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Project proposal “Public leadership, organizational performance, and trust in government (PART)” 

Principal Investigator: Tobias Bach, Professor, University of Oslo, tobias.bach@stv.uio.no 

 

(This is a slightly shortened and amended version of the full project proposal.) 

 

1 Excellence  

1.1 State of the art, knowledge needs and project objectives 

Administrative leaders are important but often overlooked actors in governing modern societies. The 

fundamental role of administrative leaders is to make sure that political decisions are diligently implemented 

by public organizations. They play a key role in transforming political objectives into administrative action by 

setting strategic priorities for the organizations they oversee. They can influence organizational performance 

by reforming internal structures and processes, by changing budgetary priorities, and by reallocating staff 

inside the organization. Leadership decisions guide the activities of employees further down the organizational 

hierarchy, including those interacting directly with the organizations’ users. In short, administrative leaders 

matter for organizational performance (Boyne & Dahya, 2002). In the public sector, organizational 

performance is multidimensional and encompasses the effective, efficient, and procedurally correct 

implementation of public policies. Through studying how and why administrative leaders make a difference 

for organizational performance, PART enhances our understanding of the foundations of an essential 

foundation of democratic governance. 

The performance of public organizations is not only crucial for the achievement of political objectives, but 

also affects the legitimacy of the entire political system. For citizens, public officials are the ‘face’ of the state 

whose decisions effectively become the substance of public policies (Lipsky, 2010). As a result, citizens’ 

perceptions of how public organizations decide are essential for citizens’ trust in government. This argument 

draws on a body of scholarship according to which the state apparatus and its performance (the ‘output side’ 

of political systems) are more important for satisfaction with democracy than the quality of democratic 

participation (‘input side’) (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014; Rothstein, 2009). Through its impact on 

organizational performance, administrative leadership makes a difference for citizens’ trust in government.  

The effect of administrative performance on citizens’ trust in government is well-documented, nevertheless, 

we do not know whether administrative leadership has a direct effect on citizens’ trust in government. A central 

argument underlining the relevance of the output side of the political system is that “the absence of corruption, 

discrimination, and similar violations of the principle of impartiality in exercising political power (…) serves 

to create political legitimacy” (Rothstein, 2009, p. 325). Hence, this literature focuses on whether decisions 

vis-à-vis individual citizens are being perceived as impartial. Indeed, there is reason to believe that citizens 

also hold strong norms of impartiality about decision-making inside public organizations. In particular, this 

norm of impartiality also applies to decisions about whom to appoint to leadership positions, which are among 

the most publicly salient decisions in public organizations (Aftenposten, 2005). The degree of politicians’ 

involvement in administrative appointment has been shown to have negative effects on citizen trust and good 

governance at the macro level of entire societies (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014; Dahlström & Lapuente, 2017). 

PART develops and tests a theoretical argument that the appointment procedure and the individual background 

of administrative leaders have a direct effect on individual citizens’ trust in government. 

There are clear indications that the context of administrative leadership and the recruitment to leadership 

positions has changed substantially over the past three decades: The public sector has been characterized by 

increasing levels of delegation to the leaders of agencies and state-owned enterprises (SOEs). This 

development seems to go hand in hand with changes in the mode of recruitment for leadership positions, 

characterized by a stronger involvement of politicians, and changes in the professional background of leaders, 

who increasingly are recruited from politics and business. However, we lack systematic evidence about the 

prevalence of mixed careers crossing the border between administration, politics, and the private sector. More 

importantly, we also lack theoretical and empirical perspectives on the potentially far-reaching effects of 

leadership backgrounds on organizational performance and citizens’ trust in government. PART will 

contribute significantly towards understanding the nature and implications of those developments. 

First, the context for the exercise of administrative leadership has changed profoundly in the wake of 

managerial reforms known under the label of New Public Management (NPM). The delegation of public tasks 
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to agencies operating at arm’s length from ministries, and to SOEs, which operate even more autonomously 

from elected politicians, are key features of those reforms (van Thiel, 2012). The agencification and 

corporatization of public tasks implies that leaders have been granted higher degrees of autonomy in directing 

their organizations’ activities. In consequence, all else being equal, the importance of administrative leaders 

for determining organizational performance should have increased over time. Nonetheless, while there is a 

substantial body of research on how organization-level variables like formal structure and task characteristics 

affect organizational autonomy (Bach, 2014; Maggetti & Verhoest, 2014; van Thiel & Yesilkagit, 2014), the 

implication of increased organizational autonomy for administrative leaders’ impact on organizational 

performance have neither been theorized nor tested empirically. 

Second, a core aspect of NPM reforms was to bring the management of public organizations closer to private 

sector practices (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). This includes a stronger focus on efficiency and effectiveness in 

the delivery of public services. The recruitment of leaders with a private sector background figures 

prominently among the instruments of such a managerialization of public organizations. Unfortunately, 

systematic research on the recruitment of administrative leaders from the private sector is scarce. For instance, 

Petrovsky, James, Moseley, and Boyne (2017) find that administrative leaders with a private sector background 

are more likely to leave for a position in the private sector compared to administrative insiders. Yet there is a 

lack of systematic empirical knowledge about the prevalence of recruitment from the private sector. Likewise, 

we know little about the effects of outsider recruitment on organizational performance. Theoretical 

expectations suggest that outsider recruitment will be detrimental to organizational performance. A group of 

scholars proposes that performance depends on the “fit” between the leader and the organization, which will 

be lower for private business outsiders than for public sector insiders for recruitment to agencies (Petrovsky, 

James, & Boyne, 2015). In contrast, Lewis (2008) argues that public sector insiders have more subject area 

expertise and public management skills, which will result in higher levels of organizational performance. The 

project will systematically test assumptions about the effect of outsider recruitment from the private sector on 

performance on a broad empirical basis, including different types of organizations and performance 

dimensions. 

A third trend with strong implications for administrative leadership is the growing level of politicization of 

the civil service or “the substitution of political criteria for merit-based criteria in the selection, retention, 

promotion, rewards and disciplining of members of the public service” (Peters & Pierre, 2004, p. 2). The 

growing influence of politicians on personnel decisions has variously been described as a consequence of 

agencification and corporatization, which imply a loss of formal instruments of political control over public 

organizations. Some studies find that politicians appoint partisan loyalists to leadership positions in agencies 

and SOEs to compensate for this loss of control (Dahlström & Holmgren, 2019; Ennser-Jedenastik, 2016), 

whereas other scholarship does not support this claim (Bach, Hammerschmid, & Löffler, 2020). Another, less 

sanguine view is that agencies and SOEs have been created to provide patronage positions in the first place 

(Pollitt, Talbot, Caulfield, & Smullen, 2004). Notwithstanding politicians’ motives for recruitment decisions, 

politicization has been found to result in the recruitment of less competent individuals to administrative 

leadership positions, with negative effects on administrative performance (Christiansen, Niklasson, & Öhberg, 

2016; Lewis, 2008). The project will theorize and empirically assess whether there is indeed a growing 

politicization of leadership positions, whether politicization leads to lower levels of administrative 

performance, and whether politicization affects citizens’ trust in government. 

Through addressing these research gaps, PART allows us to understand the effects of leadership 

background on (1) organizational performance and on (2) citizens’ trust in government. Thereby, it 

creates a theoretical and empirical foundation for improving public sector performance and the legitimacy of 

the political system as a whole. This is particularly relevant in a period of growing disaffection with democracy, 

as evidenced by a growth in populist politics and political polarization. The project has the potential to generate 

actionable knowledge, which can be used to design recruitment procedures and qualification requirements for 

leadership positions that will improve administrative performance and strengthen citizens’ trust in government. 

1.2 Novelty and ambition 

The project breaks new theoretical ground in several respects. Most importantly, whereas existing studies 

have only sparsely elaborated the underlying mechanisms through which leadership background affects 

organizational performance (Avellaneda, 2009; Lewis, 2008), PART looks inside the organizational black box 

by theorizing and testing the effect of leadership background on employee motivation and priority setting, 

which are important determinants of organizational performance. Moreover, existing studies either focus on 
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performance differences between political appointees and career civil servants (Haglund, 2015; Lewis, 2008) 

or performance effects of managerial background characteristics such as education and professional experience 

(Avellaneda, 2009; Petrovsky et al., 2015). Through its integrated perspective on mixed careers, PART bridges 

these literatures, building upon earlier ground-breaking research (Bach & Veit, 2018). PART also moves the 

research frontier by theorizing on the differential effects of leadership background on organizational 

performance. The project’s ambition is to demonstrate that different leadership backgrounds – such as 

administrative, political, or private business backgrounds – have distinct effects on various dimensions of 

organizational performance. This approach clearly moves beyond state-of-the-art research, which typically 

focuses on one specific dimension of organizational performance.  

PART also makes a novel contribution to research on citizens’ trust in government. This literature argues that 

a lack of impartiality in administrative decisions (Rothstein, 2009), including political influence on 

administrative appointments (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014), have negative effects on trust in government. 

PART develops separate theoretical arguments about how the process of appointment (and the role of 

politicians in this process) and leadership characteristics affect individual citizens’ trust in government. In a 

context where mixed careers between administration, politics, and business are seemingly becoming more 

widespread, understanding the implications of leadership background independently from recruitment 

procedures will provide highly relevant insights on the foundations of trust in government. 

PART also moves beyond the methodology applied in existing scholarship. Typically, the units of analysis of 

studies of personnel and performance effects are individual bureaucrats who are surveyed through 

questionnaires (Meyer-Sahling & Mikkelsen, 2016; Oliveros & Schuster, 2018) or entire countries with data 

gathered through expert surveys (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014; Dahlström & Lapuente, 2017; Kopecký et al., 

2016). With the exception of studies on the leadership-performance nexus in the US bureaucracy (Haglund, 

2015; Lewis, 2008), research addressing the organizational level of analysis is missing. This is problematic, as 

organizational characteristics are likely to mediate the impact of leadership on performance. PART fills this 

methodological gap through combining non-reactive data such as biographical information and organizational 

performance data. Finally, PART will use existing unique survey data with bureaucrats, which allow for an 

unprecedented analysis of the effect of leadership background on employees’ priority setting. 

The use of experiments in public administration research has increased substantially over the past few years 

(James, Jilke, & Van Ryzin, 2017). However, most experimental research uses citizens rather than public 

officials as respondents. By conducting survey experiments with public officials, PART will not only generate 

new knowledge about the determinants of employee motivation, but will also lay the foundations for 

establishing a strong community of experimental public administration research in the host institute. This 

ambition is connected to a broader initiative of researchers from all major universities and institutes in Norway 

to establish a unique panel infrastructure covering all institutions of democratic governance, including a panel 

of bureaucrats. PART will also break new ground by conducting survey experiments with citizens, which for 

the first time allow for disentangling the causal effects of recruitment procedures and administrative leaders’ 

backgrounds on trust in government. The experiments allow us to draw causal inferences on leadership effects, 

as we can address potential endogeneity problems through controlling for confounding variables. 

The project’s main empirical focus is the Norwegian state administration, which consists of a large number 

of agencies and SOEs (Lægreid, Roness, & Rolland, 2013). Although there is a significant body of research 

about the state administration, systematic knowledge about the professional background of administrative 

leaders is virtually absent. This is particularly true concerning mixed careers with a background in private 

business. When it comes to political background, existing research shows that political parties’ influence on 

leadership appointments is limited. At the same time, ministers clearly have influence on appointment 

decisions, and it is not unusual that former politicians occupy leadership positions in the state administration 

(Allern, 2012; Askim & Bach, 2019). Moreover, recent research using career data shows that political 

considerations affect turnover of SOE board members (Aasterud, 2018). Hence, despite a meritocratic and 

non-partisan civil service, there is no clear separation of administrative and political careers. As meritocratic 

recruitment procedures emphasize candidates’ qualifications, political experience may also be considered as a 

relevant skill in its own right (Askim & Bach, 2019; Bach & Veit, 2018). Nonetheless, this still leaves open 

the question about distinct effects of leadership recruitment from politics. In Norway, procedural safeguards 

ensure the recruitment of skilled candidates (Statskonsult, 2004). This feature increases the robustness and 

generalizability of the project’s findings, as differences in organizational performance will primarily be related 

to leadership background, rather than variation in recruitment procedures (Meyer-Sahling & Mikkelsen, 2016; 

Oliveros & Schuster, 2018).  
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To put the case of Norway into perspective, PART will compare administrative leadership across multiple 

countries. This will provide an unprecedented picture of mixed careers in the public sector. To this end, PART 

covers 10 countries (Austria, Germany, Sweden, Denmark, Belgium, France, UK, Ireland, Switzerland, and 

Hungary) from all major administrative traditions in Europe (Scandinavian, Germanic, Napoleonic, Post-

Communist, Anglo-Saxon) (Bach et al. 2018). The analysis will focus on 15 agencies and SOEs per country. 

In order to ensure comparability, PART will compare organizations with similar kinds of tasks in all countries, 

e.g. statistical offices and welfare agencies (cf. Pollitt et al., 2004 for a similar research design). 

1.3 Research questions and hypotheses, theoretical approach and methodology 

The project’s main objectives are to understand the 

impact of mixed leadership careers in public 

organizations on performance and trust. Those 

objectives are motivated by a perceived growth of 

mixed careers, with leaders being recruited from 

politics and from business. However, as elaborated 

above, there is a lack of reliable evidence for a 

growing proportion of mixed careers among 

administrative leaders. To address this shortcoming, 

the first research question is descriptive: How 

widespread are mixed careers among administrative 

leaders, and how have mixed careers evolved over 

time (RQ1)? The remaining research questions are 

explanatory and focus on the direct impact of 

leadership on performance (RQ2), on employee 

motivation (RQ3), and on citizens’ trust in 

government (RQ4). The project’s research design focuses on gauging the impact of leadership background on 

theoretically relevant variables, rather than maximizing explained variance in those variables, which would 

require a different research design. Figure 1 illustrates the project’s key variables and relationships, represented 

by horizontal arrows. The remaining relationships, indicated by vertical arrows, are not directly affected by 

administrative leadership and beyond the empirical scope of the project. 

The most fundamental question for the study of mixed careers among administrative leaders concerns the 

empirical relevance of recruitment from politics and business (RQ1). The empirical foundations for claims 

about increasing levels of politicization are weak, and there is a lack of systematic knowledge about 

recruitment to administrative leadership positions from the private sector. The overall expectation for RQ1 is 

that mixed careers among administrative leaders have increased over time. Yet this overall pattern is likely to 

take different forms depending on the kind of organization – agencies or SOEs. We expect more mixed careers 

with a background in the private sector in SOEs, whereas for agencies a background in politics is more likely. 

At the same time, this will depend on contextual factors such as administrative traditions. In a highly 

meritocratic system such as Norway, where recruitment to leadership positions in the public sector is highly 

regulated, one might expect a higher degree of recruitment from politics to SOE leadership positions, assuming 

that politicians try to compensate a lack of formal control instruments over SOEs by means of personnel 

management (Bach et al., 2020; Ennser-Jedenastik, 2016). In order to answer RQ1, we will establish a unique 

biographical dataset on the personal and professional backgrounds of agency heads and SOE chief executives 

prior to their appointment, drawing on similar research (Askim & Bach, 2019; Bach & Veit, 2018). The 

observation period will span three decades (1990-2020). This is a sufficiently long period to make valid claims 

about the development of mixed careers in the public sector in Europe. 

RQ2 addresses the fundamental question whether leadership matters for organizational performance 

(Boyne & Dahya, 2002; Petrovsky et al., 2015). More specifically, we ask whether and how different types of 

leadership background (administrative, political, private sector) affect organizational performance. Whereas 

RQ3 will address the micro-foundations of the leadership-performance nexus, the focus of RQ2 is on testing 

this relationship at the organizational level. Importantly, PART does not study social outcomes such as 

educational performance (Avellaneda, 2009) but organizational level performance that can directly be 

attributed to public organizations (Hood & Dixon, 2015). The main explanation for direct effects of leadership 

on performance is that different backgrounds are associated with specific skills and expertise which differ in 

their ‘fit’ with organizational characteristics (Petrovsky et al., 2015). Taking this assumption forward, PART 

theorizes that differences in leadership background do not simply result in higher or lower organizational 

Figure 1: Main variables and research questions 



5 

 

performance, but that different leadership backgrounds affect specific dimensions of performance. The main 

dimensions of performance in the public sector can be summarized as fairness and rule-based decisions 

(procedures); the parsimonious use of resources (efficiency); and the achievement of mission-related 

objectives (output) (Hood & Dixon, 2015; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). To illustrate, a tentative hypothesis is 

that organizations with a leadership with a political background will exhibit a lower performance in terms of 

efficiency compared to organizations headed by administrative insiders or an outsider from the private sector. 

Likewise, we hypothesize that organizations headed by leaders with a mixed career background exhibit a lower 

performance in terms of fairness compared to leaders with a purely administrative background. In addition to 

hypotheses on sector origins, PART will also develop more fine-grained hypotheses. For instance, we will test 

for differences in organizational performance for leaders with sector expertise (specialists) and without such 

expertise (generalists) (Askim & Bach, 2019). 

To measure performance effects, RQ2 will apply both cross-sectional analyses and comparisons of 

organizational performance over time under changing leadership. The latter approach allows us to address 

potential endogeneity problems, because prior levels of performance may influence the leadership-

performance nexus, and may also influence the recruitment of specific types of leaders (Boyne & Dahya, 2002; 

Petrovsky et al., 2015). In empirical terms, RQ2 focuses on the Norwegian case, as will all remaining research 

questions. PART will collect different types of performance data. The main challenge in analysing 

performance effects is the availability of performance indicators that are comparable across different 

organizations and consistent over time (Hood & Dixon, 2015; Petrovsky et al., 2015). To operationalize the 

different performance dimensions, we will draw on multiple sources. These includes including judicial reviews 

of administrative decisions and compliance with budgetary rules (which is reported annually by the Office of 

the Auditor General) for procedural performance; public spending data for efficiency performance; and 

performance contracting documents for mission-related performance, among others. 

Although the impact of leadership background on performance is plausible and has been empirically 

demonstrated, the underlying mechanisms leading to this impact need to be specified. RQ3 addresses the 

micro-foundations of organizational performance, opening up the ‘black box’ explaining the effects of 

different leadership backgrounds on employee motivation and decision-making priorities. The novel 

theoretical expectation is that the leadership-performance nexus is mediated through employees’ motivations 

and priorities. First, leadership recruitment sends strong signals to ambitious employees (and job seekers) about 

the kind of leader that makes it to the top of the organization. The outsider recruitment of leaders with mixed 

careers is likely to have a negative impact on employee morale and on employees’ willingness to engage in 

professional development that would increase their career prospects in the organization (Lewis, 2008). As a 

baseline, we expect mixed careers to have a negative effect on employee motivation. We will measure 

leadership effects on employee motivation through conjoint survey experiments with bureaucrats who will be 

presented with fictional profiles of organizational leaders and their backgrounds as treatments. This allows us 

to draw robust causal inferences on motivational effects. The survey experiment will be conducted through a 

panel of bureaucrats that will be established as a research infrastructure (proposal to NFR pending), or through 

a cooperation with researchers at the University of Bergen (Anne Lise Fimreite, Jacob Aars). Moreover, we 

expect that leadership background translates into employees’ prioritization of activities. We hypothesize that 

leadership background will be reflected in a prioritization of different performance of dimensions among 

employees which will be similar to those at the organizational level (RQ2). The project takes advantage of 

existing data collected through comprehensive surveys of agency employees in 1996, 2006, and 2016. Those 

surveys contain various items about decision-making priorities that map onto multiple dimensions of 

performance. By combining survey data and biographical data on agency leadership at the time of data 

collection, we will be able to assess micro-level effects of leadership background in a unique research design. 

Finally, RQ4 asks whether leadership background, and particularly mixed careers, have an impact on citizens’ 

trust in government, or more generally speaking, political trust (Kumlin, Stadelmann-Steffen, & Haugsgjerd, 

2017). The project asks whether and how the recruitment process (how are leaders recruited?) and practices 

(who is being recruited?) affect trust in government. Similar to substantive administrative decisions, 

recruitment decisions potentially violate citizens’ norms about impartiality in the public sector. Those norms 

are related both to the recruitment process – was it biased in party political terms or in terms of personal 

friendship relations (e.g. Dagsavisen, 2018) – and to anticipated decision behaviour of leaders, which may for 

instance be considered poorly qualified for the position. PART will use survey experiments administered 

through the Norwegian citizen panel at the University of Bergen, which is a research-purpose internet panel 

with over 6000 active participants. A pilot study on trust effects of local official’s career backgrounds will be 
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fielded via this panel in spring 2019. The survey experiments will be a combination of conjoint and vignette 

experiments, with fictional (but realistic) examples about politicians’ involvement in recruitment processes 

and about leadership profiles. This design also allows us to estimate conditional effects of leadership 

recruitment and background on trust for different levels of organizational performance, which can be 

manipulated in the survey experiments. 

A potential risk for PART is the availability of relevant data. For biographical data, this is a minor concern, 

as demonstrated by existing research (Bach & Veit, 2018; Ennser-Jedenastik, 2016) and a recent pilot study 

(Askim & Bach, 2019). As to performance data, the Norwegian administration is exceptionally transparent, 

with performance contracts and other types of data being largely accessible. The practitioner advisory board 

will also facilitate data access. As to survey data, the citizen survey will be conducted using an established 

infrastructure. Bureaucrat surveys are widely used and response rates are high. The collection and analysis of 

biographical data potentially raises ethical concerns and requires careful data handling. PART will primarily 

work with publicly available data, but may also use other data, such as CVs obtained via personal requests. 

PART follows the guidelines of the National Committee for Research Ethics in the Social Sciences and the 

Humanities (NESH) and the guidelines for the collection, storage, and analysis of sensitive person-related data 

of the University of Oslo, which implement the GDPR. As to the gender perspective, PART will generate 

novel information on the gender composition of traditionally male-dominated administrative elites. In terms 

of the gender composition of the project itself, several of the project participants are female. The project 

integrates stakeholder and user knowledge through various channels. Most importantly, a practitioner 

advisory board is a key component of the project. Through various communication and dissemination activities 

and executive education, team members will interact directly with stakeholders and users. 

 

2  Impact 

The project’s results will advance the discipline’s state-of-the art in several respects. PART will redirect and 

broaden the focus of current research on administrative leadership. The main thrust of current research is 

to describe the prevalence and motives of civil service politicization (Bach et al., 2020; Dahlström & 

Holmgren, 2019; Ennser-Jedenastik, 2016; Kopecký et al., 2016). PART will add relevant knowledge about 

the implications of politicization, while at the same time broadening this literature’s focus to include mixed 

careers between the public and private sector. With the exception of studies on local government (Villadsen, 

2012) and UK executive agencies (Petrovsky et al., 2017), current research pays limited attention to the scope 

and implications of the managerialization of public organizations. PART has the potential to define a new 

research agenda that combines Political Science and Public Management perspectives. 

The current literature focuses on the recruitment procedure, rather than public officials’ professional 

background, as explanatory variable for different outcome variables. This research shows that political (as 

opposed to meritocratic) appointments are associated with more corruption and lower performance, among 

others (Dahlström & Lapuente, 2017; Haglund, 2015; Lewis, 2008; Meyer-Sahling & Mikkelsen, 2016; 

Meyer-Sahling, Mikkelsen, & Schuster, 2018; Oliveros & Schuster, 2018). This scholarship provides tentative 

evidence that differences in outcomes are related to leaders’ backgrounds, rather than the recruitment 

procedures as such. The project explicitly tests these effects and will provide more granular knowledge than 

hitherto available on the effect of administrative leaders’ background on theoretically and practically relevant 

outcome variables. 

PART will also provide unique insights inside the ‘black box’ of the relationship between leadership and 

performance. Whereas the existing literature provides explanations for performance effects related the 

motivation of employees (Avellaneda, 2009; Lewis, 2008), those micro-level assumptions have not been 

tested. The project’s focus on motivational effects is a major innovation, both empirically and 

methodologically, that will attract substantial attention within the scholarly community.  

PART will generate unprecedented knowledge about the effects of the ‘output side’ of the political system on 

trust in government. Existing research relies on expert assessments of the aggregate quality of administration 

and relates those assessments to general measures of trust (Dahlberg & Holmberg, 2014). PART uses survey 

experiments to assess the effect of different configurations of leadership background and recruitment on 

individual citizens’ trust in government. This constitutes a major leap in the study of the determinants of 

citizens’ trust that will have a significant effect on the field as it combines a relevant topic with a 

methodological approach that is currently gaining strength in the study of administration (James et al., 2017). 
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Another unique feature of the project is its geographical focus. Most existing studies on the leadership-

performance-nexus focus on the US federal bureaucracy and investigate performance differences between 

presidential appointees and career civil servants (Haglund, 2015; Lewis, 2008). Through its dedicated 

European focus, PART has the potential to shape the European research agenda in the years to come. 

In terms of societal impact, the project will generate knowledge about the direct (RQ4) and indirect (RQ2, 

RQ3) effects of public sector leadership on citizen trust in government. The project will generate actionable 

knowledge that can inform recruitment criteria and the design of recruitment procedures. The distrust of elites 

and how they govern the state is a core element of populist ideology, and the project will provide evidence as 

to whether and how such disaffection is potentially driven by the recruitment of administrative leaders. 

The project also generates high-quality knowledge about the societal impact of administrative reforms in 

various respects. This includes the questions whether agencification and corporatization have created 

opportunities for politicization in a bureaucracy that has been characterized as highly meritocratic, but also 

whether different ways of organizing public services (agencies, SOEs) are associated with a differential impact 

of leadership on performance. Hence, the project’s findings will illuminate whether public sector reforms, 

which are a key instrument of political control over policy-making, have achieved their own objectives. In 

terms of the wider effects of administrative reforms, the project generates knowledge about whether citizens 

apply different standards as to the acceptability of mixed careers in different types of state organizations, which 

is relevant for understanding the implications of agencification and corporatization among the population. 

 

3 Implementation 

PART consists of six work packages, which are linked to the project’s objectives and research questions (see 

figure 2). The team members will have the following main tasks: The project manager will oversee all 

activities in the project and supervise the PostDoc and the PhD student. The latter also supervise student 

assistants, together with the project manager. The project manager will be involved in all WPs and will be the 

main responsible for the international comparison in WP3 as well as for WP6. The PhD student will primarily 

work on the effects of leadership on performance (WP1-WP3), based on the student’s own research proposal. 

The PostDoc will primarily work on the effects of leadership on employee motivation and citizen’s trust (WP4-

WP5) which share a methodological focus on survey experiments. The PhD student and the PostDoc will both 

work on the respective review articles in WP1 and will be involved in dissemination activities of WP6. (Please 

note that this division of labour is tentative and subject to changes in the light of candidates’ qualifications 

and/or project descriptions.) 

 

 
Figure 2: Project plan divided by work packages 

TASK Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3

WP1 Meta-Analysis

1.1 review of exisiting literature on leadership, performance, trust

WP2 Mapping leadership and performance

2.1 data collection leadership background

2.2 analysis leadership background 

2.3 data collection organizational performance

WP3  Organizational performance

3.1 data analysis (leadership-performance-nexus)

WP4 Employee motivation and priorities

4.1 data mining bureaucrat surveys (1996, 2006, 2016)

4.2 analysis leadership and employee priorities (bureaucrat surveys)

4.3 survey experiment design, pilot, fielding of survey

4.4 analysis survey experiment

WP5 Trust in government

5.1 survey experiment design, pilot, fielding of survey

5.2 analysis survey experiment

WP6 Project management and dissemination

6.1 ongoing management (team meetings, recruitment assistants etc)

6.1 advisory board meetings (academic & practitioner)

6.2 project workshops (including ECPR Joint Sessions)

6.3 academic/stakeholder/user dissemination (website, blogs etc.)

2020 2021 2022 2023
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WP1 consists of a meta-analysis of research on the project’s key themes and objectives. While there exist 

several overview articles on the politicization of personnel management (Bach & Wegrich, forthcoming; 

Hustedt & Salomonsen, 2014; Lewis, 2011) and on selected effects of personnel management, such as 

corruption (Meyer-Sahling et al., 2018), a comprehensive meta-analysis of the effects of leadership 

background on performance and trust has never been conducted. WP1 will identify the main research strands, 

gaps in research, and inform the formulation of specific hypotheses to be tested in WP3 (performance effects), 

WP4 (motivation effects), and WP5 (trust effects). The main deliverables of WP1 will be two review articles 

on performance and trust effects of leadership, respectively. 

WP2 consists of a mapping of leadership and performance data, as well as of a descriptive analysis of 

leadership backgrounds in Norway and Europe (RQ1). To establish an overview of the population of 

relevant organizations, PART will use the comprehensive State Administration Database administered by 

NSD. To gather biographical data, PART relies on various sources such as Norges Statskalender (a complete 

overview of state employees, published until 2011), webpages, press releases etc. and similar documents in 

other countries. Performance data will be gathered from sources such as annual reports, reports from Office of 

the Auditor General, budget documents, and possibly Freedom of Information requests. The main deliverables 

are a biographical database, an organizational database with different dimensions of performance, and two 

papers on mixed careers among administrative leaders in Norway and Europe, respectively. 

WP3 serves to answer RQ2 about leadership and organizational performance. The main activities are 

statistical analyses combining career and organizational data using various designs (longitudinal, cross-

sectional) and the writing of various papers, including a co-authored flagship paper on performance effects. 

WP4 (leadership, employee motivation and decision-making) focuses on the micro-foundations of the 

leadership-performance nexus (RQ3). WP4 contains two major activities. First, after mining data from central 

administration surveys (available via NSD) and combining those with leadership data, we will perform 

statistical analyses regarding differences in employees’ priority setting according to leadership background. 

Second, WP4 contains a bureaucrat survey using a conjoint experiment, which will be administered using the 

panel of bureaucrats. The main deliverable is a flagship paper on motivation effects, plus other papers. 

WP5 (recruitment, leadership background, and trust in government) includes the experiment design; the 

preparation, fielding, and data cleaning of the survey by the Norwegian Citizen Panel; and the statistical 

analysis of the findings. The main deliverable of WP5 is a flagship paper on leadership effects on trust. 

WP6 covers project management and dissemination. It includes both the ongoing management of the 

project (regular meetings of the entire project team, maintenance of the website etc.) and the coordination of 

academic, user, and popular dissemination activities. The main deliverables of WP6 are a special issue in a 

major journal (including one of the flagship papers), two policy briefs, publications in user-oriented outlets 

and blogposts, a standalone event organized with Partnerforum, and the project’s own workshops plus a 

workshop at the ECPR Joint Sessions. 

The research infrastructure used by the project include the Norwegian Citizen Panel at DIGSSCORE 

(University of Bergen), the panel of bureaucrats (to be established), the Norwegian State Administration 

Database (NSD), and the Survey of State Administration (1996, 2006, 2016), also provided by NSD. 
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