research on leadership and trust-based management. The research question 
is, subsequently: how do leadership practices impact trust-based management and
organizational outcomes in public sector organizations?
This paper analyzes aggregated survey data from 1,006 respondents in 2021 and 801 

respondents in 2024 pooled in 52 organizational units in a Norwegian city that implemented a 
trust reform in 2017 (Eide et al., 2022). The data are analyzed with partial least squares path 
modeling, PLS-PM (Henseler, 2021). The results show that integrated leadership is positively 
related to trust-based management, and trust-based management is positively related to 
organizational unit performance and organizational citizenship behavior, and negatively 
related to turnover intention, as expected. This paper contributes to public leadership and 
management reform theory by providing evidence on the importance of integrated leadership 
in implementing trust-based management in public sector organizations (Bentzen, 2019a, b; 
Ernst, n.d.; Vallentin and Thygesen, 2017) as well as to increased knowledge on leadership and 
change management in trust reforms in the Scandinavian countries (Bentzen and Bringselius, 
2023; Siverbo et al., 2024).
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. The second section reviews literature 

and develops working hypotheses. The third section presents contextual background 
information on trust reforms and trust-based management. The fourth section documents 
the research design and data. The fifth section presents the results. The sixth section discusses 
the results. The final section concludes and suggests further research.
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Literature review and hypotheses
Trust reforms and trust-based management
Trust in organizations and societies has received much attention since the 1990s (Bouckaert, 
2012; Fukuyama, 2015; Guinot and Chiva, 2019; Kramer and Tyler, 1996; Podsakoff et al., 1990; 
Rousseau et al., 1998). Nyhan, in probably one of the earliest systematic studies of trust-based 
management in public sector organizations, found that trust-building between managers and 
workers was positively related to productivity and commitment in an American municipality 
(Nyhan, 2000). The basic mechanisms identified were that participation in decision-making, 
information on results from and to employees, and empowerment of the employees, were 
positively related to trust as well as to productivity and commitment, largely corresponding to 
earlier management models such as management by objectives and self-control (Drucker, 1954).
Trust reforms are designed to handle de-bureaucratization, decentralization and 

collaboration, and to enhance trust, effectiveness, innovation and legitimacy (Bentzen and 
Bringselius, 2023; Siverbo et al., 2024; Vallentin and Thygesen, 2017). Trust has been much 
studied in relation to trust-based management in trust reforms (Bentzen, 2019b; Hasche et al., 
2021). This paper, therefore, focuses on the role of leadership and trust-based management.

Leadership and trust-based management
Leadership (and management) concerns results, followers, changes, systems and values, 
within as well as across organizations, and basically revolves around the three elements of 
effectively providing quality results, facilitating organizational members’ cohesion and 
personal development, while aligning the organization to its environment and making 
necessary changes (Drucker, 1954; Van Wart, 2003, 2013).
Public leadership is important for many functions and many levels in societies. Hartley 

defined public leadership as “mobilising individuals, organisations and networks to formulate 
and/or enact purposes, values and actions which aim or claim to create valued outcomes for the 
public sphere” (Hartley, 2018, p. 203). Leadership in public sector organizations may be more 
constrained than leadership in privately owned organizations (Hansen and Villadsen, 2010; 
Jacobsen, 2024; Rainey and Bozeman, 2000). Still, public leaders – just as other leaders – have 
a plethora of leadership theories and styles to choose from, for example, authoritarian, 
distributed and empowering leadership (Anderson and Sun, 2017; Mutonyi et al., 2020), to 
name just a few. Transformational and transactional leadership may, however, be especially 
relevant for public leadership (Burns, 1978).
Transformational leadership has been in vogue for a long time (Bass, 1999), but the originator 

of the theory on transformational leadership underscored that leadership in practice had to be 
based on transactional leadership, providing immediate output and rewards for stakeholders, as 
well as transformational leadership encouraging followers to pursue even higher aims and 
changes (Burns, 1978). This fundamental insight seems to be rediscovered in newer research that 
pinpoint that, first, transactional leadership may be most important for short-term performance 
while transformational leadership may be most important for long-term performance (Bass et al., 
2003); second, transformational leadership is positively related to many outcome variables (Bao 
et al., 2025); and, third, it is difficult, however, to empirically isolate distinct leadership styles in 
leadership practice (Anderson and Sun, 2017; Eva et al., 2025).
A recent meta-analytic review of the public administration leadership literature found that 

leadership seems to be working for enhancing positive outcomes but works less well in 
preventing negative outcomes. Even more important, it does not seem to matter much what 
kind of leadership style leaders practice as long as leaders do lead (Backhaus and Vogel, 2022). 
In practice, many leadership styles do not differ much from transformational leadership. Eva 
et al. stated that “(t)he 12 most popular leadership measures considered in our investigation 
share significant variance and retain very little unique specificity” (Eva et al., 2025, p. 3105). 
The analysis in this paper, therefore, does not study the impact of one or several distinct 
leadership styles individually or individual leaders’ behavior. Instead, we hypothesize that an
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active and systematic leadership practice in organizational units, using combinations of 
leadership styles, has a positive impact on the implementation of trust-based management.

H1. Organizational units with much integrated leadership have much trust-based 
management.

Organizational performance
Organizational performance is not only multidimensional but also subjective (Andersen et al., 
2016; Boyne, 2003). Performance may have intermediate results as services that can be 
assessed as conforming to standards (high quality), being productive (economizing) and 
achieving goals (creating value). To be effective in the long run, the organization also need to 
innovate existing or new services. These criteria can, however, be assessed differently by 
different stakeholders such as politicians, managers, professionals and users. We hypothesize 
that organizational units with much trust-based management will have high organizational unit 
performance, as assessed by different stakeholders.

H2. Organizational units with much trust-based management have high organizational 
unit performance.

Organizational commitment
If trust-based management is perceived as working well and impacts outcomes positively, then 
it is likely that managers and employees will have high institutional trust and be committed to 
the organization, for example, have much organizational citizenship behavior and little 
intention to leave the organization (de Geus et al., 2020; H€arenstam et al., 2024). Hypotheses 3
and 4 concern the relationship between trust-based management and intention to leave and to 
organizational citizenship behavior, respectively.

H3. Organizational units with much trust-based management have little intention to leave 
among their members.

H4. Organizational units with much trust-based management have much organizational 
citizenship behavior among their members.

Context: trust reforms in Scandinavia
Understanding the context for public sector leadership is important (Vogel and Masal, 2015). Albeit 
trust-based management was identified and found to work well in a public sector organization in 
the USA (Nyhan, 2000), it did not seem to take hold there but later – and probably unconnected – 
became common in many public sector organizations in Scandinavia. The Scandinavian countries 
are unitary states, have big public sectors and are high-trust societies (Bjørnskov, 2007; Holmberg 
and Rothstein, 2017). The Scandinavian countries have been active public management reformers 
(Greve et al., 2020), and their societies and public sectors are generally regarded as well-
functioning regarding effectiveness, equality and innovation (Fukuyama, 2015).
To stay effective, equal and innovative after much reform activity for several decades, 

many public sector organizations in the Scandinavian countries have, during the latest decade, 
implemented trust reforms (Bentzen and Bringselius, 2023; Siverbo et al., 2024). The core 
element in these reforms is implementing trust-based management. Changing organizational 
practices so that employees accept more trust and responsibility is, however, challenging 
(Bentzen, 2019b; Ernst, n.d.).
There are no systematic studies of the diffusion of trust reforms and implementation of trust-

based management across central and local government, but there is a systematic study of the 
implementation of trust-based management in municipalities. Siverbo et al. (2024) conducted a 
survey to all the municipal chief administrative officers in the three Scandinavian countries in
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2021, with a response rate of 63% in Denmark, 49% in Norway and 52% in Sweden. They 
concluded that “the concept of TBM has diffused widely in Scandinavia and that a clear majority 
of the municipalities have worked with the concept for some time” (Siverbo et al., 2024, p. 9). 
Common purposes for implementing trust-based management were increasing employees’ work 
autonomy and motivation and reducing overly extensive formal organizational control. They also 
reported that, in general, the respondents did not report many implementation challenges. The 
biggest challenges were maintaining momentum “when other issues called for attention”, 
“remaining faithful to the idea of trust when things go wrong and politicians wanted to handle the 
situation with regulations” and “the concept of trust itself, what it is and how it should be 
operationalized, especially in Sweden and Norway” (Siverbo et al., 2024, p. 11).
Leadership clarifies vision and directs change, prioritizes and sets objectives, manages 

performance and maintains community and commitment. Leadership may, therefore, be 
especially important in trust reforms for implementing trust-based management, which is the 
research problem for this paper.

Methods and data
Population and sample
The theoretical population for this analysis is local government organizations. The City of 
Oslo was selected as a representative case for the analysis. This organization is big and 
complex, has municipal as well as county tasks and has implemented a trust reform for several 
years. The trust reform in the City of Oslo was formally decided by the City council in 2017 
after having been piloted in four home care districts since 2015 (Eide et al., 2022). The 
implementation has been going on from 2017 to 2023, which this paper studies. Analyses show 
that the perceptions of changes in the reform from 2017 to 2020 were modest, but there were 
more perceived changes from 2021 to 2023.
The City of Oslo had ca. 720,000 inhabitants in 2024, and its 15 districts are each in comparison 

as big as some of the largest municipalities in Norway. We selected 30 primary and 8 secondary 
schools from ca. 180 schools, stratified by size and geographical location, and the home care 
services in 14 of the 15 districts, totaling 52 units in the City of Oslo, as our sample. The 52 units 
vary in size from small schools to large districts. The selected services have employees with many 
professional backgrounds. The selected units and services, therefore, represent variation in tasks 
and professions typical of many public sector organizations. Most importantly, because the City of 
Oslo has experience from piloting trust-based management since 2015, and full-scale 
implementation since 2017, the City of Oslo is suitable for providing data on implementation 
and outcomes of trust-based management, which takes several years to materialize.

Data collection and data aggregation
Data were collected from all managers and employees in two rounds in the selected 52 units. The 
first survey took place in Spring 2021, resulting in 1,006 responses and a response rate of 17.2%. 
The second, follow-up survey took place in late Autumn 2023/Winter 2024, resulting in 801 
responses and a response rate of 11.6%.
Participation in the surveys were voluntary. The response rate was lower in the second 

survey than in the first, which raises a potential issue of representativeness and non-response 
bias. Official administrative data showed that in 2019, the total workforce in the city had 
51,000 organizational members of which 69% were women, 51% were of less than 40 years of 
age, 40% were employed in the educational sector, and 33% were employed in the districts. 
Analysis of individual demographic traits across the two surveys showed that 15 and 18% had 
top managerial positions, 65 and 68% of the respondents had been affiliated in their current 
jobs for 4 years or more, 63 and 66% of the respondents were 40 years or more, and 71 and 70% 
were women, in the 2021 and 2023 surveys, respectively. The samples, representing ca. 73% of 
the total workforce, therefore, are representative regarding gender, but have a higher share of 
older and possibly more experienced respondents than the total workforce.
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To test for additional response bias, we included questions probing positive and negative 
attitudes toward trust-based management. Trust and trust reforms are hard to conceptualize, but 
trust and trust reforms have positive connotations for many. Unsurprisingly, of the respondents 
who were knowledgeable about the trust reform, most were positive. 70% in 2021 and 79% in 
2024 scored 6 or 7 on the Likert scale on “I am positive towards the idea of trust-based 
management”, but the data also include respondents with negative attitudes. 18% in 2021 and in 
2024 scored 6 or 7 on a seven-point Likert scale on “Trust-based management is mostly just talk”. 
Therefore, the data represent variation in attitudes and valid experiences for this exploration.
The responses were given under a clause of anonymity. Therefore, we could not pool 

individual data over time. We instead aggregated the individual data for each of the 52 units 
and pooled the aggregated unit data from the two surveys for the final analysis.

Measurement
Integrated leadership (IL) was measured with four items from validated scales for 
transformational and transactional leadership (Jensen et al., 2019). Transformational 
leadership was measured by asking about the extent the leaders strive to get the employees 
to work together towards the organization’s vision and seek to make employees accept 
common goals for the organization. Transactional leadership was measured by asking about 
the extent leaders give individual employees positive feedback when they perform well, and 
reward the employees’ performance when they live up to requirements.

Trust-based management (TBM) was measured with three items tapping its three central 
elements of participation in decision making, feedback information on results (goal clarity), 
and empowerment (work autonomy) (Nyhan, 2000). The items were measured by replicating 
validated survey questions (Dallner et al., 2000).

Organizational unit performance (OUP) was measured as an index with sum scores of three 
items consisting of the respondents’ perceptions of their unit’s number of innovations adopted, 
goal achievement and effectiveness. The items were taken from a seven-item scale to measure 
organizational unit performance (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980; Verbeeten and Spekl�e, 2015).

Intention to leave (turnover intention, TI) was measured by three items from a five-item 
scale (Kuvaas, 2006), for example, how probably the organizational member would look for a 
new job in the next year.

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was measured by three items from a seven-
item scale, specifically: defending the municipality or unit when it was criticized, feeling pride 
if allowed to represent the organization externally, and expressing loyalty to the municipality 
or unit (Lee and Allen, 2002).
All the survey items were measured on a seven-point Likert scale (1 5 Completely 

disagree/not at all, to 7 5 Fully agree/to a large extent).
Integrated leadership was measured with data from the 2021 survey. Trust-based 

management and the three outcome variables (OUP, TI, OCB) were measured with data from 
the 2023 survey. Note that managers and employees can assess leadership behavior differently 
(Jacobsen and Andersen, 2015). Our data had 15% managers in the 2021 survey and 18% 
managers in the 2024 survey. Consequently, the employees’ perceptions dominate the 
measurement of leadership practices and trust-based management, as well as the outcome 
variables in this analysis.
Table 1 documents all the survey questions used to measure the variables.
Two additional variables, one for unit size measured as man-years in 2021, and a dummy 

variable for sector (schools 5 0, home care 5 1), were used as exogenous, contextual variables.

Validity, reliability and common method bias
To enhance construct validity and reliability, all variables were measured replicating validated 
research instruments and measuring the constructs as latent variables or composite constructs 
with at least three indicators each. There are different views on the practical impact of common
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method bias (CMB) in empirical research (Fuller et al., 2016; Jakobsen and Jensen, 2015). To 
reduce common method bias, we followed recommended good practices in designing the 
surveys, including pilot-testing the survey, using validated scales, reversing some scales and 
granting anonymous responses (George and Pandey, 2017; Podsakoff et al., 2012). Albeit not 
conclusive, Harman’s one-factor test with the 16 items showed that the first factor explained 
41% of the variance, which is below the common threshold of 50%, indicating little likelihood 
for common method bias. Most importantly, to secure internal validity, the items for the 
exogenous variables were taken from a survey conducted in 2021, two years before the items 
for the dependent variables were measured in the second survey in 2023.
While the data are pooled aggregated individual data to unit scores and not pooled individual 

manager–employee dyadic relationship scores over time, internal validity may, on the one hand, 
be lower than using pooled individual manager–employee dyadic relationships data over time. On 
the other hand, external validity may be high because the data represents typical work relations in 
complex public sector organizations and units, where employees and managers must relate to 
several management levels and partly some rotation of managers and employees both during the 
day and over time. Therefore, measuring mean perceived unit practices and outcomes over time 
may be a valid representation of management and leadership in practice in such contexts.

Results
The number of useable cases for the analysis is given by the number of organizational units, for 
which the individual data have been aggregated. 52 is a small number of cases for multivariate 
analysis of complex models and, therefore, PLS-PM instead of covariance-based structural 
equation modelling (CB-SEM) was chosen. PLS-PM needs smaller samples sizes to produce 
stable estimates than CB-SEM because PLS-PM uses regression to estimate portions of the 
model iteratively, while CB-SEM (usually) uses maximum likelihood estimation based on the

Table 1. Items and survey questions

Item Question

Integrated leadership in 2021 (IL)
var44 Give individual employees positive feedback when they perform well
var46 Strive to get the employees to work together towards the organization’s vision 
var49 Seek to make employees accept common goals for the organization
var52 Reward the employees’ performance when they live up to requirements

Organizational citizenship behavior in 2023 (OCB)
var75 Defending the municipality or unit when it was criticized 
var76 Feeling pride if allowed to represent the organization externally 
var78 Expressing loyalty to the municipality or unit

Organizational unit performance in 2023 (OUP)
var86 Number of innovations adopted 
var88 Goal achievement 
var89 Effectiveness

Trust-based management in 2023 (TBM)
var92 There are clear goals for my job
var99 Can influence decisions that are important for my job
var100 Proximate leader encourages me to participate in important decisions

Turnover intention in 2023 (TI)
var117 I often think about quitting my present job
var119 I will probably look for a new job in the next year
var121 I will likely actively look for a new job within the next three years
Source(s): Author’s own work
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whole model (Willaby et al., 2015). The analysis was performed with ADANCO 2.4.1 
(Henseler, 2017). The ensuing results follow guidelines for best practice reporting of PLS-PM 
(Benitez et al., 2020).
Table 2 reports the results of the measurement models. All latent variables were measured 

with consistent parameter estimates (Mode A consistent). Organizational unit performance 
was measured as a sum of scores emergent variable. All indicator weights and loadings were 
significant (p < 0.01). The indicator loadings for the latent variables were above 0.707 and 
therefore had good reliability, except for two loadings, which were 0.69 and 0.65. All five 
latent variables had Alpha scores ranging from 0.79 to 0.94, and average variance extracted 
(AVE) scores ranged from 0.55 to 0.87, indicating high composite and convergent reliability. 
The largest heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) score was 0.59 between trust-based-management 
and organizational citizenship behavior, below the common threshold of 0.85, indicating good 
discriminant validity. The variables are therefore suitable for further analysis.
Table 3 reports the construct correlations.
Table 4 reports the results of the structural model, and Figure 1 shows the path model with 

the main results. Sector, integrated leadership and unit size are the exogenous variables, and 
trust-based management, organizational unit performance, turnover intention and 
organizational citizenship behavior are dependent variables.
The global fit for the structural model is acceptable for exploratory analysis. The 

Standardized Root Mean Squared Residuals (SRMR) score of 0.10 was above the common 
threshold of 0.08 but below 0.12 and below its 95-percentile confidence interval (HI95) of 
0.14. The measurement models’ fit was acceptable, with a coefficient of determination ranging 
from R 2 5 0.18 to R 2 5 0.40 (adjusted R 2 5 0.13–0.39).
All the hypothesized relationships were significant and in the expected directions. 

Integrated leadership in 2021 was positively related to trust-based management in 2023 
(beta 5 0.38, p < 0.01), supporting hypothesis 1. Trust-based management was positively and 
significantly related to organizational unit performance (beta 5 0.63, p < 0.001), supporting 
hypothesis 2. Trust-based management was also significantly and negatively related to 
turnover intention (beta 5 �0.56, p < 0.001) and significantly and positively related to 
organizational citizenship behavior (beta 5 0.61, p < 0.001), supporting hypotheses 3 and 4. 
Moreover, the hypothesized relationships had from medium to strong Cohen’s effect sizes 
ranging from 0.16 to 0.67. Note, however, that the dependent variables were correlational data 
and the effect values for hypotheses 2, 3 and 4 can therefore not be taken as evidence for causal
relationships.
The model also included two exogenous variables for sector and unit size. Home care had a

small positive but not significant relationship to trust-based management (beta 5 0.11,
p 5 0.50). The relationship between unit size and trust-based management was also small and
not significant (beta 5 �0.11, p 5 0.51).
Robustness checks were conducted with several models. A model where integrated

leadership was split into two variables for transformational and transactional leadership styles
showed that both were positively but not significantly related to trust-based management
(transformational leadership: beta 5 0.19, p 5 0.55; transactional leadership: 
beta 5 0.20, p 5 0.52).

Discussion
Prior research shows that transformational and transactional relationship are highly related, 
and that there is a need to consider integrated leadership (Anderson and Sun, 2017; Bass et al., 
2003; Eva et al., 2025; Fernandez et al., 2010; Orazi et al., 2013). This analysis supports this 
view. Transformational and transactional leadership did not individually impact trust-based 
management significantly, but integrated leadership combining transformational and 
transactional relationships had a significant and positive relationship to trust-based 
management. An important takeaway point from this analysis is therefore that even though
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Table 2. Measurement model results (N 
5
 
52)

Construct and indicators Min Max Mean SD
Skew-
ness

Kurto-
sis

Dijkstra-
Henseler’s 
rho (ρ A )

J€oreskog’s 
rho (ρ c )

Cronbach’s 
alpha (α) AVE Weight Loading

IL
 
(Latent variable Mode A consistent) 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.79

var44x_2021 3.62 6.50 5.35 0.64 �0.47 0.06 0.299*** 0.971***
var46x_2021 3.33 6.10 5.03 0.61 �0.45 0.16 0.281*** 0.915***
var49x_2021 3.50 6.00 4.91 0.57 �0.29 �0.15 0.279*** 0.907***
var52x_2021 2.62 6.00 4.30 0.66 0.05 0.09 0.230*** 0.747***
OCB

 
(Latent variable Mode A consistent) 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.70

var75_2023 4.00 6.42 5.33 0.50 �0.14
 

0.35 0.469*** 0.863***
var76_2023 4.11 6.25 5.21 0.55 �0.05 �0.45 0.355*** 0.653***
var78_2023 4.83 6.75 5.85 0.42 �0.12 �0.17 0.374*** 0.687***
OUP

 
(Emergent variable Sum 

Score)
var86_2023 2.67 5.82 4.47 0.57 �0.33 1.10 0.359*** 0.926***
var88_2023 3.17 5.88 4.67 0.66 �0.27 �0.52 0.363*** 0.937***
var89_2023 3.05 5.45 4.52 0.64 �0.70 �0.31 0.339*** 0.874***
TBM

 
(Latent variable Mode A consistent) 0.80 0.78 0.79 0.55

var92_2023 4.17 6.20 5.19 0.46 �0.15 �0.24 0.357*** 0.795***
var99_2023 5.33 6.67 5.95 0.31 �0.19 �0.46 0.413*** 0.921***
Var100_2023 3.25 6.00 4.66 0.55 0.07 0.29 0.350*** 0.780***
TI (Latent variable Mode A consistent) 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.83
Var117rec_2023 2.23 6.17 3.83 0.70 0.53 1.62 0.362*** 0.885***
Var119rec_2023 1.70 5.00 3.42 0.76 �0.19 �0.17 0.362*** 0.934***
Var121rec_2023 2.20 5.55 4.15 0.74 �0.55 0.08 0.362*** 0.942***
Sector (Emergent variable Mode A)
Homecare 0.00 1.00 0.27 0.45 1.07 �0.89 1.00 1.00
Unit size (Emergent variable Mode A)
Man-years 2021 17.00 282.00 112.42 55.15 1.21 1.46 1.00 1.00
Note(s): AVE 5

 
Average variance extracted. ***p < 0.001 

Source(s): Author’s own work
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Table 3. Construct correlations (N 5 52)

Construct IL TBM OUP TI OCB Sector

IL
TBM 0.42***
OUP 0.15 0.63***
TI �0.20 �0.56*** �0.42
OCB 0.41 0.61*** 0.46 �0.45
Sector 0.01 0.06 0.10 �0.01 �0.15
Unit size �0.28 �0.16 0.13 �0.12 �0.17 0.49
Note(s): ***p < 0.001 
Source(s): Author’s own work

Table 4. Results from structural model (N 5 52)

Relationship
Path
coefficient SE

P-value
(2-sided) CI95

Cohen’s
effect
size

IL → TBM (H1) 0.38** 0.15 0.01 0.10, 0.66 0.16
TBM → OUP (H2) 0.63*** 0.11 0.00 0.36, 0.80 0.67
TBM → TI (H3) �0.56*** 0.13 0.00 �0.77, �0.29 0.45
TBM → OCB (H4) 0.61 0.11 0.00 0.29, 0.80 0.59
Sector → TBM 0.11 0.17 0.50 �0.21, 0.45 0.01
Unit size → TBM �0.11 0.17 0.51 �0.47, 0.19 0.01
Global model fit Value HI95
SRMR 0.10 0.14
Eucledian distance (d ULS ) 1.78 3.13
Geodesic distance (d G ) 1.31 2.66
Measurement model fit R 2 Adjusted R 2
TBM 0.18 0.13
OUP 0.40 0.39
TI 0.31 0.29
OCB 0.37 0.36
Note(s): **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. SRMRs 5 Standardized Root Mean Squared Residuals. PLS-PM estimation
with 300 iterations and 5,000 bootstrap samples
Source(s): Author’s own work

Figure 1. Main results from structural model (N 5 52). Note: Standardized path coefficients. **p < 0.01; 
***p < 0.001. Latent variables measured with Mode A consistent. HTMT max 5 0.59;
SRMR 5 0.10 < HI95 5 0.14. Source: Author’s own work
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many relate trust-based management predominantly to transformational leadership, integrated 
leadership is more important for implementing trust-based management than transformational 
leadership only, in addition to high vertical and institutional trust (Bentzen, 2019b) and 
suitable translation (Bentzen, 2019a).
This exploration started as a study of the relative impact of leadership styles with a 

presumption that transformational leadership was most important for trust-based 
management. The analysis soon encountered the problem of high collinearity and relatively 
low discriminant validity between the two leadership styles. These issues may partly be 
explained by the fact that negative sanctions, and pecuniary incentives, are not used (much) in 
local government, at least not judged by the Norwegian survey data in this paper. Maybe the 
research and development of the common scales for leadership styles have been much 
influenced by the often relatively individualistic cultures in Anglo-American contexts and by 
organizations using more negative sanctions, which much of the public leadership theory 
stems from (Vogel and Masal, 2015).
To make a reliable variable for integrated leadership in the Norwegian local government 

organization in this analysis, only items tapping leadership behavior for non-pecuniary and 
positive rewards loaded significantly. There may be many explanations for this. First, the 
scales for transformational and transactional leadership that were used in this paper were based 
on research to develop valid scales to measure transformational and transactional leadership in 
private and public sector organizations, using data from Danish leadership programs (Jensen 
et al., 2019). There is extensive research on transformational and transactional leadership 
using scales to measure such leadership styles. Participants in Danish leadership programs or 
management education or labor relations in most of the countries that have been the settings for 
the prior scale developments, could still be unrepresentative for public sector organizations in 
general or Norway in particular. Second, another interesting explanation is that leadership 
practices that are conducive for trust-based management need to emphasize precisely the 
positive and non-pecuniary elements of transactional leadership, together with core elements 
in transformational leadership, to be congruent with an often professional and committed 
workforce with members who often have long-term public-sector organization occupations, 
high commitment and little intention to leave. This type of leadership may fit public sector 
organizations well (Bao et al., 2025). Third, gender bias may provide yet an explanation. 
Women seem to practice, and maybe appreciate, transformational leadership more than men 
(Bass, 1999). Our sample, and many public services, have more women than men in the 
workforce. Hence, practicing much transformational leadership, but combined with the non-
pecuniary and positive feedback elements in transactional leadership, may be a good fit in 
many public sector organizations and especially for trust-based management.
Moreover, there may have been a bias in the conceptualization of management and 

leadership based on (unnecessary) assumptions of selfish individual motives (Donaldson, 
2002), maybe influenced by “economic imperialism” in the 1970s and 1980s (Lazear, 2000), 
and that human work behavior to realize results has to be motivated by pecuniary punishments 
and rewards. The core of transactional leadership is, however, not about selfishness or 
sanctions but delivering results (Burns, 1978) for creating public value (Moore, 1995). 
Transformational leadership is needed – in addition to transactional leadership – to give overall 
meaning and vision as well as leading change. In many public sector organizations, where 
many managers and ordinary employees are professionals and know relatively much 
compared to formal leaders how to deliver results, transformational leadership may therefore 
be most important. Leadership in practice, nevertheless, combines elements of the two 
(or other) leadership styles in what we may term integrated leadership.
There are now proposed several measures for integrated public leadership styles, both 

based on several underlying dimensions of composite (21-item) or simplified (11-item) scales 
of normative purposes (Fernandez et al., 2010; Tummers and Knies, 2016; Vogel et al., 2020). 
This paper has not used these measures. Instead, this paper has utilized common, validated 
scales for transformational and transactional leadership (Jensen et al., 2019) and combined
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these two styles into a measure for integrated leadership. This was done for two reasons. First, 
using these validated scales provides data which are comparable to much previous research. 
Second, the two leadership styles encompass the three main purposes of leadership, which are 
providing results, clarifying meaning and directing change and ensuring cohesion and 
community. Interestingly, such a conception of leadership in management practice was 
elaborated on already in the 1950s with MBO and self-control (Drucker, 1954), which 
basically is the core of (integrated) leadership: setting objectives (vision and change), ensure 
cohesion and community (participation, which also should utilize and develop competence) 
and user-orientation and focus on results (creating public value/provide results).
Leadership in practice often pragmatically and context-specific blends different leadership 

styles. There has, since at least the 1990s, been a growing awareness of the importance of 
integrating (transactional and transformational) leadership styles (Bass, 1999). “Newer” 
trends in the management and leadership literature seem to recapture this notion by focusing 
on integrated leadership instead of individual leadership styles (Anderson and Sun, 2017; 
Backhaus and Vogel, 2022; Fernandez et al., 2010; Orazi et al., 2013). This seems to lead us 
full circle back to the classics of leadership (Drucker, 1954; Burns, 1978) where the divide 
between management and leadership and between different leadership styles, or theory X and 
theory Y, etc. (McGregor, 1960), is most of academic interest because leaders in practice 
combine management and leadership and integrate different leadership styles (Yukl and 
Lepsinger, 2005).
Implementing trust-based management is challenging and may not always succeed, as 

evidenced by case studies in Denmark and Sweden (Ernst, n.d.; Funck, 2025). Therefore, if 
trust-based management has positive impacts on organizational outcomes, but implementation 
is difficult, then more knowledge of factors that impact the implementation of trust-based 
management is important for theory and practice. The results reported above, and other 
research (Mutonyi et al., 2020), indicate that integrated leadership and leadership emphasizing 
non-pecuniary and positive rewards, is important for implementing trust-based management 
and gaining positive organizational outcomes, at least in complex public sector organizations.
The literature indicates that the Scandinavian countries (Bjørnskov, 2007; Holmberg and 

Rothstein, 2017) and many of the public sector organizations that have implemented trust-
based management have had high trust also before the trust reforms or predominantly have 
been big organizations (Bentzen, 2019b; Eide et al., 2022; Øygarden et al., 2023; Siverbo 
et al., 2024). Big organizations may have many layers and much competence, which is 
conducive for using decentralization and empowerment, which are major elements in trust-
based management. Simultaneously, big organizations may also have many professional 
managers and employees and big management support capacity, which is also conducive for 
change management and leadership support to implement trust-based management. Maybe 
trust-based management is especially appropriate in big organizations with their many 
organizational levels and units, which are common in the public sector.

Conclusions
The main finding from this analysis is that leadership integrating transformational and transactional 
leadership is positively and significantly related trust-based management and trust-based 
management is positively and significantly related to perceived organizational unit performance 
and organizational citizen behavior, and negatively and significantly related to intention to leave. 
Current leadership theory indicates that it does not matter which leadership styles are practiced, if 
the practices are balanced and systematic. This analysis supports this assertion. Balanced and 
systematic leadership, for example, integrating transformational and transactional leadership, is, 
therefore, important for implementing (more) trust-based management and for organizational 
outcomes, at least in big, complex public sector organizations in high-trust societies.
This analysis has important implications for theory and practice about how organizations 

and managers can utilize integrated leadership in implementing more trust-based management
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to improve organizational outcomes. Earlier research has shown that high vertical and 
institutional trust is important for organizational members to accept more trust (and 
responsibility) in trust reforms. The opportunity of high trust and the motive for reform are 
evidently beneficial for implementing trust-based management, but integrated leadership is 
also important. Maybe integrated leadership is sufficient for implementing trust-based 
management in other contexts than in the high-trust Scandinavian countries and trust reforms 
as well. This is an interesting question for future research.
This paper has some limitations. The analysis is based on subjective survey data from one 

big organization and from a high-trust society only. Moreover, the dependent variables were 
measured with correlational data from the same survey.
Leadership theory has a plethora of styles and management models, but there is still a need 

for more knowledge about how organizations and managers integrate leadership styles and 
how these practices impact organizational outcomes. Further research is needed to explore the 
applicability of integrated leadership for trust-based management across different 
organizational and institutional contexts, such as the private and public sectors, small and 
big organizations, local and central government organizations and organizations in low- and 
high-trust societies.
This analysis contributes to increased knowledge about factors that impact the 

implementation of trust-based management. This knowledge is especially important for 
leadership practice because trust in and between organizations seems to be challenged in many 
societies, leadership may be perceived and work differently between individuals and across 
organizations, many reforms disappoint and many planned organizational changes are costly 
and fail. If more trust-based management has positive organizational outcomes even in 
organizations and societies with high trust in the first place, then trust-based management may 
have big and maybe even bigger potential impacts for many other organizations – in the public 
as well as in the private sector – and in many other societies, especially in these turbulent times.

About the author
� Age Johnsen is Professor of Public Policy at Oslo Business School, Oslo Metropolitan University, 
Norway; and Adjunct Professor at the Norwegian Defense University College. His research interests are 
public management reforms, strategic planning, performance management, trust-based management, 
change management and audit and evaluation in the public sector.

Ethical approval
This is to confirm that the research study titled “Improving trust-based management in Nordic urban 
governance and management education” has adhered to all applicable ethical standards and guidelines 
throughout the research process. This research was approved by Sikt – Norwegian Agency for Shared 
Services in Education and Research (reference No. 942365), on 2020.08.28, and it was conducted 
following the ethical guidelines set forth by the national ethical guidelines.

Informed consent
Prior to commencing data collection, the participants were provided with detailed information about the 
study’s procedures and fully informed about the purpose of the research and the study’s aims, their rights 
as respondents (including the right to refuse participation or withdraw from the study at any time), and the 
measures taken to ensure their confidentiality and anonymity.

Data availability declaration
The data used in this analysis is available from the author on legitimate request.

Acknowledgments
This paper is part of the “Improving trust-based management in Nordic urban governance and 
management education” project, financed by the Norwegian Research Council (302053). The author

IJPL
22,2

182

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​ijpl/​article-pdf/​22/​2/​170/​11182923/​ijpl-04-2025-0065en.​pdf by guest on 27 August 2026



wishes to express his gratitude to his colleagues in the research project for their collaboration in the design 
of the survey and data collection, to the participating master students, the City of Oslo and the respondents 
for the participation in the project. I also acknowledge comments when the paper was presented for the 
International Research Society for Public Management (IRSPM) annual conference 7–9.4.2025, 
Bologna, Italy. Finally, the constructive comments from the Editor Tim Mau, and two anonymous 
reviewers are acknowledged.

References
Aberbach, J.D. and Christensen, T. (2014), “Why reforms so often disappoint”, The American Review 

of Public Administration, Vol. 44 No. 1, pp. 3-16, doi: 10.1177/0275074013504128.
Andersen, L.B., Boesen, A. and Pedersen, L.H. (2016), “Performance in public organizations: 

clarifying the conceptual space”, Public Administration Review, Vol. 76 No. 6, pp. 852-862, doi: 
10.1111/puar.12578.

Anderson, M.H. and Sun, P.Y.T. (2017), “Reviewing leadership styles: overlaps and the need for a new 
‘full-range’ theory”, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 19 No. 1, pp. 76-96, 
doi: 10.1111/ijmr.12082.

Backhaus, L. and Vogel, R. (2022), “Leadership in the public sector: a meta-analysis of styles, 
outcomes, contexts, and methods”, Public Administration Review, Vol. 82 No. 6, pp. 986-1003, 
doi: 10.1111/puar.13516.

Bao, Y., Zhang, Z. and Yang, C. (2025), “A meta-analytic review of transformational leadership 
research in public administration”, The American Review of Public Administration, Vol. 55 
No. 2, pp. 154-174, doi: 10.1177/02750740241290810.

Bass, B.M. (1999), “Two decades of research and development in transformational leadership”, 
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 9-32, doi: 10.1080/ 
135943299398410.

Bass, B.M., Avolio, B.J., Jung, D.I. and Berson, Y. (2003), “Predicting unit performance by assessing 
transformational and transactional leadership”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 2, 
pp. 207-218, doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.207.

Benitez, J., Henseler, J., Castillo, A. and Schuberth, F. (2020), “How to perform and report an impactful 
analysis using partial least squares: guidelines for confirmatory and explanatory IS research”, 
Information and Management, Vol. 57 No. 2, 103168, doi: 10.1016/j.im.2019.05.003.

Bentzen, T.Ø. (2019a), “The translational diamond: robust translation of magic concept in public 
organizations”, International Journal of Public Leadership, Vol. 15 No. 2, pp. 94-112, doi: 
10.1108/IJPL-11-2018-0056.

Bentzen, T.Ø. (2019b), “The birdcage is open, but will the bird fly? How interactional and institutional 
trust interplay in public organisations”, Journal of Trust Research, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 185-202, 
doi: 10.1080/21515581.2019.1633337.

Bentzen, T.Ø. (2023), “The tripod of trust: a multilevel approach to trust-based leadership in public 
organizations”, Public Management Review, Vol. 25 No. 12, pp. 2255-2277, doi: 10.1080/ 
14719037.2022.2132279.

Bentzen, T.Ø. and Bringselius, L. (2023), “Translating trust as a magic concept in public sector 
reforms: a comparative study of the Danish and Swedish trust reform”, International Public 
Management Journal, Vol. 26 No. 5, pp. 764-784, doi: 10.1080/10967494.2023.2223198.

Bjørnskov, C. (2007), “Determinants of generalized trust: a cross-country comparison”, Public Choice, 
Vol. 130 Nos 1/2, pp. 1-21, doi: 10.1007/s11127-006-9069-1.

Bouckaert, G. (2012), “Trust and public administration”, Administration, Vol. 60 No. 1, pp. 91-115.
Boyne, G.A. (2003), “What is public service improvement?”, Public Administration, Vol. 81 No. 2, 

pp. 211-227, doi: 10.1111/1467-9299.00343.
Burns, J.M. (1978), Leadership, 1. Harper Perennial Political Classics Edition 2010, Harper Perennial, 

New York, NY.

International 
Journal of Public 

Leadership

183

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​ijpl/​article-pdf/​22/​2/​170/​11182923/​ijpl-04-2025-0065en.​pdf by guest on 27 August 2026

https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074013504128
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12578
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12082
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13516
https://doi.org/10.1177/02750740241290810
https://doi.org/10.1080/135943299398410
https://doi.org/10.1080/135943299398410
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.207
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPL-11-2018-0056
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2019.1633337
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2022.2132279
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2022.2132279
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2023.2223198
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-006-9069-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9299.00343


Dallner, M., Elo, A.-L., Gamberale, F., Hottinen, V., Knardahl, S., Lindstr€om, K., Skogstad, A., et al. 
(2000), Validation of the General Nordic Questionnaire (QPSNordic) for Psychological and 
Social Factors at Work, Nordic Council of Ministers, Copenhagen.

de Geus, C.J.C., Ingrams, A., Tummers, L. and Pandey, S.K. (2020), “Organizational citizenship 
behavior in the public sector: a systematic literature review and future research agenda”, Public 
Administration Review, Vol. 80 No. 2, pp. 259-270, doi: 10.1111/puar.13141.

Donaldson, L. (2002), “Damned by our own theories: contradictions between theories and management 
education”, The Academy of Management Learning and Education, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 96-106, 
doi: 10.5465/amle.2002.7373701.

Drucker, P.F. (1954), The Practice of Management, Harper Business, New York, 1993.
Eide, T., Gullslett, M.K., Eide, H., Dugstad, J.H., McCormack, B. and Nilsen, E.R. (2022), “Trust-

based service innovation of municipal home care: a longitudinal mixed methods study”, BMC 
Health Services Research, Vol. 22 No. 1, p. 1250, doi: 10.1186/s12913-022-08651-6.

Elmersj€o, M. and Sundin, E. (2021), “Intra-organisational trust and home care services: a study of the 
process of implementing trust based practices in municipal eldercare in Sweden”, Scandinavian 
Journal of Public Administration, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 3-21, doi: 10.1007/s11127-006-9069-1.

Ernst, M. (n.d.), “Assuming accountability in the absence of control: the role of stewardship 
management”, Public Management Review, pp. 1-29, doi: 10.1080/14719037.2025.2536154.

Eva, N., Howard, J.L., Liden, R.C., Morin, A.J.S. and Schwarz, G. (2025), “An inconvenient truth: a 
comprehensive examination of the added value (or lack thereof) of leadership measures”, 
Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 62 No. 7, pp. 3072-3117, doi: 10.1111/joms.13156.

Fernandez, S., Cho, Y.J. and Perry, J.L. (2010), “Exploring the link between integrated leadership and 
public sector performance”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 308-323, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.leaqua.2010.01.009.

Fukuyama, F. (2015), Political Order and Political Decay: From the Industrial Revolution to the 
Globalization of Democracy, First paperback edition, Farrar, Straus and Giroux, New York.

Fuller, C.M., Simmering, M.J., Atinc, G., Atinc, Y. and Babin, B.J. (2016), “Common methods 
variance detection in business research”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 69 No. 8, 
pp. 3192-3198, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.008.

Funck, E.K. (2025), “Management control under Post-NPM: replacing performance evaluation with 
trust-based management”, Financial Accountability and Management, Vol. 41 No. 2,
pp. 346-363, doi: 10.1111/faam.12420.

George, B. and Pandey, S.K. (2017), “We know the yin—but where is the yang? Toward a balanced 
approach on common source bias in public administration scholarship”, Review of Public 
Personnel Administration, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp. 245-270, doi: 10.1177/0734371X17698189.

Greve, C., Ejersbo, N., Lægreid, P. and Rykkja, L.H. (2020), “Unpacking Nordic administrative 
reforms: agile and adaptive governments”, International Journal of Public Administration, 
Vol. 43 No. 8, pp. 697-710, doi: 10.1080/01900692.2019.1645688.

Guinot, J. and Chiva, R. (2019), “Vertical trust within organizations and performance: a systematic 
review”, Human Resource Development Review, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 196-227, doi: 10.1177/ 
1534484319842992.

Hansen, J.R. and Villadsen, A.R. (2010), “Comparing public and private managers’ leadership styles: 
understanding the role of job context”, International Public Management Journal, Vol. 13 No. 3, 
pp. 247-274, doi: 10.1080/10967494.2010.503793.

H€arenstam, A., Bj€ork, L. and Corin, L. (2024), “Trust chains in public sector organizations and their 
significance for work unit performance and employee turnover intention”, International Public 
Management Journal, Vol. 27 No. 6, pp. 921-947, doi: 10.1080/10967494.2024.2322142.

Hartley, J. (2018), “Ten propositions about public leadership”, International Journal of Public 
Leadership, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 202-217, doi: 10.1108/IJPL-09-2018-0048.

Hasche, N., H€oglund, L. and M�artensson, M. (2021), “Intra-organizational trust in public organizations 
– the study of interpersonal trust in both vertical and horizontal relationships from a bidirectional

IJPL
22,2

184

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​ijpl/​article-pdf/​22/​2/​170/​11182923/​ijpl-04-2025-0065en.​pdf by guest on 27 August 2026

https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13141
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2002.7373701
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-022-08651-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-006-9069-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2025.2536154
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.13156
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2010.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/faam.12420
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X17698189
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2019.1645688
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484319842992
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484319842992
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2010.503793
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2024.2322142
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPL-09-2018-0048


perspective”, Public Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 12, pp. 1768-1788, doi: 10.1080/ 
14719037.2020.1764081.

Henseler, J. (2017), ADANCO 2.0.1 User Manual, Composite Modeling GmbH & Co, Kleve, 
Germany.

Henseler, J. (2021), Composite-Based Structural Equation Modeling Analyzing Latent and Emergent 
Variables, Guilford Press, New York.

Holmberg, S. and Rothstein, B. (2017), “Trusting other people”, Journal of Public Affairs, Vol. 17 Nos 
1-2, e1645, doi: 10.1002/pa.1645.

Hughes, M. (2011), “Do 70 per cent of all organizational change initiatives really fail?”, Journal of 
Change Management, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 451-464, doi: 10.1080/14697017.2011.630506.

Jacobsen, D.I. (2024), “Room for leadership? A comparison of perceived managerial job autonomy in 
public, private and hybrid organizations”, International Public Management Journal, Vol. 27 
No. 2, pp. 92-108, doi: 10.1080/10967494.2022.2077491.

Jacobsen, C.B. and Andersen, L.B. (2015), “Is leadership in the eye of the beholder? A study of 
intended and perceived leadership practices and organizational performance”, Public 
Administration Review, Vol. 75 No. 6, pp. 829-841, doi: 10.1111/puar.12380.

Jakobsen, M. and Jensen, R. (2015), “Common method bias in public management studies”, 
International Public Management Journal, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 3-30, doi: 10.1080/ 
10967494.2014.997906.

Jensen, U.T., Andersen, L.B., Bro, L.L., Bøllingtoft, A., Eriksen, T.L.M., Holten, A.-L., Jacobsen, C.B., 
Ladenburg, J., Nielsen, P.A., Salomonsen, H.H., Westerg�ard-Nielsen, N. and W€urtz, A. (2019), 
“Conceptualizing and measuring transformational and transactional leadership”, Administration 
and Society, Vol. 51 No. 1, pp. 3-33, doi: 10.1177/0095399716667157.

Kotter, J.P. (1995), “Leading change: Why transformation efforts fail”, Harvard Business Review, 
pp. 59-67, No. March–April.

Kramer, R.M. and Tyler, T.R. (1996), Trust in Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Research, Sage 
Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Kuvaas, B. (2006), “Performance appraisal satisfaction and employee outcomes: mediating and 
moderating roles of work motivation”, International Journal of Human Resource Management, 
Vol. 17 No. 3, pp. 504-522, doi: 10.1080/09585190500521581.

Lazear, E.P. (2000), “Economic imperialism”, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 115 No. 1, 
pp. 99-146, doi: 10.1162/003355300554683.

Lee, K. and Allen, N.J. (2002), “Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: the role 
of affect and cognitions”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 87 No. 1, pp. 131-142, doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131.

McGregor, D. (1960), The Human Side of Enterprise, McGraw-Hill, New York.
Moore, M.H. (1995), Creating Public Value: Strategic Management in Government, Harvard 

University Press, Cambridge, MA.
Mutonyi, B.R., Sl�atten, T. and Lien, G. (2020), “Empowering leadership, work group cohesiveness, 

individual learning orientation and individual innovative behaviour in the public sector: 
empirical evidence from Norway”, International Journal of Public Leadership, Vol. 16 No. 2, 
pp. 175-197, doi: 10.1108/IJPL-07-2019-0045.

Norkin, S., Johnsen, � A. and Bystr€om, K. (2025), “The role of information flows in trust-based 
management”, International Journal of Public Sector Management, Vol. 38 No. 4, pp. 407-425, 
doi: 10.1108/IJPSM-03-2024-0087.

Nyhan, R.C. (2000), “Changing the paradigm: trust and its role in public sector organizations”, The 
American Review of Public Administration, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 87-109, doi: 10.1177/ 
02750740022064560.

Orazi, D.C., Turrini, A. and Valotti, G. (2013), “Public sector leadership: new perspectives for research 
and practice”, International Review of Administrative Sciences, Vol. 79 No. 3, pp. 486-504, doi: 
10.1177/0020852313489945.

International 
Journal of Public 

Leadership

185

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​ijpl/​article-pdf/​22/​2/​170/​11182923/​ijpl-04-2025-0065en.​pdf by guest on 27 August 2026

https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1764081
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2020.1764081
https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.1645
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2011.630506
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2022.2077491
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12380
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2014.997906
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2014.997906
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399716667157
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585190500521581
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355300554683
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.131
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPL-07-2019-0045
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-03-2024-0087
https://doi.org/10.1177/02750740022064560
https://doi.org/10.1177/02750740022064560
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852313489945


Øygarden, O., Nøkleberg, M. and Gressg�ard, L.J. (2023), “Reforming for trust and professionalism in 
municipal healthcare services: implications for human resource management”, BMC Health 
Services Research, Vol. 23 No. 1, p. 991, doi: 10.1186/s12913-023-10006-8.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Moorman, R.H. and Fetter, R. (1990), “Transformational leader 
behaviors and their effects on followers’ trust in leader, satisfaction, and organizational 
citizenship behaviors”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 107-142, doi: 10.1016/1048-
9843(90)90009-7.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2012), “Sources of method bias in social 
science research and recommendations on how to control it”, Annual Review of Psychology, 
Vol. 63 No. 1, pp. 539-569, doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452.

Rainey, H.G. and Bozeman, B. (2000), “Comparing public and private organizations: empirical 
research and the power of the a priori”, Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 
Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 447-469, doi: 10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a024276.

Rousseau, D.M., Sitkin, S.B., Burt, R.S. and Camerer, C. (1998), “Not so different after all: a cross-
discipline view of trust”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 393-404, doi: 
10.5465/amr.1998.926617.

Siverbo, S., Johansson-Berg, T., Øllgaard Bentzen, T. and Winsvold, M. (2024), “On the diffusion and 
implementation of trust-based management in Scandinavia: cross-country survey evidence”, 
International Journal of Public Sector Management, Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 1-19, doi: 10.1108/ 
IJPSM-01-2023-0020.

Six, F. and Sorge, A. (2008), “Creating a high-trust organization: an exploration into organizational 
policies that stimulate interpersonal trust building”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 45 
No. 5, pp. 857-884, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00763.x.

Svare, H., Johnsen, � A. and Wittrock, C. (2023), “Does trust-based management reform enhance 
employee-driven innovation? Evidence from a Scandinavian capital”, Nordic Journal of 
Innovation in the Public Sector, Vol. 2 No. 1, pp. 43-58, doi: 10.18261/njips.2.1.4.

Torfing, J. and Bentzen, T.Ø. (2020), “Does stewardship theory provide a viable alternative to control-
fixated performance management?”, Administrative Sciences, Vol. 10 No. 4, p. 86, doi: 10.3390/ 
admsci10040086.

Tummers, L. and Knies, E. (2016), “Measuring public leadership: developing scales for four key public 
leadership roles”, Public Administration, Vol. 94 No. 2, pp. 433-451, doi: 10.1111/padm.12224.

Vallentin, S. and Thygesen, N. (2017), “Trust and control in public sector reform: complementarity and 
beyond”, Journal of Trust Research, Vol. 7 No. 2, pp. 150-169, doi: 10.1080/ 
21515581.2017.1354766.

Van de Ven, A.H. and Ferry, D.L. (1980), Measuring and Assessing Organizations, Wiley, New York.
van der Voet, J. (2016), “Change leadership and public sector organizational change: examining the 

interactions of transformational leadership style and red tape”, The American Review of Public 
Administration, Vol. 46 No. 6, pp. 660-682, doi: 10.1177/0275074015574769.

Van Wart, M. (2003), “Public-sector leadership theory: an assessment”, Public Administration Review, 
Vol. 63 No. 2, pp. 214-228, doi: 10.1111/1540-6210.00281.

Van Wart, M. (2013), “Lessons from leadership theory and the contemporary challenges of leaders”, 
Public Administration Review, Vol. 73 No. 4, pp. 553-565, doi: 10.1111/puar.12069.

Verbeeten, F.H.M. and Spekl�e, R.F. (2015), “Management control, results-oriented culture and public 
sector performance: empirical evidence on new public management”, Organization Studies, 
Vol. 36 No. 7, pp. 953-978, doi: 10.1177/0170840615580014.

Vogel, R. and Masal, D. (2015), “Public leadership: a review of the literature and framework for future 
research”, Public Management Review, Vol. 17 No. 8, pp. 1165-1189, doi: 10.1080/ 
14719037.2014.895031.

Vogel, D., Reuber, A. and Vogel, R. (2020), “Developing a short scale to assess public leadership”, 
Public Administration, Vol. 98 No. 4, pp. 958-973, doi: 10.1111/padm.12665.

IJPL
22,2

186

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​ijpl/​article-pdf/​22/​2/​170/​11182923/​ijpl-04-2025-0065en.​pdf by guest on 27 August 2026

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-10006-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(90)90009-7
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.jpart.a024276
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-01-2023-0020
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-01-2023-0020
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2007.00763.x
https://doi.org/10.18261/njips.2.1.4
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci10040086
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci10040086
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12224
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2017.1354766
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2017.1354766
https://doi.org/10.1177/0275074015574769
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-6210.00281
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12069
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840615580014
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.895031
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.895031
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12665


Willaby, H.W., Costa, D.S.J., Burns, B.D., MacCann, C. and Roberts, R.D. (2015), “Testing complex 
models with small sample sizes: a historical overview and empirical demonstration of what 
Partial Least Squares (PLS) can offer differential psychology”, Personality and Individual 
Differences, Vol. 84, pp. 73-78, doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2014.09.008.

Yukl, G. (2012), “Effective leadership behavior: what we know and what questions need more 
attention”, Academy of Management Perspectives, Vol. 26 No. 4, pp. 66-85, doi: 10.5465/ 
amp.2012.0088.

Yukl, G. and Lepsinger, R. (2005), “Why integrating the leading and managing roles is essential for 
organizational effectiveness”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 361-375, doi: 
10.1016/j.orgdyn.2005.08.004.

Corresponding author
� Age Johnsen can be contacted at: aage.johnsen@oslomet.no

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

International 
Journal of Public 

Leadership

187

Downloaded from ftp.​nowpublishers.​com/​ijpl/​article-pdf/​22/​2/​170/​11182923/​ijpl-04-2025-0065en.​pdf by guest on 27 August 2026

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.09.008
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0088
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0088
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2005.08.004
mailto:aage.johnsen@oslomet.no

	Do leadership practices impact trust-based management and organizational outcomes? Evidence from a trust reform in a Scandi ...
	Introduction
	Literature review and hypotheses
	Trust reforms and trust-based management
	Leadership and trust-based management
	Organizational performance
	Organizational commitment

	Context: trust reforms in Scandinavia
	Methods and data
	Population and sample
	Data collection and data aggregation
	Measurement
	Validity, reliability and common method bias

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	About the author
	Ethical approval
	Informed consent
	Data availability declaration
	Acknowledgments
	References


