
ii 

PREDICTORS OF INTEGRATIVE PUBLIC 

LEADERSHIP IN THE MALAYSIAN 

PUBLIC SECTOR: A STRUCTURAL 

MODEL ANALYSIS 

 

 

SITI AZURA KHALID 

 

 

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the 

requirements for the degree of Doctor of 

Philosophy 

 

QUEEN MARGARET UNIVERSITY 

2022 

 



iii 

ABSTRACT 

The concept of transformational leadership dimensions with emphasis on public values 

and supporting collaborative efforts is gaining more attention in the research and 

practice of leadership (Sun and Anderson 2012; Gerson 2020). Based on the context 

of the civil service, it is necessary to develop performance measurements to assess key 

attributes to encourage effective behaviours whilst dealing with the challenges faced 

in the public sector. There is limited research which focuses on developing a valid and 

reliable measure of public sector leadership (PSL) and no definitive method of 

measuring PSL exists. The purpose of this study was to develop a leadership model 

with sufficient level of reliability and validity for integrative public leadership 

performance.  

The study aimed to define the PSL construct based on extant literature to categorise 

attributes into four PSL dimensions. This involved generating scale items: using a 

combination of deductive (literature review) and inductive (modified delphi technique) 

approaches to develop an item pool (multiple-item scales) to measure different 

dimensions of the construct.  As part of the modified delphi technique, experts were 

then used to evaluate face and content validity of the scale.  The study then involved 

purifying the scale, based on collecting 116 empirical data to pre-test reliability and 

factor structure (scale dimensionality) of the scale. Next, the research proceeded to 

validate the scale by assessing it's validity and reliability. The final PSL scale 

developed in this study is a four-dimensional, 116 item, seven-response choice 

frequency scale. The scale includes transformational leadership, civic capacity, public 

leadership, and integrative public leadership dimensions. The results provided 

evidence of the dimensionality, reliability, and validity of the PSL scale.  

The final PSL questionnaire was distributed to 918 respondents, of which 352 were 

completed, providing a response rate of 38.4% (immediate senior officers and 

subordinates) at across 8 ministries and a leading public sector agency. The sampling 

was based on stratified purposive sampling. Results point to recalibrating skills; 

capability-building priorities related to transformational leadership while civic 
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capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership remain to be enhanced. In 

addition, the bureaucracy and multisector work conditions holds implications for skill 

building and role modelling among public sector leaders who are at the middle and to 

be expanded to the first level of public sector leaders across ministries and agencies in 

Malaysia. When public sector leaders who have these new skills and who demonstrate 

civic capacity, public leadership and transformational leadership attributes in 

supporting their subordinates will adapt well to the integrative public leadership 

performance.  

Word count: 297 

Keywords: Public leadership, Civic Capacity and Transformational Leadership, PLS 

SEM, civic servants, immediate senior officers, subordinates, public values, 

collaborative efforts, public sector  
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CHAPTER ONE  BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

1.1 Introduction 

Overall, this chapter is organised into four parts. The chapter begins with a brief review 

of the ongoing theoretical questions related to the background study of leadership, with 

particular emphasis on research needs, key leadership studies and public sector 

leadership studies in general, all in the Malaysian context. The knowledge gap, 

conceptual framework, research objectives, research questions, and a chapter summary 

are all presented in this chapter. All these provide rationales for further research for 

scholars and practitioners in the public sector, and assist researchers to better 

understand the unique dimensions of leadership in public organisations. 

 

The public sector is described as involving complex issues. Based on previous 

literature, specific leadership styles and subsets of leadership attributes have been 

highlighted in scholars and researchers' work dealing with complex leadership and 

public administration (Rowold 2014; Anderson and Sun 2017). Researchers have 

argued that leaders should select activities that best serve them based on their needs 

(Rowold 2014; Spicker, cited in Ospina 2016; Tummers and Knies 2016; Northouse, 

cited in Anderson and Sun 2017).  

 

The public sector context has distinct characteristics; public values and the needs of 

civil servants (Jrgensen and Bozeman 2007; van Wart 2013, Getha-Taylor et al. 2011). 

Therefore, public leadership analysis must concentrate on the public sector's unique 

characteristics (Crosby and Bryson, 2018). Researchers should pay particular attention 

to public values because they define public leadership characteristics (Getha-Taylor et 

al., 2011) while public managers should be emphasised as active players in promoting 

and directing public ideals (Dennis, Langley and Rouleau 2007; Ospina 2016). 

In this context, transformational leadership is highlighted. Sun and Anderson (2012) 

had previously proposed their conceptual framework on the civic capacity to enhance 

public values. However, the conceptual framework was lacking in transformational 
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leadership dimensions. Further reading and evidence have illustrated the need for 

public leadership to equip themself with subsets of attributes to deal with internal 

challenges related to working in the public sector, as suggested by Tummers and Knies 

(2014). Rather than adopting a standardised style, public leaders should adopt 

individual behaviours to form substyles that are most effective and useful for dealing 

with specific issues in the public sector. An example of subsets of leadership include 

ethical leadership (Eisenberg 2012; Meyer et al. 2012). 

The chapter continues with transformational leadership, which, according to the 

literature, is critical for public service because it aids leaders in implementing major 

policies and initiatives in developed countries. Therefore, transformational leadership 

has been the focus of the Malaysian public sector in achieving the National 

Transformational Agenda.  

1.2 General leadership theories: Past to Present 

The Great Man and Trait theory and behavioural theory were the earliest leadership 

theories known (Collinson et al. 2017:7; King and Lawley 2019). The great man and 

trait theory centres on the individual at the top of the organization, where it is 

concerned about finding out what makes such a person successful. However, King and 

Lawley (2019) argued that the focus of this theory is too narrow and looks at the person 

whilst overlooking their behaviour. Following that, the behavioural theory was 

introduced which focuses on a broader sense; particularly on the interactions between 

leaders and followers, and begins to investigate what leaders actually do (King and 

Lawley 2019). However, these theories are also distinct from situational leadership as 

they do not consider the leader's situation. Overall, all the above theories mainly focus 

on leaders as individuals rather than leadership as an activity. 

Traditionally, leadership is referred to as the willingness and capacity to influence 

others (Bass 1985). The following scholars have developed some popular definitions 

of leadership: Bass (1985), House et al. (2004, p.56) and (1985, p.21) Bennis and 

Nanus. House et al. (2004, p.56) defined leadership as an individual's ability to 

influence, motivate and enable others to contribute to their organisation's efficacy and 

success. In turn, Bennis and Nanus (1985, p.21) stated that there are people who do 
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the right thing as managers and people who do the right thing as leaders. 

Despite the numerous theories and definitions of leadership, there are some 

commonalities in the literature. For all of them, the denominator is the opportunity to 

have an impact. Katz and Kahn (1966) described leadership as "[The] powerful 

increment over and above mechanical compliance with the routine direction of the 

organisation" (p.302, cited in Schneider 2002, p.210). In the same sense, Javidan and 

Waldman (2003) claimed that leadership's primary goal enables leaders to influence 

their subordinates regardless of how the theories vary. With this description of 

leadership, it can be suggested that some of the features of bureaucracy may be at odds 

with the application of leadership theories in public bureaucratic organisations. 

The importance and impact of leadership styles on organisational outcomes and 

subordinates' behaviours are well-established in public administration research (see, 

for example, Wright and Pandey 2010; Vigoda-Gadot and Beeri 2012; Bellé 2013; 

Moynihan et al. 2012; van Wart 2013; Pandey et al. 2016; Sun and Henderson 2016).  

General leadership theories General leadership theories and As an emerging field of 

study, a substantial knowledge gap remains on the relationship between transactional-

transformational leadership behaviours and governmental organisation performance 

(Muterera 2012). Transformational leadership is particularly the case within the 

Malaysian setting, where significant public sector transformation occurs. The 

Malaysian government considers transformational leadership to enable responsive 

leaders for the Malaysian public sector, as shown in a research by Lo et al. (2010) and 

Rahman et al. (2009). In particular, Lo et al. (2010) explored organisational 

commitment and leadership styles in Malaysia, considering organisational engagement 

and styles of transformational and transactional leadership models within the 

Malaysian workplace context as the basis of their investigation. Their analysis 

evaluates the multidimensional model based on transformational and transactional 

leadership models. 

It has also been argued that transformational leadership appeals to the individual needs 

of employees by treating them as important contributors to the workplace (Coad and 

Berry 1998; Sarros and Santora 2001). The Malaysian Government Transformation 
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Programmes and Public Service Transformation Framework have emphasised a 

rethinking of the attitudes, values and skills required in the Malaysian public sector 

(Transforming Public Service in Malaysia: Guidelines for Developing a 

Transformation Plan 2016). These new roles and altered responsibilities will require 

influential leaders at all levels. The government's vision is for world-class public 

service delivery; its aim is for senior leaders to play a key role in taking this idea 

forward and for future leaders to be developed and supported. This study, therefore, 

suggests that one potentially important way to do this is to develop transformational 

leaders holistically via their public leadership and civic capacity attributes. 

Transformational leadership is also said to appeal to employees' specific needs by 

seeing them as valuable contributors to the company (Coad and Berry 1998; Sarros 

and Santora 2001). These programmes and frameworks emphasise rethinking public 

sector attitudes, values, and abilities (Transforming Public Service in Malaysia: 

Guidelines for Developing a Transformation Plan 2016). The government's ambition 

for world-class public service delivery will necessitate leaders at all levels to achieve 

these new goals and responsibilities, and it wants senior leaders to help train and assist 

future leaders. This study implies that developing transformational leaders holistically 

through public leadership and civic capacity traits may be an essential approach. 

Concerning the key leadership theories in the public sector, public values promotion 

among public servants is a critical responsibility of public managers (Pandey et al., 

2016). It is essential to pay attention to public values because they represent public 

sector characteristics and purposes (Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; Bryson and Crosby 

2018). Public values, however, can be hard to understand because they are abstract and 

even ambiguous (Bozeman and Su 2015).  

Reviewing concepts, public service refers to services provided by the government 

involving the administrative machinery at the federal and state levels (Public Service 

Transformation Guidelines 2016). In comparison, public service leaders, according to 

Gerson (2020), is referred to as senior civil servants who lead and develop major 

government operations.  
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From public service leaders to the context of public leadership, the researcher feels the 

need to consider leadership within and for public service. Nguyen (2020) mentioned 

that this term is used interchangeably with the leadership of the public, which in some 

cases include political leadership in the realm of elected officials and some senior 

political appointees. Public leadership is widely accepted as including leadership 

exercises. Parties, leaders and subordinates, in and across organisations, work together 

to tackle shared problems and generate public values (Nguyen 2020).  

Moving on, the focus of this research aims to identify the main leadership attributes 

immediate senior officers should embody to help them support their subordinates to 

deal with the complex challenges associated with working in the public sector, which 

is similar to the context of research by Nguyen (2020).  Nguyen’s (2020) public 

leadership research indicates that administrative leaders in the public sector behave 

differently from their private-sector counterparts and that leadership development 

programmes should focus on these differences rather than just replicating programmes 

created for private sector leaders (Orazi et al. 2013). 

Orazi et al. (2013) quoted Van Wart's (2003) literature review on public sector 

leadership to show how structural analysis efficiently finds new developments. One of 

the key results is that leadership abilities matter in increasing public sector 

performance. Less transactional ties with followers and a strong emphasis on 

maintaining reputation and ethics in mission fulfilment are the best styles (Orazi et. al 

2013). 

This paper also raises awareness of the recent trend of high-performing civil servants 

taking on leadership roles (Gerson 2020). The trend is clear, and major government 

operations must be developed in order for the government to function effectively. 

Furthermore, Gerson (2020) has also emphasised value-based leadership and network 

collaboration to keeping people active, safe, and productive through government 

policies and programmes. To overcome complex policy challenges, two of four 

leadership skills are required.  

Gerson's report (2020) strongly justifies this current study as OECD countries 

prioritise public service leadership and capability. The academic research community's 
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broad agreement predicted that good leadership in the public sector improves 

organisational performance, efficiency, and productivity (e.g., Orazi, Turrini, and 

Valotti 2013; Van Wart 2013; Fernando, Cho, and Perry 2010; Park and Rainey 2008). 

Employees engagement is routinely measured and tracked through employee surveys. 

Leadership encompasses everything from good leadership to gaining consensus from 

others. Besides, persuading others to understand and agree on what has to be done and 

how it should be done is also leadership (Yukl 2013 p.23). Leisink et al. (2021) 

gathered and presented recent evidence on people management to further integrate 

Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM) and leadership. Managers at all 

levels (including HR specialists), manage people and work together to achieve 

organisational goals (Boxall and Purcell 2011, p.7 as cited by Leisink et. al 2021).  

1.3 The Malaysian context 

In this part, the researcher compares and contrasts transformational leadership based 

on generic theories and the Malaysian context. Based on these important themes of 

new public service governance, accountability and transparency, these studies suggest 

establishing critical leadership traits for public sector leaders to help their subordinates 

deal with public service problems. 

Transformational leadership theory has been one of the most researched leadership 

theories for over 40 years (Day and Antonakis 2012; Dinh et al. 2014; Northouse 

2016). Transformational leadership, which originated from Western scholars, 

undoubtedly reveals that it is one of the top leadership models in the modern era. 

Few researchers (Ospina 2016 cited in Crosby and Bryson 2018) believe that "Leader-

centered to systems-centred methods" might assist public administration experts to 

construct more complete models of public leadership. According to Ospina (2016), 

transformational (most leader-centred) and other three relational leadership schools: 

leader-member exchange (LMX), shared/distributed, and collective are four types (the 

most systems-centred) that have been popular or gained traction in leadership studies 

(Crosby and Bryson 2018). 
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Furthermore, Ospina (2016, quoted by Crosby and Bryson 2018) claimed that 

administrative leaders have long exhibited transformational leadership. An excellent 

illustration of this is the adoption of system-oriented leadership in developed countries, 

which served as a model for Malaysian civil service leaders. Other contexts involve a 

transformational approach (inspirational motivation, personal involvement, 

intellectual stimulation, consideration, and influence) and the degree to which reward 

is conditional depending on the results (Jacobsen and Andersen 2016, cited by Crosby 

and Bryson, 2018). 

Transformational leadership aims at realising the transformational agenda 

(Government Transformation Programme, Political Transformation Programme and 

Economic Transformation Programme) which has been introduced to transform 

Malaysia into a high-income and a developed nation (Thaib 2014). Malaysia has been 

listed as one of countries of high performing economies which has the political and 

administrative capacity to enable them to design and manage complex multi-agency 

forms of public service delivery Robinson (2015) in a Public Sector Reform Paper for 

UNDP. The effort associated with New Public Management towards whole-of-

government perspective to increase efficiency and transparency. Efforts are continued 

to enhance leadership practices via leadership mindset in driving service delivery 

transformation for Malaysia (EXECUTIVE TALK PUBLIC SERVICE 

DEPARTMENT MALAYSIA 2022). 

Other sources that provide evidence of transformational leadership practices are 

secondary sources ranging from government documents and studies performed by 

researchers. A study by Jogulu and Ferkins (2012) provided some background to 

transformational leadership in the Malaysian public sector. Malaysia was chosen in 

this study because it has undergone rapid transformation in recent decades and 

continues to develop economically, providing a fertile environment for workplace 

leadership studies.  

Moreover, Jogulu and Ferkins (2012) mentioned that a few studies have examined the 

effectiveness of well-accepted leadership models outside of Western environments, 

which is important for the scholarship. Their research builds on previous theoretical 
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work by looking at the role of cultural forces in our understanding of leadership 

(Jogulu and Ferkins 2012). The study adds to the body of knowledge by connecting 

transformational and transactional leadership to the Malaysian public sector (MPS) 

context. Regardless of the organization's structure, evidence from previous decades 

shows that the leader must be able to adjust the leadership-subordinate relationship in 

response to current needs (Rohana et al., 2017). According to Lo et al. (2020), past 

research on leadership in Malaysia has yet to yield agreement on Malaysian leadership 

style. Several new policies and plans have been developed to meet contemporary needs 

(refer to section and Table 1.1). 

1.4 The Eleventh (2016-2020) and Twelfth Malaysia (2021-2025) Plan 

The Twelfth Malaysia Plan (2019) is one of the main agendas for the Malaysian 

Transformation, replacing the Eleventh Malaysia Plan (2016 to 2020). A post-2020 

development plan with a specific strategic vision will also be established to chart the 

path for the national development agenda and the implementation process for the next 

ten years. The post-development plan ensures that social growth is inclusive and 

positive, leading to a more stable society. The Twelfth Malaysia Plan (12MP) will 

align with the mutual development programme, which includes economic 

empowerment, environmental sustainability, and social re-engineering (Twelfth 

Malaysia Plan 2019). One of the strategies is solely focusing on shaping future leaders, 

especially in training very high performing and quality public sector leaders (Twelfth 
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Malaysia Plan 2019). The above strategy is realised under the public sector 

transformation agenda, as shown in Figure 1.1. 

 

Figure 1.1 Public Sector Transformation in the New Malaysia (Leadership Mindset 

In Driving Service Delivery Transformation JPA 2022) 

 

As illustrated in Figure 1.1 leadership needs are important to be assessed and pursuing 

transformational leadership is one of the important leadership attributes for the 

Malaysian public service. 

 

1.5 Malaysian context of transformational leadership 

There has been limited research focusing on transformational leadership along with 

civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership overall and the 

public sector, specifically in Malaysia. That being said, there is a growing number of 

research studies concentrating on Malaysia as a result of the process of transformation 

that the country is currently undergoing. Recently, initiatives made by the Public 

Service Department on the National Transformation agenda has been presented. It was 

based on Public Service Department Malaysia Leadership Mindset in Driving Service 

Delivery Transformation, JPA 2022. 
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1.6 The Malaysian public sector 

The Public Service Department, also known as Jabatan Perkhidmatan Awam (JPA), in 

Malaysia is the leading agency in formulating policy for the public sector; the National 

Institute of Public Administration (INTAN) is also involved in implementing the 

policies of JPA via training programmes for public servants (INTAN Portal – INTAN 

in Brief 2015). To implement JPA policies, the National Institute of Public 

Administration (INTAN) conducts training programmes for public officials (INTAN 

Portal – INTAN in Brief 2015). To help Malaysia become a developed nation by 2020, 

JPA (2016) suggested "Guidelines for Developing a Transformation Plan in the Public 

Sector" (JPA 2016). According to JPA (2016), leaders and subordinates encounter nine 

internal obstacles, as shown in Figure 1.2. 

 

Figure 1.2 Nine internal public sector challenges in the Malaysian public sector (JPA 

2016, p. 5) 

 

9 internal 
challenges in 
the Malaysian 
public sector 

centralisation 
of power increasing 
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and 
coaching

bureaucratic 
red tape

less 
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and less 
sensitive

low strategic 
competency

https://www.intanbk.intan.my/iportal/en/about-intan/intan-in-brief
https://www.intanbk.intan.my/iportal/en/about-intan/intan-in-brief
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JPA (2016) argues that public sector leaders in Malaysia should demonstrate a clear 

vision and mission for their organisations. The Malaysian government referred to 

international examples, such as the PWC guidelines, as tabulated in below Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1  Future of the Government: tomorrow's leading public body (PWC 2013) 

Bridging now to the future 

Citizens under control Citizens in control 

Governing for citizens Governing with citizens 

Public-sector organisations as big, all-

in-one giants 

Public-sector organisations as small, 

flexible, purpose-driven entities 

Government as a service provider Government as a service 

facilitator/broker/commissioner 

Measuring output Measuring outcomes 

Fierce cooperation based on 

enforcement 

Mutual collaboration based on trust 

Trust in a strong leader Trust in each other, "the servant leader." 

 

To some extent based on the Future of the Government (PWC 2013), the future is 

happening now as the public has indeed gained enormous power to influence policies 

and initiatives in the public service. The PWC guidelines (2013) influence forecasting 

attributes that are important for public service leaders in managing challenges when 

working in the public sector. The public sector organisations have plans for lean 

management with exit policies. For Malaysia, the key performance indicator (KPI) is 

still one of the main tools used to measure outcomes. There is an indication of trust in 

mutual collaboration, as presented in RMK 11, whereby the Malaysian government is 

dedicated to modernising the public sector by making it more citizen-centric and 

improving service delivery productivity and efficiency. 

The goal is to provide more accessible public services by utilising multi-skilled labour 

and reducing bureaucracy, hierarchy, and centralisation (Eleventh Malaysia Plan 

Executive Summary 2016 - 2020). It is envisaged that Malaysians will have a 

government that delivers, led by leaders who embody the concept of accountability 

and have integrity and conviction. Malaysia will outperform its peers on the 

international stage, both as a strong independent country and as a result of the 

leadership of prominent Malaysian thought leaders in a variety of fields. Thus, there 

are efforts to train leaders in the public sector in building trust to gain the confidence 
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of stakeholders that they can provide focused solutions, achieve targets and enhance 

the performance of members and organisations according to Table 1.1 and Figure 1.2. 

1.7 The perspective of good governance in the Malaysian public sector 

Evidence on the need for good governance has been illustrated based on several 

publications of National Institute of Public Administration (INTAN), which functions 

as the training arm of the Public Service Department, Malaysia (INTAN 2017). The 

service delivery from the perspective of good governance is emphasized. 

Two articles had focused on leadership in Malaysian government. The work 

engagement aspects of Blue Ocean Leadership (BOL) at various ministries and 

government agencies are highlighted (Abdul Hamid 2016; Bakar 2016). Work 

engagement has been shown to improve individual performance and motivate people 

to keep working. Lin (2016) had cited several papers that stress the value of 

governance. The topics covered include statistics, problem scope, and basic human 

behaviour assumptions. In his book, Hamid (2016) discussed integrity, governance, 

and a more holistic concept of integrity. These projects demonstrate the public 

service's sensitivity to good governance, which relates to the unique traits required to 

help public officials support their subordinates in dealing with challenging situations. 

Another three articles considered the "Importance of Public Governance in 

Transformative Leadership Framework" and the well-defined good governance as an 

implementation of a process to make decisions based on selected attributes 

(UNESCAP 2009). The main attributes of good governance are categorised into eight 

areas, as shown in Figure 1.3 below: 
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    Consensus oriented                               Accountable 

 

    Participatory                                                 Transparent 

      Follows the rule of law                                              Responsive 

      

        Effective and efficient                                      Equitable and inclusive 

 

Figure 1.3 Characteristics of good governance (UNESCAP 2009) 

 

One of the leading players in governance is the government (UNESCAP 2009). 

UNESCAP (2009) argues that leaders should promote good governance through the 

following attributes: being participatory, consensus-oriented, accountable, transparent, 

responsive, effective and efficient, equitable and inclusive, and following the rule of 

law. These attributes emphasise the minimisation of corruption. Minorities' viewpoints 

are also taken into consideration. The decision-making considers the opinions of the 

most vulnerable in the society and the need to be responsive to society's present and 

future needs (UNESCAP 2009). 

The second article discusses "Transformational Leadership: a Diagnosis: the Right 

Mix of Leadership for the 11 Malaysian Plan". It highlights that this is a prodigious 

task in the search for inculcating a transformational journey. Transformational 

leadership is an important factor in driving the private sector, the public service and 

the government towards achieving Vision 2020 (Patrick 2016). The third article 

discusses "Digital Age Leadership: a Must Not an Option", noting that leaders have to 

be prepared to face the new challenge of digitalisation. Digital age leadership helps 

prepare leaders to effectively deal with complex issues of the digital age (Bakar 2016). 

These articles provide evidence on the leadership needs at the initial stage to achieve 

transformational agenda based on INTAN as the leading and premier training 

institution for the public sector leaders. Overall, the above evidence helps to outline 

the key leadership attributes and supports the need for transformational leadership, 

civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership. 

Good 

Governance 
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Although the political leadership is unstable, the civil service, led by the current Chief 

Secretary-General of Malaysia, has managed the turmoil and complex scenarios with 

transformational and servant leadership. The public service leaders, particularly the 

Chief Secretary-General and Director General of Health, alongside various other 

ministers, have successfully led Malaysia since the start of the Covid-19 pandemic. 

Malaysia has been praised as among the top five countries to withstand the crisis, and, 

thus far, the number of cases has been significantly reduced.  

The pandemic and subsequent new normal have drawn attention to several public 

sector leaders, among them the prominent figure, Tan Sri Director General (DG) of 

Health Malaysia, who has led the nation in this, and demonstrated key attributes of 

civic capacity and public leadership in facing obstacles including integrative public 

leadership scenarios. The potential of transformational leadership has been 

demonstrated by the Health DG, who has set a new vision for "an innovative 

government of excellence and integrity, in serving the people and the nation" and a 

mission to "provide a conducive environment to assist the Prime Minister and the new 

alliances of cabinet ministers in carrying out his duties and responsibilities effectively, 

efficiently and promptly". This review presents the main issues related to the 

transformational leadership related to Malaysia's public sector. 

1.8 Public service transformational guidelines 

The emphasis on the transformational agenda of the public service led to the 

"Guidelines for Developing a Transformation Plan in the Public Sector", which 

consists of the Public Service Transformation Framework that plays a vital role in 

gearing Malaysia to become a developed nation by 2020 (Transforming Public Service 

2016). Therefore, this study focuses on these specific internal challenges faced by 

leaders and subordinates based on the Malaysian Public Service Transformational 

guidelines (2016) besides also developing a short, practical tool for a new leadership 

model that is easy to manage and score, yet is also valid and reliable and enhances 

transformational leadership behaviour. The internal challenges are as stated below: 
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1. the centralisation of power; 

2. low strategic competency; 

3. less responsive and less sensitive; 

4. bureaucratic red tape; 

5. lack of mentoring and coaching; 

6. siloed and low-level consultation; 

7. hierarchical reporting; 

8. comfort zone; 

9. increasing expectations and demands from the citizens. 

1.9 Public sector leadership in Malaysia 

The history of public service in Malaysia includes several notable reforms that have 

been revised to date, as presented by the NTP in Table 1.2. 

Table 1.2  Major milestones in the Malaysian public service reform 

No.   Year   Initiatives 

1 1968   Programme and Performance Budgeting System (PPBS)  

2 1970 Key National Policy Frameworks: 

New Economic Policy – the eradication of poverty, 1971-

1990 

3 1987,1992   Micro-Accounting System (MAS)  

4 1990   Modified Budgeting System (MBS)  

5 1991 to 2000 Key National Policy Frameworks: 

The National Development Policy (NDP), 1991-2000 

6 1991 Vision 2020 – Malaysia to become a developed nation 

Productivity Improvement Initiative (PMI) 

7 1992 Total Quality Management (TQM)  

8 1993   Clients’ Charter  

9 1996 ISO  

10 1999 Benchmarking  

11 2001 to 2010  Key National Policy Frameworks: 

The National Vision Policy (NVP), 2001-2010  

12 2004 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for government-linked 

companies  

13 2005   Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for all other 

government agencies  

14 2007 Treasury Strategic results area and strategic KPIs  

15 2007 Auditor General's Star Rating on Financial Management  

16 2008   MAMPU's Star Rating System on Public Management  

17 2009 National Transformation Programme 
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18 2009 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for ministers and 

ministries  

19 2009 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for jobholders in the 

senior echelons of public service  

20 2001 to 2010  The National Vision Policy (NVP), 2001-2010  

21 2010 Government Transformation Programme  

GTP 1.0: The First Horizon 

22 2013 Government Transformation Programme  

GTP 2.0: Enhancing Change 

23 2015 to 2020 Government Transformation Programme  

GTP 3.0: To the Future and Beyond 

24 2016 NTP reached a new stage, with the transition of 

PEMANDU's work to the civil service as the programme 

reached its targets by 2020. 

25 2020 to 2050 TN50 (Transformasi Nasional 2050): an initiative to guide 

Malaysia into the future from 2020 to 2050 

26 May 2018 to 

2020 

Delivering public sector reform: the new Malaysia 

perspectives 

ELEVENTH MALAYSIAN PLAN 2016-2020 

THE NATIONAL MISSION 2006-2020 

VISION 2020 – THE WAY FORWARD VISION 

27  Policies and Plans  
Government Policies 

 

i. National Automotive Policy 2020 (NAP 2020) 

ii. The Malaysia Plan National Mission 2006-2020 

Source: Adapted from Abu Bakar and Ismail (2011); PEMANDU (2011); National 

Transformation Programme (2016); Prime Minister's Office Portal (2018); Prime 

Minister's Office Portal (2020). 

1.10 Knowledge gap 

Malaysian public sector involves introducing human resource transformation, 

including leadership development (Xavier 2016). The focus for public service reform 

in Malaysia increasingly centres around this apparent need for leadership 

development, with a particular emphasis on transformational leadership models. For 

example, Abu Bakar et al. (2011) have argued that human resource transformation is 

vitally important to enhance accountability in the Malaysian public sector. Other 

authors, such as Vitezic (2007) and Mimba et al. (2007), have maintained that there 
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should be greater public participation in the development of key performance 

indicators (KPIs). It has been noted that this lack of public involvement can lead to the 

main recipient of the system not being adequately served (Sanger 2008). Public service 

reform must focus on a fundamental change in beliefs and behaviours as much as 

improving administrative capability when public is prioratised. It must deepen 

motivation and instill a public service ethos (Robinson 2015). 

There continue to be significant issues relating to the accountability and transparency 

of public service delivery in Malaysia, as noted in many studies by independent non-

governmental organisations (Abu Bakar and Ismail 2011). It is also widely recognised 

that public information is often not properly accessible (Barraclough and Phua 2007; 

Yaakob et al. 2009) and not available (Siddiquee 2010).  

Whilst there may be ongoing issues, such as accountability and transparency, Malaysia 

has been moderately effective compared to other Asian countries (Abdul Aziz et al., 

2012). The bureaucracy structure within the National Performance Management 

(NPM) in Malaysia has also proven effective (Samaratunge et al., 2008). Others have 

found that leadership development initiatives delivered by the Public Service 

Department in Malaysia have revised the roles and competencies of leadership around 

three main roles and 15 main competencies (Ahmad 1997; Abu Daud Silong et al. 

2008). Key concepts within the literature review are listed in the glossary of terms.  

Other researchers, Needham and Mangan (2014) have provided evidence and supports 

for other leadership attributes for public officers of the 21st century which focus on 

attributes related to civic capacity and integrative public leadership. 

1.11 Conceptual framework 

In order to address the objectives mentioned above of this research, this study is based 

on the following theoretical constructs: transformational leadership theory (Bass and 

Avolio 1995; Podsakoff et al. 1990; Carless et al. 2000), public leadership theory 

(Tummers and Knies 2014), civic capacity theory (Sun and Anderson 2012a). The 

most important point is that while transformational leadership theory explains the 

attributes leaders must exhibit to create positive change, it does not explain how a 
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person can better prepare him or herself to exhibit these attributes (Hartsfield 2003). 

Public leadership and civic capacity, on the other hand, deal with the attributes a leader 

needs to possess to support employees (Ahmad et al., 2017) to cope with the challenges 

they face (JPA 2016).  

This knowledge gap concerning new leadership attributes has been further evidenced 

in a report on 21st-century public service officers by Needham and Mangan (2014). In 

their findings, they identify ten key attributes of civil servants for the 21st century: 

i. "a municipal entrepreneur, undertaking a wide range of roles";  

ii. "engages with citizens in a way that expresses their shared humanity and 

pooled expertise"; 

iii. "builds a career which is fluid across sectors and services; 

iv. combines an ethos of publicness with an understanding of commerciality; 

v. is rethinking public services to enable them to survive an era of perma-

austerity; 

vi. needs organisations that are fluid and supportive rather than siloed and 

controlling; 

vii. rejects heroic leadership in favour of distributed and collaborative models of 

leading; 

viii. is rooted in a locality that frames a sense of loyalty and identity; 

ix. reflects on practice and learns from that of others. 

These findings supported Birmingham Council in a plan that focused on several key 

themes and guiding questions. One of the main themes, in particular, also emphasises 

leadership. In their report, Needham and Mangan (2014) note that they are concerned 

about efforts made to cater to the need to develop leadership at all levels of the 

organisation and how this has been facilitated through incentives such as the appraisals 

system. 

 

The leadership challenge has compared the current need for a new set of attributes for 

civil servants, mostly public sector leaders (Needham and Mangan 2014; Robison 
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2015). Both researchers point to the need for leadership skills to change and, in this 

context, adapt to current conditions. Needham and Mangan (2014) report notes that 

the traditional and adaptive problems facing the individual leader approach will not be 

effective. Needham and Mangan (2014) propose the emergence of systems leadership 

(or collaborative leadership in the health service), replacing the traditional notion of 

the leader as the sole source of power and authority with a version of leadership that 

reflects the complexity of modern society and the decline of deference. The argument 

is that "in these troubled, uncertain times, we do not need more command and control; 

we need better means to engage everyone's intelligence in solving challenges and 

crises as they arise." ." The above supports the need to develop civic capacity and 

public leadership and integrative public leadership (networking) and integrative 

leadership practices (red tape). These attributes are necessary as civil servants have to 

engage with people via shared humanity expresses and pooled expertise to suit new 

leadership skills of civil servants for the 21st century (Needham and Mangan 2014; 

Robison 2015) and to enhance transformational leadership (Sun and Anderson 2012a). 

It is then possible to develop a model for integrative public leadership that combines 

integrative public leadership, public leadership with dimensions of transformational 

leadership and civic capacity as illustrated in Figure 1.4. 
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Figure 1.4 The impact of transformational leadership and civic capacity on 

integrative public leadership (adapted from Burns 1978; Bass 1985; Sun and 

Anderson 2012a) 

 

 

Figure 1.5 builds on the integrative public leadership model and outlines a proposed 

analytical framework for this study. The new analytical framework will be based on 

transformational leadership and civic capacity, as noted by Sun and Anderson (2012a). 

However, the proposed analytical framework for this study will incorporate public 

leadership attributes and focus on two subconstructs of integrative public leadership.  

These two subconstructs are integrative public leadership resources via integrative 

leadership knowledge (networking) and integrative structures and processes via 

integrative leadership practices (red tape). Another new dimension is adapted to the 

Malaysian setting based on the nine challenges highlighted in the Malaysian Public 

Service Transformational guidelines (JPA 2016). 
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Figure 1.5 Proposed conceptual framework of the impact of transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership on integrative public 

leadership (Adapted from Podsakoff et al. 1990; Tummers and Knies 2014; Sun and 

Anderson 2012a; Center for Community Health and Development 2017; Crosby and 

Bryson 2010; van der Voet 2014) 

 

1.12 Research objectives  

This research aims to identify the relationship between the levels of leadership 

practices – transformational leadership, civic capacity, public leadership and 

integrative public leadership – among senior officers of grade 48-54 and their 

perceived performance by subordinates at ministries and a leading public sector 

agency at the Federal Territory of Putrajaya and the Federal Territory of Kuala 

Lumpur, Malaysia. Grades 48-54 were chosen because their roles involve leadership 

tasks that suit the sampling recommended by Sun and Anderson.  

The detailed research objectives are as follows: 

i. To identify the key attributes of leadership drawn from transformational 

leadership, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership; 
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ii. To examine whether there is a significant difference between how senior 

officers evaluate their own leadership attributes and how their subordinates 

evaluate their leadership attributes;  

iii. To investigate the relationship between senior officers' evaluation of their own 

leadership attributes and their integrative public leadership performance of 

their leader’s perceived performance;  

iv. To investigate the relationship between subordinates' evaluation of their 

immediate senior officers' leadership attributes and the integrative public 

leadership performance of their leaders; and 

v. To test perceptions of the current leadership performance by immediate senior 

officers and their subordinates. 

1.13 Research hypotheses 

Hypotheses provide the researcher's assumptions on the relationship between 

dimensions of variables in research. The research hypotheses of this study are 

represented by a null (Ho), which suggests that there is no significant difference 

between the scores of the mean relationship, influence and the direct and linear 

relationship between variables. Based on this research: 

Ho1a There is no significant difference between transformational leadership 

behaviour and integrative public leadership dimensions among immediate 

senior officers at ministries and leading public sector agencies. 

Ho1b There is no significant difference between civic capacity dimensions and 

integrative public leadership dimensions among immediate senior officers at 

ministries and leading public sector agencies. 

Ho1c There is no significant difference between public leadership dimensions and 

integrative public leadership dimensions among immediate senior officers at 

ministries and leading public sector agencies. 

Ho2a  There is no significant difference between transformational leadership 

behaviour and integrative public leadership dimensions among immediate 
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senior officers as perceived by subordinates at ministries and leading public 

sector agencies. 

Ho2b There is no significant difference between civic capacity dimensions and 

integrative public leadership dimensions among immediate senior officers as 

perceived by subordinates at ministries and leading public sector agencies. 

Ho2c There is no significant difference between public leadership dimensions and 

integrative public leadership dimensions among immediate senior officers as 

perceived by subordinates at ministries and leading public sector agencies. 

Ho3a There is no significant difference in the relationship of transformational 

leadership dimensions on integrative public leadership dimensions among 

immediate senior officers at ministries and leading public sector agencies. 

Ho3b There is no significant difference in the relationship of civic capacity 

dimensions on integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers at 

ministries and leading public sector agencies.  

Ho3c There is no significant difference in the relationship of public leadership on 

integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers at ministries and 

leading public sector agencies.    

Ho4a There is no significant difference in the relationship of transformational 

leadership behaviour on integrative public leadership of immediate senior 

officers as perceived by subordinates at ministries and leading public sector 

agencies.    

Ho4b There is no significant difference in the relationship of civic capacity on 

integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers as perceived by 

subordinates at ministries and leading public sector agencies.    

Ho4c There is no significant difference in the relationship of public leadership 

towards integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers as perceived 

by subordinates at ministries and leading public sector agencies.    
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Ho5a There is no significant impact of transformational leadership behaviour 

towards integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers at ministries 

and leading public sector agencies.    

Ho5b There is no significant impact of civic capacity towards integrative public 

leadership of immediate senior officers at ministries and leading public sector 

agencies.    

Ho5c There is no significant impact of public leadership towards integrative public 

leadership of immediate senior officers at ministries and leading public sector 

agencies.    

Ho6a There is no significant impact of transformational leadership behaviour 

towards integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers as perceived 

by subordinates at ministries and leading public sector agencies.    

Ho6b There is no significant impact of civic capacity towards integrative public 

leadership of immediate senior officers as perceived by subordinates at 

ministries and leading public sector agencies.    

Ho6c There is no significant impact of public leadership behaviour towards 

integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers as perceived by 

subordinates at ministries and leading public sector agencies.    

This chapter has provided a brief overview of the study's setting; the public sector 

leadership in Malaysia. Transformational leadership is a common style of leadership 

being practiced in Malaysia. This leadership style contributes to the performance of 

middle-level public officers, subordinates and public organisations. That being said, it 

has been noted that transformational leadership can help public managers in fulfilling 

their tasks and having a positive influence, including clarifying public values, 

especially in reforms and changes towards developing Malaysia. Malaysia's public 

sector faces a range of complex challenges to promote collaboration and overcome 

bureaucracy in the workplace. These issues suggest Malaysia is a relevant context to 

study transformational leadership, civic capacity, public leadership, and integrative 
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public leadership, with a focus on public value to improve integrative public sector 

performance. 
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CHAPTER TWO  LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

A progressive review on the policies, master plans and other key documents under the 

Prime Minister’s Department, Public Service Department in Malaysia was established. 

A rigorous and detailed literature review was carried out to comprehend and determine 

the relationship between the variables presented. A literature review of previous and 

current works on the leadership performance of civil service officers, the influence of 

transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, and public leadership towards 

leaders’ integrative public leadership performance was conducted to identify the areas 

in which this research may be beneficial to promote further understanding of the 

relationship.  

 

This chapter will address the theoretical constructs guiding the research and introduce 

definitions, characteristics, and critiques on transformational leadership, public 

leadership, and civic capacity and integrative public leadership of leaders who work 

in the public sector. The chapter concludes with a summary of these key theories 

chosen to be examined and regarded as important leadership attributes based on the 

current needs of civil service leadership of public sector agencies in Malaysia. 

2.2 Transformational leadership behaviour (independent variable) 

As an emerging field of study, a knowledge gap remains on the relationship between 

transactional-transformational leadership behaviours and governmental organisational 

performance (Muterera 2012). This is particularly the case within the Malaysian 

setting, where significant public sector transformation occurs.  

 

The Malaysian government considers transformational leadership to enable the 

development of responsive leaders for the Malaysian public sector. It was argued by 

Coad and Berry (1998) and Sarros and Santora (2001), that this form of leadership 
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appeals to the individual needs of employees by treating them as important 

contributors to the workplace. The Malaysian Government Transformation 

Programmes and Public Service Transformation Framework have emphasised a 

rethink of the attitudes, values and skills required to function in the Malaysian public 

sector. These new roles and altered responsibilities will need effective leaders at all 

levels. The government's vision is for world-class public service delivery; it aspires 

for senior leaders to play a key role in taking this idea forward and developing and 

supporting future leaders. Therefore, this study suggests that one potentially important 

way to do this is to develop transformational leaders holistically via public leadership 

and civic capacity attributes. 

2.2.1 Definition of transformational leadership 

James MacGregor Burns first introduced transformational leadership (TL) in his book 

Leadership (1978). Burns described this as a process where leaders and followers 

continuously enable each other to achieve higher levels of morality and motivation. 

Bass (1985a) later developed Burns' theory to include four dimensions: idealised 

influence, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation and individualised 

consideration (Bass 1985a; Bass and Avolio 1994). Each of these constructs focuses 

on the leader's interactions with others and the leader's ability to influence others 

towards change (Avolio 1999; Bass and Avolio 1994).  

Transformational leadership refers to leaders who identify others' needs and develop 

these needs from lower to higher levels of maturity or actual leaders (Bass 1985a; Bass 

1985b). Transformational leadership influences organisational citizenship behaviours 

via employees' trust in their leaders and encouraging them to perform beyond the 

ordinary (Podsakoff et al., 1990). 

2.2.2 Dimensionality of TL 

The existing body of research (Bass and Avolio 2000, Turner, Barling, Epitropaki, 

Butcher, and Milner 2002, Parry and Proctor-Thomson 2002, Tracey and Hinkin 1994, 

Avolio and Gardner, 2005, Podsakoff et. al., 1990, Yukl 1989b p. 272, House Spangler 
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and Woycke 1989, Howel and Frost 1989, Avolio and Bass 1988, Boal and Bryson 

1988, Kuhnert and Lewis 1987, Bass, Avolio and Goodheim 1987, Bass, Waldman, 

Avolio and Bebb 1987, Bass 1985, House 1977, House, Woycke and Fodor 1988,) on 

transformational leadership suggests that the topic of transformational leadership has 

sparked interest for many years, yet our understanding of what is involved in 

transformational leadership is still somewhat uncertain (Podsakoff et al., 1990). The 

main dimensions were developed by Podsakoff et al. (1990), considering leadership in 

relation to organisational citizenship behaviours and employee outcomes as illustrated 

in Figure 2.1.  

 

 

Figure 2.1 Six dimensions of transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al. 1990) 

 

 

According to MacKenzie et al. (2001), among the benefits is that transformational 

leadership entails changing followers' values, ambitions, and aspirations so that they 

do their work because it is congruent with their principles, rather than expecting to be 

rewarded for their efforts. These findings were based on the context of sales 

performance, which was affected by transformational and transactional leader 

behaviours. 
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Some authors (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Joris van der Voet 2014) further agreed on 

distinguishing transformational leadership from other leadership attributes. Podsakoff 

et al., (2000) indicate that it is necessary to clearly define the domain of TLB. Joris 

van der Voet (2014) examined the transformational leadership behaviour outlined by 

Podsakoff et al. (1990) first, considering to what extent different change approaches 

and transformational leadership in the direct supervisor contributes to the effective 

implementation of organisational change in public organisations.  

Secondly, Joris van der Voet (2014) investigated to what extent the bureaucratic 

structure of public organisations makes the implementation of organisational change 

specific. The support of employees is considered the ultimate reason for implementing 

organisational change (Bartunek et al. 2006; Herold et al.2007). The same study filled 

the gap in change management literature on the leadership role of direct supervisors in 

a time of organisational change in public sector organisations. Joris van der Voet 

(2014) highlighted that there is in-depth literature on specific criteria of the objectives, 

environment, and organisational structure of public sector organisations and their 

employees' characteristics (Allison 1979; Boyne 2002; Farham and Horton 1996; 

Rainey 2003; Rainey and Bozeman 2000).   

Farrel (2000) claimed that most research related to planned and emergent change is 

qualitative-based. Quantitative measurement scales were used to measure the planned 

and emergent change in this research. Based on the literature, Farrel (2000) is the only 

scholar to propose the available measure. However, the reliability and validity of the 

measurement need to be enhanced. The study faced limitations in terms of the internal 

validity of the results. Employee level was the unit of analysis, whereby both 

independent and dependent variables were measured. As Van der Voet (2014) 

reported, the relationships between variables may be partly due to the method of data 

collection, which is supported by Meier and O'Toole (2012) and Podsakoff et al. 

(2003). 

Recommendations for future research into this study area by Van der Voet (2014) 

noted that concepts can be measured based on multiple levels in the organisational 

hierarchy. It is suggested that this should involve different groups of respondents. This 



30 

study by Van der Voet (2014) was a case-based design; therefore the results may not 

be statistically applied beyond the investigated case. To further explain, the difficulty 

of generalising the findings of most change management literature is based on 

differences regarding organisational, historical and contextual elements. Van der Voet 

(2014) also provided a study by Yin (2009) that researches the future change 

management of public organisations to emphasise analytical rather than statistical 

generalisation. 

A variety of studies have examined separate elements of transformational leadership 

(Muterera 2012; Judge and Piccolo 2004; Lowe et al. 1996). These studies have each 

identified positive attributes of transformational leadership. Other studies have 

explored the relationship between the different attributes of transformational 

leadership (Sun and Anderson 2012a; Sun and Anderson 2012b; Jung and Sosik 2002; 

Walumbwa and Lawler 2003). In particular, studies have identified that 

transformational leaders demonstrate the following characteristics: individual 

consideration (Fast et al. 2008), intellectual stimulation (Kark et al. 2003; Fast et al. 

2008; Tam et al. 2008), and inspirational motivation and idealised influence (Parry and 

Proctor-Thomson 2002; Stewart 2006). Furthermore, the connection between 

authentic, transformational, and spiritual leadership has been well documented (Avolio 

and Gardner 2005 as cited by Brown and Treviño 2006). 

The connection between ethics and transformational and charismatic leadership is still 

present. Empirical evidence suggests that transformational leadership, at least as 

conceptualised and measured by Bass and Avolio as cited by Brown and Treviño 2006 

through the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass and Avolio 2000), described 

a leader with an ethical orientation. Turner, Barling, Epitropaki, Butcher, and Milner 

(2002) discovered, for example, that subordinates perceive leaders with higher moral 

reasoning to be more transformational. Furthermore, transformational leadership has 

been linked to higher levels of perceived leader integrity (Parry and Proctor-Thomson 

2002, Tracey and Hinkin 1994). 

Transformational leaders have also been observed to set examples for their followers. 

Burns (1978) proposed and Dukerich, Nichols, and colleagues (1990) demonstrated 
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that when leaders are more morally mature, those they lead exhibit higher moral 

reasoning. 

Within this research, these characteristics will be considered alongside other 

transformational leadership attributes among immediate senior officers in the 

Malaysian public sector.  

2.3 Critiques of transformational leadership 

A number of scholars have highlighted weaknesses in transformational leadership 

theory (Yukl 1999; Denhardt and Campbell 2006; Northhouse 2013; Tourish and 

Pinnington 2002). These include the idea of transformational leaders as "great men", 

the suggestion that they may cause followers to become susceptible to deception, and 

the argument that the theory lacks clarity.  

The notion of transformational leaders as "great men" was first suggested by Tourish 

and Pinnington (2002) and Northhouse (2013). Both Tourish and Pinnington (2002) 

and Northhouse (2013) confirm the notion of strong heroic bias highlighted by Bass 

(1999); that transformational leaders are flawless, perfect, and idealised. This may, in 

turn, lead to a lack of moral values (Denhardt and Campbell 2006). However, Bass 

(1999, p.211) argued that these unethical leaders can only be considered "pseudo-

transformational" and thus different from truly transformational leaders who are 

morally developed. Bass (1999) further agreed that there is still knowledge to learn 

about the ethical and moral factors that differentiate the truly transformational leader 

from the pseudo-transformational leader. 

Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) differentiated between authentic and pseudo 

transformational leaders. Pseudo-transformational leaders are more selfish and 

political. Howell (1988) distinguished between personalised and socialised 

charismatic leadership, the latter being more ethical. In a qualitative study, Howell and 

Avolio (1992) agreed. 

Further empirical studies have shown that transformational leadership as 

conceptualised by Bass and colleagues (Turner et al. 2002) considered the moral 
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dimension. These studies show that transformational leaders are distinctive individuals 

who apply more universally-held moral principles in their reasoning, i.e. such 

individuals have a higher significance than the entity of any organisation. These 

leaders use more varied thought, integrate a greater number of viewpoints, and are 

more understanding in applying socio-moral judgment towards individuals (Simola et 

al., 2010).  

This ethical question also relates to the second critique that transformational leaders 

may cause followers to become susceptible to deception (Mullins 2007). It is argued 

by Yukl (1999) that transformational leaders may have a unidirectional influence on 

their followers. However, Bass refuted this criticism, which suggests that 

transformational leadership can be democratic and participative. The question of 

values is particularly significant within the public sector context. Sun and Anderson 

(2012a) argued that there should be greater emphasis on civic capacity as a key 

attribute of transformational leadership. They suggested that Burns’ (1978) original 

conceptualisation does not fully account for transformational leaders' public or 

community orientation. For public service leaders, this may be particularly significant 

given the importance of public values. Thus, transformational leaders within a public 

sector setting should potentially also be able to engage in activities involving the public 

good. However, the assumptions that transformational leaders are autocratic and 

antidemocratic persists (Gary Yukl 1999). 

Finally, some authors (Northouse 2013, p.202; Mckenzie et al. 2005; Northouse 2013; 

Pawar 2003; Yukl 1999; Northhouse 2013; Rickards and Clark 2006; Yukl 1999) see 

the transformational model as lacking “conceptual clarity”. This, it has been argued, 

leads to measurement ambiguity and flawed explanations of effectiveness (Mckenzie 

et al. 2005; Northouse 2013; Pawar 2003; Yukl 1999). It is also suggested that there is 

substantial overlap in Bass’ (1985a) original four dimensions of transformational 

leadership (Northhouse 2013; Rickards and Clark 2006; Yukl 1999).  

However, on the positive side, according to the UK Civil Service Reform Plan 

Progress Report (2014), transformational leadership along with public service 

leadership and public service are all important and meaningful. The report showed the 



33 

necessity of public sector leadership, especially for civil service leadership (2014). The 

independent or neutral civil service is devoted to aiding the present elected government 

in establishing and implementing policy (UK Civil Service Reform Plan Progress 

Report 2014). 

2.4 Civic capacity 

The extant literature reveals a number of unresolved issues with respect to civic 

capacity dimensions. Among these are the definition of the term civic capacity; 

critiques ton civic capacity, the theoretical foundation of civic capacity, usually 

attributed to activity theory; factors influencing successful implementation of civic 

capacity; and benefits derived from implementing civic capacity in different contexts, 

particularly public sector agencies. 

 

Historically, based on the pioneering research of W. Shinn (1999), the term civic 

capacity or CC has been used to characterise the group's potential to respond to events 

in self-conscious ways aimed at crafting a common future (W. Shinn, 1999 p.103).  

Civic capacity involves social capital but goes beyond it in the pursuit of theory to 

explain the social conditions for democratic administration (W. Shin 1999). 

Throughout this paper, the term ‘Civic Capacity’ and the abbreviation CC will refer to 

the concept as proposed by Sun and Anderson (2012a). Few researchers (Kass, 

Heying, Johnson; Vizzini and Morgan, Mazaika, Witt; Welsch and Heying) have 

demonstrated the excitement stirred by how useful ideas of civic capacity seem to be 

in administrative practice. On a positive note, Shin (1999) revealed that whether 

practical or not, civic capacity continues to provide options for enhancing practices 

with communities, community-based organisations, and public participation; and for 

reviving high citizenship, promoting social solidarity, and resolving political dispute, 

among other things. Further investigations conducted by authors during the 

symposium were based within the political economy of the United States. 
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2.4.1 Critiques on Civic Capacity 

Shin (1999) was among the early researchers who focused on CC, and described CC 

as ‘problematic at its best’. Shin further explained that these researchers who were 

gathered to determine the meaning of CC at the first symposium were influenced by 

the idealistic outcomes of CC “to resolve a number of paradoxes in theory and the high 

hope of civic capacity to solve problems in practice.” The expectations become more 

complex “by the very nature of the research enterprise” (Shin 1999). As cited in Shin 

(1999), Kass and Heying both pointed out that civic capacity holds considerable 

potential for resolving modernity's paradox, in which the success of the personal 

autonomy project jeopardises the very communal structure of the social environment 

that enables individualism to emerge, survive, and develop (Shin 1999).  

 

In his article, Shin (1999) explained that while the topic of civic ability is vast, these 

publications have certain things in common in terms of how they frame the study 

subject. Extending on earlier studies, and particularly on research acquired during the 

aforementioned symposia, the researcher concluded that there are gaps to be addressed 

in enhancing the contribution to civic capacity in diverse contexts such as the current 

context of Malaysia. 

 

Several researchers (Letki 2018; Schmitt et. al 2020; Chrislip 2020) have provided 

similar meaning to civic capacity. Letki (2018) suggested that civic capacity in the 

field of social science refers to an individual's capacity to become an active citizen and 

work collaboratively to solve collective problems, as well as the capacity of 

communities to foster such participation in their members. This aligns with Schmitt et. 

al. (2020) who provided similar definitions of civic capacity and presented strong 

evidence with regards to the importance of civic capacity in the context on recovery 

planning in rural America. Chrislip et al. (2020) defined civic capacity in term of 

collaborative effort. 

 

Therefore, Schmitt et. al. (2020) identified several important characteristics for rural 

America's recovery plan. Apart from the advantages of being in a community as stated 
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by Schmitt et. al. (2020), research has consistently shown that community resources 

to improve well-being are scarce. This resulted in the creation of a Civic Capacity 

Index (CCI) based on these characteristics to assess a community's ability to respond 

to challenges and disruptions. With the help of this framework, civic individuals can 

control existing civic capacity, identify gaps in capacity, and toughen their ability to 

respond to future encounters. 

 

Schmitt et al. (2020) identified the basic qualities of communities capable of 

responding constructively to challenging situations. Thus, several people lead at 

various times. In order to address common challenges, leadership emphasises 

purposeful collaboration and mutual learning (pp. 18-19). 

 

Schmitt et. al. (2020) also helped to clarify the source of civic capacity and its related 

sub-concepts. Civic capacity as defined by Schmitt et al. (2020) is a source. It describes 

a community's (or region's) ability to solve local issues collectively and its desire to do 

so. Local culture, context, and requirements are reflected in the desire for communities 

and regions to create answers to difficulties. Community-driven change is 

characterised by shared power between decision-makers and community members, 

different viewpoints on issues, robust engagement from diverse people, a focus on the 

common good, and equitable, authentic, and transparent decision-making. 

 

Discourse regarding causality and accountability continues to take place, according to 

Head (2010). It is hard to abolish certain sorts of conflict or anti-social behaviour when 

complicated challenges in the public sector are tied to unchanging "human nature" as 

opposed to blaming others for present disasters. The necessity to solve the problem 

should be accepted by all parties in a constructive political environment (improved 

policies and programmes). Effective action mobilisation requires solid mechanisms 

and governance. While ad hoc or clumsy approaches may work, strong policy 

governance mechanisms work better. Thus, in the following sections, as one of the key 

variables of this study, civic capacity dimensions by Sun and Anderson (2012a) are 

presented. 
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2.4.2 Civic Capacity 

This paper advances civic capacity to developing public sector leaders who support 

public values based on civic engagement. Civic capacity dimensions as suggested by 

(Sun and Anderson 2012a; Center for Community Health and Development 2017); 

gaining traction within leadership scholarship, but there remains a lack of clarity 

regarding exactly what civic capacity is and precisely how civic capacity inform 

leadership in public sector leaders. To address this, the researcher articulates a clear 

conceptualization of how based on the checklist multisector attributes from mainly 

Center for Community Health and Development (2017), the relationship between 

multisector collaboration and systemic problems in improving public services and few 

studies. 

Sun and Anderson (2012a) proposed a civic capacity form that occurs at the individual 

leader level. This is defined as the combination of interest and motivation to be 

engaged in public service and the ability to foster collaboration via the use of 

individual social connections through the pragmatic use of processes and structures 

(Sun and Anderson 2012a). It consists of civic drive, civic connections, and civic 

pragmatism (Sun and Anderson 2012a). They proposed that transformational leaders 

need to be enhanced with a moral viewpoint in relation to the public. This altruism 

will encourage others to get involved in community service. 

This is described as the ability to create collaboration through individual social ties 

and the pragmatic use of processes and institutions (Sun and Anderson 2012a). It 

includes civic passion, connections, and pragmatism (Sun and Anderson 2012a). They 

argue that transformational leaders should have a moral compass while dealing with 

the public. This generosity will inspire others to volunteer. 

In this paper, the researcher took the challenge proposed by Sun and Anderson (2012) 

to improve the research on integrative public leadership by arguing that that 

transformational leadership theory does apply to multisector collaborations; however, 

this needs to be augmented with an additional construct named civic capacity.  
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Civic capacity: refers to the combination of interest and motivation to be engaged in 

public service and the ability to foster collaborations via individual social connections 

and the pragmatic use of processes and structures (Sun and Anderson 2012a).  

Civic drive: is a sub-construct of civic capacity that refers to the desire and motivation 

to be involved with social issues (Cramer 2015). Integrated public leaders draw on the 

civic drive to be a social capitalist with the ability to find new opportunities for creating 

public value (Sun and Anderson 2012a). 

 

Civic connections: is a sub-construct of civic capacity that refers to the network of 

social and cultural institutions that can be mobilised to join actions (Cramer 2015). 

Civic connections deal specifically with the individual and their internal and external 

social networks, which promote the success of the collaboration (Sun and Anderson 

2012a). 

Civic pragmatism: is a sub-construct of civic capacity that refers to the ability to 

translate social opportunities by leveraging structures and mechanisms for 

collaboration (Sun and Anderson 2012). Civic pragmatism involves setting up 

effective structures such as committees where collaboration can take place and 

mechanisms for governance and accountability can be established (Cramer 2015). 

At this individual level of analysis, civic capacity is explained as the blend of interest 

and motivation to be engaged in public service. This also means the ability to foster 

collaboration with the use of individuals' social networks and through the pragmatic 

use of processes and structures (Anderson and Sun 2017b). They elaborated on this 

construct and recommend that it comprise three components: civic drive, civic 

connections, and civic pragmatism. These components help to clarify the integrative 

leadership resources and the integrative structures and processes required for effective 

integrative public leadership, as shown in Figure 2.2. 
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   Potential Civic Capacity (PCC)                    Realized Civic Capacity (RCC) 

 

          Civic Capacity 

Figure 2.2 The sub-constructs of civic capacity 

 

Figure 2.3. shows the interrelationship between civic drive, civic connection, and civic 

pragmatism. It suggests that a measure of civic capacity can be established to enhance 

the MLQ-Form 5X (Anderson and Sun 2017b). MLQ-Form 5X is an acronym for 

Multifactor Questionnaire Form 5X developed by Bass and Avolio (2000). However, 

a robust measure of integrative public leadership has yet to be developed; hence, the 

empirical study of this style is limited to a few qualitative cases (Anderson and Sun 

2017b).  

 

Sun and Anderson’s (2012) definition of civic capacity align with that of the 

multisector collaboration by Centre for Community Health and Development (2017).  

The concept is aimed at improving public services which is suitable with the context 

of public sector. Multisector collaboration is closest to civic engagement as the 

concept refers to the resulting partnership of when the government, non-profit, private 

and public organisations, community groups, and individual community members 

come together to solve problems that affect the whole community. As systemic issues 

are faced by public sector in today’s working scenario, especially on collaborative 

model (Needham and Mangan's Report 2014) is one of 10 important attributes to be 

practiced as issues that involve a community's systems rather than one isolated area.  

 

As noted above, the researcher infers leaders should be alert on solutions to 

comprehensive issues. Community Health and Development (2017) suggest 

Civic Drive Civic Connection Civic Pragmatism 

Explore Assimilate Mobilise Exploit 
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comprehensive problems require comprehensive solutions, which involves significant 

movement based on the assistance and collaboration of everyone involved in or 

affected by the issue. The relationship between these concepts is further explained in 

Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1  Diagram of the relationship between multisector collaboration and 

systemic problems in improving public services 

 

 

 

Source: Adapted from the Center for Community Health and Development (2017) 

 

The current study has referred to the guidelines provided by the researchers of 

Community Health and Development (2017), which stated several benefits of 

multisector collaboration to make democracy work better as the resources are given to 

the community. Multisector collaboration encourages collaborative process whereby 

it provides them to lead and decide (Community Health and Development 2017).  

 

Towards practicing benefits of civic drive, public sector leaders have to ensure 

democracy works, the community creates a sense of belonging and a spirit of 

togetherness with these leaders of the community (Community Health and 

Development 2017; Needham and Mangan 2014; OECD 2020). Third, similarly civic 

engagement as well as multisector collaboration is based on cooperation rather than 

competition. Although it is not easy to achieve this scenario, over time when trust and 

Multisector 

collaboration  

"Systemic 

problems 

Multisector 
collaboration can solve 
systemic problems due 
to its appeal to the 
resources of all 
sectors: business, 
government, and non-
profit. It can engage 
more power than one 
organisation or even a 
group of similar 

organisations. 
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safety measures are built into the collaborative processes, people become prone to 

looking out for one another's interests (Community Health and Development 2017).  

 

Apart from the benefits of multisector collaboration as explained by Community 

Health and Development (2017) in making democracy work for the community, it is 

slightly more complex to implement. Multisector collaboration is untidy because many 

people with different interests are involved, and the process does not always go 

according to plan. Multisector collaboration is a long-term enterprise in which the 

investment of time and resources is high, but so are the rewards. Multisector 

collaboration is time-consuming; it can require a vast amount of time, energy and 

resources, so individuals may find other methods to use instead. Individuals may apply 

the approach to deal with issues, if they find it useful. 

 

The researchers of Community Health and Development (2017) suggested each of the 

following items to be considered before any individual or organisation begins to 

engage in a multisector collaboration: (1) The level of readiness of the community for 

multisector collaboration. Readiness refers to whether multisector collaboration is 

right for the community at this time. Time is vital to measure whether the 

circumstances are promising to achieve success in realising multisector collaboration. 

(2) There is a clear need for multisector collaboration and there are two ways to 

respond to the scenarios. First, individuals can undertake groundwork, when need 

becomes more crucial and clear. Meanwhile, secondly, individuals can work 

collaboratively with a smaller number of organisations to solve issues when need is 

unclear.  

 

The researchers of Community Health and Development (2017) further described the 

level of trust that should be measured between the different groups and sectors. The 

aspects of measurements are based upon: (a) The friendliness of the interactions from 

different interest groups; (b) The existence of friendliness in the interactions of 

different interest groups; (c) Whether there is fierce competition and fear between 

different groups; and (d) Whether people from different groups or sectors perceive one 

another as stereotypes. 
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The researcher of the current study has explored the impact of work of multisector 

collaboration among groups involving building relationships and trust. This will lead 

people to begin to cooperate in resolving community issues. A lack of trust causes the 

most significant issues. However, the researchers of Community Health and 

Development (2017) explained that time is needed to build trust so that traditionally 

excluded groups from power structures will be taken seriously. It needs to be shown 

that they will not be used to score points and that respect will be given to non-

mainstream values and views. 

a. There is enough agreement on the nature of the problem. If the answer is yes, then 

it is time to begin 

There is also a need to explore people's agreement on what the problem is and 

whether the problem needs to be defined. Multisector collaboration can seek 

resolutions relatively early when there is general agreement among sectors and 

interest groups about the problem. However, people often do not agree on what 

the problem is. In multisector collaboration, people may need time to agree on 

this. It is challenging to develop a solution to issues without a clear definition of 

what the issues are in the first place. Differences in values, cultural perspectives, 

and other significant factors can lead to different underlying views of the problem. 

Consideration of these issues will support people to build a shared understanding 

of the nature of the issue. Researchers have suggested that the following criteria 

will help individuals decide if multisector collaboration is a good fit for their 

community as illustrated in Table 2.2 below. If the individuals answer yes to any 

of the below criteria, then it is time to begin. outlines the criteria to begin a 

multisector collaboration. 
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Table 2.2 Diagram of criteria for whether a multisector collaboration is a good fit for 

the community 

 

Source: Adapted from the Center for Community Health and Development (2017) 

There are other methods that organisations can work on together that may be more 

suitable when they find that multisector collaboration is not the correct solution. There 

are three main suggestions for initial steps to build multisector collaboration, as shown 

in Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3  Suggestions for initial steps to get started on building multisector 

collaboration 

 

Source: Adapted from the Center for Community Health and Development (2017) 

 

 

Ways to 
begin a 

multisector 
collaboration 

based on 
these criteria

Is there a clear 
need?

Is there enough 
trust?

Is there enough 
agreement on the 

nature of the 
problem?

In leading a collaboration, leaders in all sectors should be 
trained to have the necessary vision, commitment and respect 

Identify a facilitator to bring the different groups together

Promote community empowerment
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Based on Table 2.3, this paper suggests leaders to perform civic engagement via three 

initial steps to start building multisector collaboration. In this concept, there the role 

of leaders is potrayed similar to a facilitator (authority, character, power, and trust) to 

bring the different groups to work together.  It is expected leaders play roles as the 

facilitator to undertake the actions to promote community empowerment. Thus, the 

conditions to support community empowerment are set up based on the time taken by 

them before the collaboration is formed. This initial preparation is summed up by as 

follows: (i) Mobilising community support, (ii) Forming coalitions, (iii) Learning 

process skills, (iv) Developing leadership (iv) Developing a vision and a mission, and 

(vi) Setting priorities (Center for Community Health and Development 2017). 

Researchers have also provided some detailed suggestions for community 

empowerment to be maximised in multisector collaboration. Community residents 

should organise themselves and determine the purpose of the collaboration. After 

identifying the readiness for multisector collaboration, an individual can successfully 

build a foundation on which his or her multisector collaboration can develop.  

The next step entails referring to ways to build and operate a multisector collaboration 

continuously. The recommended steps can be taken to deal with different factors that 

influence each collaboration. These factors will be unique and will entail different 

challenges and surprises. The duration of implementation may range from a short 

period to weeks or even months. Community leaders are encouraged to apply some of 

the standard steps shown in Figure 2.3 to build and run a multisector collaboration 

continuously. 

The researcher noted that most of the research concerning civic capacity-building is 

qualitative (Sun and Anderson 2012a; The Centre for Community Health and 

Development 2017) claimed that the actual practice of democracy is relatively new 

(OECD 2020). People are still learning how to consider more people in the daily 

processes of thinking together, dealing with conflicts, interacting effectively, making 

proposals, solving issues, and making judgments.  

Reviewing previous literature (Sun and Anderson 2012a; Gerson 2020; Needham and 

Mangan's report 2014) leaders are expected to develop technique like community 
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leaders to solve problems and give people opportunities to exercise skills in 

democracy. The act of democracy allows people to be resources people making their 

communities the way they want them to be. The processes for continuous civic 

engagement or multisector collaboration are summarised in Figure 2.3. 

 
Figure 2.3 Ways to build and operate a multisector collaboration continuously 

Source: Center for Community Health and Development (2017) 

 

Moving on to the next part of the discussion, this paper look at three approaches 

available for public service officers in considering solution pathways for major issues 

for effective service delivery. These can be briefly termed "sticks," "carrots," and 

persuasion (Bemelmans-Videc et al., 1998). Choice of instruments or more commonly 

a mix of instruments (Salamon, 2002) is closely linked to steering strategies and to the 

evidence base for specific approaches as stated below: 

i. Legitimate coercion: laws, regulations and their effective enforcement are the 

bedrock of the modern state and the mode of governance identified as hierarchy 

and legitimate authority.  

ii. Incentives and enticements: a range of rewards and price signals can impact on 

options or choices available to individuals and organisations, and their 
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calculation of net benefits; this is the mode of governance identified with 

market mechanisms. In recent years, this approach has driven efforts to 

"outsource" many areas of service delivery. In terms of wicked problems, it is 

notable that clients with complex needs are increasingly "managed at a 

distance" by engaging third parties under service contracts to manage 

programmes.  

 

 A third approach relies on a mix of evidence and appeals to reasoning, community 

values, principles, and ethics; this approach is identified with education, persuasion, 

and reduction of conflict through discussion.  Potentially, this third approach can be 

developed to take account of the collaborative network approaches of recent years 

which attempt to build understanding and ownership of problems (Koppenjan and 

Klijn, 2004; Goldsmith and Eggers, 2004; Lovan et al., 2004; Bryson et al., 2006; 

Head, 2008a). It has also been linked to the wider use of voluntary codes defining 

standards for corporate behaviour. 

 

Although differences of opinion still exist, there appears to be some agreement that 

civic capacity refers to resources. Schmitt et. al. (2020) research findings have proven 

the applicability of civic capacity to rural and urban areas. In response to civic 

challenges and disruptions, civic capacity is the vital resource. 

 

As current leaders, few literature (OECD 2020) highlights benefits of directly 

engaging the entire community's diversity are that it taps new sources of leadership 

and local knowledge of lived experience, allowing systemic inequities to be addressed. 

Making long-term progress in civic life necessitates shifting the focus of leadership 

from the individual to the community in order for everyone to learn, adapt, and 

innovate together. Tight connections between institutions and communities connect 

the "grassroots" to the "grass tops," resulting in pragmatic, action-oriented coalitions.  

 

Schmitt et. al. (2020) also developed the Civic Index, a self-assessment tool for 

measuring a community's civic capital; the formal and informal relationships, 

networks and capacities that communities use to make decisions and solve problems. 
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This tool is suitable for a small group with partners, community members, or others to 

spark conversation about community strengths and areas in need of improvement. A 

list of statements in the Civic Index is about the inclusion of diverse perspectives 

(Schmitt et. al. 2020).  

2.4.3 Conclusion 

Overall, the current research has taken the next step to support several efforts to expand 

on the definition and benefits of civic capacity to the public sector context. From the 

key references, Community Health and Development (2017), Sun and Anderson 

(2012), C. Mangan and C. Lawrence-Pietroni (2019), Schmitt et. al. (2020), Denhardt 

and Denhardt (2000) and Shin (1999), despite the mentioned difficulty in clearly 

explaining CC, each researcher has made efforts to contribute to the expansion of civic 

capacity concept. These researchers support the notion that civic capacity is about 

democracy given to community in solving their complex issues.  Civic capacity is 

proposed due to the influence of New Public Governance (NPS) which is rooted in 

democratic theory. Thus, public officials play the role in facilitating opportunities for 

strengthening citizen engagement in finding solutions to societal problems. The 

comparison between three perspectives (OPA), (NPM) and (NPS) based on Denhardt 

and Denhardt (2000:554) are highlighted the connection of civic capacity to theoretical 

foundation of NPS on democratic theory. Shin (1999) highlighted three categories of 

remarks in the symposium, which are methods, bridge strategies, and unit of analysis. 

Shin (1999) stated that a range of methods are suitable to be utilised to investigate the 

field of CC. The researcher has learned so much and agrees with Shin (1999) in that 

the above symposium's diversity of research strategies, theoretical perspectives, and 

case studies are beneficial for reinforcing research concepts for CC.  

 

2.5 Public leadership  

Public leadership refers to leaders who equip their employees in dealing with public 

sector issues via a “relationship-based” approach on the five dimensions of public 

leadership behaviour by Tummers and Knies (2014). Public leadership will be 

measured based on the Tummers and Knies (2014) validated scales for five potentially 
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essential dimensions of public leadership behaviour. This scale has previously been 

tested and improved using an exploratory factor analysis. This study will add one 

additional dimension – responsive leadership – to consider the challenges stated in the 

Malaysian Public Service Transformational guidelines (2016). The five dimensions 

are as outlined in Figure 2.4. 

 

Figure 2.4 Five dimensions of public leadership 

 

Following the recommendations of scholars (Schwab 1980; Churchill 1979; Tummers 

and Knies 2014), the development of the measures to assess this transformational 

leadership, civic capacity building, public leadership, leadership, and employee 

performance attributes go through several stages. First, a pool of approximately 100 

items is developed, consistent with the construct definitions described above. This is 

done by searching the literature for previous operationalisations and comparing the 

items from previous operationalisations of the construct definitions of transformational 

leadership, (e.g. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter 1990; Bass 1985a; 

Avolio and Bass 1988; Bass 1985; Bass and Avolio 1994; Bradford and Cohen 1984; 

Conger and Kanungo 1987; House 1987; Carless and Mann 2000), civic capacity 

building (Sun and Anderson 2012a), public leadership (Tummers and Knies 2014; 

Fernandez 2005; van der Voet 2014), and leadership/employee performance outcomes 
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constructs (Fernandez et al. 2010; Yukl 2010). Where prior operationalisations are 

deficient in clearly selecting the domain of each construct, the researcher can develop 

additional items.  

2.6 Integrative public leadership  

Integrative public leadership involves bringing diverse groups and organisations 

together in semi-permanent ways, typically across sector boundaries, to remedy 

complex public problems and achieve a common good (Crosby and Bryson 2010). 

Integrative public leaders catalyse multisector collaboration using integrative thinking, 

integrative behaviour, integrative leadership resource management, and integrative 

structures and processes (Sun and Anderson 2012).  

2.6.1 Integrative thinking 

Integrative thinking is the same as “systems thinking” (Alexander et al. 2001; Crosby 

and Bryson 2010b; Novelli and Taylor 1993) or “integrative complexity” (Stabell 

1978; Tetlock 1983; Wallace and Suedfeld 1988). It relates to preserving a view of the 

overall picture, distinguishing the various forces influencing collaboration, and 

differentiating how they interrelate with one another (Alexander et al. 2001; Senge, 

1990). As a result, integrative public leaders can understand the historical issues, 

current realities, and future challenges that may influence the goals of multisector 

collaboration (Redekop 2010). 

2.6.2 Integrative behaviour 

Integrative behaviour is described as necessary to achieve shared public goals, where 

leaders adopt temporary or semi-permanent connections (Alexander et al. 2001; 

Bazzoli et al. 1998; Crosby and Bryson 2010b; Huxham and Vangen 2000; Ospina and 

Foldy 2010; Page 2010; Paul, Costley, Howell, Dorfman and Trafimow 2001; Silvia 

and McGuire 2010). Leaders realise this through building relationships with partners 

of the collaborating organisations (Ospina and Saz-Carranza 2010). Silvia and 

McGuire (2010) supported this based on studies revealing that integrative leaders are 

more relational and people-orientated in their actions. Trust and credibility are built 
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with cooperative partners. This is gained based on the indirect sense of 

accomplishment from others' successes through the following: a celebration of such 

successes, equal treatment of each member, and the sense that the welfare of partnering 

members is looked after (Bazzolietal 1998; Silvia and McGuire 2010; Vangen and 

Huxham 2003).  

Integrative behaviour also builds inter-relationships between partners to mobilise 

members towards a common purpose (Vangen and Huxham 2003). This relationship-

building is realised by preserving the main values and purpose of multisector 

collaboration. 

2.6.3 Integrative leadership resources management 

Integrative leadership resources management refers to a moral desire to assist the 

community, the essential expertise to participate in public issues, and having networks 

with important external agencies. Transformational leadership’s conceptualisation 

according to Bass does not have these characteristics. Leaders who practice integrative 

public leadership have to act as social entrepreneurs skilled in farsighted new prospects 

to create public value (Morse 2010). Denhardt and Campbell (2006) suggested that the 

moral desire of the integrative leader is to serve the public and community underpins 

social entrepreneurship. Integrative leaders should also convey valued resources to the 

partnership (Goodroe and Beres 1991). 

2.6.4 Integrative structures and processes 

Integrative structures and processes require leaders to be realistic in using and 

institutionalising collaborative structures, systems, and processes. Rather than 

transformational, this should be closely associated with transactional leadership. 

Huxham and Vangen (2000) noted that most leadership effectiveness in multisector 

collaboration is reliant on the structure. This can pressure and/or ease leadership 

influence (Huxham and Vangen 2000). These leaders are further described as being at 

an advantage as they understand the way organisations work and how capacities of 

institutional, formal and informal structural connections between partnering 
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organisations can influence collaboration (Huxham and Vangen 2000). With this 

capacity, integrative leaders can co-evolve and co-create appropriate structures for 

collaborative activities, along with leading the collaboration's agenda forward via 

effective governance and accountability systems (Bazzolietal 1998; Cameron 2004; 

Crosby and Bryson 2010b; Huxham and Vangen 2000; Moynihan and Ingraham 2004; 

Page 2010).  

As well as valuable structures, enabling communication to take place via setting up 

transparent and effective processes must be done by integrative leaders (Huxham and 

Vangen 2000), and they should adopt joint decision-making (Page 2010). Partners' 

commitment to and involvement in the collaboration are increased with better 

communication and better visibility of collaboration goals and activities (Alexander et 

al. 2001; Bazzoli et al. 1998; Connelly 2007; Crosby and Bryson 2010b; Goodroe and 

Beres 1991; Harmaakorpi and Niukkanen 2007; Huxham and Vangen 2000; 

Umbleetal 2005; Vangen and Huxham 2003). As discussed above, transformational 

leader behaviours should inspire immediate senior officers to perform beyond the 

minimum levels stated by the organisation and thus positively affect integrative public 

leadership performance. Most of the research concerning integrative public leadership 

is also qualitative. 

2.6.5 Bureaucracy, organisational structures and processes of change 

One item for measuring integrative public sector leadership is the level of bureaucracy 

at the public sector organisation. There is limited literature to support how a 

bureaucratic organisational structure affects the effectiveness of different change 

approaches (van de Voet 2014). Based on organisational theory, Morgan (1996) 

defined the term bureaucracy as an “ideal-typical organisation that stresses a forma; 

hierarchy, rules, specialisation, impersonality, routine, and merit-based employment” 

(pp. 375-376). Other scholars refer to bureaucracy as “negative aspects of rule-based, 

mechanistic organisations than the ideal type organisational structure” (Aiken and 

Hage 1971; Burns and Stalker 1961; Mintzberg 1979). This research adapts the 

definitions of Burns and Stalker (1961) and Rainey (2003), which refer to a 

bureaucratic organisational structure as having a high degree of centralisation, 
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formalisation, and red tape (Burns and Stalker 1961; Rainey 2003). Red tape is also 

considered as one of a list of bureaucratic functions (Rainey 2003; Rainey and 

Boozeman 2000). However, the item of measurement is focused only on the level of 

red tape. 

2.7 Transformational public leadership studies 

Traditional transformational leadership models such as Burns (1978) and Bass (1985a) 

are largely based on private-sector leadership traits. However, the concept of 

transformational leadership is increasingly being applied in the public sector context. 

Several studies have demonstrated that transformational leaders can be as effective in 

public organisations as they are in private contexts (Bellé 2014; Moynihan and 

Ingraham 2004; Oberfield 2014; Wright and Pandey 2010). These studies suggest that 

transformational leaders instill values that encourage employees to produce goal-

orientated results within the most pressured environments.  

Other attributes of public leadership were developed by Tummers and Knies (2014) 

and van der Voet (2014). Both build on theories of transformational leadership but do 

so in the context of public sector settings. These models are compared with traditional 

models of transformational leadership in Table 2.4 below.  

The public sector is the context of testing the newly proposed leadership model, where 

the findings will add to the body of knowledge on public sector leadership in emerging 

countries that include Malaysia. It is indeed a major challenge for this research to 

establish a workable definition of transformational leadership, civic capacity, and 

public leadership, and to assess their impact on integrative public leadership in the 

Malaysian public sector. 

An overview of significant leadership studies is presented in the next section to support 

the research findings of predictor variables for integrative public leadership practices. 
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Table 2.4 A comparison of transformational leadership, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership attributes 

Transformational 

Leadership (Burns 

1978) 

Dimensions of 

Transformational 

Leadership (Bass 

1985) 

Dimensions of 

Transformational 

Leadership 

(Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, 

Moorman and 

Fetter 1990). 

Dimensions of Civic 

Capacity (Sun and 

Anderson 2012a) 

Dimensions of 

Public Leadership 

(Tummers and 

Knies 2014) 

Dimensions of 

Public 

Leadership (van 

der Voet 2014) 

Emphasise the 

importance and 

value of outcomes 

and ways of 

achieving them 

Idealised Influence 

(behaviours and 

attributes) 

Articulating vision Civic drive Accountability 

leadership 

Centralisation 

Stress organisational 

mission and vision 

Inspirational 

motivation 

Provide appropriate 

model 

Civic connections  Lawfulness 

leadership 

Formalisation 

Improve confidence  Intellectual 

stimulation 

Foster acceptance 

goals 

Civic pragmatism Ethical leadership Red tape 

 Individualised 

consideration 

High-performance 

expectancy 

 Political loyal 

leadership 

Planned change 

  Individual support  Network governance 

leadership 

Emergent change 

  Intellectual 

stimulation 

  Willingness to 

change 
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CHAPTER THREE METHODOLOGY I 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the research methods in detail, involving a range of research 

methods to analyse the conceptual framework of this research. This chapter provides a 

detailed presentation of the research methods, survey approach, methodology, the 

research design, the rationale for the method selection, information about ethical 

considerations, participant selection, and the study's rigour. Furthermore, this chapter 

will focus on the formulated research questions in the first chapter on assessing the 

influence of transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership to 

the level of integrative public leadership performance of immediate senior officers in 

the selected ministries and leading agencies in Malaysian public sector. A conclusion 

will be the final part of this chapter. 

3.2 Research Design  

This section discusses the philosophical assumptions that underpin the research strategy 

and methodology. Creswell (2014) agree with Guba (1990, p. 17) in defining a 

worldview as "a fundamental set of beliefs that guide behaviour." While other scholars 

have referred to this concept as paradigms (Lincoln, Lynham, and Guba, 2011; Mertens, 

2010), epistemologies and ontologies (Crotty, 1998), or conceptualised research 

methodologies (Lincoln, Lynham, and Guba, 2011; Mertens, 2010; Neuman 2009). The 

research paradigm presents the perspective from which the subject of the topic at hand 

will be studied. As for Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) summarised these terms; ontology, 

epistemology, methodology, method, and technique. The following Figure 3.1 

illustrates four (4) levels of elements underpinned by this research.   
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Figure 3.1 Summary of Philosophical Domain Underpinning Research Design 

Proposed by the Researcher 

 

 

1. Research philosophy:
POSITIVISM

i.a positivist worldview (Bryman
2008) based on the nature of
research questions via a
quantitative method (Creswell
2009)

2. Theoretical Stance: SOCIAL SCIENCE

i. Transformational leadership (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter 1990)

ii. Civic Capacity (Sun and Anderson 2012a))

iii. Public Leadership (Tummers and Knies 2014 and
van der Voet 2014)

iv. Integrative Public Leadership (Sun and Anderson
2012a)

3. Methodological approach: DEDUCTIVE

i. Hypotheses Development, Tested and
Confirmed (Creswell 2014, p.35 and Easterby-
Smith et al. 2015)

ii. Structured quantitative methodology

4. Data Collection
technique:SURVEY

i. Quantifiable observation with
quantitative data (Andy Field 2018)

ii. Statistical analysis

- Phase 1(Delphi survey technique -
mode and ranking analysis)

- Phase 2 (Rasch Model and
Content) Validity analysis)

- Phase 3 (Partial Least Square
Equation Modelling)

(Creswell 2014, p.35; Easterby-
Smith et al. 2015 and Saunders et.
al., 2016)
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In this study, the researcher adheres to the ontological view of reality in identifying the 

truth on leadership attributes essential for senior officers' leadership performance in 

terms of supporting their employees to deal with the internal challenges in the public 

sector. Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) have further explained that there are four different 

ontologies in social sciences. Saunders (2016) noted the researcher's ontology dictates 

how they view the management world and, consequently, how they choose what to 

research for their research project (Saunders, 2016). Researchers of social sciences are 

indeed interested in human behaviour. The assumptions and methods of these natural 

sciences are suitable to be applied in this context (Blaikie 2007). Table 3.1 present on 

the differences. 

Table 3.1  Four different ontologies 

Ontology Realism Internal Realism Relativism Nominalism 

Truth Single truth Truth exists but 

is obscure 

There are 

‘many truths’ 

There is no truth 

Facts Facts exist and 

can be 

revealed 

Facts are 

concrete but 

cannot be 

accessed 

directly 

Facts depend 

on the 

viewpoint of 

the observer 

Facts are all 

human 

creations 

Source: Easterby-Smith et al. (2015, p.50) 

This study holds the ontology of internal realism, which carries the meaning that there 

is truth; however, it is unclear. With regards to facts, as an internal realist, the researcher 

will assume a more complicated position. It means that the researcher explores on 

suitable methodology and research design to respond to the beliefs identified.  The 

researcher views that a leadership framework with civic capacity and public leadership 

complement transformational leadership attributes. Therefore, based on a strong 

literature, research questions are developed and methodology is identified in searching 

for the answers to the questions. 

Epistemology is defined as studying the nature of knowledge and ways of examining 

physical and social worlds (Easterby-Smith et al. 2015). This term relates to the 

knowledge and argument in discovering the truth of these assumptions that have 

brought justifications to the researcher. There are two contrasting views – positivism 

and social constructionism on ways research should be conducted. The main difference 

between both is that a positivist will view the social world as exists externally. Its 



 

56 

properties can be measured via objective methods rather than subjective reasoning 

through senses, reflections or intuition (Easterby-Smith et al. 2015; Sekaran and Bougie 

2010). 

This study adopts a positivist worldview or research design or research paradigm 

(Bryman 2008). The research philosophy is based on both positivism and practical 

consideration of the deductive approach. The objective philosophical underpinning 

stems from the nature of the research questions via a quantitative method (Creswell 

2009). 

Positivist researchers apply quantitative methodologies focused on measurement and 

numbers to collect and analyse data. The present study is applying objective research 

based on a well-defined literature review. The researcher will take the third perspective 

in studying the important of leadership attributes for public sector leaders in supporting 

their subordinates to face challenges working in the public sector in the current context. 

This research and the research objectives focus on how leadership performance can be 

measured through objective methods (Easterby-Smith et al. 2015). Key theories; 

transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative 

public leadership have been identified. The research design is chosen. This research 

views the reality based on a sample of middle level officers and subordinates (Sekaran 

and Bougie 2010) as a positivist. Ontologically, therefore, this research is of the 

positivist paradigm.  

3.2.1 Methodology 

There are three approaches to research: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods 

(Creswell 2014; Saunders et al. 2016; Easterby-Smith et al. 2015). A research approach 

refers to a plan or proposal to conduct research (Creswell 2014), and each research 

approach consists of three components, as shown in Figure 3.2 below. 
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Figure 3.2 Components of research approaches 

Source: adapted from Creswell (2014, p.35) and Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) 

 

Saunders et al. (2016) explains that the nature of research should encompass of the 

followings; a systematic collection and interpretation of data and a clear objective.  

Based on the previous connections between theory and research, ontological and 

epistemological considerations, the fundamental key points of quantitative research 

strategies are the role of theory in relation to research is on deductive and testing of 

theories (Bryman 2012). Quantitative researchers have been described to relate 

deductive logic or reasoning, which involves debating from the general theory, a 

conceptual framework to the particular data points (Teddlie and Tashakkori 2009). 

Natural science model, in particular positivism is the epistemological orientation. The 

ontological orientation is objectivism (Bryman 2012). 
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The rationale for a quantitative approach to this study is to fulfil one of the 

recommendations for future research to improve the available measures for 

transformational leadership among senior officers in supporting employees in dealing 

with the internal public sector challenges. It is to elaborate on the conceptual range of 

the measures and test the measure's consistency in confirmatory factor analysis. Thus, 

quantitative method research may result in better, more informed quantitative measures 

and more significant quantitative research on a new model for transformational 

leadership attributes in the Malaysian public sector. The measures of transformational 

leadership attributes have been revised by focusing improving the gaps identified by 

including other concepts which are civic capacity, public leader and integrative public 

leadership. 

The quantitative research is also to support the internal validity or measurement validity 

of the questionnaire as agreed by Saunders et. al., (p.450, 2016) whether the ability of 

the questionnaire to measure what it plans to measure. Both dependent and independent 

variables will be measured on the senior leaders and subordinates levels. Therefore, the 

relationships between the variables may be partly due to the method of data collection 

(Podsakoff et al. 2003; Meier and O'Toole 2012). 

The researcher plans to develop a more robust questionnaires to measure these 

leadership attributes. Saunders et al. (2016) further explains the reliability concerns 

whether these questionnaires produce consistent findings at different time under 

different conditions for example different samples. which involve the reliability of the 

questions. Mitchell (1996) as cited by Saunders et al. (p. 451, 2016), the researcher has 

considered internal consistency and alternative form which two out of three common 

approaches; to assess reliability of her survey questionnaires. These will be further 

explained in the following Chapter 4, 5 and 6. 

3.3 Methodological approach 

There are some phases to data collection that consist of the data collection step in 

studies. As shown in Table 3.2, these phases are presented separately for qualitative and 

quantitative data collection as a review before discussing a single data collection 

method. 
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Table 3.2 Phases in the Data Collection Process for Qualitative and Quantitative 

Research 

Qualitative Data Collection Phases of the Process 

of Research 

Quantitative Data 

Collection 

• Purposeful sampling 

strategies 

• A small number of 

participants 

moreover, sites 

Sampling • Random sampling 

• Adequate size to reduce 

sampling error and provide 

sufficient power 

• From individuals 

providing 

access to sites 

• Institutional review boards 

• Individuals 

Permissions • From individuals 

providing 

access to sites 

• Institutional review 

boards 

• Individuals 

Open-ended interviews 

• Open-ended observations 

• Documents 

• Audio-visual materials 

Data sources • Instruments 

• Checklists 

• Public documents 

• Interview protocols 

• Observational protocols 

Recording the data • Instruments with scores 

that are reliable and valid 

• Attending to field issues 

• Attending to ethical issues 

Administering data 

Collection 

• Standardization of 

procedures 

• Attending to ethical issues 

 

3.3.1 Qualitative research 

Qualitative research originates ontologically from constructivism, commonly 

associated with an interpretative philosophy (Denzin and Lincoln 2011). The case for 

qualitative research rests on the unique and vital understandings that it takes in its own 

right (Dudwick et al., 2006). The evidence is based inductive and focus the importance 

of in-depth emotions and experience. Qualitative researchers might perceive themselves 

as totally entangled in the subject of their research, active participants dedicated to 

enlightening the scenarios of themselves and their colleagues through their work 

(Dudwick et al., 2006). Based on Table 3.2, Creswell (2005) has mentioned phases of 

qualitative data. These phases resemble the strengths of qualitative approaches, which 

are purposeful sampling strategies that engage in a small number of sampling.  

A qualitative approach can lead to theory development, whereby these approaches begin 

from an inductive approach to theory development (Saunders et al., 2016). Saunders et 

al. (2016) mean that a research design that is naturalistic and emergent is utilised to 
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build theory or to develop a more fruitful theoretical viewpoint that already presents the 

findings. Saunders et al. (2016) explain further that qualitative research investigates 

participants' meaning and the relationships between them through various data 

gathering techniques and data analysis to build a conceptual framework and theoretical 

contribution.  

This methodology enables flexibility in the data collection process. For example, 

participants tend not to be restricted with structured protocols as the questions tend to 

be open-ended (Saunders et al., 2016). However, Bansal and Conley (2011) emphasise 

that although methodological variations influence qualitative research, they must 

demonstrate the rigour and theoretical contribution.  

3.3.2 Quantitative research 

Moving on to the reason for studying research is because researchers may want to 

answer interesting questions. Researchers are known to be curious people. Therefore, 

to answer these interesting questions, researchers need data and explanations of those 

data (p.3, Andy Field 2018). Creswell (2005) states that in a quantitative study, the 

sample size needs to be specified for a rigorous study. Rigorous studies engage with a 

good theoretical foundation and carefully planned methodology (Sekaran and Borgie 

2010). Creswell and Plano Clark (2006) argue that statistical procedures can only be 

used if the sample is large enough, and it will enable the researcher to conclude 

inferences confidently that the sample represents the characteristics of the entire 

population. The purpose is to reduce the sampling error, which means the difference 

between the sample estimate and the true population score (Creswell and Plano Clark 

2006). One example from Fowler (1988) is that if the study is a survey, researchers turn 

to sampling error formulas to help identify the suitable sampling size. 

The quantitative research process consists of research questions, methods and statistical 

data analysis to respond to the tested hypothesis described in research process by Andy 

Field (2018). There are many advantages of the quantitative approach and for this 

writing, only key advantages are presented. Quantitative approach produces better 

outcomes than other research methods (Creswell 2005; Dudwick et al., 2006; Saunders 

et al., 2016). Quantitative approach can reduce some of the difficulties related to 

qualitative and mixed methods (Creswell 2005; Saunders et al. 2016). They perceive 
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that by utilising quantitative techniques within the same framework, quantitative can 

incorporate the strengths of methodologies (Creswell 2005; Saunders et al. 2016). In 

light of the above perspective, it is crucial to use a single method type of data to examine 

and understand the phenomenon in question (Creswell 2005; Saunders et al. 2016). 

Quantitative research involves quantitative methods whereby numbers are involved. 

Statistics are important (Creswell 2005; Saunders et al. 2016).  

3.3.3 Mixed methods research 

Key scholars agree that mixed methods have advantages in terms of multiple data 

collection and analysis methods (Teddie and Tashakkori 2009), multiple methods 

(Saunders et. al. 2016) and receive a broad application in research from different 

disciplines (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007; Greene et al., 1989; Johnson and 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998; Teddlie and Tashakkori 2009). 

Mixed methods research means the branch of multiple methods that combine data 

collection techniques and analytical procedures of quantitative and qualitative methods 

in a study (Saunders et.al.,2016). As presented above, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) 

state that a mixed-methods study is research in which the researcher uses multiple data 

collection and analysis methods. They argue that the philosophical underpinning of a 

mixed-method approach is pragmatism. In leading research along these lines, supporters 

for Creswell and Plano Clark (2007 p.18) claim the combination of both quantitative 

and qualitative approaches offers a better understanding of research issues than the 

single approach. Previous studies on mixed methods suggest these methods are to 

respond to complex issues of the social phenomena to be studied which involves various 

philosophical underpinnings (Greene 2007, Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 2004; Creswell 

and Plano Clark 2007).  

3.4 The researcher's choice: a deductive approach 

The research philosophy applied was an objective consideration of the deductive 

approach. The objective philosophical underpinning stems from the nature of the 

research questions via a quantitative approach (Creswell 2009). The researcher believes 

in the structured approaches to this study. It is to find solutions to real-world issues with 

regards to the solutions that are generalisable. The researcher intends to see that the 

knowledge gained via her research will be transferred into a change in practice. The 
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researcher believes in the knowledge that is transferable and using a method in a specific 

setting that is practical to be applied in another setting (Morgan 2008, p.60). This 

method starts with a theoretical framework, formulating hypotheses, and logically 

deducing the findings of the study is known (Sekaran and Borgie 2010).  

3.5 The researcher's choice: a positivist approach using quantitative methodology 

The choice for this research is to take a positivist approach and use quantitative 

methodology.  This choice is parallel with the ontological, epistemological and 

methodological stances defined earlier in this chapter. The main aim is to develop an 

integrative transformational leadership model and explore leadership needs within the 

Malaysia Public Sector. These concepts have received very little research before and 

thus this study is made  to support based on our research objectives. In such a case of 

deducing knowledge on a specific topic, quantitative research is advised (Creswell 

2003; Sekaran and Bougie 2010). The generalisability of the solutions generated by 

participants of this research will be of significance to the participants in another setting 

will be best captured by quantitative means (Sekaran and Bogie, 2010). It means this 

research can be replicated in another setting. This selection aligns with the positivist 

belief that the research variables interpret reality, which needs to be measured (Crotty 

1998).  

Quantitative research methods assist with attaining 'breadth' instead of 'depth' (Blaxter 

2010 p.65). An exploratory study is necessary to grasp the phenomenon of interest and 

advance knowledge through subsequent theory and building and hypothesis testing 

(Sekaran and Bogie 2010). This type of study is desirable for revealing the public sector 

leadership characteristics specifically in Malaysian context. The selected quantitative 

method aims to understand better the performance measurement of leadership practices 

among senior officers in the Malaysian public service. It can be achieved via the 

investigation of these research variables. The research gathering will occur in their 

natural setting, meaning that the researcher does not manipulate the researched 

phenomenon.  

A quantitative approach allows for understanding the issues in a mass population of 

those who do not often get involved in researchers. A researcher may view himself or 

herself as a detached researcher who is separated from the subjects of his or her research. 
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He or she is an objective witness to chronicle what occurs, search for solutions and 

make appropriate suggestions. 

Most studies on organisational change in public organisations between 2000 and 2010 

were based on case study design using qualitative methods (Kuipers et al., 2013). 

Kuipers (2013 et.al) examined 133 articles from 2000 to 2010 on this subject. One of 

their analysis conclude that despite the literature's focus on leadership in public sector 

change, one major flaw in the current research is that it focuses on a public sector case 

without considering the unique characteristics of public sector leadership.  

Second, most authors do not seem to care about questions like "what is effective change 

leadership?" or "what are core leadership competencies. Also related is the idea that 

public sector change leadership research is not very theory-driven. Most leadership 

reports are records of leadership activities in an organisational change process (e.g. 

Fernandez 2005 as cited in Kuipers et al., 2013).  In the same article, there is little 

empirical evidence regarding the effect of transformational leadership on employee 

support for change, although studies often highlight the significance of leadership 

during change (e.g. Gill 2002 and Kotter 1996; Burke 2010; and Herold et al. 2008 as 

cited in Kuipers et. al., 2013), especially in the public sector (Fernandez and Pitts 2007 

as cited in Kuipers et. al., 2013). The above findings support the selected items for 

transformational leadership and public leadership which measure leadership during 

change. 

Most social science researchers recognise the significance of using a variety of methods 

to assess specified phenomena. In practice, however, the distinctive skill sets associated 

with each approach, plus limited time and resources, mean that only one approach tends 

to be adopted for a specific study. Only one approach inclines to be approved for a 

specific study due to the practicality of distinctive skill sets related to each approach 

and limited time and resources.  

3.6 The chosen survey study research 

Survey studies are a widespread and common strategy in business and management 

research whereby the researcher should have more control over the research process 

(Saunders et al., 2016). Survey strategies are usually used in a deductive social research 
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approach. This type of research is further explained by Saunders et al. (2016), prone to 

be utilised for exploratory and descriptive research. Saunders et al. (2016) add that 

survey questionnaires are popular with survey strategies because they enable the 

collection of standardised data from a sizeable population in a highly cost-effective way 

permitting easy comparison. 

Survey studies are frequently chosen to answer 'what', 'who', 'how much' and 'how many' 

of questions (ibid 2016). Saunders et al. (2016) note that survey studies allow 

researchers to collect quantitative data, which can be analysed using descriptive and 

inferential statistics. However, survey studies may be time-consuming in preparing and 

analysing the data because as mentioned by Bryman (2012), the questionnaires may not 

all come back immediately. Saunders et al. (2016) further suggest that many researchers 

complain that their progress is prolonged by their dependence on others for information. 

Therefore, for this reason, they often cause debates over their worth, but these scholars 

also acknowledge the value of survey studies as often no other methods could expose 

the findings collected (ibid 2016).  

For most business and management research, questionnaires were the primary intention 

to describe the population's characteristics either at a fixed time or at a series of points 

over time to enable comparisons; the researcher will need to deliver the questions to a 

sample (ibid 2016).. In addition, to cater to issues of descriptive research, researchers 

have to define the theories that they plan to test as relationships between variables 

earlier to design the questionnaire (Ghauri and Gronhaug, 2010). Researchers need to 

understand the relationships that may exist between variables (Saunders et al. 2016). 

Regarding types of data variable that can be collected through questionnaire, Dillman 

et al. (2014) differentiate these data into three types; factual or demographic, attitudes 

and opinions, and behaviour and events. 

Providing examples on reason to choose survey studies is because all these while other 

elements (case studies, rich descriptions of content and context, public sector change 

agents fit the NPM tendency) are dominant in the study of change, according also 

supported by Kuipers (et. al. 2013). First, almost half of the publications are case 

studies, which explains the high proportion of first-order and second-order changes in 

the literature. Second, the descriptions of context and content of change are rich, leading 

to a focus on sectoral, or third-order, change characteristics (i.e. one-third of the articles 
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addresses such characteristics). Third, many of the public sector change agents fit the 

NPM tendency to create more effective and efficient public organisations. 

With regards to survey measures on leadership, Hunt (1999) has proposed that these 

surveys have inherent limitations. Thus, Antonakis et al. (2003) claim that interviews 

are a different method to examine leadership. This statement is further noted by Conger 

(1998) that any survey can assess what a leader is doing however it cannot clarify why. 

Doing quantitative methods can investigate issues of leadership more successfully. 

Hunt (1999), Antonakis et.al (2003) and Conger (1998) are among scholars that have 

supported using a quantitative method for this study. 

 Furthermore, Anderson and Sun (2017) believe a survey-based empirical study using 

the instruments that measure the different leadership styles is a good first step even 

though this survey approach has flaws such as follower bias when rating the leader 

behaviours. Bias here refers to the context of a single source. The current research uses 

two sources; 2 survey questionnaires; leaders and their subordinates to reduce biasness. 

When a set of distinct leadership behaviours is acknowledged, further research (perhaps 

using multiple research methodologies) can classify and link these distinct attributes to 

particular leader self-identities as recommended earlier (Anderson and Sun 2017). 

This research uses a quantitative methodology in the three phases of data collection and 

analysis, as shown in Figure 3.3. The following Figure 3.3 research process by Andy 

Field (2018) supports the need of quantitative methodology for this research. 

3.7 Conclusion 

The researcher has illustrated the foundation of the philosophy and design of the 

research in this chapter. The next chapter provided details on the ethical consideration, 

the research population and implementation of the chosen methodology. The 

procedures and difficulties encountered during each stage of primary data collection 

from the research population as well as the methods of data analysis was also explained. 
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Figure 3.3 Research process by Andy Field (2018) 
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CHAPTER FOUR METHODOLOGY II (PHASE ONE) 

4.1 Introduction 

The study utilises an operational framework comprised of three (3) phases; phase one, 

phase two and phase three, as shown in the Figure 4.13. This chapter explains phase 

one. It also describes the research design, research process, method of data. Chapter 4 

discuss the Delphi survey technique, which is the research method adopted. The validity 

and selection of important leadership attributes based on strong literature are described 

in the following section: 

Research Design – Quantitative Method 

Quantitative methods: 

Phase one (Development of Survey Questionnaires based on Previous Literature) 

1. The Delphi technique (four academics and four Malaysian experts, four 

senior leaders and four employees from Malaysia) 

2. Providing an open-ended question for panellists who have conflicting 

viewpoints during the Delphi study. 

 

Phase two (Validating Survey Questionnaires among Public Sector Leaders) 

1. Pre-Testing both survey questionnaires using the Bristol Online 

           Survey 

2. Rasch Model  

3. Enhancing the Content validity of survey questionnaires via 3 

          panel of experts using Content Validity Index (Refer to Appendix 

          12 and 13: Content Validity Analysis) 

4. The survey (50 immediate senior officers grade 48- 54 and 100 

          subordinates of grade 41 – 44 from Malaysia) 

 

Phase three (Distribution of Survey Questionnaires to Respondents) 

1. The Final Phase  

2. Statistical analysis: Descriptive analysis, One-Way ANOVA 
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Partial Least Square-Structural Equation Modelling for immediate senior 

officers and subordinates. 

 

Figure 4.1 Researcher’s research operational framework 

 

4.2 Validity of phase one 

Internal realist ontology has been claimed to inform the survey designs. Both positivist 

and strong positivist studies share similar validity issues (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). 

Major issues may concern whether the utilisation of tools and questionnaire items to 

measure variables are sufficiently accurate and stable (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). 

Using Delphi surveys fill in the concerns as this method enhances the accuracy and 

stability of questionnaire items as highlighted by Polit and Beck (2008), its main 

concerns to achieve face and content validity (Polit and Beck 2008). Face validity was 

ensured via pre-testing the questionnaire. Content validity was achieved by drawing on 

the literature related to leadership attributes. Secondly, the questionnaire was pre-tested 

with a representative sample of senior officers and subordinates to ensure that the 

concepts included in the study were related to the essential leadership attributes for 

senior officers in the public sector. Thirdly, the purposive sampling technique consisted 
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of experts who had experience with the leadership and management of public sector 

agencies.  

4.3 Research Population 

The selection of panellists for the pilot and actual studies was based on the knowledge 

resource nomination worksheet (KRNW) from Figure 4.2. The procedure for panellists' 

selection (adapted from Okoli and Pawlowski 2004) is shown below: 

Step 1:  

Prepare a knowledge resource 

nomination worksheet 

(KRNW).  

 

Identify relevant disciplines or skills of 

international panellists, senior leaders 

(academics/practitioners/ government officials and 

employees. 

Identify relevant organisations. 

Identify relevant academics. 

Identify relevant practitioner literature. 

Identify relevant employees 

 

Step 2: 

Populate KRNW with names 

Write in names of individuals in relevant disciplines 

or skills. 

Write in names of individuals in relevant 

organizations. 

Write in names of individuals from academic, 

practitioner literature, senior leaders and employees. 

 

Step 3: 

Nominate additional 

panellists 

• Contact panellists listed in KRNW 

• Ask contacts to nominate other panellists 

 

Step 4: 

Rank panellists 

Create four sub-lists, one for each discipline. 

 Categorize panellists according to the appropriate 

list. 

Rank panellists within each list based on their 

qualifications. 

 

Step 5: 

Invite panellists 

Invite panellists for each panel, with the panels 

corresponding to each discipline. 

Invite experts in the order of their ranking within 

their discipline sub-list. 

The target size is 16 
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Stop soliciting focus group participants when each 

panel size is reached 

Figure 4.2 Procedure for panellists’ selection (adapted from Okoli and Pawlowski 

2004) 

 

4.4 Questionnaire Development for Phase One 

The survey questionnaires began with the development of a conceptual construct. They 

were five stages based on Figure 6.2, as shown in the next section. 

4.4.1 Development of Conceptual Construct for Phase One 

This section outlines the specific development of conceptual construct used within this 

research. Underlying assumptions, as suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2016) gathered via 

a new survey instrument developed from a sequencing method during rounds two and 

three of the Delphi technique, are shown below in Figure 4.3.  

 

 

 Figure 4.3 Modified summary of stages for developing good conceptual definitions 

(Podsakoff et al. 2016) 

 

4.4.2  Research ethics 

After completing the development of the conceptual construct, some ethical 

considerations were made before pursuing this study. Throughout the research, the key 

ethical principles of anonymity and confidentiality were maintained (Merten 2007). At 

Stage 1: 

Identify attributes by 
collecting a 

representative set of 
definitions via the 
Delphi technique

Stage 2: 

Organise the 
potential attributes by 

theme and identify 
any necessary and 

suffiecient or shared 
ones

Stage 3: 

Develop a preliminary 
definition of the 

concept and compare 
with theories.

Stage 4 :

Refine the 
conceptual definition 

of the concept via 
focused group 

participants

Stage  5:

An open ended 
question will be use 
as a follow up with 
panellist who have 

conflicting viewpoints 
on attributes ranking.
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all phases of the research, the participants were provided with an information sheet that 

detailed the research's nature and indicated that they might withdraw at any stage. 

Participants granted their informed consent to participate in the research by completing 

a consent form voluntarily. The instructions in the consent form re-emphasised that 

participants' involvement in the research was entirely voluntary and that they could 

withdraw from the study at any time. The questionnaires were accessible only to the 

researcher. The participants expressed their opinions anonymously; collected 

information was presented anonymously as group views, and data was presented in 

aggregate form, representing the collective views of the expert panel members 

(Lobiondo-Wood and Haber 1998; Polit 2008). The informed consent, information 

sheet and survey questionnaire are shown in Appendix 17. 

4.4.3 Phase One - Development of Measures and Survey Instrument using Delphi 

Survey Technique 

This research adopted a Delphi study as part of phase one of the data collection process. 

Linstone HA (2002) defines Delphi as a planned communication technique that permits 

a group of individuals to act as a whole to deal with complex problems. Participants 

have access to the aggregate data collected during the previous step at each study phase. 

Furthermore, the participant's decision signifies a total of their viewpoints, individual 

reasoning, a summary of the group's approach and scientific information accessible at 

each phase, and the research study's time (Linstone HA 2002). This method has been 

applied in different research types, such as forecasting, issue 

identification/prioritisation, and concept/framework development (Okoli and 

Pawlowski 2004). Key features to further guide the Delphi method for this research is 

adapted from Delbecq and Andrew, Gustafson (1975); Fink et al. (1984) and Keeney et 

al. (2011), as shown in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1   Key features of a Delphi method 

Adapted from Delbecq and Andrew, Gustafson (1975); Fink et al. (1984); Keeney et 

al. (2011). 

Anonymity of response 

 

The experts’ answers are anonymous (about the other 

respondents), eliminating possible group members’ 

inclination to enforce their views on others. 

Multiple iterations of the 

questionnaire 

 

The questionnaires are repeatedly delivered to 

measure the degree of solicited consensus and possible 

ranking of various items. 
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Controlled feedback 

 

The answers to the questionnaire surveys are grouped, 

combined and delivered in a standard format/form to 

group participants by the research study coordinators. 

Statistical derivation of the 

group response and 

its distribution to the 

experts/group members/ 

participants 

The group members’ responses are statistically 

evaluated using descriptive analysis: the median 

(central measures tendency) and frequency tables 

(measures of score dispersion). These values are 

communicated in numerical/graphical format to the 

participants to present them with an overview of the 

whole group's position and permit them to modify or 

maintain their previous viewpoints. 

 

After exploring the five key features, the researcher's choice of the Delphi method is 

reasonable based on several key advantages and disadvantages supported by previous 

studies. Price (1975) had summarised the advantages of the Delphi process via computer 

over face-to-face. Delphi does not require a direct answer and permits sufficient time 

for the congregation an opinion (Tom and Picioreanu 2016). The anonymity of 

participants helps to minimise the effects of dominant individuals in using group-based 

processes to collect and collate information (Dalkey 1972). Colton and Hatcher (2004), 

supports for anonymity in the Delphi process is used for several reasons. One expert 

taking a position and then refusing to adjust it, the participants' varying academic 

backgrounds, etc. a loss of face, and the eradication of gender, racial, and age 

inequalities in today's society. As said by Westbrook (1997), no one's rank, authority, 

personality, or position can override consensus. In group meetings, persuasive speaking 

is typical. The geographic dispersion of the participants and the use of electronic 

communication such as email to assist and exchange information are useful in 

overcoming confidentiality. This is when time is When time is scarce and/or geographic 

distances are great, limiting group meetings The involvement of international panellists 

will increase the generalizability of the items developed. This approach helps to avoid 

direct confrontation of the panel of experts (Okoli and Pawlowski 2004). 

On the contrary, Delphi processes also have some disadvantages. The Delphi technique 

can be biased due to several variables: panel of expert selection, management of a panel 

of experts, dropouts management, construction and administration of the questionnaire, 

data analysis and reporting (Toma and Picioreanu 2016). Concerning group dynamics 

as, manipulation or coercion to conform or adopt a certain viewpoint - can be reduced 

(Helmer and Rescher 1959; Oh 1974; Adams 2001). The low response rate in receiving 

feedback for each round. The researcher needs to provide a clear guideline to ensure the 
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effectiveness of the feedback from the focus group participants. This is especially 

important for studies where the agreement level threshold is used to stop the study, rank 

or drop themes. Scholars also suggest that a more structured reporting on the method in 

medical journals will help the reader better evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of 

each Delphi study through the potential biases introduced by the choices made in the 

design phase (Toma and Picioreanu 2016). 

The primary objective of phase one was to explore the main leadership attributes 

required among senior leaders in the Malaysian public sector through the piloting of the 

Delphi technique survey as illustrated in Figure 4.4. This was undertaken in a three-

round pilot study involving 6 panellists (two senior leaders and four subordinates) for 

validity testing. It was anticipated that the final survey questionnaire measuring 

transformational leadership attributes would be developed through these sequences. An 

open-ended question was added to allow panellists to provide feedback on any missing 

public sector leadership attributes for the proposed survey questionnaire. 
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Figure 4.4 Modified Chart of a Delphi process and main questions that emerged 

(adapted from Toma and Picioreanu 2016) 

 

4.5 Questionnaire Design and scale 

The design is adapted from the original sources of the survey items to measure the 

perceived opinion on important leadership attributes which support subordinates 

working in a challenging environment of the public sector. The research made reference 

key references in Chapter Two on dimensions of Transformational leadership by 

Podsakoff et al. (1990) Civic Capacity (Sun and Anderson 2012a) Public Leadership 

(Tummers and Knies 2014; van der Voet 2014). 

At the initial stage, the proposed survey questionnaire consisted of two parts: Part A 

(Demographic) and Part B (TLB, CC, PL and IPL) leadership attribute items. There 

were 25 items for TLB, 15 items for CC and 47 items for PL and IPL –87 items. 

Preparation phase

Delphi round I

Delphi round II

Delphi round  Final Round 
(Seek confirmation on 

responses)

Reporting findings

How does the researcher make the 

panel selection? 

How does the researcher define the 

focus group participants? 

Which form does the researcher use 

for round I? 

How does the researcher analyse the 

round I data? 

Likert type items – how many 

response options? 

Likert type items - should the 

researcher use a midpoint? 

 
Likert type items - how does the 

researcher order response items? 

 

Likert type items - how does the 

researcher label the response 

options? 

 Likert type items-how the response 

options are displayed? 

 

How does the researcher manage 

the focus group participants for 

this Delphi technique? 

How does the researcher 

manage the study drop out? 

Which is the best solution for the 

form administration in the study? 

How does the researcher 

analyse and present 

quantitative data? 
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Participants rated items based on the 5 points Likert scale from unimportant to very 

important. Using the ranking-type Delphi studies technique by Schmidt (2001), the 

items on the questionnaire were further refined and reduced to a minimum of 30 items. 

A maximum of three rounds were undertaken in the Delphi process. Results were 

analysed using descriptive statistics, including mode, median and standard deviation 

scores. Based on the Likert-type scale, the use of median scores is strongly favoured by 

Hill and Fowles (1975), Eckman (1983) and Jacobs (1996).  

4.6 Administration of the Questionnaire 

The overall process for the Delphi method is shown in Figure 4.4. The study followed 

the guidelines put forth by Delbecq et al. (1975) and Dillman (2000) which were the 

guidelines recommended that a minimum of 45 days be allowed for the administration 

of the Delphi study (Delbecq et al., 1975; Ulscha 1983; Ludwig 1994). It was considered 

appropriate to give two weeks between iterations for Delphi panels to respond to each 

round (Delbecq et al. 1975). Considering the multiple steps of the Delphi study and its 

iterations, each questionnaire would take no longer than 30 minutes to complete. It was 

critical that the researcher carefully designed the survey to ensure that the mechanism 

of simultaneously employing e-mail and Web versions of the survey will be the same 

(Okoli and Pawlowski 2004). The process of administering the study is as outlined in 

Figure 4.5. 

 

Phase 1: 

Narrowing down the 

original list to the 

most important ones 

 The qualitative round one, which involves consolidation 

and brainstorming step was skipped. It was because this 

Delphi survey used structured items from a well-defined 

literature review.  

 Beginning this phase, panels were treated as four distinct 

individuals’ panels. 

 Questionnaire 1: Send transformational leadership, civic 

capacity and public leadership lists to each panel. 

 Each panel rated (not select) at least ten attributes on each 

list. 

 For each distinct panel, retained factors selected by over 

50% of panellists. 

 The refined final version of ranking lists 

 

Phase 2: Ranking the 

list of important  

leadership attributes 

 Henceforth treated experts as four distinct panels 

 Questionnaire 2: Send transformational leadership, civic 

capacity and public leadership lists to each panel. 
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for senior officers in 

the public sector 
 Each panel selected (not ranks) at least ten attributes on 

each list. 

 For each distinct panel, retained attributes selected by 

over 70% of panellists. The previous consensus 

suggested that Schmidt et al. (2001) was 50%. 

 

 

Phase 3: Ranking the 

list of important 

factors on leadership 

attributes for senior 

officers in the public 

sector 

Questionnaire 3: Ask panellists to rank attributes on each of 

their panel’s pared-down lists. 

• Calculated mean rank for each item. 

• Assessed consensus for each list within each panel using 

descriptive statistics/Kendall’s W. 

• shared feedback with each panellist and asked them to re-

rank each list. 

• reiterate until panellists reached consensus or consensus 

plateaus. 

• The final result was based on eight ranked lists, at least two 

for each panel that brought to a total of thirty-two (32) items. 

Figure 4.5 Delphi study administration process (adapted from Schmidt et al. 2001 and 

Jivraj Shariff 2015) 

 

4.7 Report of Delphi Technique Survey 

Several descriptive analysis was used to measure the level of consensus among the 

panel. In this study, there were three stages of data (round 1, round 2 and round 3) with 

a total of item 130. In order to measure the level of consensus among the panel, several 

statistics measure is used including Median, IQR (interquartile range) dan QD (quartil 

distance).  Median was defined as “middle” value in the list of number. Meanwhile, 

IQR is derived from subtraction Q3 and Q1. QD is the half of IQR.  There were three 

level used to indicate the level of consensus: High (QD:0-5), moderate (QD:0.51-1.00) 

and low (QD=>1.00) as stated in below. 

 

Table 4.2 Level of Consensus indicator for IQR 

QD Indicator 

0-0.5 High 

0.51-1.00 Moderate 

Greater than 1 Low 
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4.7.1 Transformational Leadership Dimensions 

Table 4.3 Level of consensus based on percentages for Transformational Leadership 

dimensions 

Question Mode Rating scale Frequency Percentages 

Q1 4.00 Important 9 (64.3%) 

Q2 4.00a 
Important 

 
7 

(50%) 

 

  Very Important 7 (50%) 

Q3 4.00 Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q4 5.00 Very Important 9 (64.3%) 

Q5 5.00 Very Important 9 (64.3%) 

Q6 4.00 Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q7 4.00a Important 7 (50%) 

  Very Important 7 (50%) 

Q8 5.00 Very Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q9 4.00 Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q10 5.00 Very Important 7 (50%) 

Q11 5.00 Very Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q12 5.00 Very Important 5 (35.7%) 

Q13 3.00 

Neither 

important or not 

important 

7 (50%) 

Q14 1.00a Unimportant 4 (28.6%) 
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  Important 4 (28.6%) 

Q15 5.00 Very Important 9 (64.3%) 

Q16 3.00 

Neither 

important or not 

important 

6 (42.9%) 

Q17 1.00 Unimportant 6 (42.9%) 

Q18 4.00a Important 7 (50%) 

  Very Important 7 (50%) 

Q19 4.00 Important 7 (50%) 

Q20 4.00 Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q21 4.00 Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q22 4.00 Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q23 4.00 Important 8 (57.1%) 

Q24 4.00 Important 6 (42.9%) 

Q25 4.00 Important 10 (71.4%) 

 

 

 

There were 25 items measure the transformational leadership attributes. Based on Table 

4.3, 20 items received >50% level of consensus. However, 19 items represented rating 

scale important and very important. Only 1 item belonged to rating scale important 

neither important or not important and very important while 6 items received moderate 

level of consensus.  

 

Based on Table 4.4, 20 items received >60% level of consensus. However, 19 items 

represented rating scale important and very important. Only 1 item belonged to rating 
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scale important neither important or not important and very important while 6 items 

received moderate level of consensus.  

 

Table 4.4 Level of consensus Transformational Leadership based on IQR 

Question Median 
Percentiles IQR QD Level of consensus  

Q1 Q3 Q3-Q1 IQR/2   

Q1 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q2 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q3 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q4 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q5 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q6 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q7 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q8 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q9 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q10 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q11 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q12 4.0000 3 5 2 1 Moderate  

Q13 3.5000 3 5 2 1 Moderate  

Q14 2.5000 1 5 4 2 High  

Q15 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q16 3.0000 3 5 2 1 Moderate  

Q17 2.0000 1 2.25 1.25 0.63 Moderate  

Q18 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q19 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q20 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q21 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q22 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q23 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q24 4.0000 3 5 2 1 Moderate  



 

80 

Q25 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

 

Based on Table 4.4, a total 21 items received high level of consensus among panel 

members. However, 20 items received high which consisted rating scales of important 

and very important while 1 item consisted of rating scale 5 less important. 5 items 

received moderate level of consensus.  

 

4.7.2 Civic Capacity Building Dimensions 

Table 4.5 The level of consensus based on percentages for Civic Capacity Dimensions 

Question Mode Rating scale Frequency Percentages 

Q26 4.00a Important 7 50% 

  Very Important 7 50% 

Q27 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q28 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q29 4.00a Important 7 50% 

  Very Important 7 50% 

Q30 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q31 4.00a Important 7 50% 

  Very Important 7 50% 

Q32 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q33 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q34 5.00 Very Important 10 71.4% 

Q35 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q36 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q37 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q38 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q39 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q40 4.00 Important 6 42.9% 

Q41 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q42 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q43 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q44 4.00a Important 6 42.9% 

  Very Important 6 42.9% 

Q45 4.00 Important 6 42.9% 
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Q46 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q47 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q48 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q49 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q50 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q51 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q52 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 

Q53 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q54 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q55 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q56 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q57 4.00a Important 6 42.9% 

  Very Important 6 42.9% 

Q58 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

 

 

Based on Table 4.6, there were 29 items received high level of consensus and these 

items were for rating scales important and very important. There were 6 items 

received <50% level of consensus from panel members.  

 

Table 4.6 Level of consensus based on IQR for Civic capacity dimensions 

Question Median 
Percentiles IQR QD Level of consensus  

Q1 Q3 Q3-Q1 IQR/2   

Q26 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q27 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q28 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q29 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q30 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q31 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q32 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q33 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q34 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q35 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  
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Q36 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q37 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q38 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q39 4.0000 4 4.25 0.25 0.125 High  

Q40 4.0000 3.75 5 2.75 1.375 High  

Q41 4.0000 3.75 5 2.75 1.375 High  

Q42 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q43 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q44 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q45 4.0000 3.75 5 2.75 1.375 Low  

Q46 4.0000 3 4.25 1.25 0.625 Moderate  

Q47 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q48 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q49 4.0000 3.75 4.25 0.5 0.25 High  

Q50 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q51 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q52 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q53 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q54 4.0000 4 4.25 1.25 0.625 Moderate  

Q55 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q56 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q57 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

Q58 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High  

 

Based on Table 4.6, there were 30 items received high level of consensus and these 

items were for rating scales important and very important. Only 2 items received 

moderate and 1 item received low level of consensus.  
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4.7.3 Public Leadership Dimensions 

Table 4.7 The level of consensus based on percentages for Public Leadership 

Dimensions 

Question Mode Rating scale Frequency Percentages 

Q59 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 

Q60 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q61 4.00 Important 6 42.9% 

Q62 4.00a Important 6 42.9% 

  Very Important 6 42.9% 

Q63 5.00 Very Important 6 42.9% 

Q64 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 

Q65 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q66 4.00a Important 6 42.9% 

  Very Important 6 42.9% 

Q67 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q68 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q69 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q70 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q71 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q72 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 

Q73 5.00 Very Important 6 42.9% 

Q74 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q75 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

 

Based on Table 4.7, there were 12 items received >50% level of consensus and these 

items were for rating scales important and very important. There were 7 items received 

<50% level of consensus from panel members.  

Table 4.8 Level of consensus based on IQR for Public Leadership dimensions 

Question Median 
Percentiles IQR QD 

Level of 

consensus 

Q1 Q3 Q3-Q1 IQR/2  

Q59 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q60 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q61 4.0000 3.75 5 1.25 0.625 Moderate 

Q62 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 
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Q63 4.0000 3.75 5 1.25 0.625 Moderate 

Q64 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q65 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q66 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q67 4.0000 3.75 4.25 0.5 0.25 High 

Q68 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q69 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q70 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q71 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q72 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q73 4.0000 3 5 2 1 Moderate 

Q74 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q75 5.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

 

Based on Table 4.8, there were 14 items received high level of consensus and these 

items were for rating scales important and very important. There were 3 items moderate 

level of consensus from panel members.  

 

4.7.4 Integrative Public Leadership Dimensions 

Table 4.9 Round Three level of consensus based on percentages for Integrative Public 

Leadership Dimensions 

Question Mode Rating scale Frequency Percentages 

Q76 4.00a Important 7 50% 

  Very Important 7 50% 

Q77 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q78 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q79 5.00 Important 7 50% 

Q80 4.00a Important 7 50% 

  Very Important 7 50% 

Q81 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q82 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q83 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q84 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q85 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q86 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q87 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q88 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 
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Q89 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q90 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 

Q91 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 

Q92 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q93 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q94 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q95 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q96 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q97 5.00 Very Important 9 64.3% 

Q98 5.00 Very Important 8 57.1% 

Q99 5.00 Very Important 7 50% 

Q100 4.00a Important 6 42.9% 

  Very Important 6 42.9% 

Q101 4.00 Important 5 35.7% 

Q102 3.00 Neither 

important or not 

important 

7 50% 

Q103 3.00 Neither 

important or not 

important 

7 50% 

Q104 3.00 Neither 

important or not 

important 

6 42.9% 

Q105 3.00a Neither 

important or not 

important 

5 35.7% 

  Important 5 35.7% 

Q106 4.00 Important 10 71.4% 

Q107 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q108 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q109 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q110 4.00 Important 9 64.3% 

Q111 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q112 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q113 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q114 4.00 Important 7 50% 
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Q115 4.00 Important 8 57.1% 

Q116 4.00 Important 10 71.4% 

Q117 4.00 Important 4 28.6% 

Q118 3.00 Neither 

important or not 

important 

4 28.6% 

Q119 3.00 Neither 

important or not 

important 

5 35.7% 

Q120 3.00a Neither 

important or not 

important 

5 35.7% 

  Important 5 35.7% 

Q121 4.00 Important 6 42.9% 

Q122 2.00a Less Important 4 28.6% 

 

 Neither 

important or not 

important 

4 28.6% 

Q123 1.00a Unimportant 4 28.6% 

 

 Neither 

important or not 

important 

4 28.6% 

Q124 4.00 Important 6 42.9% 

Q125 2.00a Less Important 5 35.7% 

  Important 5 35.7% 

Q126 2.00a Less Important 5 35.7% 

  Neither 

important or not 

important 

5 35.7% 

Q127 4.00 Important 7 50% 

Q128 4.00 Important 6 42.9% 

Q129 3.00a Neither 

important or not 

important 

6 42.9% 

  Important 6 42.9% 

Q130 4.00 Important 7 50% 
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Based on Table 4.9, there were 37 items received >50% level of consensus and these 

items were for rating scales important and very important. There were 18 items received 

<50% level of consensus from panel members. 

 

Based on Table 4.9, there were 12 items received >60% level of consensus and these 

items were for rating scales important and very important. There were 18 items received 

<50% level of consensus from panel members. 

 

Table 4.10 Level of consensus based on IQR for Integrative Public Leadership 

dimensions 

Question Median 
Percentiles IQR QD 

Level of 

consensus 

Q1 Q3 Q3-Q1 IQR/2  

Q76 4.5000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q77 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q78 4.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q79 4.5000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q80 4.5000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q81 5.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q82 4.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q83 4.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q84 5.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q85 4.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q86 4.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q87 4.0000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q88 4.5000 4 5 
1 0.5 High 

Q89 4.0000 4 4.25 0.25 0.125 High 

Q90 4.5000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q91 4.5000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 
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Q92 5.0000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q93 5.0000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q94 4.0000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q95 5.0000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q96 5.0000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q97 5.0000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q98 5.0000 4 5 1 
0.5 High 

Q99 4.5000 3.75 5 1.25 0.625 Moderate 

Q100 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q101 3.0000 2 4 2 1 Moderate 

Q102 3.0000 3 4 1 0.5 
High 

Q103 3.0000 3 4 1 0.5 
High 

Q104 3.0000 2 4 2 1 Moderate 

Q105 3.0000 2.75 4 1.25 0.625 Moderate 

Q106 4.0000 4 4.25 0.25 0.125 High 

Q107 4.0000 3 4 1 0.5 High 

Q108 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q109 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q110 4.0000 3.75 4 0.25 0.125 High 

Q111 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q112 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q113 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q114 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q115 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q116 4.0000 4 5 1 0.5 High 

Q117 3.5000 2 4.25 2.25 1.125 Low 
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Q118 3.0000 1.75 4.25 2.5 1.25 Low 

Q119 3.0000 2 4 2 1 Moderate 

Q120 3.5000 3 4 1 0.5 High 

Q121 4.0000 3 4 1 0.5 High 

Q122 2.5000 1.75 3.25 2.25 
1.125 Low 

Q123 2.5000 1 3.25 2.25 
1.125 Low 

Q124 3.0000 2 4 2 1 
Moderate 

Q125 3.0000 2 4 2 1 
Moderate 

Q126 3.0000 2 3.25 1.25 0.625 Moderate 

Q127 3.5000 1.75 4 2.25 
1.125 Low 

Q128 2.5000 1.75 4 2.25 
1.125 Low 

Q129 4.0000 3 4 1 0.5 High 

Q130 4.0000 3 4 1 0.5 High 

 

Based on Table 4.10, there were 40 items received high level of consensus. 38 items 

were for rating scales important and very important while 2 items represented rating 

scale neither important or not important. There were 8 items received moderate and 6 

items received low level of consensus from panel members.  

 

4.7.5 Summary  

Based on criteria for selection which were based on 50% of measure of central tendency 

(mode) and Interquartile Range, details were as stated below: 

Transformational leadership – >50%(20 items) high IQR (20 items) 

Civic capacity - >50% (29 items) high IQR (30 items) 

Public leadership - >50%  (12 items) high IQR (14 items) 

Integrative public leadership -  >50%  (37 items) high IQR (38 items) 

 

Therefore, the final survey questionnaire would consist a total of items 98 items. 
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CHAPTER FIVE METHODOLOGY II (PHASE TWO) 

5.1 The Validity and Reliability of Public Sector Leadership Instruments 

Based on Rasch Model and Content Validity Approaches: Pilot Study 

The accuracy of an instrument in measuring intended variables is important to ensure 

the findings are meaningful. The original instrument should be reviewed to determine 

if it aims to measure the variables in different contexts and specific field. This chapter 

will discuss the development and validation process for two survey instruments 

measuring the level of public sector leadership attributes evidenced among middle-level 

civil servants in the Malaysian public sector. Four constructs have been identified in the 

literature relating to public sector attributes: based on transformational leadership 

behaviour (Podsakoff et al. 1993), civic capacity building (Sun and Anderson 2012; 

Center for Community Health and Development 2017), public leadership (Lars and 

Tummers 2014); and integrative public leadership (Crosby and Bryson 2010; van der 

Voet, 2014). There were also correspond subconstructs for each constructs match 

according to previous literature.  

The objective of this pilot study is to test the reliability of the instrument that has been 

developed and to detect its weaknesses. Through this pilot study, the researcher 

examined the item's functionality in terms of reliability and isolation of items, polarity 

and suitability of the item, and the residual correlation value. The research questions to 

be answered are as stated below: 

(1) To test the validity and reliability of both survey questionnaires; 

(2) To test the validity and reliability using the Rasch Model; and 

(3) To examine the content validity based on CVI. 

 

The summary of the methods of data analysis used to develop further and validate both 

survey instruments of phase two is, as shown in Table 5.1 below: 
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Table 5.1 Summary of the Statistical Techniques of Data Analysis for the Pilot Study 

of Phase Two 

Statistics Objective 
Purpose of 

Implementing 

Rasch Analysis 

 

Rasch measurement is an approach 

to measurement developed within 

the social sciences that posits the 

mathematical model of 

measurement (Bond, 2003). 

To answer the 

research objective 

(RO 1 and 2). 

Content Validity  

How much a measure covers the 

range of meanings included within 

a concept (Babbie, 2001) 

To answer the 

research objective 

(RO 1 and 3). 

 

5.2 The aim and objectives of the Rasch model 

Designing the researcher’s own instrument requires knowledge about item or question 

construction, scale development, format, length, validity and reliability of the 

instrument and its scores (Sekaran 2003; Creswell, 2012; Johnson and Christensen 

2012). Measuring the immediate senior officers and subordinates perceptions requires 

a measurable instrument to be developed and tested to clarify how leadership practices 

performed. Thus, the Rasch Model analysis is used because it is a powerful tool for 

evaluating constructs validity and reliability of the instrument to interpret both sampling 

groups (immediate senior officers and their subordinates) on leadership practices. The 

construct validity facilitates a clear indication of each item's reliability and leads to the 

construct validity of the instrument. 

Based on the perspective of using the Rasch Model (RM) as a model in one sense, it 

represents the structure that data should exhibit to obtain measurements from the data. 

For instance, it provides a criterion for successful measurement—as such, measuring 

the immediate senior officers and their subordinates' perceptions of their leaders' 

leadership performance needs a measurable instrument to be developed and tested to 

clarify how perception reform leadership functions. Thus, this study aims to use the RM 

analysis as a powerful tool for evaluating the constructs validity and reliability of the 

instrument in order to use it for interpretation of the immediate senior officers and 

subordinates perceptions of public sector leadership performance. 
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Furthermore, the research questions in this paper are as stated below: 

(a) do the items of immediate senior officers self-evaluation and subordinates on 

the public sector leadership performance scale have adequate fit statistics, 

showing that each item relates to the variable and measurement tool in a 

meaningful way?; 

(b) do the immediate senior officers and subordinates perceptions scale demonstrate 

high separation and good reliability in person and items set?  

5.2.1 The key concepts of Rasch model 

The key concepts to the Rasch model are related to constructing validity, Item Response 

Theory (IRT) and measurement. Item response theory (IRT; Lord, 1953; 1980; Rasch, 

1960) is a broadly utilised method for psychometric analysis. IRT is mainly used for 

ability or knowledge tests with binary items (correct/incorrect). However, it can be 

applied to ordinal responses and in other contexts. IRT is used for item analysis, scale 

development/evaluation, and investigation of test bias. Specialized software (e.g. 

BILOG-MG, multilog, PASCALE, IRTPRO, and ltmin R Newsom). 

The Rasch model, generally stated as IRT models, and those that fall into the tradition 

of True Score models, encompasses a set of rigorous prescriptions for what scientific 

measurement would be like if it were to be achieved in the social sciences. Those 

measurement prescriptions might be generally described as a probabilistic form of the 

axiomatic conjoint measurement recommended to researchers (Luce and Tukey 1964) 

in the first instance and Joel Michell and others after that. 

The key messages to the Rasch validity and assessment by Bond (2004) are as explained 

below: 

(a) Rasch measurement indicators of the item order and item fit then provide direct 

evidence about the validity of the testing procedure, especially when the test 

content is explicitly embedded in substantive theory concerning the construct 

under investigation.  
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Person ability and person fit indicators should be the subject of complementary 

considerations about the validity of person performance expectations derived 

from the construct 

5.2.2 Data analysis based on return Measurement Model 

Some diagnoses are often used in the Rasch measurement model, which aims to test and 

examine the validity and reliability of an instrument. Among them are; (i) testing the 

reliability and excursionists index and respondents; (ii) detecting Polarity items that 

measure constructs; (iii) test the suitability of the item (item fit) of the instrument in the 

valuation instrument; (iv) determine the dependent items based on the standardized 

residual correlation value; (v) determine the level of difficulty of the item and the ability 

of the respondent; (vi) detect the existence of differential item functioning DIF in the 

instrument; (vii) designating the scale function of the measurement scale category, and 

(viii) identify unidimensional constructs. 

In addition to functioning in determining the items and constructs of an instrument, 

Rasch’s approach can also be utilized to analyze research findings data such as 

determining the difference between two variables, the level measurement and the 

correlation.  

5.2.3 Basic principles of Rasch Measurement Model (RM) 

Several important qualities of RM measurement should be considered to comprehend 

the interpretations of the analysis of its results, as presented in Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 

below. 

 

Table 5.2 Basic Principles of Rasch Measurement Model (Samah Ali Mohsen Mofreh 

et al. 2014; (Linacre 2003; Bond and Fox 2007; Wu and Adams 2007; Linacre 2007; 

Linacare 2005) 

Item Polarity Dimensionality Rating Scale 

Analysis 

Item separation 

Analysis of the 

polarity or 

consistency of the 

items are 

indicators used to 

Dimensionality 

aspects are 

important for 

deciding the 

instrument was 

One of the 

significant aspects 

of RM is deciding 

the probability of 

participant 

Item separation 

refers to all 

participants can 

respond all level 

difficulty of items. 
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indicate the items 

move in one 

direction to which 

the constructs 

being assessed. 

measured in one 

direction and one 

dimension (Linacre 

2003; Bond and 

Fox 2007).  

responses equally 

spread between the 

scales.  

RM can distinguish 

among scales of an 

instrument based on 

data gathered.  

Participants can 

be separated based 

on those 

constructs that are 

assessed.  

 

A positive 

indicator indicate 

that all items are 

moving in parallel 

function to 

measure the 

constructs formed. 

Dimensionality 

aspect is one of the 

requirements in 

analysis using the 

RM.  

RM polychromous 

data analysis is 

used to determine 

whether it 

correspondents to 

the model or not. 

The criterion for 

usefulness of an 

instrument is 

above its item 

separation 

(Linacre 2007). 

If there is a 

negative indicator 

for a particular 

item, it should re-

examine the data 

to be improved or 

removed either 

because these 

indicators reveal 

that there are 

items or 

individuals who 

respond 

differently with 

the construct 

(Linacre 2003). 

This is to confirm 

the instrument's 

content validity and 

construct validity 

(Wu and Adams 

2007). 

Dimensionality 

refers to the forcing 

on one attribute or 

dimension at a 

time. 

Polychromous RM 

can also measure 

the hypothesis of a 

scale in terms of 

adding value to the 

agreement or 

disagreement as 

moving from one 

continuum to 

another (Linacre 

2003; Bond and 

Fox 2007). 

A higher value of 

separation implies 

greater spared of 

items and persons 

along a 

continuum. 

Item polarity or 

point measure 

correlation 

(PTMEA Corr.) in 

the early detection 

of construct 

validity (Bond and 

Fox 2007).  

 

The criteria for 

dimensionality is 

above 40 % 

(Linacre 2003; 

Bond and Fox 

2007).  

 

Not all scales can 

be used for RM.  

If the structure 

calibration is less 

than 1.40 and more 

than 5, this scale 

should be collapsed 

(Linacre 2003; 

Bond and Fox 

2007).  

Lower values of 

separation suggest 

redundancy in 

items and less 

variability of 

persons on the 

trait. 

 

Table 5.3 Basic Principles of Rasch Measurement Model (Wright and Masters 1982; 

Linacre 2007; Bond and Fox 2007; Linacare 2005) 

Item and Person Reliability Infit and Misfit Infit 

Item and person reliability item reliability 

would indicate the consistency of item 

placement along the pathway if these 

It refers to the degree of fit of an item 

or a person. Infit means square means 

the transformation of the residuals, the 
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items were given to another sample of the 

same size that acted the same way.  

difference between the predicted and 

observed for smooth interoperation. 

While person reliability refers to the 

consistency of person ordering that could 

be tolerated if this sample of persons 

were given a parallel set of items 

measuring the same construct (Wright 

and Masters, 1982). 

It expects value is 1.  

As a rule of thumb, values between 

0.70 and 1.30 are generally regards as 

acceptable. 

The criteria for accepting reliability RM 

is surpassing 0.50 (Linacre, 2007; Bond 

and Fox, 2007).   

Values greater than 1.30 are termed 

misfitting, and those less than 0.70 as 

overfitting (Bond and Fox, 2007). 

Another values suggested is 0.5 < x < 

1.5. 3 (Linacare, 2005). 

 

5.3 Method 

Based on consultation with the supervisor and previous literature for the pilot study, an 

online survey method was chosen to distribute the pilot survey to respondents. The key 

features of an online survey are as shown in Table 5.4 below: 

Table 5.4 Key features of an online (internet) survey (Miliaikeala et al. 2014) 

Adapted from Miliaikeala et al. (2014); Dillman, Smyth and Christian (2008) 

A new and evolving 

method 

To measure public opinion locally, national level, and 

internationally (Miliaikeala et al. 2014) 

Manageable data collection 

in comparison with the 

traditional survey 

approaches (e.g. face to 

face, mail and telephone 

surveys) 

Offer speed, efficiency, and lower costs in data 

collection (see Dillman, Smyth and Christian 2008) 

Specially designed and 

offer several options for 

online tools by vendors 

To serve consumers, public sector organisations and 

academic interests as in different technical means of 

online surveys offered by commercial venders to 

collect online survey data from the general public and 

specific subgroups (JISC 2019; Miliaikeala et al. 

2014). 

Source of recruiting survey 

participants 

Provide some evidence of representativeness of 

different online strategies for selecting and recruiting 

potential survey participants (Miliaikeala et al., 

2014). 

 Easy to use  no set-up required (JISC 2019). 

Highly accredited  GDPR compliant. 
 Certified to ISO 27001 standard (JISC 2019). 

Meet UK standards  Meets UK accessibility requirements (JISC 2019). 

Encourage collaborative 

efforts and networking 

 Enables collaborative working and benchmarking 

across numerous organisations (JISC 2019). 

Special rewards and 

discounts 

 Further education and alternative providers can receive 

fully discounted access for one year for their whole 

https://www.onlinesurveys.ac.uk/gdpr/
https://www.onlinesurveys.ac.uk/security/
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organisation when they sign up before 31 July 2020, as 

part of their www.jisc.ac.uk subscription (JISC 2019).  

 

Among well-known vendors for the online survey construction and sample, the 

selection is Bristol Online Survey (www.onlinesurveys.ac.uk), Survey Monkey 

(www.surveymonkey.com), Qualtrics (www.qualtrics.com), and Mechanical Turk 

(www.mturk.com). A host of other companies recommends similar services (see the 

following website: www.surveypolice.com/countries/united-kingdom). Bristol online 

survey (BOS) was chosen as the method of data collection. Among reasons because it 

offered free access and recommended by higher education in the United Kingdom.  

 

5.3.1 Data collection  

The researcher made a desktop review of potential respondents from the website for 

each ministry and leading public sector agency. Letters of permission were e-mailed to 

each ministry and agency in order to inform on the study and approval received. 

However, it was found that some website was not accessible and was blocked. Thus, 

the researcher also implemented the next strategy to identify gatekeepers that could 

assist in getting the list of respondents for the pilot study. Among the main challenges 

was that the list of officers had not been received due to the restructuring processes still 

taking place. The new government has affected access to the information required as 

public sector agencies are occupied with tasks and new changes. Few ministries 

responded and shared the required information; however, there were others who did not 

share the information. The researcher sought permission and a list of statistics from the 

scope of ministries and leading public sector agencies in Malaysia.   

 

Response from respondents was quite slow during the pilot study. The pilot survey 

questionnaire was distributed via Bristol online survey to 500 senior officers and 600 

subordinates at 14 ministries and one leading agency. A minimum of 10% response 

rates was received from the immediate senior officer, while 15% were received from 

subordinates. Stratified purposive sampling was used to identify a total of 500 

immediate senior officers and 600 subordinates. Based upon the consideration of one 

of the types of probability sampling, which was stratified sampling, the formula was 

compared to decide on an appropriate sample size. The respondents were selected both 

https://www.jisc.ac.uk/
http://www.onlinesurveys.ac.uk/
http://www.surveymonkey.com/
http://www.qualtrics.com/
http://www.mturk.com/
http://www.surveypolice.com/countries/united-kingdom
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from fourteen ministries (89%) and (1) leading public sector agencies (11%) at the 

Federal Territory of Putrajaya, Malaysia. The researcher worked with the Human 

Resource Division of each agency to collect the names and emails of the officers 

involved who met the participant criteria. The researcher emailed each potential 

participant with an introductory email explaining the nature of the study and informed 

them that they would receive the survey within the next few days. E-mails were sent 

asking the participant to complete the survey with a link to the final online survey, 

username and password.  

 

Participants were given three weeks to complete the survey. A reminder email was e-

mailed by the end of one week after the initial email request. Every effort was made to 

send surveys out during a relatively slow period of the year to help improve response 

rates. Immediate senior officers completed the self-evaluation, and their subordinates 

completed the perceived evaluation of their immediate senior officers. The researcher 

planned to analyse the data with a graphic associational research design based on 

Creswell (2008).  

 

The number of respondents in this pilot study was acceptable because, according to 

Cooper and Schindler (2011), the number of respondents appropriate in the pilot study 

was between 25 and 100 people. While Johanson and Brooks (2010) suggested, the 

minimum number was 30 people for a pilot study whose purpose was for initial study 

or scale development.  

 

5.4 Procedures of the Research Model 

Each step in the RA informed the next. Several statistical analyses were undertaken to 

determine the most appropriate action for the next step within each step. Two survey 

questionnaire was used as a survey design: a survey questionnaire to measure immediate 

senior officer own leadership performance and a survey to measure subordinates 

perception of their immediate senior officer leadership performance. This instrument 

was developed to measure four constructs, i.e. i) transformational leadership behaviour; 

ii) civic capacity; iii) public leadership; and iv) integrative public leadership. Detailed 

information on each construct is provided in Appendix 18 – Items Analysis For Each 

Dimension.  
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The Rasch model approach is used to examine the validity and reliability of the 

instrument through this pilot study. The Rasch model is used because this approach can 

measure the reliability of the respondents and item reliability, and it is stronger than just 

seeing Alpha Cronbach's. The Winsteps Version 3.69.1.11 software has been used for 

item-to-item check item-item reliability and isolation, polarity and suitability of 

constructing item items and shared residual correlation value. The software also allows 

the removal of items based on the polarity of the item, the suitability of the item, and 

the dependent value based on the standard residual correlation value.  

Furthermore, the researchers analysed to examine the validity and reliability of the 

questionnaire instrument with the Rasch model approach. Through this approach, a 

thorough reading of each item can be done more deeply than just looking at the value 

of Alpha Cronbach only. Based on this Rasch Model approach, specific in-depth 

analysis can be conducted, for instance, checking the functionality of each item.  

At phase two, psychometric analysis and content validity had been carried out to assess 

the quality of both instruments. The initial version of the instrument consists of 94 items 

which comprise 14 sub-constructs, while the last version consists of 116 items with 12 

subconstructs. The instrument testing was done towards 120 civil servants, and the 

psychometric analysis was applying Rasch Measurement Model. The psychometric 

elements tested include item reliability, item separation, item and person fit, 

unidimensional and rating scale validity. 

5.5 Department of study 

The measurement properties and criteria assessed of the Rasch model for this research 

is as presented in Figure 5.1 below: 
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Figure 5.1 Measurement Properties and Criteria Assessed in Rasch Analysis adapted 

from Ningrum et al. (2019) 

Through the approach of this Rasch measurement model, the researcher examines the 

functionality of the item in terms of (i) item-reliability and isolation of items; (ii) detect 

the polarity of items that measure the constructs based on the value of PTMEA CORR; 

(iii) the fit of constructing items; and (iv) determine the dependent items based on the 

standard residual correlation value. The explanation for each check to the item's 

functionality is explained in Table 5.2 and Table 5.3.  

5.6 Rasch model analysis for immediate senior officers (Ratee) 

Reliability and Isolation of Items based on Rasch's measurement model approach, the 

value of Alpha Cronbach's (α) acceptable reliability is between 0.71 - 0.99, which is at 

its best (71% - 99%) as described in Table 5.6 (5.5) Bond and Fox 2007). 

Table 5.5 Alpha-Cronbach Interpretation Score (Bond and Fox 2007) 

Alpha-Cronbach 

Score 

Reliability 

0.9 – 1.0 Very good and effective with high consistency level 

0.7 – 0.8 Good and acceptable 

0.6 – 0.7 Acceptable 

Measurement 
Properties 

and Criteria 
Assessed in 

Rasch 
Analysis 

Measurement 
Properties

Measurement 
Criteria

Purpose

Statistical Test



 

100 

<0.6 The item needs to be revised 

<0.5 The item needs to be dropped 

 

In order to determine item reliability in the instrument, the statistical analysis with 

Rasch's measurement model approach is used regarding the reliability and isolation of 

items. The pilot study's findings found that the value of reliability obtained based on the 

Alpha Cronbach (α) value was 0.98, as shown in Table 5.6. This value means that the 

instrument used is in excellent and effective condition with a high level of consistency 

that can be used in actual research. 

Table 5.6 Reliability value (Alpha Cronbach) for the pilot study (ratee) 

 

 

An instrument analysis was also performed on the whole by looking at the reliability 

and isolation of items and respondents. Table 5.7. shows the reliability and isolation of 

items where the reliability of the item is 0.92, while the item separation value is 3.51 

when rounded up is 4.0. Based on item reliability value, 0.92 indicates that it is in good 

condition and acceptable (Bond and Fox 2007). While the item isolation value is 3.51 

if rounded up is equal to 4.0, which is considered high for the new item. According to 

Linacre (2005), the value of sound index isolation is more than the value of 2.0. 

Table 5.7 Summary statistic for the item (ratee) 

 

 

Based on Table 5.8, the respondent's reliability value is 0.97, and the respondent's 

isolation value is 4.13. The result shows that the reliability of the respondents is very 
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high and very good. As Bond and Fox (2007) mentioned, this is why the reliability value 

above 0.8 is good and reliable. While the value of the isolation of the respondents shows 

a good separation value against the difficulty level of the item corresponding to Linacre 

(2005) which explains the value of isolation greater than 2.0 is good value. 

Table 5.8 Summary statistic for person (ratee) 

 

PERSON RAW SCORE-TO-MEASURE CORRELATION = .94 

CRONBACH ALPHA (KR-20) PERSON RAW SCORE "TEST" RELIABILITY = .98 

 

5.7 Rasch Model Analysis for Subordinates (Rater) 

Reliability and Isolation of Items Based on Rasch's measurement model approach, the 

value of Alpha Cronbach's (α) acceptable reliability is between 0.71 - 0.99, which is at 

its best (71% - 99%) as described in Table 5.5) (Bond and Fox 2007). 

In order to determine item reliability in the instrument, the statistical analysis with 

Rasch's measurement model approach is used regarding the reliability and isolation of 

items. The findings of the pilot study found that the value of reliability obtained based 

on Alpha Cronbach (α) value was 0.99, as shown in Table 5.9. This value means that 

the instrument used is in excellent and effective condition with a high level of 

consistency that can be used in real research. 

 Table 5.9 Reliability value (Alpha Cronbach) for the pilot study (rater) 
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An instrument analysis was also performed on the whole by looking at the reliability 

and isolation of items and respondents. Table 5.10 shows the reliability and isolation of 

items where the reliability of the item is 0.73, while the item separation value is 1.65 

when rounded up is 2.0. Based on item reliability value, 0.73 indicates that it is 

acceptable (Bond and Fox 2007). While the item isolation value is 1.68 if rounded up 

is equal to 2.0, this value can still be used because the item is new. According to Linacre 

(2005), the value of sound index isolation is more than the value of 2.0. 

Table 5.10 Summary statistic for the item (rater) 

 

 

Based on Table 5.11, the respondent's reliability value is 0.99, and the respondent's 

isolation value is 7.58. The result shows that the reliability of the respondents is very 

high and very good. This is as mentioned by Bond and Fox (2007) explain that the 

reliability value above 0.8 is good and reliable. While the value of the isolation of the 

respondents shows a good separation value against the difficulty level of the item 

corresponding to Linacre (2005), which explains the value of isolation greater than 2.0 

is a good value. 
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Table 5.11 Summary statistic for the person (rater) 

 

 

The following Table 5.12 explains the rating scale instrument quality criteria by Fisher 

(2007).  

 

Table 5.12 Rating Scale Instrument Quality Criteria 

Criteria Poor Fair Good Very 

Good 

Excellent 

Person / Item 

Reliability 

< .67 .67- .8 .81-.9 .91-.94 >.94 

Person/ Item 

Separation 

2 or less 2-3 3-4 4-5 >5 

Ceiling Effect: % max 

extreme scores 

>5% 2-5% 1-2% .5-1% <.5% 

Floor Effect: % min 

extreme scores 

>5% 2-5% 1-2% .5-1% <.5% 

Variance in data 

explained by measure 

< 50% 50 -60% 60 - 70% 70 – 80% > 80% 

Unexplained variance 

in contrast 1-5 PCA of 

residuals 

>15% 10-15% 5-10% 3-5% <3% 

 

The overall results for the rating scale quality of both instruments are presented in 

Table 5.13. Summary statistic for the item (rater) below. The summary rating scale 

quality of for immediate senior officer’s instrument revealed that the person reliability 

.96 and item reliability .92 indicate very good. Person strata separated 4.92 shows 

very good levels of ability. Item strata separated indicates 3.51 shows that items are 

good. The item dimensionality needs to fulfil the following conditions:  
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(a) The empirical value shall be similar to the modelled value. 

(b) Minimum unidimensionality requirement = 20% 

(c) Cut low point Rasch =40% (Refer to Table 5.13) 

For the ratee survey instrument, the raw variance explained by measures = Empirical 

62.4 39.9% Modelled 41.7%. The empirical value is 39.9% which is close to 41.7%. 

The cut low point is 41.7% which is fulfilled the Rasch = 40% requirement. Both the 

Ceiling Effect: 470.0% shows and Floor effect: % minimum extreme scores 304.0% 

fair result. 

Table 5.13 Interpretation of Rating Scale Quality of Malaysian Public Sector 

Leadership Surveys 

 Ratee Survey Instrument Rater Survey Instrument 

Variance in data explained 

by measures 

Raw variance explained by 

measures   = Empirical        

62.4  39.9% Modelled          

41.7% 

Raw variance explained by 

measures   = Empirical         

65.4  53.4%          Modelled 

54.0% 

Person reliability .96 .98 

Item reliability .92 .73 

Person strata separated 4.92 7.58 

Item strata separated 3.51 1.65 

Ceiling effect: % 

maximum extreme scores 

470.0 468.0 

Floor effect: % minimum 

extreme scores 

304.0 156.0 

 

The summary rating scale quality of the subordinate’s instrument, as shown in Table 

5.13 above revealed that the person reliability .98 indicates very good. The item 

reliability of .73 indicates fair, which is still acceptable for the new item. Person strata 

separated 7.58 shows excellent levels of ability among subordinates. Item strata 

separated indicates 1.65, which is round up to 2. It is still acceptable as the item is new. 

For the rater survey instrument, the raw variance explained by measures = Empirical  

65.4  53.4% Modelled 54.0%. The empirical value is 53.4.9% which is similar to 54.0%. 

The cut low point is 54.0% which fulfils the Rasch = 40% minimum requirement. Both 

the Ceiling Effect: 468.0% shows the fair result and Floor effect: % minimum extreme 

scores 156.0% good result. 
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The person and item reliability values were based on the Fisher (2007) rating scale 

instrument in Table 5.13. A higher value suggests a strong relationship between the 

items on the test, while a lower value suggests a weaker relationship between the test 

items. The separation index was acceptable because values higher than 2 are also 

acceptable (Siti Rahayah et al. 2010; Keefee, 1989). 

5.8 Results of Rasch model analysis 

Results were analysed quantitatively based on reliability testing via Rasch model 

analysis to ensure the quality of the instrument. The scores were be compared between 

findings of immediate senior officers and their subordinates. Those participants 

involved in the pilot study were excluded from the actual study. It was indeed found 

from the pilot-study results that the instrument showed high internal consistency, as 

shown by the Cronbach alpha value. 

The initial analysis demonstrated that the data did not fit the Rasch model. Accordingly, 

modifications to the questionnaire were made, including removing person responses. 

The final model contained 94 items and fit the Rasch model was adequate. The final 

instrument shows that 94 items are suitable for measuring four leadership constructs. 

All items were maintained for both instruments because they met the inspection criteria. 

Since this study is only a pilot study, the distribution of actual respondents can be done 

to measure the five public sector leadership constructs for public sector leaders at 

respective ministries and agencies.  

5.9 The validity and reliability of public sector leadership instruments based 

on content validity approach: Pilot study 

After the Rasch analysis, the next step to further validate the public sector leadership 

survey questionnaire was using the content validity approach. Content validity is 

defined as the degree to which the instrument contains the content it is intended to 

measure (Yaghmale 2009). Content validity's other names are content-related, intrinsic, 

relevance, representative, and logical or sampling (Vaghmale, 2009).  

Content validity receives several sets of definitions by scholars and researchers. 

Kerlinger (1986) has provided the following:  
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(1) content validity of a survey tool depends on the suitability of a specified domain 

of content that is sampled; 

(2) Content validity refers to the degree that the instrument covers the content that 

is supposed to measure (Bush 1985); and 

(3)  the suitability of the sampling of the content that should be measured. Thus, the 

comprehensiveness and representativeness measurement of scale content is 

content validity. 

Polit and Beck (200) have provided a detailed definition of content validity as 

mentioned below: 

(1)  ‘‘...the degree to which an instrument has an appropriate sample of items for 

the construct being measured’’ (Polit and Beck 2004, p. 423);  

(2) ‘‘...whether or not the items sampled for inclusion on the tool adequately 

represent the domain of content addressed by the instrument’’ (Waltz, 

Strickland, and Lenz 2005, p. 155); and 

(3) ‘‘...the extent to which an instrument adequately samples the research domain 

of interest when attempting to measure phenomena’’ (Wynd, Schmidt, and 

Schaefer 2003, p. 509). 

Some researchers have stated that the purpose of content validity is to measure the 

appropriate sampling of the content domain of items in a questionnaire (Vaghmale 

2009). The standard procedures in ensuring content validity receive debates by scholars. 

However, one of the prominent scholars, Nunally (1978), emphasises two standards for 

ensuring content validity. Firstly, the sampling of the items, and secondly, the method 

of constructing the items.  

The scholar has suggested that two viewpoints are necessary to validate content: the 

measurable extent of each item for defining the traits and the set of items that represents 

all characteristics of the traits (Nunally 1978). Researchers have emphasised the 

importance of measuring the content validity of instruments in questionnaire design. 

Content validity can ensure construct validity and provide confidence to the readers and 
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researchers about instruments (Yaghmale, 2009). The main objective of content validity 

for phase two is to examine the content validity based on Content Validity Index (CVI). 

The background of the content validity index is as shown Figure 5.2. 

 

Figure 5.2 Literature Review of Content Validity Index 

 

At this phase, the researcher decided to use a content validity index by Polit and Beck 

(2006) as illustrated in Table 5.14. They have recommended that a scale with an 

excellent content validity would be composed of the following: 

Table 5.14 Summary of Indices Used to Quantify Content Validity (Polit and Beck 

2006) and Criteria for Measuring Content Validity (Waltz and Bausell 1981) and 

Lynn (1986) during Pre-Testing 

Measure Indices Definition Sources 

Content validity 

index 

1. Content Validity 

Index (CVI)  

 

I-CVIs criteria 

of items (I-

CVI¼1.00 with 

3 to 5 experts 

and a minimum 

I-CVI of .78 for 

Lynn (1986)  

 

 

 

 

LITERATURE 
REVIEW ON 
CONTENT 
VALIDITY 

INDEX

DESCRIPTION -

This method is originated from
the rating of the content
relevance of the items on an
instrument using a 4-point
ordinal rating scale (Lynn 1986).

PROCEDURES-
enable researchers
to make decisions
to keep or remove
items from an
instrument through
the calculation of
CVI (Dewi Tojib
and Ly-Fie
Sugianto, 2006).

ADVANTAGES-Flexible as
requires only a minimum of 3
experts. Offers practicality in
terms of time and cost. Quick and
easy to implement (Dewi Tojib and
Ly-Fie Sugianto, 2006).

DISADVANTAGE
S-The CVI may be
inflated by chance.
A 4-option scale is
not universally
used in CVI
determinations
(Dewi Tojib and
Ly-Fie Sugianto,
2006).
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6 to 10 experts. 

 2. Scale-level CVI 

(S-CVI) a. S-

CVI/UA b. S-

CVI/AVE 

SCVI/ Ave of .90 or 

higher. 

-This requires 

strong 

conceptualisations 

of constructs, good 

items, judiciously 

selected experts 

-clear instructions 

to the experts 

regarding the 

underlying 

constructs and the 

rating task (Lynn 

1986).  

 

 

 

Davis (1992) 

 

 

Lynn (1986) 

 

Guidelines to 

perform CVI 

3. Item-level CVI 

(I-CVI)  

 

-need two 

rounds of expert 

review if the 

initial I-CVIs 

suggest the need 

for substantial 

item 

improvements 

or 

-if the reviewers 

identify aspects 

of the construct 

not adequately 

covered by the 

initial pool of 

items  

-Whichever 

computation 

method is used, 

scale developers 

be explicit about 

how their CVI 

values were 

calculated  

-  that potential 

scale users can 

draw informed 

conclusions 

about the scale’s 

content validity 

as a supplement 

to other 

empirical 

information 

 

Polit (2006) 

 

 

 

 

Polit (2006) 

 

 

Lynn (1986)  

 

 

 

 

Polit (2006) 
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about the scale’s 

quality. 

 

5.9.1 Measurement constructs 

The above measurement constructs are reflective as the measure of the construct how 

respondents, as in immediate senior officers, reflect on the leadership attributes that 

they practice at their workplace. In this research, to achieve comprehensive 

perspectives, their subordinates are also invited to reflect on the leadership practices of 

their immediate senior officers as they perceived them. The glossary of concepts for 

content validity is presented in APPENDIX 9: Content Validity Index Analysis For 

Immediate Senior Officers And APPENDIX 10: Content Validity ANALYSIS Index 

FOR Subordinates. 

 

5.10 Procedures of content validity 

Although content validity is based on a personal viewpoint, applying this method can 

add objectivity. Using a panel of experts offers the researcher vital information to revise 

an assessment. Measurement validation is indeed a never-ending process. It shall begin 

with the evaluation of the content validity of the measure. The following analysis should 

include evaluating the reliability (for example internal consistency and test-retest) and 

construct validity using factor analysis, and to name few; correlating the measure with 

the extended version and similar measures and constructs (Rubio et al., 2003). 

The importance of a pilot study is that it helps to identify coding errors, format 

problems, and ease of administration. Following a pilot study, researchers can assess 

psychometric properties. Testing a measure should be conducted before testing theory 

(Rubio et al., 2003). However, in certain scenarios, content validity is applied after 

several phases, depending on the research design. The rationale of having content 

validity after the Rasch model analysis is that the survey instruments undergo a rigorous 

process of item validation, as Mimi Mohaffyza Mohamad et al. (2015) suggested. 

The rationales of conducting content validity for this research provide many benefits to 

academics and practitioners. Training in content validity studies can benefit 

practitioners comprehend the measurement issues and be better informed and effective 
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consultants to researchers in the creation of appropriate and easily administered 

measures for the sample population (Rubio et al., 2003; Yaghmale, 2003). 

The criteria in measuring the content validity index for this survey items are adapted 

from Waltz and Bausell (1981). Three experts in the relevant subject matters examined 

the content validity of both instruments. The experts were then asked to rate each item 

based on the relevancy level on a four-point scale. The CVI criteria are as shown in the 

Table 5.15 below: 

Table 5.15 Criteria for Measuring Content Validity (Waltz and Bausell 1981) 

Criteria for Measuring Content Validity 

Relevance level 

1= not relevant 

2=item need some revision 

3=relevant but need minor revision 

4=very relevant 

 

Both instruments consisted of 94 items and were distributed to three panels of experts. 

The respective panel of experts rated each item using a content validity index of four-

point response scale. Experts consisted of academics in the field of psychology, human 

resource management and organisational behaviour and leadership at public universities 

in Malaysia. The letter of invitation to panel experts are attached in APPENDIX 8: 

SAMPLE LETTER OF INVITATION OF PANEL EXPERTS FOR CONTENT 

VALIDATION. 

5.10.1 Report for content validity outcomes 

Content Validity Index (CVI) for each item was determined. Based on Table 5.16 

below, the Malaysian Public Sector Leadership Dimension for ratee, the CVI for the 

items ranges from .67 to 1.00. Three items have a CVI of .67, and 99 items have a CVI 

of 1.00. The experts were asked to rate each item based on relevance, clarity, simplicity 

and ambiguity on the four-point scale. Of 102 items, those with CVI over 0.75 

remained, and the rest were revised, resulting from adding 22 items and a total of 116-

item scale. More important, every item except three has a CVI of .67. The item with the 

low CVI was subsequently revised. 
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Table 5.16 A Summary of CVI analysis for ratee as rated by Experts for Content 

Validity 

Public sector leadership 

attributes items 

CVI 

3/3=100 2/3=67 1/3=33 0/3=0 

TLB 20 items 3 items - - 

CC 51 items  - - 

PL 18 items - - - 

IPL 10 items - - - 

Total items 99 items Three items   

 

Content Validity Index (CVI) for each item was determined. Based on Table 5.17 

below, the Malaysian Public Sector Leadership Dimension for ratee, the CVI for the 

items ranges from .67 to 1.00. Four items have a CVI of .67, and 98 items have a CVI 

of 1.00. The experts were asked to rate each item based on relevance, clarity, simplicity 

and ambiguity on the four-point scale. Of 102 items, those with CVI over 0.75 

remained, and the rest were revised, resulting from adding 22 items and a total of 116-

item scale. More important, every item except four has a CVI of .67. The item with the 

low CVI was subsequently revised. 

Table 5.17 A summary of CVI analysis for rater as rated by Experts for Content 

Validity 

Public sector leadership 

attributes items 

CVI 

3/3=100 2/3=67 1/3=33 0/3=0 

TLB 20 items 3 items - - 

CC 50 items 1 item - - 

PL 18 items - - - 

IPL 10 items - - - 

Total items 98 items Four items   

 

Based on the above, Table 5.16 and Table 5.17 show the original and revised survey 

items. The content validity analysis is presented in APPENDIX 9: Content Validity 

Index ANALYSIS FOR Immediate Senior Officers and Appendix 10: Content Validity 

Analysis Index For Subordinates. 

 

The items were revised based on the suggestions by a panel of experts. As reviewed by 

panels, consultation with the primary supervisor and previous literature, the response 
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scale was changed to seven-point. The final analysis found that some items needed to 

be simplified. Twenty-two items have been added to the initial version of both survey 

questionnaires. The final instruments show that 116 items are suitable for measuring 

four public sector leadership attributes constructs, as presented in Table 5.18. 

Table 5.18 Content Validity Index analysis for both sampling groups 

 

 

Based on the findings in Table 5.18 of the analysis, 15 items were revised, and 22 items 

were added for the immediate senior officers' survey. While for the subordinates survey, 

13 items were revised, and 22 items were added. Overall, the content validity study 

provided direction for the revision of the measure. The content validity of the measure 

is strong, as indicated by the panel of experts. 

5.11 Discussion and conclusion for content validity approach 

Based on this pilot study, it can be concluded that validity and reliability are critical 

aspects to be considered in developing new instruments for a study. Therefore, based 

on the validity and reliability of this instrument, this instrument has the appropriate 

quality to be used by the researcher. The implication of this analysis helps researchers 

in developing a new leadership model for public sector leaders. This is the first step in 

CONTENT VALIDITY INDEX TABLE ANALYSIS SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

IMMEDIATE SENIOR
OFFICER/RATEE SURVEY
QUESTIONNAIRE
Revised : 15 items
Add: 22 items

Original items: 94

Finalized Items: 116

SUBORDINATE/

RATEE
SURVEYQUESTIONNAI
RE

Revised : 13 items
Add: 22 items

Original items: 94

Finalized Items: 116

PILOT STUDY

Survey was distributed - Online
Survey through permission
received from gatekeepers who
were officers at Human
Resource Department officers
at respective ministries and an
agency.

Period of time: October –
December 2018

Ministries/1 leading agency that
received 5 Star Rating from
MAMPU for the year 2017.
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ensuring assessment of leadership performance can help all those involved in practising 

their leadership knowledge and skills as responsive leaders at turbulent times. 

5.12 The overall conclusion for phase two 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 5.3 Survey Instrument Refinement 

Final
Tool

Phase One

Development of survey
based on literature review
and a modified online Delphi
survey technique.

Phase Two

Piloting the survey
instrument using B.O.S.

Approaches-Rasch
Model and Content
Validity

Phase Three

Distribution of
final survey
instrument
manually.

Proof of  Items development and validation phases 

Refinement 

Policy 

Expertise 

Research 

Expertise  

Field 

Expertise 

Items were deleted or revised 
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CHAPTER SIX REPORTING FINDINGS 

6.1 Introduction 

Chapter Six dealt with data presentation and the statistical analyses and interpretation 

of the descriptive results. This chapter presents the third phase of the study, which was 

designed to survey the public sector leadership practices (transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership, and integrative public leadership) of 

immediate senior officers.  Figure 6.1 below is the overview of the data analysis plan 

involved. 

 

Figure 6.1 Data Analysis Plan for Quantitative Research Adapted from De Vaues 

(2014) and Simpson (2015) 

 

6.2 Data analysis 

This section presents the statistical processes involved in the data analysis plan. The 

analysis of data in the current research is divided into three phases; namely (i) Data 

Screening; (ii) Assumptions Test and One-Way ANOVA; and (iii) Partial Least Square 

Structural Equation Modelling and SEM as illustrated in Figure 6.2. 
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analysis 
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cleaning / Data 

treatment 

 

 
Normal or not 
normal data 
distribution 

 

 
Parametric or Non-

parametric tests 

 

Data Analysis -
Descriptive and 

Inferential 
Statistics 

 

 
Descriptive  

Statistics 

 

 

Bivariate Methods of 
Survey Analysis (De 

Vaus, 2014) -     Cross 
Tabulations to 

compare both groups 
using Chi-squares 

 

Inferential 
Statistics Summary 
of descriptive data 

analysis 



 

115 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.2 Data analysis processes for the current study adapted from Suhaila Haron 

(2020) 

 

Data screening 
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6.3 Data screening 

Before analysis, research instrument items were examined, through SPSS statistical 

package, for accuracy of data entry, missing values, outliers and normality. Routine pre-

analysis (removing major errors, duplicates, and outliers) screening procedures for 

assessment of multivariate assumptions were carried out using multiple regression and 

residual analysis. The findings and treatment of these issues are presented next for 

immediate senior officers and subordinates samples.  

All completed questionnaires were collected, and responses numerically coded and 

entered SPSS for Windows (Version 21.0) for analysis. The frequency distributions of 

all variables were examined to check the accuracy of data input and to identify out of 

range scores and missing samples. The database was further refined by recoding 

variables with low frequencies in some categories. The survey items were grouped 

based on previous standard survey and checklist which had been refined via a rigorous 

research method (Please refer to Section 2.2.2, 2.2.3,2.2.4, Chapter 4 and Chapter 5). 

Descriptive statistics (frequencies, frequency percentages, and numerical summaries) 

were used to describe the characteristics of the sample, leadership practices, and ratings 

on the level of leadership practices.  

This research uses, one dependent and three independent variables. The dependent 

variable is integrative public leadership (IPL). The independent variables are 

transformational leadership behaviour (TLB), civic capacity (CC) and public leadership 

(PL). The data description is presented in the following section. 

6.4 Data cleaning 

Cleaning or treating data from responses gathered in the survey is vital to prepare the 

data for statistical analysis techniques in the subsequent chapter (Sekaran and Bougie 

2010). Data Cleaning is also defined as the process of identifying and amending coding 

errors (Babbie, 2001). The statistical analysis of all forms expects sound measurement 

and data, free from coding errors (hai).  

Tabachnik and Fidel recommend cleaning data before statistical analysis (2007). Data 

from the pilot test will be coded, then cleaned and checked for missing values or isolated 



 

117 

situations that could alter the results (Hair et al. 2010). To ensure the researcher is 

confident that the data are as expected in terms of overall dispersion, it is excellent 

practise to develop descriptive statistics. Therefore, before any data cleaning, a variety 

of descriptive analyses employing frequencies, measures of central tendency, standard 

deviation, and graphs were performed.    

Data screening includes checking data entry correctness, identifying outliers, and 

calculating normality (Laerd.com 2019). Normality is required to choose between 

parametric and non-parametric statistical analysis (please refer to Section 6.6). This 

study used three normality tests: (1) the mean, median, and mode are the same or nearly 

the same, (2) skewness and kurtosis (2), and (3) bell curve histogram. Second, 

descriptive statistics are applied for immediate senior officers and subordinates to 

identify the trend of the findings. Third, the data were broken down into construct and 

subconstruct levels. 

6.4.1 Data description 

This section presents the results from the survey on the evidence-based current practice 

of transformational leadership behaviour (TLB), civic capacity (CC), public leadership 

(CC) and integrative public leadership (IPL) among Malaysian public sector officers. 

The first part describes response rates and sample characteristics that include 

demographic and public sector officers related details.  The second part contains the 

frequency of transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership 

and integrative public leadership practices. This section reported is based on 

n=frequency and %= percentage. 

6.4.2 Responses rates and sample characteristics 

6.4.2.1 Responses rates 

The researcher distributed the survey questionnaires to Ministries and leading public 

sector agencies.  Almost all Human Resource (HR) Divisions of each Ministry chose to 

distribute and collect the survey questionnaire via the representative of each division or 

unit. The researcher followed up with each respective HR officer to increase responses. 

A follow-up is vital because questionnaires may take several weeks to be returned. 
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Therefore, Bryman and Bell (2011) suggest the need to deliver follow-up letters or 

questionnaires to those who fail to return them initially.  Additionally, the Ministries 

were asked to encourage their officers to fill in the questionnaire.  

Participants were given 918 questionnaires, of which 352 were completed, providing a 

response rate of 38.4%. As shown in Table 6.1, for both groups (immediate senior 

officers and subordinates), the Ministry of Home Affairs had the greatest response rate 

(27.3%), while the Ministry of Education had the lowest (2.8 percent). 122 immediate 

senior officers (36%) and 230 subordinates (40%) responded. The officer response was 

low, possibly due to the multiple ways officers were recruited to take the survey and 

limits on officer availability to volunteer. 

There were 75 divisions identified to pursue the data collection. Members of the public 

service were divided into two categories of grades, namely immediate senior officers 

employed at Grades 48, 52 and 54 and subordinates employed at Grades 41 and 44. 

Table 6.2 shows a breakdown of total respondents based on ministries and leading 

public sector agencies who completed surveys. 
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Table 6.1 Response Rates of Immediate Senior Officers and Subordinates by Ministries/Leading Agency 

Ministry/ 

Leading Public 

Sector Agency 

Distributed Returned Percentage (%) 

 Immediate Senior 

Officers 

Subordinates Immediate 

Senior Officers 

Subordinates Immediate 

Senior Officers 

Subordinates 

Prime Minister’s 

Department 

30 60 15 17 50 28 

Ministry of Finance 30 60 12 16 40 27 

Ministry of 

Education 

30 60 3 7 10 12 

Ministry of Water, 

Land and Resources 

40 80 22 41 55 51 

Ministry of Primary 

Industries 

40 80 24 41 60 51 

Ministry of Human 

Resource 

40 80 16 30 40 38 

Ministry of 

Communications 

and Multimedia 

40 80 3 9 8 11 

Ministry of Home 

Affairs 

40 80 27 69 68 86 

Total 338 580 122(36%) 230(40%)   
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6.4.2.2 Sample characteristics 

This section covers the officers' gender, employment experience, and academic 

qualifications. Their leadership style was also considered. This study's target 

population was all Malaysian public sector schemes. APPENDIX 4: Description of 

Service Schemes in the Malaysian Public Service (INTERACTIVE JPA, 2019). In 

2015–16, the Malaysia Administrative Modernization and Management Planning Unit 

(MAMPU) assessed the Star Rating Index (SRI) of eight Malaysian ministries and a 

key public institution (p. 25). 

Table 6.2 Total Number of Respondents based on Ministries/Leading Public Agency 

in Malaysia 
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Prime Minister’s 

Department 

9 9 15 17 32 

Ministry of Finance 12 3 12 16 28 

Ministry of Education 26 2 3 7 10 

Ministry of Water, 

Land and Resources 

13 13 22 41 63 

Ministry of Primary 

Industries 

11 11 24 41 65 

Ministry of Human 

Resource 

5 5 16 30 46 

Ministry of 

Communications and 

Multimedia 

13 

 

13 3 9 12 

Ministry of Home 

Affairs 

20 19 27 69 96 

Total  75 122 230 352 

 

The above Table 6.2 reported the responses before the data cleaning processes. 

Descriptive statistics analysis was conducted based on different group.  
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6.4.2.3 Identification of outliers 

Hair et al. (2006) explain that outliers are data that deviate too far from the other data 

in a data network.  An outlier response may also be called an illogical response 

(Sekaran and Bougie, 2010). Responses that do not agree with other information 

defined as inconsistent responses are also identified as outliers (Sekaran and Bougie, 

2010). Moreover, if they are not cleaned, data outliers can produce bias in that they do 

not reflect the true findings (Hair et al., 2006) and it is important to examine the nature 

of the outliers beforehand.  

Boxplots are beneficial when the researcher wishes to compare the distribution of 

scores on variables (Pallant, 2016). Pallant (2016) argues that data outliers can be 

found in Boxplot shown with a small circle symbol (*), the present sample number. 

Based on IBM SPSS, Pallant (2016) further describes any outliers as small circles with 

a number attached. Outliers are samples with scores that are quite different from the 

balance of the sample, either much higher or much lower (Pallant, 2016).  

Examining outliers is very important because it involves the decision of whether to 

remove the sample or continue to be maintained (Darusalam and Husin, 2018). 

Darusalam and Husin (2018) further explain that it is normal for most research to 

consist of a few outliers, for example, about 25% of the total sample. These outliers 

that need to be removed are data involving errors that have arisen from data entry and 

stated the real outliers, and supposed to be outliers, that may be considered valuable in 

studies (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). This is supported by Sekaran and Bougie (2010) 

that data entry errors tend to be outliers; however, an outlier is not always an error.  

6.5 Normality testing 

Assessing normality of descriptive analysis revealed that the data skewness and 

kurtosis were within the acceptable value of ±1; hence, data transformation does not 

call for remedy (Hair et al., 2006). This study adopts threshold suggested by Fidell 

(2007) whereby the value of the skewness and kurtosis are at range +/-1.7 or +/-2.  
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6.5.1 Normality testing for immediate senior officers sample 

The researcher considered the imputation approach in minimising the effect of missing 

values as outlined by Hertel (1976). Corrections of my data was done using Multiple 

imputations (MI). MI are suitable for normality testing because they are widely 

adopted to deal with missing values. (Mackinnon A. 2010) and is becoming to be 

proposed by journal reviewers (Rezvan et al. 2015).  

Based on Figure 6.2 below, it can be seen that all items for phase three had been 

answered by all respondents and was clear from any blank or missing data. Applying 

a statistical method that handles missing data was further treated to reduce bias and 

increase the estimates' precision (Wood et al. 2004). 

There were two samples for the immediate senior officers’ group with missing values, 

referred to as respondents no 68 and 86.  

Concerning variables, the above figure shows 94 respondents or 81.03% completed 

the survey. Regarding samples or cases in the above figure, this refers to samples of 

respondents who completed the items, of which there were only 2 or 2.5% cases of 

incomplete data, with 77 respondents or 97.47% with completed data.  

6.5.2 Identification of outliers for immediate senior officers 

In this study, a total of 35 samples outside the box of 4 key constructs of the study was 

removed, namely: (1) transformational leadership dimensions, (2) civic capacity 

dimensions, (3) public sector leadership dimensions, and (4) integrative public 

leadership. After the removal of the outliers, the balance of n = 79/79 was still adequate 

or more than actual samples (n) to be used for analyses. This was based on the 

validation of the survey items using the Rasch Model, as mentioned in previous 

Chapter Five.  Figure 6.3 below shows output SPSS sample outliers that have been 

cleaned. The results show that the data is cleaned and there are no outliers. The 

researcher proceeded with the next analysis. 
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Figure 6.3 Identification of Outliers for Immediate Senior Officers 

There are no stars or other points past the mainline in the boxplot in Figure 6.3, so 

there are no outliers in this data set. Respondents scored high, 5.50 for 

Transformational Leadership Behaviour respondents scored 6.00 for Civic Capacity. 

Public leadership showed that respondents score 5.55. Respondents chose 4.50 for 

Integrative public leadership items. The analyses reported in Osborne and Overbay 

(2004) demonstrates the importance of outlier removal. They provided evidence that 

the removal of outliers tended to show significant changes in statistics and most of the 

analyses accuracy of estimates were enhanced via both correlations and t-tests 

(Osborne and Overbay, 2004). This leads to a prime argument for screening and 

removal of outliers, whereby, in most cases, errors of inference were significantly 

reduced (Osborne and Overbay 2004). 
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6.5.3 Value of mean, median and mode skewness and kurtosis test for 

immediate senior officers 

Table 6.3 Value of Mean, Median and Mode Skewness and Kurtosis Test for 

Immediate Senior Officers 

 TLB CC PL IPL 

N Valid 79 79 79 79 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 5.7025 5.9304 5.7722 4.6962 

Median 5.5000 6.0000 6.0000 4.5000 

Mode 5.50a 6.00 6.00 4.50 

Skewness .011 -.378 -.178 .285 

Kurtosis -.703 .151 -.838 -.252 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 

 

Based on the above Table 6.3, the first and second tests of the acquired normality 

indicates the immediate senior officer group scattered data was normal. Assessment of 

Skewness and Kurtosis on TLB, CC, PL and IPL in IOG was within +-@2 as suggested 

by Fidel indicated that the data was normal.  
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6.5.4 Skewness and kurtosis results for immediate senior officers 

 

 

Figure 6.4 Shows the value of the mean, median and mode skewness and kurtosis 

test for immediate senior officers Bell curve for TLB CC PL and IPL of immediate 

senior officers 
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Assessment of Skewness and Kurtosis on TLB, CC, PL and IPL in IOG was within +-

@2 as suggested by Fidel indicated that the data was normal. The next section presents 

the normality testing for subordinates.  

6.5.5 Normality testing for subordinates survey questionnaire 

Similarly, the research instrument items were statistically examined for accuracy of 

data entry and missing values. Missing values were below 5 per cent on the Likert 

scale items; thus, replacement with the mean value was applied (Tabachnick and 

Fidell, 2007; Hair et al., 2006). 

Concerning variables, the four variables received 100% completion by respondents. 

Similarly, about samples or cases who completed the items, 116 respondents or 100% 

completed the data. Additionally, regarding values for variables and cases, it was 

found that 464 value data was 100% completed. 

6.5.6 Identification outliers for subordinates survey questionnaire 

With regards to subordinates, Figure 6.5 below shows the output spss sample outliers 

that have been cleaned. 

Transformational Leadership Behaviour (TLB)     Civic Capacity (CC) 

 

 

         Public Leadership (PL)                            Integrative Public Leadership (IPL)  
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Figure 6.5 Identification of Outliers for Subordinates 

There are no stars or other points past the mainline in the boxplot in Figure 6.5 above; 

there are no outliers in this data set.  Most of the respondents scored high 5.50 for 

Transformational Leadership Behaviour. Nearly all respondents scored 6.00 for Civic 

Capacity. Public leadership showed that most respondents score 5.55. Most 

respondents chose 4.50 for Integrative public leadership items. 

6.5.7 Value of mean, median and mode for subordinates 

Table 6.4 Value of Mean, Median and Mode Skewness and Kurtosis Test for 

Subordinates 

 TLB CC PL IPL 

N Valid 116 116 116 116 

Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 5.4095 5.7198 5.5129 4.5905 

Median 5.5000 6.0000 5.5000 4.5000 

Mode 5.50 6.00 6.00 4.50 

Skewness -.048 -.315 -.241 -.013 

Kurtosis -.192 -.428 -.378 -.187 

     

 

Based on Table 6.4 as suggested by Fidel, assessment of Skewness and Kurtosis on 

TLB, CC, PL and IPL in IOG was within +-@2 and shows the data was normal. 

6.5.8 Skewness and kurtosis results for subordinates 

Based on the test of skewness and kurtosis (± 2), and (3) bell curve histogram for the 
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subordinates shows that TLB = -.089 and kurtosis level = -.188. The bell curve for 

every four dimensions shows a normal data distribution, as can be seen in Figure 6.6. 

 

 

 

  

 

Figure 6.6 The bell curve for TLB CC PL IPL shows a normal data distribution 

 

The next section presents the profile background of both groups. 

6.5.9 Profiles background of immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Because of the small sample size, the researcher examined the descriptive statistics 
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among the relevant variables using only frequencies and percentages for this section 

on the profile. The researcher was interested in understanding the overall pattern of 

results in how these leadership practices and integrative public leadership relate to 

more proximal performance measures. The descriptive statistics are provided in Table 

6.5. 

6.5.10 Gender 

This section provides the key figures of the demographic profile of those who 

participated in the survey. The importance of demographic information is to provide 

their background based on their roles. The breakdown of the profile of the respondents 

will be given in the following section. Parmjit and Puziah (2009) explain that the 

simplest form of table presentation begins with; the first column recorded the values 

of variables, X, and the second column recorded the frequency occurrence. As in this 

study, a complete frequency distribution that consists of more columns table were used 

as described by Parmjit and Puziah (2009). 

Table 6.5 Demographic information on gender, working experience and academic 

qualifications of immediate senior officers 

Characteristic Frequency % Frequency % 

 Immediate 

Senior Officers 

 Subordinates  

Gender  
Male  

Female  

Prefer not to 

disclose 

 

39 

37 

3 

 

49.4 

46.8 

3.8 

 

55 

57 

4 

 

47.0 

49.0 

3.0 

Working 

Experience (in 

years)  
1 - 10 

 ≥ 11 

21 - 30 

≥31 

 

 

 

5 

62 

11 

1 

 

 

 

6.33 

78.48 

13.9 

1.27 

 

 

 

100 

13 

3 

0 

 

 

 

86.2 

11.2 

2.6 

Academic 

qualifications 
Bachelor’s degree 

Master’s Degree 

PhD qualification 

 

 

26 

48 

3 

 

 

32.9 

60.8 

3.8 

 

 

94 

20 

1 

 

 

81 

17 

1 
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Other 2 

 

2.5 

 

1 1 

 

 

Table 6.5 above presents the gender of the respondents who are immediate senior 

officers’ groups. Firstly, category one represents the male group of 38 (49.0%) 

respondents. In the second category, 37 (47.0%) respondents are females, while the 

remaining consist of 3 (3.8%) respondents who prefer not to disclose their gender. As 

for subordinates, category one represents the male group of 55 (47.0%) respondents. 

In the second category, 57 (49.0%) respondents are females, while the remaining 

consist of 4 or 3.0% of respondents who prefer not to disclose their gender. 

Table 6.5 above shows the duration of respondents’ service who are the immediate 

senior officers in the public sector, which is highly related to their experience. These 

involve those respondents with working experience of 12 years, 15 years and 16 years. 

From Table 6.5, the three highest respondents of 15% each shared the same number of 

12 years of working experience. Only five respondents (6.0%) have worked for less 

than ten years or less, while 11.0% of respondents (9) have working experience of 

more than 25 years but less than 33 years.  

In comparison with subordinates, the highest respondents, 100 or 86.2%, had working 

experience of 1 to 10 years. This was followed by 13 or 11.2% of respondents with 

working experience of 11 to 20 years. Respondents who have worked for 21 to 30 

years consisted of three respondents or 2.6%. 

A summary of sample characteristics by gender, years of immediate senior officers 

experience and academic qualifications given in Table 6.4 shows good representation 

by gender at Ministries and leading public sector agencies. In relation to gender, equal 

numbers of men and women demonstrate that the different scheme of service in the 

Malaysian public sector consists of an approximately equal number of genders for both 

groups. Regarding the length of service, a higher percentage of immediate senior 

officers who participated had longer working experience than subordinates.  

Table 6.5 presents the grade level of the respondents who are immediate senior officers 
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in the four categories of grade level. Only the highest groups were reported. Firstly, 

category one represents grade 54 level, with 13 respondents, or 16.45% being male. In 

the second category, 13 or 16.45% of respondents were of grade 52. The third category 

represents grade 48 level, showed the highest with 16 respondents or 20.25% were 

women. By examining the respondents’ job grades in Table 6.5, it can be seen that the 

fewest responses were collected from immediate senior officers (another grade) with 

a percentage of 1.27%. These immediate senior officers were regarded as the 

supervisors in this study.  

6.5.11 Profiles of immediate senior officer 

This section provides an overview of the univariate analysis of the demographic profile 

of immediate senior officers who participated in the survey. The demographic data 

were analysed based on a grouped frequency distribution and presented in complete 

tables.  

6.5.11.1 Category of service scheme 

Respondents were asked to provide details of their category of service schemes. There 

are 21 service schemes involved in the survey. It was found that most immediate senior 

officers were from the Administrative and Diplomatic category of service scheme. The 

result showed that 64.6% or 51 of these officers were from the administrative and 

diplomatic service. Most subordinates were also from the Administrative and 

Diplomatic service scheme, with 53.0% or 62 respondents. 

6.5.11.2 Gender 

Table 6.6 The statement that describes the immediate senior officer 

Subject 

C
at

eg
o
ry

 1
 

C
at

eg
o
ry

 2
 

C
at

eg
o
ry

 3
 

C
at

eg
o
ry

 4
 

C
at

eg
o
ry

 5
 

C
at

eg
o
ry

 6
 

C
at

eg
o
ry

 7
 

 Count Count Count Count Count Count Count 

Male 6 6 6 3 3 7 8 

Female 3 8 7 0 3 10 6 
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Prefer 

not to 

disclose 

0 0 0 0 1 0 2 

Total 9 

(11.4) 

14(17.7) 13(16.5) 3(3.8) 7(8.9) 17(21.5) 16(20.3) 

 

The description of the category of the above Table 6.6 is as presented in APPENDIX 

5: Description of Statements for Immediate Senior Officers and Subordinates. The 

highest percentage of 21.5% or 17 respondents belonged to the immediate senior 

officers of grade 48 and have subordinates of grade 41. This followed by 20.3% or 16 

respondents from other categories. About 17.7% or 14 immediate senior officers of 

grade 52 have subordinates of grade 44. 16.5% or 13 respondents belonged to the 

immediate senior officers of grade 48.  

Overall, category 6 has the highest number, and the majority of them are women. 

Category six refers to the immediate officer who is of grade 48 who oversees 

subordinates of grade 41.  

6.5.12 Profiles of subordinates 

This section provides an overview of the demographic profile of subordinates who 

participated in the survey. The characteristics are presented in the next section.   

6.5.12.1 Gender 

The category of service scheme for subordinates presents the grade level of the 

respondents in two categories. Firstly, category one represents the 41-grade level of 

74 respondents or 64.0%. In the second category, 42, or 36.0% of respondents are of 

grade 41. Most subordinates held designations as Assistant Secretary (49.0% or 57 

respondents).  

Table 6.7 Statement of description subordinates 

S
u

b
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C
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eg
o
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 1

 

C
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C
at
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C
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C
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o
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 7
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 Count Count Count Count Count Count Count 

Male 14 

(63.0%) 
8(40.0%) 9(33.0%) 4(67.0%) 3(30.0%) 14(50.0%) 2(100.0%) 

Female 8 

(36.0%) 
12(60.0%) 17(63.0%) 2(33.0%) 6(60.0%) 12(43.0%) 0 

Prefer not 

to disclose 
0 0 1(4.0%) 0 1(10.0%) 2(7.0%) 0 

Total 22 (19%) 20(17.0%) 27(23.0%) 6(3.8) 10(8.6%) 28(24.0%) 2(1.72%) 

 

In terms of gender, there was a majority of 50.0% (57) women, 47.0% (54) men and 

only 3% (4) prefer not to disclose their gender responded to the item on the description 

of subordinates. More than half the respondents came from category 3 (27.0%) and 

category 6 (28.0%). Overall, there is a slight difference between the percentages of 

men and women who completed the item. Category 3 has the highest number, and 

most of them are women too. Category 3 refers to subordinates of grade 44 and who 

has an immediate senior officer of grade 48.  

 

6.6 Descriptive statistics of the variables 

6.6.1 Findings based on the questionnaires completed by immediate senior 

officers and subordinates (quantitative data) 

The presentation of cross-tabulation of research question two, as stated below, is 

shown in the following section.  

What is the level of transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public 

leadership and integrative public leadership practices among senior officers at 

ministries and leading public sector agencies? 

 

6.6.2 Descriptive statistics of the variables 

This descriptive analysis is based on mean, median, mode and standard deviation 

scores.   
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Table 6.8 Mean comparison of all constructs between immediate senior officers and 

subordinates 

Subject Immediate senior officer n=79 Subordinates n=116 

 Mean SD Minimum Maximum Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

TLB 5.7025 .44231 5.00 6.50 5.4095 .84853 3.50 7.00 

CC 5.9304 .54734 4.50 7.00 5.7198 .76411 4.00 7.00 

PL 5.7722 .47229 5.00 6.50 5.5129 .87093 3.50 7.00 

IPL 4.6962 .39563 4.00 5.50 4.5905 .69344 3.00 6.00 

         

 

Table 6.8 summarises the mean comparison of all constructs between both groups, the 

immediate senior officers and their subordinates, based on a total sample of n = 79 and 

n = 116, respectively. These figures are from the original data after treatment. 

Transformational leadership behaviour encompasses 22 items whose minimum score 

is 5.00 and maximum is 6.50. Civic capacity building related to 65 items whose 

minimum score is 4.50 and maximum is 7.00. The public leadership dimension relates 

to 24 items whose minimum score is 5.00 and maximum is 6.50. The integrative public 

leadership dimension of the immediate senior officers' group consists of 5 items whose 

minimum score is 4.00, and the maximum is 5.50. Therefore, it can be understood that 

respondents have a provided median score for integrative public leadership. The item 

analysis is based on all dimensions of the leadership of immediate senior officers and 

their subordinates in APPENDIX 5: Items Analysis for Each Dimension. 

 

From this figure, it can be understood that respondents have provided a high score 

maximum score for civic capacity, slightly high score for transformational leadership 

behaviour, follows by public leadership and integrative public leadership. 

 

6.6.3 Subordinates 

Table 6.8 summarises the descriptive statistics for the subordinate’s variables. In 

relation to transformational leadership behaviour, with 22 items, the minimum score 

was 3.50 and the maximum of 7.00. Table 6.8 indicates that the average mean (M = 

5.41) is somewhat high and the standard deviation for the TLB construct is .84853.   
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For the subordinate’s group, civic capacity building relates to 65 items whose 

minimum score is 4.00 and 7.00  

 

For the public leadership dimension of the subordinate’s group with 24 items, the 

minimum score is 3.50, and the maximum is 7.00. From the descriptive statistics in 

the minimum score is 3.50. The average mean (M = 5.5129) is somewhat high, and the 

standard deviation is .87093.  

 

In relation to the integrative public leadership dimension of the subordinate’s group, 

responses for the five items gave a minimum score of 3.00 and a maximum of 6.00. 

The score range is 3.00, which is somewhat low, and this is consistent with the average 

mean (M = 4.59).  Details of the item analysis based on all dimensions of the leadership 

of immediate senior officers and their subordinates are shown in APPENDIX 6: 

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables between Immediate Senior Officers and 

Subordinates.    

 

Overall, respondents have provided a slightly high score for transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership while respondents have 

provided a mid-score for integrative public leadership. 

 

6.6.4 Mean comparison of study variables between both groups 

6.6.4.1 Mean comparison of TLB subconstructs 

Table 6.9 Mean comparison of TLB subconstructs between immediate senior officers 

and subordinates 

Subject Immediate senior 

officers 

Subordinates 

 Mean Std 

Deviation 

Mean Std 

Deviation 

TRANSFORMATIONAL 

LEADERSHIP 

BEHAVIOUR (TLB) 

CONSTRUCT 

    

Articulating Vision 5.7278 .59806 5.3966 .90052 
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Provide Appropriate Model 5.9810 .53972 5.5560 1.07698 

Foster Acceptance Goals 6.0316 .51479 5.5517 .95412 

High Performance 

Expectancy 
5.8861 .73358 5.51 .909 

Individual Support 6.0633 .72221 5.60 .968 

Intellectual Stimulation 5.8038 .52145 5.4569 .94540 

Willingness to Change 5.7025 .47716 5.4224 .91984 

Grand mean 41.1961  38.49  

 

Table 6.9 shows the mean and standard deviation for the immediate senior officers' 

group. There are seven subconstructs for transformational leadership behaviour items. 

Standard deviation and mean tend to be the focal point for many parametric 

significance tests (Easterby, 2015). ‘Individual support’ receives the highest mean = 

6.0633 (SD =.72221). This is followed by the subconstruct ‘foster acceptance goals’ 

with a mean score = 6.0316 (SD = .51479). The mean score for ‘provide appropriate 

model’ is 5.00 (SD = .53972).  Mean for other subconstructs; ‘high-performance 

expectancy’ has a mean score of 5.8861 (SD = .73358) and ‘intellectual stimulation’ 

mean score is 5.8038 (SD = .52145).  

 

While the mean score for both ‘articulating vision’ and ‘willingness to change’ is 

5.7278 (SD = .59806) and 5.7025 (SD = .47716). Based on Table 6.9, it can be seen 

that the dispersion of the scores is moderately high for ‘individual support’ and ‘high-

performance expectancy’. The mean scores are consistent for ‘provide appropriate 

model’, ‘intellectual stimulation; ‘articulating vision’ and ‘willingness to change’. All 

subconstructs except ‘articulating vision’ shared the same median, which is 6.0000, 

and mode is 6.00. ‘Articulating vision’ has a median (5.5000) and mode (5.50). The 

grand mean score is 41.1961. The mean and median are chosen for this study as they 

have been most widely used as summaries of location for the dataset (Easterby, 2015). 

This show that subordinates slightly agree that their immediate senior officers practise 

TLB. 

As for the subordinate’s group, individual support receives the highest mean = 5.60 

(SD =.968). Other subconstructs share similar mean scores; ‘foster acceptance goals’ 

with M= 5.5517 (SD = .95412). The maximum score is 7.00. The mean score for 



 

137 

‘provide appropriate model’ is 5.5560 (SD = 1.07698), and the maximum score is 7.00.  

‘High-Performance Expectancy’ has a mean score of 5.51, and the maximum score is 

7.00 (SD = .909), and the mean score for intellectual stimulation is 5.4569, and the 

maximum score is 7.00 (SD = .94540). While the mean score for articulating vision is 

5.3966 and the maximum score is 7.00 (SD=.90052), and willingness to change is 

5.4224, and the maximum score is 7.00 (SD = .91984).  

Table 6.9, the mean score dispersion of the scores is somewhat high for individual 

support and high-performance expectancy. The mean scores are consistent for provide 

appropriate model, intellectual stimulation, articulating vision and willingness to 

change. The grand mean score is 38.5473.  

6.6.4.2 Mean comparison of CC subconstructs 

Table 6.10 Mean comparison of CC subconstructs between immediate senior officers 

and subordinates 

CIVIC CAPACITY 

BUILDING (CC) 

CONSTRUCT 

    

Civic Drive 6.1329 .61867 5.7802 .79752 

Civic Connections 5.7785 .53557 5.5905 .91509 

Civic Pragmatism 5.7152 .66354 5.6164 .83759 

Grand mean 17.6266  16.99  

 

Table 6.10 shows that for the immediate senior officers' group, there are three 

subconstructs for civic capacity building items. Civic drive receives the highest mean 

of 6.1329 (SD =.61867). This is followed by the subconstruct civic connections with 

a mean score of 5.7785 (SD = .53557). The mean score for civic pragmatism is 5.7152 

(SD = .66354).  The grand mean score is 17.6266.  

Based on the descriptive analysis for the subordinate group, the civic drive 

receives the highest mean of 5.7802 (SD =.79752). The mean score for subconstruct 

civic connections is 5.5905 (SD = .91509). The mean score for civic pragmatism is 

5.6164 (SD = .83759).  The grand mean score is 16.9871. 
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6.6.4.3 Mean comparison of PL subconstructs 

Table 6.11 Mean comparison of PL subconstructs between immediate senior officers 

and subordinates 

PUBLIC LEADERSHIP (PL) 

CONSTRUCT 

Immediate senior 

officers 

Subordinates 

 M SD M SD 

Accountability leadership 5.8924 .48484 5.5172 .87708 

Lawfulness leadership 6.0127 .51250 5.5905 .83562 

Ethical leadership 6.0823 .53368 5.6853 .85091 

Political loyalty leadership 5.6582 .61781 5.5216 .86575 

Network governance 

leadership 

5.7468 .56542 5.5345 .89861 

Grand mean 29.3924  27.8491  

 

For the immediate senior officers' group, public leadership consists of five 

subconstructs. Table 6.11 shows that both ethical leadership (M= 6.0823; SD = 

.53368) and lawfulness leadership (M= 6.0127; SD=.51250) share the highest mean 

scores. Accountability leadership (M=5.8924; SD= .48484), network governance 

leadership (M=5.7468; SD=.56542) and political loyalty leadership (M=5.6582; 

SD=.61781). From the descriptive statistics in Table 6.11, it can be seen that the 

dispersion of the scores for political loyalty leadership is slightly high. The mean 

scores for network governance leadership are consistent with the average mean 

(M=5.7468; SD=.56542).  The grand mean score is 29.3924.  

 

As for public leadership subconstructs for subordinates’ groups, they perceived ethical 

leadership (M= 5.6853; SD = .85091). The lawfulness leadership (M= 5.5905; 

SD=.83562). The accountability leadership (M=5.5172; SD= .87708), network 

governance leadership (M=5.5345; SD=.89861) and political loyalty leadership 

(M=5.5216; SD=.86575). From the descriptive statistics in Table 6.11, it can be seen 

that there are similarities in the mean scores and dispersion values of all subconstructs. 

These results show that subordinates slightly agree that their immediate senior officers 

practise public leadership at work.  



 

139 

6.6.4.4 Mean comparison of IPL subconstructs 

Table 6.12 Mean comparison of IPL subconstructs between immediate senior 

officers and subordinates 

INTEGRATIVE PUBLIC 

LEADERSHIP (IPL) CONSTRUCT 

    

Integrative Public leadership 

knowledge (Networking) 

5.9494 .59697 5.6422 .81242 

Integrative Public leadership 

Practices 

6.0506 .65826 5.69 .869 

Red Tape 

(Point 5 Likert Scale) 

3.4177 .84136 3.54 .985 

Grand mean 15.4177  14.8722  

There are three subconstructs for the integrative public leadership dimension of the 

immediate senior officers' group, as shown in Table 6.12. Integrative Public leadership 

knowledge (Networking) receives a mean score of 5.9494 (SD=.59697). Integrative 

Public leadership Practices receives a mean score of 6.0506 (SD=.65826), and the 

mean score for Red Tape is 3.4177 (SD=.84136). The mean score for Integrative 

Public leadership Practices is high and consistent between mean scores and standard 

deviation. The mean scores of Integrative Public leadership knowledge (Networking) 

are somewhat high, which is consistent with the average mean (M = 5.9494). The 

grand mean score is 15.4177.  

 

For the integrative public leadership dimension of the subordinate group, integrative 

public leadership knowledge (networking) receives a mean score of 5.6422 

(SD=.81242). The maximum score is Integrative public leadership practices receives 

a mean score of 5.6897 (SD=.86892). Both shared the same scores for median (6.0000) 

and mode (6.00). The mean score for Red Tape is 3.5345 (SD=.98184). The median 

score is 3.5000, and the mode is 3.00. Both integrative public leadership knowledge 

and practices share slightly high mean scores and consistent with scores for standard 

deviation. The grand mean score is 14.8664. 

 

Details of the item analysis based for all dimensions leadership of immediate senior 

officers and their subordinates are shown APPENDIX 5: Items Analysis for Each 

Dimension and APPENDIX 6: Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables between 
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Immediate Senior Officers and Subordinates.    

6.6.4.5 Summary of significant findings 

In the sampled Ministries and leading public sector agencies, most of the variables that 

showed significant results were based on the self-report by immediate senior officers 

and perceived assessment of subordinates of the leadership practices of their respective 

immediate senior officers. In the survey questionnaire, both groups rated the degree of 

TLB, CC, PL and IPL practices using a 7-point Likert scale. Only one item no 116 

measures the level of red tape offered to rate based on Likert scale point five using the 

same response scale suggested by the previous scholar Crosby and Bryson (2010); as 

mentioned in Chapter Three (p.25). Each summary measures are useful for different 

purposes (Easterby, 2015). Each summary reflects different aspects of data which 

represent the feature of locatedness (Easterby, 2015). 

The following section presents the results for subscales of each variable using bar and 

spider web charts.  
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6.6.4.6 TLB subscales 

 

Figure 6.7 A summary of transformational leadership behaviour subconstruct in 

terms of mean comparison for both groups 

 

There is a higher mean score for TLB (immediate senior officers), and this indicates 

that senior officers are more likely to feel that they practise TLB. The difference in the 

group mean is 2.6488. Subordinates group perceived lower values of TLB 

subconstructs (grand mean=38.5473) as compared to immediate senior officers 

(mean=41.1961). The small difference in total grand mean reveals that subordinates 

agree to some extent that their immediate senior officers practise TLB.  
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6.6.4.7 CC subconstructs 

 

Figure 6.8 A summary of civic capacity building subconstruct in terms of mean 

comparison for both groups 

 

Immediate senior officers group perceived higher values of CC subconstructs (grand 

mean=17.6266) than subordinates (grand mean=16.99). There is a higher mean score 

for CC (immediate senior officers), and this indicates that senior officers are more 

likely to feel that they practise CC. The difference in the group mean is 0.6366. The 

small difference in grand mean between both groups shows that subordinates support 

their immediate senior officers practising CC. 
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6.6.4.8 PL subconstructs 

 

Figure 6.9 A Summary of Public Leadership subconstruct in terms of mean 

comparison for both groups 

 

When compared to immediate senior commanders (mean=27.8491), the subordinates 

group perceived lower values on the PL subconstructs (grand mean=29.3924). We can 

see that PL (immediate senior officers) has a higher mean score, indicating that senior 

officers are more likely to believe they practise PL. The difference between the group 

mean and the individual mean is 1.5433. However, there is only a small difference in 

group mean, which shows that subordinates feel that their immediate senior officer is 

likely to practice PL at work.  
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6.6.4.9 Integrative public leadership (IPL) subconstructs 

 

Figure 6.10 A summary of Integrative Public Leadership (IPL) subconstructs mean 

comparison between both groups 

 

We can see that there is a higher mean score for IPL (immediate senior officers and 

this indicate that senior officers are more likely to feel that they practise IPL. The 

difference in the group mean is 0.5455. Subordinates group perceived lower values of 

IPL subconstructs (grand mean=14.8722) compared to immediate senior officers 

(mean=15.4177). Self-report shows a higher level of self-evaluation. However, the 

grand mean presents a slight difference in the perceptions on the level of integrative 

public leadership practice.  

Overall, we can see that the immediate senior officers rated themselves higher than 

that of their subordinates based on the mean score for all study variables (TLB, CC, 

PL, IPL). However, there is not a significant difference between both grand means. 

Therefore, the next step is to analyse the inferential statistics of the findings, which 

will be executed in the following chapter. 
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6.7 Introduction 

This chapter examines the relationship among variables for the hypotheses specified 

in Chapter 2 and summarized in section 2.14. The dependent variable of interest, 

integrative public leadership, can be divided into three subconstructs: Integrative 

Public leadership knowledge (Networking), Integrative Public leadership Practices 

Red Tape. The primary hypothesised independent variables were transformational 

leadership behaviour (TLB), civic capacity (CC) and public leadership (PL). Finally, 

a summary of the findings is presented in this chapter. 

 

Chapter Six (PART II) dealt with data presentation and the statistical analyses and 

interpretation of the results. This chapter presents the third phase report of the study, 

which was designed to survey the public sector leadership practices of Malaysian 

immediate senior officers. The survey's main objective was to identify current 

transformational leadership behaviour practices, civic capacity, public leadership, and 

integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers.  

 

For a clear mode of presentation, the hypotheses and analysis presentation are logically 

grouped into four sets. Firstly, there is the relationship between the independent 

variable and dependent variables that involve direct outcomes of transformational 

leadership behaviour (TLB) civic capacity (CC) and public leadership (PL) on 

integrative public leadership (IPL). Secondly, the analytical techniques used were 

independent sample t-test, correlations and analysis of variance for the integrative 

public leadership. 

6.8 Inferential statistics 

Descriptive statistics frequencies, frequency percentages, and numerical summaries) 

were used to describe the characteristics of the sample, leadership practices, and 

ratings on the level of leadership practices (Please refer to Figure 6.12), and to identify 

the significant relationship between variables. The terminologies of samples refer to 

both immediate senior officers and subordinates. 
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Figure 6.11 A summary of the hypothesized model 

 

6.8.1 Statistical analysis 

The purpose of the statistical analysis in this chapter is to know about the association 

or relationship between two nominal, or ordinal variables (Ghazali and Sufean, 2016 

p. 78) relate an immediate senior officer’s and subordinates score on each of the 

constructs. In other words, the researcher wanted to determine how much variability 

existed in the means of the sources of transformational leadership behaviour, civic 

capacity with integrative public leadership across groups of immediate senior officers 

and subordinates. The researcher had to determine which correlations and one-way 

ANOVA were appropriate based on the research question and the data collected. 

6.8.2 The relationship and significant difference between IV and DV 

In this study, there are three independent variables, namely, TLB, CC and PL. The 

dependent variable is IPL. Thus, this section will assess the relationship of TLB, CC 

Independent 
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and PL with IPL. The hypotheses tested are as stated (Chapter Two).  

 

Subsequently, H1 was examined according to the groups of immediate senior officers. 

Specifically, these hypotheses are tested as follows:  

6.8.3 Correlation between TLB, CC PL and IPL of the immediate senior officer 

H1: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership of 

immediate senior officers. 

The hypothesis tests the relationship between transformational leadership behaviour, 

civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership. Bivariate Pearson 

correlations between TLB, CC, PL as independent variables and integrative public 

leadership as the dependent variable were performed for immediate senior officers and 

the result is demonstrated in Table 6.13 and Table 6.13, While for subordinates, the 

results are demonstrated in Table 6.15 and Table 6.16. The reporting for correlation is 

described based on the following guidelines Table 6.13: 

Table 6.13 Guidelines in reporting the correlation 

Steps          Guidelines 

1. describe 

research 

• describe research  

• research hypothesis 

• describe how variables were measured as suggested by 

Study Guide Jordan Penne father Psych 3101- Fall 2003  

• the variables were measured  

2. appropriate 

descriptive 

• statistics (means, outliers)  

3. Results • reporting of results shall present the following:  

• Report the correlation coefficient r = .567  

• Report z-score (z = 6.12, df = 34, p < .0012)  

• If p > .05, there is no relationship between variables 

(you’re done)  

• If p < .05 there is a significant relationship  

• The researcher is to describe the relationship.   
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• If a negative correlation when one variable increases, the 

other decrease.  

• If a positive correlation, when one variable increases, the 

other increases. 

 

6.8.4 Correlation between TLB and IPL of the immediate senior officer 

H1 a: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership 

behaviour and integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers.  

 

In determining the strength of the relationship between variables TLB, CC, PL and 

IPL, the researcher uses Chen (1988) guidelines for the interpretation, as shown in the 

table below: 

Table 6.14 The value of the correlation coefficient guidelines 

Strength Values 

Small r = .10 to .29 

Medium r = .30 to .49 

Zeta r = .50 to 1.0 

Source: Cohen (1988 pp. 79 -81) as cited in Pallant (2016) 

 

The relationship between transformational leadership behaviour (as measured by TLB) 

and integrative public leadership (IPL) was investigated using Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no 

violation of the assumptions of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity. Based on 

Table 6.15 below the Pearson correlation coefficient (.089) and Table 6.16 Spearman 

rho value below (.093). The significance level is .000. which means the relationship is 

highly significance (and therefore it is likely that there is a relationship between the 

two variables in the transformational leadership behaviour as well as the integrative 

public leadership). There is a positive correlation between the two variables, r = -.089, 

n = 79, p < .001, with high levels of transformational leadership behaviour associated 

with high levels of integrative public leadership. The sign is negative which that as 
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transformational leadership behaviour increases, integrative public leadership 

decreases.  So on average, immediate senior officers have lower integrative public 

leadership. From these findings, it can be concluded that the immediate senior officers’ 

transformational leadership behaviour has significant positive relationship with 

integrative public leadership for H1a. 

Table 6.15 Correlations for immediate senior officers 

 TLB CC PL IPL 

TLB 

Pearson Correlation 1 .296** .294** .089 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .008 .009 .437 

N 79 79 79 79 

CC 

Pearson Correlation .296** 1 .434** .034 

Sig. (2-tailed) .008  .000 .764 

N 79 79 79 79 

PL 

Pearson Correlation .294** .434** 1 .157 

Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .000  .168 

N 79 79 79 79 

IPL 

Pearson Correlation .089 .034 .157 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .437 .764 .168  

N 79 79 79 79 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

6.8.5 Correlation between CC and IPL of the immediate senior officer 

H1 b: There is a significant relationship between civic capacity and integrative 

public leadership of immediate senior officers. 

The relationship between civic capacity (as measured by CC) and integrative public 

leadership (IPL) was investigated using Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the 

assumptions of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity. Based on Table 6.15 above 

on the Pearson correlation coefficient (.034) and Table 6.16 Spearman rho value below 

(.038) There is a medium correlation between the two variables (above.3 to 49), 

suggesting quite an average relationship between civic capacity and integrative public 

leadership. There is a positive correlation between the two variables, r = -.034, n = 79, 

p < .001, with medium levels of civic capacity associated with medium levels of 

integrative public leadership. From these findings, it can be concluded that the 
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immediate senior officers’ transformational leadership behaviour and integrative 

public leadership is related in certain subconstructs. 

Table 6.16 Correlations for immediate senior officers (Spearman’s rho) N (79) 

                           Construct TLB CC PL IPL 

Spearman's rho 

TLB 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

1.000 .261* .276* .093 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .020 .014 .413 

N 79 79 79 79 

CC 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.261* 1.000 .433** .038 

Sig. (2-tailed) .020 . .000 .739 

N 79 79 79 79 

PL 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.276* .433** 1.000 .130 

Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .000 . .255 

N 79 79 79 79 

IPL 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.093 .038 .130 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .413 .739 .255 . 

     

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

6.8.6 Correlation between CC and IPL of the immediate senior officer 

H1 c: There is a significant relationship between public leadership and integrative 

public leadership of immediate senior officers. 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient investigated the relationship between 

public leadership (as measured by PL) and integrative public leadership (IPL). 

Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of 

normality, linearity and homoscedasticity. Based on Table 6.16 above on the Pearson 

correlation coefficient (.157) and Table 6.17 above on the Spearman rho value (.255) 

There is a small correlation between the two variables (above.10), suggesting quite a 

low relationship between public leadership and integrative public leadership. There is 

a positive correlation between the two variables, r = -157, n = 79, p < .001, with low 
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levels of civic capacity associated with lower levels of integrative public leadership. 

From these findings, it can be concluded that the immediate senior officers’ public 

leadership and integrative public leadership is related in certain subconstructs. 

Subsequently, H2 was examined according to the groups of subordinates. Specifically, 

these hypotheses are examined as follows:  

6.8.7 Correlation between TLB, CC, PL and IPL of the Subordinate 

H2: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership of 

subordinates. 

Similar to the above analysis, the same guidelines by Chen (1988) are used to interpret 

the strength of the relationship between variables TLB, CC, PL and IPL of 

subordinates, as shown in Table 6.16 above. 

6.8.8 Correlation between TLB and IPL of the Subordinate 

H2 a: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership 

behaviour and integrative public leadership of subordinates. 

Table 6.17 Correlations for subordinates (N=116) 

Construct TLB CC PL IPL 

TLB 

Pearson Correlation 1 .648** .734** .520** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 116 116 116 116 

CC 

Pearson Correlation .648** 1 .718** .520** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 116 116 116 116 

PL 

Pearson Correlation .734** .718** 1 .560** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 

N 116 116 116 116 

IPL 

Pearson Correlation .520** .520** .560** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  
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About the relationship between subordinate transformational leadership behaviour and 

integrative public leadership, another Pearson correlation was performed. The 

subordinate transformational leadership behaviour was correlated with managerial 

integrative public leadership (r = -.520, p< .01). Based on Table 6.17 above, the 

Pearson correlation coefficient is .520 and Table 6.18 below on the Spearman rho 

value is .504. There is one variable (TLB) increase and the other (IPL) decrease. The 

correlation between the two variables suggesting a negative relationship between 

public leadership and integrative public leadership.  

There is a negative correlation between the two variables, r = -520, n = 116, p < .001, 

with high levels of transformational leadership behaviour and low high levels of 

integrative public leadership. From these findings, it can be concluded that the 

immediate senior officers’ transformational leadership and integrative public 

leadership is not related; thus, the hypothesis (H2a) is rejected. 

Table 6.18 Correlations Spearman’s rho for subordinates (N=116) 

                            Construct TLB CC PL IPL 

Spearman's rho 

TLB 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

1.000 .611** .729** .504** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 

N 116 116 116 116 

CC 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.611** 1.000 .686** .496** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .000 

N 116 116 116 116 

PL 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.729** .686** 1.000 .541** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 

N 116 116 116 116 

IPL 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.504** .496** .541** 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . 

     

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

H2 ai: There is a significant relationship between transformational leadership 

behaviour subconstructs and integrative public leadership subconstructs of 
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subordinates. 

Table 6.19 TLB subconstructs correlations with IPL subconstructs for subordinates 

(N=116) 

Construct AV PAM FAG HPE ISUP IS WTC IPN IPLP RT 

AV 

Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .658** .692** .633** .511** .671** .618** .555** .503** .137 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .143 

           

PAM 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.658** 1 .801** .490** .672** .611** .650** .585** .651** .165 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .077 

           

FAG 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.692** .801** 1 .701** .761** .765** .706** .540** .581** .147 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .116 

           

HPE 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.633** .490** .701** 1 .666** .727** .678** .525** .521** .044 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .643 

           

ISUP 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.511** .672** .761** .666** 1 .709** .614** .504** .514** .124 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .184 

           

IS 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.671** .611** .765** .727** .709** 1 .801** .502** .515** .210* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .024 

           

WTC 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.618** .650** .706** .678** .614** .801** 1 .584** .576** .124 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .186 

           

IPN 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.555** .585** .540** .525** .504** .502** .584** 1 .851** .106 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .260 

           

IPLP 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.503** .651** .581** .521** .514** .515** .576** .851** 1 .176 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .059 

           

RT 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.137 .165 .147 .044 .124 .210* .124 .106 .176 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .143 .077 .116 .643 .184 .024 .186 .260 .059  

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Another Pearson correlation was performed concerning the above Table 6.19 
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relationship between subordinate transformational leadership behaviour subconstructs 

and integrative public leadership subscale. The subordinate transformational 

leadership behaviour subscale high-performance expectations (HPE) was found to be 

correlated with the integrative public leadership subscale, which was a red tape (RT) 

(r = -.044, p< .01). Based on the Pearson correlation coefficient (.44) and Table 6.20 

below the Spearman rho value (.083). There is one variable (TLB) increase, and the 

other (IPL) increases. The correlation between the two variables suggesting a positive 

relationship between public leadership and integrative public leadership.  

There is a positive correlation between the two variables, r = .44, n = 116, p < .001, 

with high levels of high-performance expectations and high levels of red tape. From 

these findings, it can be concluded that subordinates’ perceptions of high-performance 

expectations and red tape are related. 
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Table 6.20 Spearman’s Rho TLB subscale Correlations with IPL subconstructs for subordinates (N=116) 

                  Construct AV PAM FAG HPE ISUP IS WTC IPN IPLP RT 

Spearman's rho 

AV 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

1.000 .611** .641** .645** .527** .651** .584** .544** .477** .174 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .062 

PAM 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.611** 1.000 .777** .511** .670** .608** .610** .619** .682** .175 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .060 

FAG 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.641** .777** 

 

1.000 .717** .744** .715** .684** .578** .594** .136 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .147 

HPE 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.645** .511** .717** 1.000 .715** .746** .685** .542** .520** .083 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .374 

ISUP 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.527** .670** .744** .715** 1.000 .701** .610** .551** .544** .115 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .219 

IS 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.651** .608** .715** .746** .701** 1.000 .782** .507** .532** .244** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .008 

WTC 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.584** .610** .684** .685** .610** .782** 1.000 .578** .563** .115 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .217 

           

IPN 
Correlation 

Coefficient 

.544** .619** .578** .542** .551** .507** .578** 1.000 .799** .124 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .184 

           

IPLP 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.477** .682** .594** .520** .544** .532** .563** .799** 1.000 .219* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .018 

           

RT 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.174 .175 .136 .083 .115 .244** .115 .124 .219* 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .062 .060 .147 .374 .219 .008 .217 .184 .018 . 

           

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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6.8.9 Correlation between CC and IPL of the Subordinate 

H2 b: There is a significant relationship between civic capacity and integrative public leadership of subordinates. 

Another Pearson correlation was performed to the relationship between subordinates’ civic and integrative public leadership; the subordinate 

public leadership was correlated with integrative public leadership (r = -.520, p< .01). Based Table 6.20 above on the Pearson correlation 

coefficient (.520) and Table 6.20 above on the Spearman rho value (.496). There are one variable increase and another variable decrease — 

the correlation between the two variables suggesting a negative relationship between civic capacity and integrative public leadership. There 

is a negative correlation between the two variables, r = -520, n = 116, p < .001, with high levels of civic capacity and medium levels of 

integrative public leadership. From the results, it can be concluded that there is a negative relationship between subordinate civic capacity 

and integrative public leadership, and the hypothesis of a positive relationship between CC and IPL (H1b) is rejected. 

H2 bi: There is a positive relationship between civic capacity subconstructs and integrative public leadership scales of subordinates. 

Table 6.21 CC subscale correlations with IPL subconstructs (N=116) 

Construct CD CCon CP IPN IPLP RT 

CD 

Pearson Correlation 1 .730** .611** .609** .566** .074 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 .432 

       

CCon 

Pearson Correlation .730** 1 .814** .746** .697** .149 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 .111 

       

CP Pearson Correlation .611** .814** 1 .745** .749** .183* 
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Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 .050 

       

IPN 

Pearson Correlation .609** .746** .745** 1 .851** .106 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 .260 

       

IPLP 

Pearson Correlation .566** .697** .749** .851** 1 .176 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  .059 

       

RT 

Pearson Correlation .074 .149 .183* .106 .176 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .432 .111 .050 .260 .059  

       

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

With regard to the above Table 6.21 relationship between subordinate civic capacity subconstructs and integrative public leadership 

subconstructs, another Pearson correlation was performed. The subordinate civic capacity subconstructs civic drive (CD) was found to be 

correlated with the integrative public leadership subscale, which was a red tape (RT) (r = -.074, p< .01). Based on the above, the Pearson 

correlation coefficient (.074) and Table 6.22 below on the Spearman rho value (.058). There are one variable (CC) increase and the other 

(IPL) decreases. The correlation between the two variables suggesting a negative relationship between civic drive and red tape.  

There is a negative correlation between the two variables, r = .074, n = 116, p < .001, with high levels of civic drive and low levels of red 

tape. From these findings, it can be concluded that subordinates’ perceptions of civic drive and red tape are not related; thus, the hypothesis 

(H2a) is not significant. 
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Table 6.22 Spearman’s Rho CC subscale correlations with IPL for subordinates (N=116) 

                         Construct CD CCon CP IPN IPLP RT 

Spearman's rho 

CD 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

1.000 .721** .579** .629** .559** .058 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 .538 

       

CCon 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.721** 1.000 .788** .752** .678** .161 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .000 .000 .084 

       

CP 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.579** .788** 1.000 .722** .743** .248** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .000 .007 

       

IPN 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.629** .752** .722** 1.000 .799** .124 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .184 

       

IPLP 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.559** .678** .743** .799** 1.000 .219* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . .018 

       

RT 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

.058 .161 .248** .124 .219* 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .538 .084 .007 .184 .018 . 
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**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

6.8.10 Correlation between PL and IPL of the Subordinate 

H2 c: There is a significant relationship between public leadership and integrative public leadership of subordinates. 

The relationship between public leadership (as measured by PL) and subordinates' integrative public leadership (IPL) was investigated using 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure no violation of the assumptions of normality, 

linearity and homoscedasticity. Based Table 6.20 above on the Pearson correlation coefficient (.560) and Table 6.22 above on the Spearman 

rho value (.541). One variable increases and another decrease—the correlation between the two variables suggests a negative relationship 

between public leadership and integrative public leadership. There is a negative correlation between the two variables, r = -560, n = 116, p < 

.001, with high levels of civic capacity associated with lower levels of integrative public leadership.  

This means that the higher subordinates perceived that their leaders practised civic capacity, affecting their perceptions of IPL. This may be 

due to there is not much communication between subordinates with their immediate senior officers. 

Therefore, this hypothesis, H2c: a positive relationship between public leadership and integrative public leadership, is rejected. 
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H2 ci: There is a significant relationship between public leadership and integrative public leadership of subordinates. 

Table 6.23 PL Subconstructs correlations for subordinates (N=116) 

Construct AL LL EL PLL NGL IPN IPLP RT 

AL 

Pearson Correlation 1 .814** .651** .775** .758** .695** .680** .166 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .075 

         

LL 

Pearson Correlation .814** 1 .802** .727** .714** .647** .680** .126 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .178 

         

EL 

Pearson Correlation .651** .802** 1 .691** .688** .612** .655** .052 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .578 

N         

PLL 

Pearson Correlation .775** .727** .691** 1 .762** .632** .662** .130 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .166 

N         

NGL 

Pearson Correlation .758** .714** .688** .762** 1 .797** .799** .117 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .211 

N         

IPN 

Pearson Correlation .695** .647** .612** .632** .797** 1 .851** .106 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .260 

N         

IPLP 

Pearson Correlation .680** .680** .655** .662** .799** .851** 1 .176 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .059 

N         

RT 
Pearson Correlation .166 .126 .052 .130 .117 .106 .176 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .075 .178 .578 .166 .211 .260 .059  
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**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

With regard to the above Table 6.23 relationship between subordinate public leadership subconstructs and integrative public leadership 

subscale, another Pearson correlation was performed. The subordinate public leadership subscale ethical leadership (EL) was found to be 

correlated with the integrative public leadership subscale, which was a red tape (RT) (r = -.052, p< .01). Based on the Table 6.23 above, the 

Pearson correlation coefficient (.052) and Table 6.24 below on the Spearman rho value (.028). There is one variable (TLB) increase, and the 

other (IPL) decreases. The correlation between the two variables suggesting a negative relationship between ethical leadership and red tape.  

There is a negative correlation between the two variables, r = .052, n = 116, p < .001, with high levels of ethical leadership and low levels of 

red tape. From these findings, it can be concluded that subordinates’ perceptions of ethical leadership of their immediate senior officers and 

red tape are not related; thus, the hypothesis (H2ci) is not significant. 

Table 6.24 Spearman’s Rho PL subconstructs correlations with IPL subconstructs (N=116) 

                Construct AL LL EL PLL NGL IPN IPLP RT 

Spearman's rho 

AL 

Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .813** .666** .736** .735** .672** .674** .211* 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .023 

         

LL 

Correlation Coefficient .813** 1.000 .772** .701** .699** .602** .664** .149 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .110 

         

EL 
Correlation Coefficient .666** .772** 1.000 .674** .694** .607** .647** .028 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .766 



 

163 

         

PLL 

Correlation Coefficient .736** .701** .674** 1.000 .739** .608** .658** .174 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .062 

         

NGL 

Correlation Coefficient .735** .699** .694** .739** 1.000 .772** .788** .167 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .073 

         

IPN 

Correlation Coefficient .672** .602** .607** .608** .772** 1.000 .799** .124 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .184 

         

IPLP 

Correlation Coefficient .674** .664** .647** .658** .788** .799** 1.000 .219* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .018 

         

RT 

Correlation Coefficient .211* .149 .028 .174 .167 .124 .219* 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .023 .110 .766 .062 .073 .184 .018 . 

         

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

6.8.11 Summary for findings on the correlation 

The interpretation of these data on correlation for immediate senior officers shows that the public sector leadership model practised did have 

a significant influence on the perceptions of the 79 immediate senior officers within the context of integrative public leadership attributes. 
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The interpretation of these data on correlation for subordinates’ shows only one subscale of transformational leadership behaviour, which is 

high-performance expectations is related to red tape the subscale to integrative public leadership.  The public sector leadership model 

implemented did not significantly influence the perceptions of the 116 subordinates within the frame of the context of integrative public 

leadership attributes. 
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6.9 Reporting Results in ANOVA 

The researcher has chosen to report ANOVA results based on recommendations by 

Balkin (2008), Zhou and Skidmore (2017) and Field (2009) as illustrated in Table 6.25. 

Further explanation on p-value, homogeneity of variances, and post hoc tests are 

described in APPENDIX 6: GUIDELINES ON P-VALUE, HOMOGENEITY OF 

VARIANCES, and. 

Post Hoc tests are also referred to as ‘after the event’ tests. It is used to establish 

significant differences between pairs of means after an ANOVA has been performed 

and was found to be statistically significant. They are variations on independent 

samples t-tests comparing the pairs of means (Field 2009). The significance level 

needs to be adjusted in order to reduce the possibility of Type 1 errors. This leads to 

many choices of post hoc tests. Field (2009) recommendations were presented in Table 

6.25.  

Table 6.25 A summary of recommendations chosen for ANOVA report (Field 2009) 

Concept Definitions Sources 

Good ANOVA 

reporting write up 

(a) the type of analysis performed and 

the level of significance; 

(b) a statement linked to meeting 

model assumptions; 

(c) the statistical test written report; 

(d) follow-up procedures, if applicable; 

(e) a statement linked to practical 

significance; and 

(f) a statement linked to power. 

Balkin (2008) 

ANOVA reporting 

practices 

A comprehensive review published in 1998 

studied several APA journals and revealed 

persistent concerns in ANOVA reporting 

practices.  

Articles published in 2012 in three APA 

journals (Journal of Applied Psychology, 

Journal of Counselling Psychology, and 
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Journal of Personality and Social Psychology) 

done by Zhou and Skidmore (2017). Findings 

specified that ANOVA remains to be 

prevalent in the reviewed journals. For 

instance, ANOVA has still been used to test 

the primary research question and test 

conditional assumptions before the primary 

analysis.  

In educational and psychological research, 

ANOVA has been the most established 

statistical method used, and today ANOVA 

remains to be broadly used (Zhou and 

Skidmore, 2017).  

ANOVA reporting practices are unchanged 

from what was previously reported.  

The effect size reporting has improved  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Zhou and 

Skidmore 

(2017). 

Post hoc tests Choices of post hoc tests 

i. For guaranteed control over Type I 

errors (more conservative), Tukey 

uses Bonferroni for equal group sizes 

and similar variances. 

ii. Gabriel is used for slightly different 

group sizes 

iii. Hochberg’s GT2 for very group sizes 

Field (2009) 

The assumptions of 

one-way ANOVA 

1. The observations are random samples from 

normal distributions. 

2. The residuals for the whole data set are 

normally distributed.  

3. The groups have equal variances. 

Field (2009): 

 

Criteria of data for 

ANOVA 

There shall be one independent variable, and 

only one ‘p’ value is obtained.  

The P-value is defined as below: 

● It is the area under the F distribution 

curve that is to the right of your 

observed F-statistic. 

● This area may be obtained by integral 

calculus 

Field (2009) 
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SPSS output The SPSS output indicates statistically 

significant differences in mean strength 

between: 

i. 5% and 10% (p<0.01 for both 

methods) 

ii. 5% and 15% (p<0.001 for both 

methods) 

iii. 5% and 20% (p<0.001 for both 

methods) 

iv. 10% and 20% (p<0.01 for both 

methods) 

v. 15% and 20% (p<0.05 for Tukey 

only) 

 

Field (2009) 

The guideline for 

One-Way ANOVA 

interpretation 

 

i. The Fcalculated > Fcritical and the p-value 

is less than 0.05; 

ii. To reject the null hypothesis and 

accept the alternative hypothesis that 

there is at least a difference between 

two of the group means; and 

iii. If Fcal < Fcrit, the researcher fails to 

reject the null hypothesis and 

conclude that there are no significant 

differences between the group means. 

iv. There were no statistically significant 

differences in mean strength between 

10% and 15% for either method or 

between 15% and 20% with 

Bonferroni. 

Field (2009) 

 

This analysis for this research would be performed in SPSS by selecting ANALYSIS 

– COMPARE MEANS – ONE WAY ANOVA. 
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6.9.1 Data analysis of One-way analysis of variance (One-way ANOVAs)  

Subsequently, H3 was examined according to the groups of immediate senior officers. 

Specifically, these hypotheses are as follows:  

(1) H3 a: Is there a significant difference between TLB (IV) and immediate senior 

officers' IPL (DV)? 

(2) H3 b: Is there a significant difference between CC (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

subordinates? 

(3) H3 c: Is there a significant difference between PL (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

immediate senior officers? 

(4) H4: There is a significant difference between TLB, CC, PL and IPL of 

subordinates. 

(5) H4 a: Is there a significant difference between TLB (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

subordinates? 

(6) H4 b: Is there a significant difference between CC (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

immediate senior officers? 

(7) H4 c: Is there a significant difference between PL (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

subordinates? 

6.9.2 Hypothesis testing 

One-way ANOVA hypotheses are testing whether there is a significant difference 

between TLB, CC and PL (IVs) with IPL (DV) of immediate senior officers 

(immediate senior officers) and subordinates (subordinates). The basic criteria to 

proceed with ANOVA is when the sampling size or total for each variable n = >30. 

The demographic sampling must be n = > 30 (Ghazali and Sufean, 2016). 

The hypothesis tests the significant difference between transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership. The 
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One-Way ANOVA was performed, and results for immediate senior officers is 

demonstrated in the following sections. Immediate senior officers consisted of 79 

participants and subordinates of 116 participants.  

Based on Pallant (2016), there are three assumptions for the data suitable for one-way 

ANOVA analysis. First is the homogeneity of variance that gives you Levene’s test 

for homogeneity of variances, which tests whether the variance in scores is the same 

for each of the three groups. The steps suggested by Pallant (2016) are as below: 

i. Check the significance value (Sig.) for Levene’s tests.  

ii. If this number is greater than .05 (e.g. .08, .28), the researcher does not violate 

the assumption of homogeneity of variance. 

iii. If the researcher has found that the data has violated this assumption, there is 

the need to consult the table in the output headed Robust Tests of Equality of 

Means.  

iv. The preference for the two tests shown there (Welch and Brown-Forsythe) are 

when the assumption of the homogeneity of variance is violated. 

6.9.3 One Way ANOVA analysis (Immediate Senior Officer) 

The dependent variable for the study of public sector leadership is the integrative 

public leadership reported on the MPSL survey instrument for the questions 

categorised under transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, and public 

leadership. 

Table 6.26 Descriptive statistics for immediate senior officers 

Variables Mean Std. Deviation N 

TLB 5.6962 .44157 79 

CC 5.9304 .54734 79 

PL 5.7722 .47229 79 

IPL 4.6962 .39563 79 

 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.26 show the mean and standard deviation of 

immediate senior officers by a high level of civic capacity. From the table it is 



 

170 

indicated that there is a mean difference between the score of transformational 

leadership behaviour (M = 5.70, SD =. 44157), civic capacity (M = 5.93, SD =. 54734), 

public leadership (M = 5.77, SD =. 47229) and integrative public leadership (M = 4.70, 

SD = .39563) were those with civic capacity show higher mean score compared to 

transformational leadership, public leadership and integrative public leadership. 

6.9.4 One-way ANOVA: H3 a: Is there a significant difference between TLB 

(IV) with IPL (DV) of immediate senior officers? 

To examine H3, a univariate ANOVA was calculated to assess whether there was 

significance in the difference between TLB (IV) with IPL (DV) of immediate senior 

officers. The resulting analysis is presented in Table 6.27, 6.28, and Table 6.29 below: 

Table 6.27 TLB descriptive for immediate senior officers 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Scale N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

5.00 13 4.6154 .36251 .10054 4.3963 4.8344 4.00 5.50 

5.50 30 4.7000 .38507 .07030 4.5562 4.8438 4.00 5.50 

6.00 28 4.7143 .41786 .07897 4.5523 4.8763 4.00 5.50 

6.50 8 4.7500 .46291 .16366 4.3630 5.1370 4.00 5.50 

Total 79 4.6962 .39563 .04451 4.6076 4.7848 4.00 5.50 

 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.27 show the mean and standard deviation of 

immediate senior officers for each response scale of transformational leadership 

behaviour construct. Within the study, 30 immediate senior officers chose a 5.50 

response scale that had a mean of 4.7000 and with a standard deviation of .38507. Next 

is the response scale, 6.00 of 28 participants had a mean of 4.7143 and a standard 

deviation of .41786. Others response scale 5.00 with a mean of 4.6154 and a standard 

deviation of .36251 by 13 participants and the response scale 6.50 by 8 participants 

with a mean of 4.6962 and a standard deviation of .16366.  Those subordinates with a 

response scale of 5.50 represent between ‘slightly agree’ to ‘agree’ show the highest 

mean score compared to other response scales for transformational leadership 

behaviour. The lowest is represented by a response scale of 5.00, which represents the 
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slightly agree. 

Table 6.28 The overall descriptive statistics for TLB immediate senior officers 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation Df F 

TLB 79 5.6962 .44157 3,75 .706 

 

Table 6.29 TLB test of homogeneity of variances for immediate senior officer 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

.755 3 75 .523 

 

Based on Table 6.29, Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, the Sig. value is 

.551. Pallant (2016) suggests that if this number is greater than .05, the researcher has 

not violated the assumption of homogeneity of variance. As this is greater than .05, the 

researcher has not violated the homogeneity of variance assumption. 

Table 6.30 One Way ANOVA for TLB (immediate senior officers) 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Subject Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .118 3 .039 .243 .866 

Within Groups 12.091 75 .161   

Total 12.209 78    

 

Levene’s test showed that the variances for TLB were equal, F (3,78) = .706, p = .551. 

The results of ANOVA for TLB are identical to Levene’s tests. 

The p-value is greater than 0.05. The ANOVA model for context is not significant at 

the .706 level with an F statistic of 0.237 and a df of 3, 78. 

If the Sig. Value is less than or equal to 0.5 (e.g. .03,.001); there is a significant 

difference somewhere among the mean scores of your dependent variable for the 

groups. 

In this table, the overall Sig. Value is .866, indicating non-statistically significant 

results somewhere among the groups. Therefore, there is no need to proceed with post 

hoc tests. The ANOVA table gives an F statistic of .243 and a p-value of <0.001 (the 
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Sig. column of 0.000 has been rounded to 3 decimal places and should not be quoted 

in this format). Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis with 99.9% confidence (note: 

subtract the p-value threshold from 1 and multiply by 100 to obtain the confidence 

level) and conclude that there is very strong evidence that the mean tensile strengths 

of the different groups are unequal. However, we do not know which pairs of groups 

mean differences are significantly different, if any. This can be explored by performing 

post hoc tests. 

There were no statistically significant differences between group means as determined 

by one-way ANOVA (F (3,78) = 1.397, p = .15)"). The group means is 5.6962, and 

the standard deviation is .44157. Since the ANOVA is not significant, running a post 

hoc test is usually not warranted and should not be carried out (Lund Research, 2018). 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the research hypothesis H3a: that there is a 

significant difference between rejected. 

 

6.9.5 One-way ANOVA: H3 b: Is there a significant difference between CC (IV) 

with IPL (DV) of immediate senior officers? 

To examine H3 b, a Univariate ANOVA was calculated to assess a significant 

difference between civic capacity and integrative public leadership. The resulting 

analysis is demonstrated in Table 6.31, Table 6.32, Table 6.33, and Table 6.34. 

Table 6.31 CC descriptive for immediate senior officers 

Dependent variable: IPL (N=79) 

Scale N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

4.50 2 4.5000 .70711 .50000 -1.8531 10.8531 4.00 5.00 

5.00 7 4.7857 .39340 .14869 4.4219 5.1495 4.50 5.50 

5.50 16 4.5625 .40311 .10078 4.3477 4.7773 4.00 5.50 

6.00 33 4.7727 .37689 .06561 4.6391 4.9064 4.00 5.50 

6.50 17 4.6765 .39295 .09531 4.4744 4.8785 4.00 5.50 

7.00 4 4.6250 .47871 .23936 3.8633 5.3867 4.00 5.00 
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The descriptive statistics in Table 6.31 show the mean and standard deviation of 

immediate senior officers for each civic capacity construct response scale. Within the 

study, 33 immediate senior officers chose a 6.00 response scale with a mean of 4.7727 

with a standard deviation of .37689. Next is the response scale; 6.50 of 17 participants 

had a mean of 4.6765 and a standard deviation of .39295. The response scale of 5.50 

was chosen by 16 participants with a mean of 4.5625 and a standard deviation of 

.40311. The response scale of 5.00 was chosen by 7 participants with a mean of 4.7857 

and a standard deviation of .39340. Others response scale 7.00 with a mean of 4.6250 

and a standard deviation .47871 by four subordinates and response scale 4.50 with a 

mean of 4.5000 and a standard deviation of .70711 by two immediate senior officers. 

Those immediate senior officers with a response scale of 6.00 represent to show the 

highest mean score compared to other response scales for civic capacity construct. The 

lowest is represented by a response scale of 4.50, which represents the neither agree 

nor disagree to slightly agree. 

Table 6.32 CC (Immediate senior officer) 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Dependent variable: IPL   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

.449 5 73 .812 

 

Based on Table 6.32, Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, the Sig. value is 

.812. Pallant (2016) suggests that if this number is greater than .05, the researcher has 

not violated the assumption of homogeneity of variance. As this is greater than .05, the 

researcher has not violated the homogeneity of variance assumption. 

Table 6.33 One Way ANOVA for CC (immediate senior officers) 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Subject 

Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .639 5 .128 .807 .549 

Within Groups 11.570 73 .158   

Total 12.209 78    
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The dependent variable for the study of civic capacity is the integrative public 

leadership reported on the MPSL survey instrument for the questions that were 

categorised (constructs) civic drive, civic connections, design, evaluation, learning, 

and civic pragmatism. 

The p-value is greater than 0.05. Levene’s test showed that the variances for CC were 

equal, F (5, 78) = .449, p = .812. The results of ANOVA for CC are identical to 

Levene’s tests. 

Based on the tests of between-group effects, the p-value is greater than 0.05. Therefore, 

the ANOVA model for context is not significant at the .449 level with an F statistic of 

0.807 and a df of 5, 78. Since the ANOVA is not significant, running a post hoc test is 

usually not warranted and should not be carried out (LAERD.COM., 2018). 

In this table, the overall Sig. Value is .549, indicating non-statistically significant 

results somewhere among the groups. Therefore, the researcher rejects the null 

hypothesis with 99.9% confidence and concludes that there is very strong evidence 

that the mean strengths of the different groups are unequal. However, the researcher 

does not know which pairs of groups mean significantly different, if any. This can be 

explored by performing post hoc tests. Therefore, there is no need to proceed with post 

hoc tests. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the research hypothesis H3 b: Is there a significant 

difference between CC (IV) with IPL (DV) of immediate senior officers is rejected. 

Table 6.34 Descriptive statistics for CC immediate senior officers 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation Df F 

CC 79 5.9304 .54734 5,73 .706 

 

6.9.6 One-way ANOVA: H3 c: Is there a significant difference between PL (IV) 

with IPL (DV) of immediate senior officers? 

To examine H3 c, a Univariate ANOVA was tabulated to assess whether there was a 

significant difference between public leadership with integrative public leadership. 



 

175 

The resulting analysis is presented in Table 6.35, Table 6.36, Table 6.37. and Table 

6.38. 

Table 6.35 PL descriptive for subordinates 

IPL Dependent variable (N=79) 

Scale N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 95% 

Confidence 

Interval for 

Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

5.00 13 4.5769 .44936 .12463 4.3054 4.8485 4.00 5.50 

5.50 22 4.7273 .33549 .07153 4.5785 4.8760 4.00 5.50 

6.00 32 4.6563 .36890 .06521 4.5232 4.7893 4.00 5.50 

6.50 12 4.8750 .48265 .13933 4.5683 5.1817 4.00 5.50 

 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.35 show subordinates' mean and standard 

deviation for each response scale of public leadership construct. Within the study, 32 

subordinates chose a 6.00 response scale had a mean of 4.6563 with a standard 

deviation of .36890. Next is the response scale 5.50 of 22 subordinates had a mean of 

4.7273 and a standard deviation of .33549. The response scale 5.00 was chosen by 13 

subordinates with a mean of 4.5769 and a standard deviation of .44936. The other 

response scale 6.50 with a mean of 4.8750 and a standard deviation of .48265 by 12 

subordinates. Those subordinates with a response scale of 6.00 represent between 

agreeing to show the highest mean score compared to other response scales for public 

leadership. The lowest is represented by a response scale of 6.50, which represents 

agree to agree strongly. 

Table 6.36 PL for immediate senior officers 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Dependent variable: IPL   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

.742 3 75 .530 

 

Based on Table 6.36, Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, the Sig. value is 

.530. Pallant (2016) suggests that if this number is greater than .05, the researcher has 
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not violated the assumption of homogeneity of variance. As this is greater than .05, the 

researcher has not violated the homogeneity of variance assumption. 

Table 6.37 One Way ANOVA for PL (immediate senior officers) 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Subject Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups .641 3 .214 1.385 .254 

Within Groups 11.568 75 .154   

Total 12.209 78    

 

The dependent variable for the study of public leadership is the integrative public 

leadership reported on the MPSL survey instrument for the questions that were 

categorised (constructs) accountability leadership, lawfulness leadership, ethical 

leadership, political loyalty leadership, and network governance leadership. 

The p-value is greater than 0.05. Levene’s test showed that the variances for PL were 

equal, F (3, 78) = .742, p = .530. The results of ANOVA for PL are identical to 

Levene’s tests. 

Based on the tests of between-groups effects the p-value is greater than 0.05. The 

ANOVA model for context is not significant at the .530 level with an F statistic of 

1.385 and a df of 3, 78. Since the ANOVA is not significant, running a post hoc test is 

usually not warranted and should not be carried out (LAERD.COM. 2018). 

In this table, the overall Sig. Value is .254, indicating non-statistically significant 

results somewhere among the groups. Therefore, the researcher rejects the null 

hypothesis with 99.9% confidence and concludes that there is robust evidence that the 

mean strengths of the different groups are unequal. However, the researcher does not 

know which pairs of groups mean differences are significantly different, if any. This 

can be explored by performing post hoc tests. Therefore, there is no need to proceed 

with post hoc tests. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the research hypothesis H3 c: Is there a significant 

difference between PL (IV) with IPL (DV) of immediate senior officers is rejected. 
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Table 6.38 Descriptive statistics for CC immediate senior officers 

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation Df F 

PL 79 5.7722 .47229 3,75 .706 

 

Subsequently, H4 was examined according to the groups of subordinates. Specifically, 

these hypotheses are as follows:  

(1) H4: There is a significant difference between TLB, CC, PL and IPL of 

subordinates. 

(2) H4 a: Is there a significant difference between TLB (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

subordinates? 

(3) H4 b: Is there a significant difference between CC (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

immediate senior officers? 

(4) H4 c: Is there a significant difference between PL (IV) with IPL (DV) of 

subordinates? 

6.9.7 One-way ANOVA analysis (Subordinates) 

Table 6.39 Descriptive statistics for subordinates 

Construct Mean Std. Deviation N 

TLB 5.4095 .84853 116 

CC 5.7198 .76411 116 

PL 5.5129 .87093 116 

IPL 4.5905 .69344 116 

 

 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.39 show subordinates' mean and standard 

deviation by a high level of civic capacity. Those with civic capacity show a higher 

mean score compared to transformational leadership, public leadership and integrative 

public leadership. Within the study, transformational leadership behaviour had a mean 

of 5.41 with a standard deviation of .84853; civic capacity had a mean of 5.71 with a 

standard deviation of .76411; public leadership had a mean of 5.51 with a standard 
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deviation of .87093, and integrative public leadership had a mean of 4.60, with a 

standard deviation of .69344. 

6.9.8 One-way ANOVA: H4 a: Is there a significant difference between TLB 

(IV) with IPL (DV) of subordinates? 

Table 6.40 TLB Descriptive statistics for subordinates (N=116) 

IPL   

 N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

3.50 3 3.8333 .28868 .16667 3.1162 4.5504 3.50 4.00 

4.00 10 3.9500 .68516 .21667 3.4599 4.4401 3.00 5.00 

4.50 9 4.1667 .61237 .20412 3.6960 4.6374 3.00 5.00 

5.00 23 4.2826 .63650 .13272 4.0074 4.5579 3.00 5.50 

5.50 37 4.7568 .46580 .07658 4.6015 4.9121 3.50 6.00 

6.00 16 4.8438 .67623 .16906 4.4834 5.2041 4.00 6.00 

6.50 8 5.1875 .59387 .20996 4.6910 5.6840 4.00 6.00 

7.00 10 5.0500 .76194 .24095 4.5049 5.5951 4.00 6.00 

 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.40 show the mean and standard deviation of 

subordinates for each response scale of transformational leadership behaviour 

construct. Within the study, 37 subordinates chose a 5.50 response scale had a mean 

of 4.7568 with a standard deviation of .46580. Next is the response scale 5.00 of 23 

subordinates had a mean of 4.2826 with a standard deviation of .63650. Sixteen 

subordinates chose the response scale of 6.00 with a mean of 4.8438 and a standard 

deviation of .67623. Ten subordinates chose the response scale of 7.00 and 4.00 each. 

Others respond scale of 4.50 with a mean of 4.1667 by nine subordinates, response 

scale 6.50 with a mean of 5.1875 and a standard deviation .59387 by eight subordinates 

and the least is response scale 3.50 by three subordinates with three subordinates a 

mean of 3.8333 and standard deviation .28868.  Those subordinates with a response 

scale of 5.50 represent between slightly agree to agree in order to show the highest 

mean score compared to other response scales for transformational leadership 

behaviour. The lowest is represented by a response scale of 3.50, representing the 

slightly disagree to neither agree nor disagree. 

To examine H4, a Univariate ANOVA was calculated to assess a significant difference 
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between civic capacity with integrative public leadership. The resulting analysis is 

presented in Table 6.41. 

 

Table 6.41 TLB subordinates 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Dependent variable: IPL   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.572 7 108 .151 

 

Based on Pallant (2016), the homogeneity of variance gives Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances, which tests whether the variance in scores is the same for 

each of the three groups. The researcher should check the significance value (Sig.) for 

Levene’s tests. If this number is greater than .05 (e.g. .08, .28), the researcher has not 

violated the assumption of homogeneity of variance. 

In this example, the Sig. Value is. 151. As this is greater than .05, researchers have not 

violated the homogeneity of variance assumption. 

If the researcher has found that the data has violated this assumption, the researcher 

will need to consult the table in the output headed Robust Tests of Equality of Means.  

The two tests have shown there (Welch and Brown-Forsythe) are preferable when the 

assumption of the homogeneity of variance is violated. 

Table 6.42 TLB Levene’s test for subordinates 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Subject 

Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 16.631 7 2.376 6.636 .000 

Within Groups 38.669 108 .358   

Total 55.300 115    

 

Levene’s test showed that the variances for TLB (subordinates) were equal, F (7,115) 

= 1.572, p = .151. The results of ANOVA for TLB are identical to Levene’s tests.  

Based on the tests of between-group effects, the p-value is greater than 0.05. The 

ANOVA model for context is not significant at the 1.572 level with an F statistic of 
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2.376 and a df of 7, 115. Since the ANOVA is not significant, running a post hoc test 

is usually not warranted and should not be carried out (Laerd.com, 2018). 

In this table, the overall Sig. Value is .000, indicating statistically significant results 

somewhere among the groups. Therefore, the researcher supports the null hypothesis 

with 99.9% confidence and concludes that there is very strong evidence that the mean 

strengths of the different groups are equal. However, the researcher does not know 

which pairs of groups mean differences are significantly different if any. This can be 

explored by performing post hoc tests. Therefore, there is a need to proceed with post 

hoc tests. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that research hypothesis 4 that there is a significant 

difference between there was a significant difference between civic capacity with 

integrative public leadership is significant. 

Table 6.43 Post Hoc Tests Hochberg for TLB (subordinates) 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable:   IPL   

Hochberg   

(I) TLB (J) TLB Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

SD to 

NAND 

(3.50) 

4.00 -.11667 .39389 1.000 -1.3735 1.1402 

4.50 -.33333 .39891 1.000 -1.6062 .9395 

5.00 -.44928 .36731 .999 -1.6213 .7227 

5.50 -.92342 .35920 .268 -2.0696 .2227 

6.00 -1.01042 .37646 .205 -2.2116 .1908 

6.50 -1.35417* .40510 .031 -2.6467 -.0616 

7.00 -1.21667 .39389 .068 -2.4735 .0402 

 

 

NAND 

(4.00) 

3.50 .11667 .39389 1.000 -1.1402 1.3735 

4.50 -.21667 .27493 1.000 -1.0939 .6606 

5.00 -.33261 .22665 .983 -1.0558 .3906 

5.50 -.80676* .21326 .007 -1.4872 -.1263 

6.00 -.89375* .24121 .009 -1.6634 -.1241 

6.50 -1.23750* .28383 .001 -2.1431 -.3319 

7.00 -1.10000* .26760 .002 -1.9539 -.2461 

 

 

3.50 .33333 .39891 1.000 -.9395 1.6062 

4.00 .21667 .27493 1.000 -.6606 1.0939 
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NAND 

to SA 

(4.50) 

5.00 -.11594 .23527 1.000 -.8666 .6347 

5.50 -.59009 .22239 .221 -1.2997 .1195 

6.00 -.67708 .24932 .189 -1.4726 .1184 

6.50 -1.02083* .29075 .018 -1.9486 -.0931 

7.00 -.88333* .27493 .047 -1.7606 -.0061 

 

 

SA 

(5.00) 

3.50 .44928 .36731 .999 -.7227 1.6213 

4.00 .33261 .22665 .983 -.3906 1.0558 

4.50 .11594 .23527 1.000 -.6347 .8666 

5.50 -.47415 .15888 .092 -.9811 .0328 

6.00 -.56114 .19479 .123 -1.1827 .0604 

6.50 -.90489* .24561 .010 -1.6886 -.1212 

7.00 -.76739* .22665 .027 -1.4906 -.0442 

 

 

 

SLA to 

A 

(5.50) 

3.50 .92342 .35920 .268 -.2227 2.0696 

4.00 .80676* .21326 .007 .1263 1.4872 

4.50 .59009 .22239 .221 -.1195 1.2997 

5.00 .47415 .15888 .092 -.0328 .9811 

6.00 -.08699 .17904 1.000 -.6583 .4843 

6.50 -.43074 .23331 .838 -1.1752 .3137 

7.00 -.29324 .21326 .992 -.9737 .3872 

 

 

A 

(6.00) 

3.50 1.01042 .37646 .205 -.1908 2.2116 

4.00 .89375* .24121 .009 .1241 1.6634 

4.50 .67708 .24932 .189 -.1184 1.4726 

5.00 .56114 .19479 .123 -.0604 1.1827 

5.50 .08699 .17904 1.000 -.4843 .6583 

6.50 -.34375 .25910 .995 -1.1705 .4830 

7.00 -.20625 .24121 1.000 -.9759 .5634 

 

 

 

A to SA 

(6.50) 

3.50 1.35417* .40510 .031 .0616 2.6467 

4.00 1.23750* .28383 .001 .3319 2.1431 

4.50 1.02083* .29075 .018 .0931 1.9486 

5.00 .90489* .24561 .010 .1212 1.6886 

5.50 .43074 .23331 .838 -.3137 1.1752 

6.00 .34375 .25910 .995 -.4830 1.1705 

7.00 .13750 .28383 1.000 -.7681 1.0431 

 

 

SA 

(7.00) 

3.50 1.21667 .39389 .068 -.0402 2.4735 

4.00 1.10000* .26760 .002 .2461 1.9539 

4.50 .88333* .27493 .047 .0061 1.7606 

5.00 .76739* .22665 .027 .0442 1.4906 

5.50 .29324 .21326 .992 -.3872 .9737 

6.00 .20625 .24121 1.000 -.5634 .9759 

6.50 -.13750 .28383 1.000 -1.0431 .7681 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Note: Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Slightly Disagree (SD), Neither Agree Nor Disagree 

(NAND), Slightly Agree (SLA), Agree (A), Strongly Agree (SA). 
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From the results Table 6.43 so far, the researcher knows that there are statistically 

significant differences between scales for TLB as a whole. The table above, Multiple 

Comparisons, shows which TLB scales differed from each other.  

The 3.50 scale is compared to the 4.00, 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 3.50, 4.50, 

and 5.00 scales in the first row of Table 6.78. Results reveal significant as Sig. of 

0.999, 1.000, 1.000, 0.999, 0.268, 0.205, 0.031, 0.068, 1.000, 1.000 and 0.983 are 

greater than 0.05). 

The second row compares the scale 4.00 scale to the 5.50. 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 3.50 4.00 

and 5.00. Results reveal a significant for 6.50 (p of 0.001) and 7.00(p of 0.002) as (Sig. 

of 0.001 and 0.002 are less than 0.05). 

The third row compares between the scale 4.50 scale to the 5.50. 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 3.50, 

4.00 and 4.50. Results reveal a significant for Sig. of 221, 0.189, 0.018, 0.047, 0.999, 

0.983 and 1.000 are greater than 0.05. 

The fourth row compares between the scale 5.00 scale to the 3.50, 4.00, 5.50, 6.00, 

6.50 and 7.00. Results reveal a significant for Sig. of 0. 268, 0. 007, 0. 092, 0.123, 

0.010 and 0.027 are greater than 0.05. 

The fifth row compares between the scale 5.50 scale to the 3.50, 4.00, 4.50. 5.00, 6.00, 

6.50, 7.00, 4.50. Results reveal a significant for Sig. of 0.000, 0.009, 0.838, 0.992, 

0.092, 0.110, 0.012, 0.025, 0.026, 0.189 is greater than 0.05.  

The sixth row compares between the scale 6.00 scale to the 5.00. 5.50, 6.50, 7.00, 3.50, 

4.00 and 4.50. Results reveal a significant only for 4.00 (p of 0.001). Results reveal a 

significant for as Sig. of 0.123, 1.000, 0.995, 1.000, 0.031 and 0.018 are greater than 

0.05.  

The seventh row compares between the scale 6.50 scale to the 5.00. 5.50, 6.00, 7.00, 

3.50, 4.00 and 4.50. Results reveal a significant only for 4.00 (p of 0.002) as (Sig. of 

0. 002 is less than 0.05). Results reveal a significant for Sig. of 0. 010, 0.838, 0.995, 

1.000, 0.068 and 0.047 are greater than 0.05.  
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The eighth row compares the scale 7.00 scale to 5.00. 5.50, 6.00, and 6.50. Results 

reveal a significant for Sig. of 0. 027, 0.992, 1.000 and 1.000 are greater than 0.05. 

Table 6.44 Homogeneous subsets for TLB (subordinates) 

IPL 
Hochberg, b   

TLB N Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 3 4 

3.50 3 3.8333    

4.00 10 3.9500 3.9500   

4.50 9 4.1667 4.1667 4.1667  

5.00 23 4.2826 4.2826 4.2826 4.2826 

5.50 37  4.7568 4.7568 4.7568 

6.00 16  4.8438 4.8438 4.8438 

7.00 10   5.0500 5.0500 

6.50 8    5.1875 

Sig.  .960 .058 .064 .051 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 8.865. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I 

error levels are not guaranteed. 

 

Table 6.44 shows the results of Hochberg’s test for TLB (subordinates). Hochberg test 

has created four subsets of groups with statistically similar means. The first subset 

contains 3.50, 4.00, 4.50, 5.00 groups (indicating that these four groups have similar 

means p= 0. .960) whereas the second subset contains 4.00, 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00 

(indicating that these five groups have similar means p= 0. 058). The third subset 

contains 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00, 7.00 (indicating that these five groups have similar 

means p= 0. 064).  The fourth subset contains 5.00, 5.50, 6.00, 7.00, 6.50 (indicating 

that these six groups have similar means p= 0. 051). 

The interpretation of these data shows that group 2, 3 and 4 models within the four 

groups did have a significant influence on the subordinates' perceptions within the 

frame of the context of public sector leadership of their immediate senior officers. 
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6.9.9 One-way ANOVA: H4 b: Is there a significant difference between CC (IV) 

with IPL (DV) of subordinates? 

To examine H4 b, a Univariate ANOVA was tabulated to assess a significant 

difference between civic capacity and integrative public leadership. The resulting 

analysis is presented in Table 6.45, Table 6.46. 

Table 6.45 CC Descriptive for subordinates (N=116) 

IPL Dependent variable 

CC N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

4.00 5 3.5000 .35355 .15811 3.0610 3.9390 3.00 4.00 

4.50 7 4.1429 .62678 .23690 3.5632 4.7225 3.00 5.00 

5.00 21 4.2619 .51524 .11244 4.0274 4.4964 3.50 5.50 

5.50 20 4.5500 .60481 .13524 4.2669 4.8331 3.00 5.50 

6.00 35 4.6714 .60565 .10237 4.4634 4.8795 3.50 6.00 

6.50 18 5.1111 .60768 .14323 4.8089 5.4133 4.00 6.00 

7.00 10 5.0000 .74536 .23570 4.4668 5.5332 4.00 6.00 

         

 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.45 show the mean and standard deviation of 

subordinates for each response scale of the civic capacity construct. Within the study, 

35 subordinates chose a 6.00 response scale had a mean of 4.6714 with a standard 

deviation of .60565. Next is the response scale 5.00 of 21 subordinates had a mean of 

4.2619 with a standard deviation of .51524. Twenty subordinates chose the response 

scale of 5.50 with a mean of 4.5500 and a standard deviation of .60481. Eighteen 

subordinates chose the response scale of 6.50 with a mean of 5.1111 and a standard 

deviation of .60768. Ten subordinates chose the response scale of 7.00 with a mean of 

5.0000 and a standard deviation of .69344. Others response scale 4.50 with a mean of 

4.1429 by seven subordinates and response scale 4.00 with a mean of 3.5000 and a 

standard deviation. 35355 by five subordinates. Those subordinates with a response 

scale of 6.00 represent strongly agree shows the highest mean score compared to other 

response scales for civic capacity. The lowest is represented by a response scale of 

4.00, which represents neither agree nor disagree. 
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Table 6.46 CC for subordinates 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

.813 6 109 .562 

 

Table 6.47 CC (Levene’s test) for subordinates 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Subject 

Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 16.434 6 2.739 7.681 .000 

Within Groups 38.866 109 .357   

Total 55.300 115    

Levene’s test showed that the variances for CC (subordinates) were equal, F (6,115) = 

.813, p = .562. The results of ANOVA for CC are identical to Levene’s tests. 

Based on the tests of between-groups effects the p-value is greater than 0.05. The 

ANOVA model for context is not significant at the. level with an F statistic of 2.739 

and a df of 6, 115. 

In this table, the overall Sig. The value is .000, indicating a statistically significant 

result somewhere among the groups. Therefore, the researcher supports the null 

hypothesis with 99.9% confidence and concludes that there is very strong evidence 

that the mean strengths of the different groups are equal. However, the researcher does 

not know which pairs of groups mean differences are significantly different if any. 

This can be explored by performing post hoc tests. Therefore, there is a need to proceed 

with post hoc tests. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that research hypothesis 4b: there is a significant 

difference between CC (IV) with IPL (DV) of subordinates. 
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Table 6.48 Post Hoc tests for CC (subordinates) 

Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable:   IPL   

Hochberg   

(I) CC (J) CC Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

4.00 

4.50 -.64286 .34965 .757 -1.7264 .4407 

5.00 -.76190 .29714 .214 -1.6827 .1589 

5.50 -1.05000* .29857 .013 -1.9752 -.1248 

6.00 -1.17143* .28548 .002 -2.0561 -.2867 

6.50 -1.61111* .30187 .000 -2.5466 -.6757 

7.00 -1.50000* .32706 .000 -2.5135 -.4865 

4.50 

4.00 .64286 .34965 .757 -.4407 1.7264 

5.00 -.11905 .26061 1.000 -.9267 .6886 

5.50 -.40714 .26223 .926 -1.2198 .4055 

6.00 -.52857 .24724 .508 -1.2947 .2376 

6.50 -.96825* .26598 .009 -1.7925 -.1440 

7.00 -.85714 .29427 .086 -1.7691 .0548 

5.00 

4.00 .76190 .29714 .214 -.1589 1.6827 

4.50 .11905 .26061 1.000 -.6886 .9267 

5.50 -.28810 .18657 .929 -.8663 .2901 

6.00 -.40952 .16482 .257 -.9203 .1012 

6.50 -.84921* .19180 .000 -1.4436 -.2548 

7.00 -.73810* .22943 .035 -1.4491 -.0271 

5.50 

4.00 1.05000* .29857 .013 .1248 1.9752 

4.50 .40714 .26223 .926 -.4055 1.2198 

5.00 .28810 .18657 .929 -.2901 .8663 

6.00 -.12143 .16738 1.000 -.6401 .3973 

6.50 -.56111 .19400 .091 -1.1623 .0401 

7.00 -.45000 .23127 .671 -1.1667 .2667 

6.00 

4.00 1.17143* .28548 .002 .2867 2.0561 

4.50 .52857 .24724 .508 -.2376 1.2947 

5.00 .40952 .16482 .257 -.1012 .9203 

5.50 .12143 .16738 1.000 -.3973 .6401 

6.50 -.43968 .17320 .227 -.9764 .0970 

7.00 -.32857 .21411 .933 -.9921 .3349 

6.50 

4.00 1.61111* .30187 .000 .6757 2.5466 

4.50 .96825* .26598 .009 .1440 1.7925 

5.00 .84921* .19180 .000 .2548 1.4436 

5.50 .56111 .19400 .091 -.0401 1.1623 

6.00 .43968 .17320 .227 -.0970 .9764 

7.00 .11111 .23551 1.000 -.6187 .8409 

7.00 
4.00 1.50000* .32706 .000 .4865 2.5135 

4.50 .85714 .29427 .086 -.0548 1.7691 
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5.00 .73810* .22943 .035 .0271 1.4491 

5.50 .45000 .23127 .671 -.2667 1.1667 

6.00 .32857 .21411 .933 -.3349 .9921 

6.50 -.11111 .23551 1.000 -.8409 .6187 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
Note: Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Slightly Disagree (SD), Neither Agree Nor Disagree 

(NAND), Slightly Agree (SLA), Agree (A), Strongly Agree (SA). 

 

From the results Table 6.48 so far, the researcher knows that there are statistically 

significant differences between scales for CC (subordinates) as a whole. The table 

above, Multiple Comparisons, shows which CC scales differed from each other.  

The first row of Table 6.47 compares the 4.00 scale to the 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00, 6.50, 

7.00, 7.00, 4.00, 5.00 and 5.50. Results reveal a significant for 6.00 (p of 0.002), 6.50 

(p of 0.000) and 7.00 (p of 0.000) as (Sig. of 0.002, 0.000, 0.000 are greater than 0.05) 

The second row compares between the scale 4.50 scale to the 6.00. 6.50, 7.00, 4.00 

4.50 and 5.50. Results reveal a significant for Sig. of 0.508, 0.009, 0. 086, 0.214, 1.000 

and 0.929 are greater than 0.05.  

The third row compares the scale 5.00 scale to the 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 4.00, 4.50 and 5.00. 

Results reveal a significant only for 6.50 (p of 0.000). 

The fourth row compares between the scale 5.50 scale to the 6.00. 6.50, 7.00, 4.00, 

4.50 and 5.00. Results reveal a significant for 4.00 (p of 0.002). 

The fifth row compares the scale 6.00 scale to the 5.50. 6.50, 7.00 and 4.00. (Sig. of 

1.000, 0.227, 0.9333 are greater than 0.05). Results reveal a significant only for 4.00 

(p of 0.000). 

The sixth row compares between the scale 6.50 scale to the 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00, 6.50, 

7.00, 4.00. 4.50, 5.00. The result reveals significant only for 5.00 (p of 0.000). 

The seventh row compares the scale 7.00 scale to 5.50. 6.00 and 6.50. Results reveal 

a non-significant for all 5.50 (p of 0.671), 6.00 (p of 0.933), 6.50 (p of 1.000) as (Sig. 

of 0.671, 0.933 and 1.000 are greater than 0.05).  
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Table 6.49 Homogeneous subsets of Hochberg for CC (subordinates) 

IPL 
Hochberg a, b   

CC N Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 3 4 

4.00 5 3.5000    

4.50 7 4.1429 4.1429   

5.00 21 4.2619 4.2619 4.2619  

5.50 20  4.5500 4.5500 4.5500 

6.00 35  4.6714 4.6714 4.6714 

7.00 10   5.0000 5.0000 

6.50 18    5.1111 

Sig.  .063 .544 .083 .438 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11.207. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I 

error levels are not guaranteed. 

 

Table 6.49 shows the results of Hochberg’s test. This test displays subsets groups with 

the same means with associated p-values for each subset (Field, 2018). Hochberg test 

has created four subsets of groups with statistically similar means. The first subset 

contains 4.00, 4.50, 5.00, 5.00 groups (indicating that these four groups have similar 

means p= 0.063), whereas the second subset contains 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00 (indicating 

that these four groups have similar means p= 0.544). The third subset contains 5.00, 

5.50, 6.00, 7.00 (indicating that these six groups have similar means p= 0.083).  The 

fourth subset contains 5.50, 6.00, 7.00, 6.50 (indicating that these six groups have 

similar means p= 0.083).   

The interpretation of these data shows that group 1 and 3 models within the four groups 

did have a significant influence on the perceptions of the subordinates within the frame 

of the context of public sector leadership of their immediate senior officers. 

6.9.10 One-way ANOVA: H4 c: Is there a significant difference between PL (IV) 

with IPL (DV) of subordinates? 

To examine H4 c, a Univariate ANOVA was calculated to assess whether there was a 

significant difference between public leadership and integrative public leadership of 

subordinates. The resulting analysis is presented in Table 6.50, Table 6.51, Table 6.52. 
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Table 6.50 PL descriptive for subordinates 9 (N=116) 

IPL Dependent variable 

 N Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

3.50 3 4.0000 .00000 .00000 4.0000 4.0000 4.00 4.00 

4.00 9 3.5556 .58333 .19444 3.1072 4.0039 3.00 5.00 

4.50 7 4.2143 .56695 .21429 3.6899 4.7386 3.50 5.00 

5.00 26 4.3077 .58441 .11461 4.0716 4.5437 3.00 5.50 

5.50 20 4.8000 .47016 .10513 4.5800 5.0200 4.00 6.00 

6.00 31 4.8548 .51951 .09331 4.6643 5.0454 3.50 6.00 

6.50 9 5.0556 .72648 .24216 4.4971 5.6140 4.00 6.00 

7.00 11 5.0000 .70711 .21320 4.5250 5.4750 4.00 6.00 

         

 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.50 show the mean and standard deviation of 

subordinates for each response scale of public leadership construct. Within the study, 

31 subordinates chose a 6.00 response scale had a mean of 4.8548 with a standard 

deviation of .51951. Next is the response scale 5.00 of 26 subordinates had a mean of 

4.3077 with a standard deviation of .58441. Twenty subordinates chose the response 

scale of 5.50 with a mean of 4.8000 and a standard deviation of .47016. 11 subordinates 

chose the response scale of 7.00 with a mean of 5.0000 and a standard deviation of 

.70711. Nine subordinates chose the response scale of 4.00 with a mean of 3.5556 and 

a standard deviation of .58333. Others response scale 4.50 with a mean of 4.2143 and 

a standard deviation .56695 by seven subordinates and response scale 3.50 with a mean 

of 4.0000 and a standard deviation. 0000 by three subordinates. Those subordinates 

with a response scale of 6.00 represent strongly agree shows the highest mean score 

compared to other response scales for public leadership. The lowest is represented by 

a response scale of 3.50, which represents between slightly disagree and neither agree 

nor disagree. 
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Table 6.51 PL for subordinates 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

Dependent variable: IPL   

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.568 7 108 .153 

Table 6.52 One Way ANOVA for PL (subordinates) 

 Dependent variable: IPL   

Subject 

Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 20.591 7 2.942 9.153 .000 

Within Groups 34.708 108 .321   

Total 55.300 115    

 

The dependent variable for the study of public leadership is the integrative public 

leadership reported on the MPSL survey instrument for the questions categorised 

under integrative public leadership knowledge networking, integrative public 

leadership practices, and red tape.  

The p-value is greater than 0.05. Levene’s test showed that the variances for PL 

(subordinates) were equal, F (7,115) = 1.568, p = .153. The results of ANOVA for PL 

are identical to Levene’s tests. 

ANOVA model for context is not significant at the 1.568 level with an F statistic of 

9.153 and a df of 7, 115. Within the study, public leadership had a mean of 5.5129 

with a standard deviation of 0.87093. 

In this table, the overall Sig. Value is .000, indicating a statistically significant result 

somewhere among the groups. Therefore, the researcher supports the null hypothesis 

with 99.9% confidence and concludes that there is very strong evidence that the mean 

strengths of the different groups are equal. However, the researcher does not know 

which pairs of groups mean significantly different, if any. This can be explored by 

performing post hoc tests. Therefore, there is a need to proceed with post hoc tests. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the research hypothesis 4c: there is a significant 

difference between CC (IV) with IPL (DV) of subordinates. 
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Table 6.53 Post-Hoc Test for PL (subordinates) 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable:   IPL  (1 – 7) 

Hochberg   

(I) PL (J) PL Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

SD to 

NAND 

(3.50) 

4.00 .44444 .37793 .999 -.7615 1.6503 

4.50 -.21429 .39120 1.000 -1.4625 1.0339 

5.00 -.30769 .34567 1.000 -1.4106 .7953 

5.50 -.80000 .35099 .484 -1.9199 .3199 

6.00 -.85484 .34277 .318 -1.9485 .2389 

6.50 -1.05556 .37793 .155 -2.2615 .1503 

7.00 -1.00000 .36924 .193 -2.1782 .1782 

 

 

 

 

 

NAND 

(4.00) 

3.50 -.44444 .37793 .999 -1.6503 .7615 

4.50 -.65873 .28569 .462 -1.5703 .2528 

5.00 -.75214* .21925 .023 -1.4517 -.0526 

5.50 -1.24444* .22754 .000 -1.9705 -.5184 

6.00 -1.29928* .21465 .000 -1.9842 -.6144 

6.50 -1.50000* .26724 .000 -2.3527 -.6473 

7.00 -1.44444* .25480 .000 -2.2575 -.6314 

 

 

 

 

NAND 

to SA 

(4.50) 

3.50 .21429 .39120 1.000 -1.0339 1.4625 

4.00 .65873 .28569 .462 -.2528 1.5703 

5.00 -.09341 .24139 1.000 -.8636 .6768 

5.50 -.58571 .24896 .423 -1.3801 .2087 

6.00 -.64055 .23723 .197 -1.3975 .1164 

6.50 -.84127 .28569 .103 -1.7528 .0703 

7.00 -.78571 .27409 .128 -1.6603 .0889 

 

 

 

SA 

(5.00) 

3.50 .30769 .34567 1.000 -.7953 1.4106 

4.00 .75214* .21925 .023 .0526 1.4517 

4.50 .09341 .24139 1.000 -.6768 .8636 

5.50 -.49231 .16861 .110 -1.0303 .0457 

6.00 -.54715* .15076 .012 -1.0282 -.0661 

6.50 -.74786* .21925 .025 -1.4474 -.0483 

7.00 -.69231* .20390 .026 -1.3429 -.0417 

 

 

 

 

SLA 

to A 

(5.50) 

3.50 .80000 .35099 .484 -.3199 1.9199 

4.00 1.24444* .22754 .000 .5184 1.9705 

4.50 .58571 .24896 .423 -.2087 1.3801 

5.00 .49231 .16861 .110 -.0457 1.0303 

6.00 -.05484 .16259 1.000 -.5736 .4640 

6.50 -.25556 .22754 1.000 -.9816 .4705 

7.00 -.20000 .21280 1.000 -.8790 .4790 

 

 

 

3.50 .85484 .34277 .318 -.2389 1.9485 

4.00 1.29928* .21465 .000 .6144 1.9842 

4.50 .64055 .23723 .197 -.1164 1.3975 
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A 

(6.00) 

5.00 .54715* .15076 .012 .0661 1.0282 

5.50 .05484 .16259 1.000 -.4640 .5736 

6.50 -.20072 .21465 1.000 -.8856 .4842 

7.00 -.14516 .19895 1.000 -.7800 .4897 

 

 

 

A to 

SA 

(6.50) 

3.50 1.05556 .37793 .155 -.1503 2.2615 

4.00 1.50000* .26724 .000 .6473 2.3527 

4.50 .84127 .28569 .103 -.0703 1.7528 

5.00 .74786* .21925 .025 .0483 1.4474 

5.50 .25556 .22754 1.000 -.4705 .9816 

6.00 .20072 .21465 1.000 -.4842 .8856 

7.00 .05556 .25480 1.000 -.7575 .8686 

 

 

 

SA 

(7.00) 

3.50 1.00000 .36924 .193 -.1782 2.1782 

4.00 1.44444* .25480 .000 .6314 2.2575 

4.50 .78571 .27409 .128 -.0889 1.6603 

5.00 .69231* .20390 .026 .0417 1.3429 

5.50 .20000 .21280 1.000 -.4790 .8790 

6.00 .14516 .19895 1.000 -.4897 .7800 

6.50 -.05556 .25480 1.000 -.8686 .7575 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Note: Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Slightly Disagree (SD), Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (NAND), Slightly Agree (SLA), Agree (A), Strongly Agree (SA) 

 

From the results Table 6.53 so far, the researcher knows that there are statistically 

significant differences between scales for PL as a whole. The table above, Multiple 

Comparisons, shows which PL scales differed from each other. It can be seen from 

the table above that there is a statistically significant difference in the level of 

agreement between rating scale between Slightly Disagree to Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (3.50), Neither Agree Nor Disagree (4.00), between Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree to Slightly Agree (4.50), Slightly Agree (5.00), between Slightly Agree to 

Agree (5.50), Agree (6.00), between Agree to Strongly Agree (6.50) and Strongly 

(7.00).  

The first row of Table 6.52 compares the 3.50 scale to the 4.00, 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00, 

6.50, 7.00, 3.50, 4.50 and 5.00. Results reveal a non-significant for all; 4.00 (p of 

0.999), 4.50 (p of 1.000), 5.00(p of 1.000) 5.50 (p of 0.484), 6.00(p of 0.318), 6.50(p 

of 0.155), 7.00(p of 0.193) (Sig. of 0.999, 1.000, 1.000, 0.484, 0.318, 0.155 and 0.193 

are greater than 0.05). 
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The second row compares between the scale 4.00 scale to the 5.50. 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 

3.50 4.00 and 5.00. Results reveal a non-significant for all; 5.50 (p of 0.000), 6.00 (p 

of 0.000), 6.50(p of 0.000) 7.00 (0.000) and 3.50 (1.000) and 4.00 (p of 0.462) as (Sig. 

of 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 1.000 and 0.462 are greater than 0.05).  

The third row compares between the scale 4.50 scale to the 5.50. 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 3.50 

and 4.00. Results reveal a non-significant for all; 3.50 (p of 1.000), 5.50 (p of 0.423), 

6.00 (p of 0.197), 6.50 (p of 0.103), 7.00 (p of 0.128) and 4.00 (p of 00.23) as (Sig. of 

1.000. 0.423, 0.197, 0.103, 0.128 and 00.23 are greater than 0.05). 

The fourth row compares between the scale 5.00 scale to the 4.50. 5.50, 6.00, 6.50, 

7.00, 3.50, 4.00 and 4.00. Results reveal a non-significant for 3.50 (p of 1.000), for 

5.50 (p of 0.423), 6.00 (p of 0.197), 6.50 (p of 0.103), 7.00 (p of 0.128) and 4.00 (p of 

00.23) as (Sig. of 1.000, 0.423, 0.197, 0.103, 0.128 and 00.23 are greater than 0.05). 

The fifth row compares between the scale 5.00 scale to the 4.50. 5.50, 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 

3.50 and 4.00. Results reveal a non-significant for 4.50 (p of 1.000), 5.50 (p of 0.110), 

6.00 (p of 0.012), 6.50 (p of 0.025), 7.00 (p of 0.026), 3.50 (p of 0.484) 4.00 (p of 

0.000) as (Sig. of 1.000 is greater than 0.05). Results reveal a significant for 4.00 (p of 

0.000) (Sig. of 0.000 is less than 0.05). 

The sixth row compares between the scale 5.50 scale to the 4.50. 5.00, 6.00, 6.50, 7.00, 

3.50.4.00 and 4.50. Results reveal a non-significant for 6.00 (p of 1.000), 6.50 (p of 

1.000), 7.00 (p of 1.000) 4.50 (p of 0.423), 5.00 (p of 0.110), 6.50 (p of 0.025), 7.00 

(p of 0.026) and 3.50 (p of 0.484) as (Sig. of 1.000, 1.000, 0.423, 0.110, 0.025, 0.026 

and 0.484 are greater than 0.05). The result reveals significant only for 4.00 (p of 

0.000) as (Sig. of 0.000 is less than 0.05). 
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Table 6.54 Homogeneous subsets for PL (subordinates) 

IPL 
Hochberg, b   

PL N Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 3 

4.00 9 3.5556   

3.50 3 4.0000 4.0000  

4.50 7 4.2143 4.2143 4.2143 

5.00 26 4.3077 4.3077 4.3077 

5.50 20  4.8000 4.8000 

6.00 31  4.8548 4.8548 

7.00 11   5.0000 

6.50 9   5.0556 

Sig.  .160 .055 .064 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 8.791. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I 

error levels are not guaranteed. 

 

The interpretation of these data shows in Table 6.54 that group 2 and 3 models within 

the four groups did have a significant influence on the subordinates’ perceptions within 

the frame of the context of public sector leadership of their immediate senior officers. 

Table 6.53 shows the results of Hochberg’s test. This test displays subsets groups with 

the same means with associated p-values for each subset (Field, 2018). Hochberg test 

has created three subsets of groups with statistically similar means. The first subset 

contains 4.00, 3.50, 4.50, 5.00 groups (indicating that these four groups have similar 

means p= 160), whereas the second subset contains 3.50, 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00 

(indicating that these five groups have similar means p= 0.055).  The third subset 

contains 4.50, 5.00, 5.50, 6.00, 7.00, 6.50 (indicating that these six groups have similar 

means p= 0.064).   

The rationale of the researcher to know that harmonic sample is used because to 

minimise bias that may be caused by having unequal sample sizes. Despite that, this 

test still biased when the sample sizes are unequal (Field, 2018). 
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6.9.11 Summary for ANOVA analysis 

The interpretation of these data on ANOVA for immediate senior officers shows that 

the public sector leadership model did not significantly influence the perceptions of 

the 79 immediate senior officers’ integrative public leadership. 

The interpretation of these data on ANOVA for subordinates’ shows that the public 

sector leadership model did have a significant influence on the perceptions of the 116 

subordinates on their immediate senior officers on integrative public leadership. A 

summary of these analyses is presented in  

Table 6.55 indicates the result from correlation and ANOVA analyses between the 

TLB, CC, PL, with IPL.  

6.10 Conclusion 

This chapter has revealed the result from the survey data and the findings from the 

study hypotheses. Testing the research hypotheses involved various analytical 

techniques; namely correlation and one-way analysis of variance. The analysis 

established that some hypotheses were supported, one was partly supported, and some 

were rejected.  

The summary of hypotheses testing is presented in Table 6.55 below. This study also 

analysed the relationship and significant difference between the immediate senior 

officers and subordinates. 

Table 6.55 Summary of hypothesis testing 

 Supported/Rejected Conceptual Model Hypotheses 

Code Constructs Results Sig. level Outcome 

H1 Immediate senior 

officer 

   

 TLB with IPL positive 

correlation 

.089 Significant 

6 CC with IPL positive 

correlation 

.034 Significant 

 PL with IPL positive 

correlation 

.157 Significant 
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H2 Subordinates    

 TLB with IPL 

 

Negative 

correlation 

Only one 

subscale 

related to red 

tape 

.520** Partly 

supported 

 

 CC with IPL Negative 

correlation 

.520** Fully rejected 

 PL with IPL Negative 

correlation 

.560** Fully rejected 

H3 Immediate senior 

officer 

 

  Fully rejected 

Fully rejected 

Fully rejected 

 TLB with IPL 

 

non-

statistically 

significant 

results 

.866  

 CC with IPL 

 

non-

statistically 

significant 

results 

.549  

 PL with IPL non-

statistically 

significant 

results 

.254  

H4 Subordinates 

 

   

 TLB with IPL 

 

statistically 

significant 

results 

.000 Significant  

 CC with IPL 

 

statistically 

significant 

results 

.000 Significant 

 PL with IPL statistically 

significant 

results 

.000 Significant 

Key: r = correlation result, F = one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) result  

 

The summary of post hoc and Hochberg tests for subordinates group are presented in 

the following Table 6.56. 
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Table 6.56 Summary of Post Hoc and Hochberg Tests for subordinates 

Post Hoc 

Test 

Hochberg 

test 

Construct Response Scale Sig. the p-value is less than 

0.05 

TLB  

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (4.00)                         

5.50 (p of 0.001) 

7.00 (p of 0.002) 

Agree (6.00) 4.00 (p of 0.001) 

Between Agree to 

Strongly Agree (6.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.002) 

CC 

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree  (4.00)         

 

6.00 (p of 0.002) 

6.50 (p of 0.000) 

7.00 (p of 0.000)           

Slightly Agree (5.00 ) 6.50 (p of 0.000) 

Slightly Agree to Agree 

(5.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.002) 

 

Agree (6.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

5.00 (p of 0.000) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Public 

Leadership 

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (4.00) 

5.50 (p of 0.000) 

6.00 (p of 0.000) 

6.50 (p of 0.000) 

7.00 (p of 0.000) 

Strongly Agree (5.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Agree (6.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Between Agree to 

Strongly Agree (6.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Integrative 

Public 

Leadership 

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (4.00) 

 

 

5.50 (p of 0.000) 

6.00 (p of 0.000) 

6.50 (p of 0.000) 

7.00 (p of 0.000) 

Strongly Agree (5.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Slightly Agree to Agree 

(5.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 

 

Agree to Strongly 

Agree (6.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 
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Table 6.57 Summary of Post Hoc and Hochberg test results for subordinates 

Construct Subsets Subset for alpha = 0.05 

Sig. 

 

1 2 3 4  

TLB      Group 2,3,4 within the four 

groups did have a significant 

influence on the perceptions 

CC      group 1 and 3 models within 

the four groups did have a 

significant influence 

PL 3 0.160 .055 .064  group 2 and 3 models within 

the three groups did have a 

significant influence 

IPL      group 2 and 3 models within 

the three groups did have a 

significant influence 

 

For simplicity, an overall summary of the findings and the relative strength are 

represented in the schematic diagram below in Figure 6.12. The findings fulfilled the 

first research aim by explaining the relationship between transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership. 

Moreover, the findings also satisfy the research objective in further measuring leaders’ 

level of leadership practices. Finally, the research aims to investigate the relationship 

between transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership, and 

integrative public leadership. A detailed discussion and the implication of the results 

is provided in the following chapter.  
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Figure 6.12 Hypothesised Model (H1-H4) demonstrated the implications of the 

results 

 

Transformational 

leadership behaviour 

(Podsakoff et al. 

1990) 

 

Immediate senior 

officers 

H1 : fully supported 

Civic capacity (Sun 

and Anderson 

(2012a) 

Dependent Variables 

 

H3 : fully supported 

Integrative public 

leadership 

(Crosby and 

Bryson, 2010; Sun 

and Anderson 

2012) 

Public leadership 

(Tummers and 

Knies, 2014) 

 

Transformational 

leadership behaviour 

(Podsakoff et al. 

1990) 

subordinates 

H2 :  rejected 

H4 : fully supported 

Civic capacity (Sun 

and Anderson 

(2012a) 

Public leadership 

(Tummers and 

Knies , 2014) 
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6.11 Chapter Six (Part III) Measurement models for immediate senior officers 

and subordinates 

6.11.1 Reflective Measurement 

Three assessment criteria are emphasised at the outset for stage one of the assessments 

of the reflective measurement model. The assessments are the internal consistency 

reliability, convergent validity (indicator reliability/outer loading and average 

variance) and discriminant validity (see Figure 6.13 below). 

 

 

Figure 6.13 Reflective model assessment (Ramayah et al., 2018) 

 

6.11.2 Debate by scholars and researchers on internal consistency reliability 

Cronbach’s alpha was mainly used in the past to measure the internal consistency of 

the data. Cronbach’s alpha is important to identify a construct with a high Cronbach’s 

alpha value. The analysis shows that items within the construct have a similar range 

and meaning (Cronbach, 1971).  

Nevertheless, there are weaknesses in applying Cronbach’s alpha, according to several 

 
 

Reflective Messurement 
Model  

  

 Internal Consistency   

ꭤ (Cronbach's Alpha) 

pc(Composite reliability) 

pᴬ(Dijkstra-Henseler's rho) 

 

 
 Convergent Validity   

Factor Loadings 

Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) 

  

 Discriminant Validity   

Fornell & Larcker 
Criterion 

Cross Loadings 

Heterotrait-Monotrait 
Ratio of Correlations 

(HTMT) 
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researchers. Among debates are indicators that are equally related to the construct 

(Werts, Linn and Joreskog, 1974). With regards to Structural Equation Modelling 

(SEM), it is unsuitable to think every indicator will generate the same loadings. The 

next issue is that Cronbach’s alpha is sensitive to the number of items in the construct. 

It is prone to undervalue the internal consistency reliability (Hair et al., 2017).  

Cronbach’s Alpha is still popular to be used in many studies. Even though many 

methodological studies have indicated that Cronbach’s Alpha is said to cause issues 

are originating from unrealistic assumptions (Ramayah et al., 2018). Researchers have 

been advised to further refer to McNeish’s article (2017), which suggests that 

researchers focus on the alternative reliability measure instead of Cronbach’s Alpha. 

The emphasis is on omega reliability, also known as composite reliability or CR 

(Gefen et al., 2000). CR includes loadings of the indicators. These researchers state 

that the acceptable composite reliability values are as detailed (as in Figure 6.14). 

 

Figure 6.14 The acceptable values of composite reliability (McNeish, 2017) 

 

Table 6.58 presents a further explanation of the similarities and differences between 

Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite Reliability (CR) and pA.  

Table 6.58 A comparison between cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability and pA 

 

 

the acceptable 
values of 

composite 
reliability  

 

 

Values greater than 
0.60 are acceptable 
values in exploratory 

research. 

 

 

Values between 
0.70 – 0.90 can be 

regarded as 
satisfactory. 

 

 

Values of greater than 
0.90 are not desirable.  
These values shows 
that all the indicators 
are measuring the 
same phenomenon. 
These values unlikely 
constitute valid 
reliability assessment 
of a construct. 
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Cronbach’s Alpha Composite Reliability pA 

● A measure of internal 

consistency 

● A measure of 

internal consistency 

● a measure of internal 

consistency 

● Predominantly used ● Predominantly used ● the most important 

and consistent 

measure of internally 

consistent in utilising 

PLS. 

● Use sum scores rather 

than construct scores 

(Henseler et al., 2016). 

● use sum scores 

rather than construct 

scores (Henseler et 

al., 2016). 

● the reliability pA 

usually lies between 

Cronbach’s Alpha and 

composite reliability. 

The threshold value is 

like CR. It should be 

0.7 or higher to 

indicate adequate 

convergence or 

internal consistency. 

● Underestimates the 

true reliability and 

should therefore be 

regarded as a lower 

boundary to the 

reliability (Sijtsma 

2009). 

● Overestimates the 

internal consistency 

reliability and 

should be regarded 

as an upper 

boundary to the 

reliability (Hair et 

al., 2016). 

● It is often used when 

researchers assume a 

common factor model 

in a study and intend 

to assess based on 

Consistent Partial 

Least Square (PLSc) 

or Mode A consistent 

(refer to Djikstra and 

Henseler’s paper, 

2015a 2015b). 

 

6.11.3 Debate by scholars and researchers on indicator reliability (Outer   

Loadings) 

The main aim of measuring indicator reliability is to evaluate the extent to which an 

indicator or a set of indicators is consistent with what it plans to measure (Urbach and 

Ahlemann, 2010). The proportion of indicator variance is denoted by the indicator 

reliability, which is clarified by the latent variable (Ramayah et al., 2018). its 

acceptable values are as stated below: 
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Figure 6.15 The acceptable values for indicator reliability (outer loadings) 

 

Relating to the importance of researchers deciding which indicator to be eliminated 

when looking at PLS characteristics of consistency at large, Henseler et al. (2009) 

further explain that it makes sense to remove an indicator only when the indicator is 

used’s reliability is low. It will next make a substantial increase of AVE and CR 

(Henseler et al., 2009).  

6.11.4 Debate by scholars and researchers on convergent validity 

Convergent validity refers to how individual indicators reflect a construct converging 

in comparison to indicators measuring other constructs (Urbach and Ahlemann, 2010). 

Hair et al. (2014) refer to it as AVE, which means a grand mean value of the squared 

loadings of all indicators related to the construct. Similarly, Hair et al. (2017) say that 

it is a degree to which a latent construct explains the variance of its indicators. Bagozzi 

and Yi (1988), Fornell and Lacker (1981) and Hair et al. (2017) have suggested criteria 

to achieve adequate convergent validity. Each construct should consider for at least 50 

per cent of the allocated indicators’ variance (AVE ≥ 50) (Bagozzi and Yi (1988); 

Fornell and Lacker,1981; Hair et al., 2017). These scholars advise researchers to 

follow guidelines as the reference presented in Figure 6.16. 

 

Loading values equal to and greater 0.4 are acceptable, if the 
summation of loadings results in high loading scores, contributing to 
average variance extracted (AVE) scores of greater than 0.5 (Hulland, 
1999). 

 

Loading values equal to and greater than 0.5 are acceptable, if the 
summation of loadings results high loading scores, contributing to AVE 
scores of greater than 0.5 (Byrne, 2016). 

 

Loading values equal to and greater than 0.6 are acceptable, if the 
summation of loadings results high loading scores, contributing to AVE 
scores of greater than 0.6 (Byrne, 2016). 

 

Loading values equal to and greater than 0.7 (Hair et al., 2010)  

Loading values equal to and greater than 0.708 , indicating a latent 
variable  is able to explain at least 50 percent of indicator's variance 
(Hair et al., 2017). 
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Figure 6.16 Deletion and retaining of indicator based on AVE 

Source: Hair et al. (2017). A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 

Modelling (PLS-SEM) 

 

 

6.11.5 Debate by scholars and researchers on discriminant validity 

Discriminant validity is defined as the degree to which indicators differentiate across 

constructs or measure distinct concepts by examining the correlations between the 

measures of potentially overlapping. Simply this means the extent the constructs under 

investigation are genuinely distinct from one another. There are three criteria available 

to evaluate discriminant validity using SmartPLS as presented in follows: 

 

 
Outer loading 

relevance testing 

 
Outer loadings 

is > 0.70 

 
Retain the reflective 

indicator 

 
Outer loading is > 

0.40 but < 0.70 

 

Analyze the impact of 
indicator deletion on 
AVE and composite 

reliability 

 
Measures already 
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Figure 6.17 Types of criteria to evaluate discriminant validity 

Source: (Chin, 1998; Snell and Dean, 1992; Fornell and Larcker’s, 1981; Henseler et 

al., 2015) 

 

Each criterion has its advantages and disadvantages. The PLS-SEM measurement 

model analysis is summarised in the table below: 

Table 6.59 The PLS-SEM measurement model analysis 

No Assessment Name of Index Guidelines 

1 Internal 

Consistency 

Composite 

Reliability (CR) 

CR > 0.90 (Not Desirable) 

CR > 0.7 – 0.9 (Satisfactory) 

CR > 0.6 (for exploratory 

research) 

2 Indicator 

Reliability/Factor 

Loadings 

Indicator 

loadings 

Loading 0.708 or higher is 

recommended, but loadings > 

0.7, 0.6, 0.5 or 0.4 is adequate if 

other items have high scores of 

loadings to complement AVE and 

CR. 

3 Convergent 

validity 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

AVE > 0.50 

4 Discriminant 

validity 

Cross loading Loadings of each indicator are the 

highest for their designated 

constructs. 

  Fornell and 

Lacker’s 

Criterion  

The square root of the AVE of a 

construct should be larger than 

the correlations between the 
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construct and other constructs in 

the model. 

  HTMT Criterion HTMT .85 (Kline, 2011) 

(Stringent Criterion) 

HTMT .90 (Gold et al., 2001) 

(Conservative Criterion) 

HTMT inference using 

bootstrapping technique 

(Henseler et al., 2015): Does 90% 

bootstrap confidence interval of 

HTMT include the value of -1 

<HTMT<1 (Liberal Criterion)  

 

The following abstract concepts focus on the steps to assess based on the Reflective 

Measurement Model for both groups; immediate senior officers and subordinates. 

6.12 Report of Reflective Measurement Models for PLS-SEM 

6.12.1 Immediate Senior Officers Survey Data Reflective Measurement Models 

for PLS-SEM Analysis 

The reflective measurement models are assessed based on the construct reliability and 

validity in terms of Cronbach’s Alpha, rho_A, Composite Reliability and AVE. 

Researchers have to ensure all outer loadings of the reflective constructs reach the 

minimum threshold value of 0.708, as recommended by Hair et al. (2014). Items that 

do not achieve the threshold value have to be deleted in the model to achieve 

satisfactory indicator reliability. Steps to follow in analysing the indicator construct by 

Ramayah et al. (2018), Hair et al. (2017) and Hair et al. (2010) areas the following: 

1. Researchers should delete only one when there is more than one indicator in a 

construct that does not achieve the threshold value. The elimination shall start 

with the indicator that carries the lowest loading. After that, researchers are to 

click PLS Algorithm to run the analysis and recheck the results. 

2. Indicators with loadings lower than 0.708 can be kept when the minimum of 

the AVE result of 0.5 is achieved. 
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3. Researchers need to check if reversed coded indicator (s) is addressed when 

there be negative loading (s). If the negative loading (s) remains, the 

researchers should then delete the indicators with negative values. 

4. There is a caveat to the above steps. The researcher should not delete more than 

20% of the indicators in the model (Hair et al., 2017; Hair et al., 2010). 

Alternatively else, the whole research turns into adopting EFA rather than 

CFA. Additionally, the reliability of the instrument design is very much in 

question. 

The reporting of the result will mention that all the constructs have met the satisfactory 

level of AVE result > 0.5. Furthermore, researchers must state that all the constructs 

have also met the satisfactory level of CR result of > 0.8. Indicators starting from the 

lowest loadings should be deleted until the satisfactory value of VE is achieved when 

a construct does not meet the AVE and CR acceptable values; nevertheless, as 

revealed, the researchers should not remove more than 20% of the indicators in the 

model (Ramayah et al., 2018; Hair et al., 2017 and Hair et al., 2010). 

Researchers must report the result shows that there is discriminant validity between all 

the constructs. It is essential to mention further that the squared roots of AVEs on the 

diagonal are higher than the values of the inter-construct on the same columns and 

rows. 
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Figure 6.18 The processes of analysis and reporting of PLS-SEM  

 

First, the researcher prepared the immediate survey data so that there is no data error, 

and the data can be analysed using PLS-SEM software based on recommendations by 

Ramayah (et al., 2018); Hair (et al., 2017) and Hair (et al., 2010). The next step was 

the assessment of outer loadings factors and (AVE). 

6.12.2 Methodology for measurement model assessment for immediate senior 

officers 

Data on immediate senior officer study was used for establishing the discriminant 

validity test using Fornell and Larcker 1981 criterion [2] and Heterotrait-monotrait 

(HTMT) criterion as proposed by Henseler in 2015 [1]. Seventy-nine (79) data set was 

available for the data analysis, and no missing data were found. The data was collected 

previously by the researcher in 2019 for assessing the public sector leadership model 

for public sector agencies in Malaysia. There were four latent constructs involved, i.e. 

transformational leadership, civic capacity, public leadership, and integrative public 

leadership. Twenty-two items measured transformational leadership, civic capacity 

was measured by items, public leadership was measured by items, and integrative 

public leadership was measured by items. Readers can refer to APPENDIX 6: Items 

Analysis for Each Dimension of the questionnaire used. The results of the analysis 
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  Convergent validity 
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using the two criteria were compared and analysed. SmartPLS software version 3 was 

used in this study.   

6.12.3 Internal Consistency for TLB construct (immediate senior officers) 

As supported by scholars, factor loading 0.708 or higher is recommended, but loadings 

> 0.7, 0.6, 0.5 or 0.4 is adequate if other items have high scores of loadings to 

complement AVE and CR (Hair et al., 2017). Another support of acceptable values for 

indicator reliability is that loading values equal to and greater than 0.5 are acceptable 

if the summation of loadings results in high loading scores, contributing to AVE scores 

of greater than 0.5 (Byrne, 2016). 

Table 6.60 Construct Reliability and Validity (immediate senior officers) 

TLB 

subscale 

6.60 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

AV 0.71 0.87 0.77   

FAG 0.85 0.90 0.69   

HPE 1 1 1 one item 

IS 1 1 1 one item 

ISUP 0.82 0.88 0.66   

PAM 0.85 0.91 0.77   

WTC 0.84 0.88 0.55   

 

The values range from 0 to 1, where a higher value indicates a higher reliability level. 

In exploratory research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values between 0.60 to 

0.70 are acceptable, while in a more advanced stage, the value must be higher than 

0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). However, the value that is more than 0.90 is not desirable, and 

the value that is 0.95 or above is undesirable (Nunnally and Bernstein,1994). 
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The Cronbach Alpha for TLB immediate senior officers construct ranges between AV 

0.71 to 1.000. 1.00 goes to single item. Almost all TLB constructs has a more advanced 

stage as the value for IS (1), WTC (0.84), PAM (0.85), FAG (0.85), HPE (1) and ISUP 

(0.82. Only one subscale AV has an acceptable value of 0.71.  

6.12.4 Indicator Reliability/Factor Loadings for TLB construct 

Table 6.61 Final TLB dimension Outer loadings (factor loadings) for immediate 

senior officers 

TLB 

subscale 
AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM TLB WTC 

AV_1 0.84               

AV_2 0.92               

AV_3 Deleted               

FAG_1   0.81             

FAG_2   0.88             

FAG_3   0.87             

FAG_4   0.77             

HPE_1     1           

ISUP_1         1       

IS_1       0.74         

IS_2       0.85         

IS_3       0.84         

IS_4       0.80         

PAM_1           0.87     

PAM_2           0.91     

PAM_3           0.85     

TLB             1   

WTC_1               0.81 

WTC_2               0.80 

WTC_3               0.80 
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WTC_4               0.81 

WTC_5               0.59 

WTC_6               0.61 

 

Based on the above Table 6.61, each TLB (immediate senior officers) subscale has the 

outer loadings between 0.59 to 0.92. One subconstruct AV3 has been deleted. The 

factor loading for the transformational leadership behaviour construct reached 1.000, 

greater than the cut-off value of 0.70. This has shown that each item's reliability was 

good and gave reinforcement to the allocation for each item on the specified latent 

construct. Indirectly, it supported indicator reliability. In other words, there is a shared 

variance between the constructs and the items, as supported by Barclay et al. (1995) 

and Sang et al. (2010). Results for Reflective Measurement Model for immediate 

senior officers 

6.12.5 The Assessment of Convergent Validity for TLB construct (Outer 

Loadings) 

Table 6.62 AVE Values for Transformational Leadership Behaviour (Immediate 

Senior Officer) final 

TLB subscale 6.60 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

AV 0.71 0.87 0.77   

FAG 0.85 0.90 0.69   

HPE 1 1 1 one item 

IS 1 1 1 one item 

ISUP 0.82 0.88 0.66   

PAM 0.85 0.91 0.77   

WTC 0.84 0.88 0.55   

 

Table 6.62 shows the composite reliability for TLB has a higher value between 0.87 

to 0.91. Only two subconstructs HPE and ISUP, each has a value of 1.000 which shows 

each has one item only. The same goes for Cronbach alpha most have has a more 

advanced stage, the value between 0.82 to 0.85. These values are higher than 0.70 
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(Hair et al., 2014). Only one Cronbach alpha AV (0.675) for the TLB subconstruct is 

acceptable as they are between 0.60 to 0.70. Two TLB subconstructs have values of 

more than 0.95, which are HPE (1.000) and ISUP (1.000) due to one item only. 

6.12.6 The Assessment of Indicator Reliability for TLB construct (Outer 

Loadings) 

Indicator reliability is the proportion of indicator variance that is explained by the 

latent variable. The values range from 0 to 1. The outer loadings value should be higher 

than 0.70, and it should be considered for deletion if the removal of the indicator with 

outer loadings which is between 0.40 and 0.70 if it contributes to an increase in 

composite reliability and average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et al., 2014). On the 

other hand, indicators with outer loading below 0.40 should always be removed (Hair 

et al., 2011) and (Hulland,1999). 

The indicator loadings, CR and AVE of the reflective constructs are shown in Table 

6.63. All the loadings which exceed the recommended value of 0.708 (Hair et al.,2017) 

are retained. Items AV3 and WTC5 are not dropped, although both have low loadings. 

All items are retained. Moreover, all subconstructs meet the threshold 

values/minimum cut-off values for CR and AVE, where all CRs are greater than 0.7 

and AVEs are greater than 0.5 after the process of item deletion (Hair et al.,2017). It 

is concluded that the subscale meets reliability and convergent validity requirement at 

this stage. 

The discriminant validity of the TLB construct is next evaluated. Indicators should 

load more strongly on their subscale than on the TLB construct's other subconstructs. 

The average variance shared by each subscale and its measures should be higher than 

the variance shared by the subscale and the other subconstructs (Fornell and Larcker, 

1981). Table 6.64 shows that all reflective subconstructs have sufficient or enough 

discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), as the square root of AVE (diagonal) 

is greater than the correlations (off-diagonal).  
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6.12.7 The Assessment of Discriminant Validity for TLB construct (Cross 

Loadings, Fornell and Lacker’s Criterion, HTMT Criterion) 

Table 6.63 Discriminant Validity using Fornell-Larcker Criterion for TLB construct 

(immediate senior officers) final 

Fornell-

Lacker AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM WTC 

AV 0.88 
      

FAG 0.46 0.83 
     

HPE 0.42 0.46 1.00 
    

IS 0.28 0.38 0.45 0.81 
   

ISUP 0.41 0.51 0.50 0.43 1.00 
  

PAM 0.37 0.65 0.24 0.26 0.23 0.88 
 

WTC 0.41 0.46 0.40 0.55 0.47 0.35 0.74 

Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the AVE, while the off-diagonal 

represents the correlations. 

Table 6.64 depicts a method of discriminant analysis by comparing the cross-loadings 

between subconstructs. Using the cross-loadings (CL) to assess discriminant validity, 

it is important to note that each indicator should load high on its own constructs but 

low on other constructs. As indicated in the table, all indicators load high on their own 

constructs but low on the other subconstructs. This indicates that discriminant validity 

is achieved as the constructs are distinctly different from each other. Table 6.64 shows 

CL AV1 has CL (0.84), AV2 (0.92)each indicator should load high on its own 

constructs but low on other constructs 

Table 6.64 Cross Loadings for TLB subscale (immediate senior officers) final 

  AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM WTC 

AV_1 0.84 0.34 0.46 0.19 0.42 0.17 0.25 

AV_2 0.92 0.46 0.31 0.29 0.32 0.45 0.45 

FAG_1 0.28 0.81 0.32 0.27 0.28 0.63 0.25 

FAG_2 0.48 0.88 0.31 0.33 0.50 0.57 0.44 
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FAG_3 0.41 0.87 0.42 0.40 0.42 0.55 0.43 

FAG_4 0.34 0.77 0.48 0.26 0.48 0.43 0.41 

HPE 0.42 0.46 1.00 0.45 0.50 0.24 0.40 

ISUP_1 0.41 0.51 0.50 0.43 1.00 0.23 0.47 

IS_1 0.44 0.32 0.46 0.74 0.47 0.11 0.45 

IS_2 0.17 0.20 0.29 0.85 0.37 0.08 0.40 

IS_3 0.05 0.34 0.32 0.84 0.23 0.26 0.38 

IS_4 0.21 0.35 0.37 0.80 0.29 0.37 0.52 

PAM_1 0.37 0.58 0.30 0.31 0.31 0.87 0.39 

PAM_2 0.30 0.57 0.25 0.25 0.20 0.91 0.32 

PAM_3 0.30 0.56 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.85 0.16 

WTC_1 0.39 0.32 0.33 0.61 0.30 0.28 0.81 

WTC_2 0.37 0.37 0.36 0.55 0.40 0.38 0.80 

WTC_3 0.36 0.30 0.34 0.38 0.36 0.24 0.80 

WTC_4 0.35 0.46 0.34 0.35 0.39 0.35 0.81 

WTC_5 0.19 0.34 0.24 0.22 0.50 0.01 0.59 

WTC_6 0.06 0.28 0.13 0.23 0.12 0.20 0.61 

 

The HTMT technique established by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015) is used to 

assess discriminant validity in the third method. As indicated in Table 6.65, all of the 

values meet the HTMT.90 criterion (Gold et al., 2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). 

This means discriminant validity has been established. Furthermore, the HTMT 

inference result demonstrates that the confidence interval on any of the subconstructs 

does not exhibit a value of 1 (Henseler et al., 2015), confirming discriminant validity 

as shown in Table 6.65.  

Table 6.65 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for TLB (immediate senior officers) 

final 

HTMT AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM WTC 

AV 
       

FAG 0.57 
      

HPE 0.52 0.50 
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IS 0.34 0.44 0.49 
    

ISUP 0.50 0.54 0.50 0.47 
   

PAM 0.45 0.77 0.24 0.29 0.23 
  

WTC 0.49 0.54 0.43 0.62 0.51 0.39 
 

 

As indicated in Table 6.65, all of the values meet the HTMT.90 criterion (Gold et al., 

2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). This means discriminant validity has been 

established. Furthermore, the HTMT inference result demonstrates that the confidence 

interval on any of the subconstructs does not exhibit a value of 1 (Henseler et al., 

2015), confirming discriminant validity as shown in Table 6.65.  

 

 

6.13 Assessment of Convergent Validity for CC construct for immediate senior 

officers 

6.13.1 The Assessment of Indicator Reliability for CC construct (Outer 

Loadings) 

Indicator reliability is the proportion of indicator variance that is explained by the 

latent variable. The values range from 0 to 1. The outer loadings value should be higher 

than 0.70, and it should be considered for deletion if the removal of the indicator with 

outer loadings which is between 0.40 and 0.70 if it contributes to an increase in 

composite reliability and average variance extracted (AVE) (Hair et al., 2014). On the 

other hand, indicators with outer loading below 0.40 should always be removed (Hair 

et al., 2011) and (Hulland 1999). 
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Table 6.66 Construct Reliability and Validity for CC (immediate senior officers) 

after modification 

CC 

subscale  

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

CCON 0.717 0.876 0.78   

CD 0.829 0.921 0.854   

CP 

0.664 0.855 0.747 

For a 

newly 

developed 

instrument

, Cronbach 

alpha’s 

acceptable 

value to be 

above 0.6   

Note: Composite Reliability – CR   Average Variance Extracted - AVE 

All of the constructs do not achieve the satisfactory threshold of AVE result > 0.5 in 

the initial stage. All of the constructs, however, achieved a satisfactory CR result of > 

0.8.  

Modification is made and to increase the AVE of civic capacity, as shown in Table 

6.66. Selected items have been removed and that cause the AVE to increase. 

Based on the result in Table 6.66 above, all the subconstructs of CC meet the 

satisfactory level of AVE result > 0.5. Besides, all the constructs have also met the 

satisfactory level of CR result of > 0.8 except CCON of 0.747.  

The indicator loadings, CR and AVE of the reflective constructs are shown in Table 

6.66. All the loadings which exceed the recommended value of 0.708 (Hair et al.,2017) 

are retained. All items are retained. Moreover, all subconstructs meet the threshold 
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values/minimum cut-off values for CR and AVE, where all CRs are greater than 0.7 

and AVEs are greater than 0.5 after the process of item deletion (Hair et al.,2017). It 

is concluded that the subconstructs meet reliability and convergent validity 

requirement at this stage. 

6.13.2 Assessment of Discriminant Validity for CC construct for immediate 

senior officers (Cross Loadings, Fornell and Lacker’s Criterion, HTMT 

Criterion) 

The result indicates that there is discriminant validity between all the constructs. The 

squared roots of AVEs on the diagonal are higher than the values of the inter-construct 

on the same columns and rows. 

Following this, the discriminant validity of the CC notion is examined. Indicators 

should load more strongly on their own subconstructs than on other subconstructs in 

the CC construct. The average variation shared between each subconstruct and its 

measures should be bigger than the variance shared between the subscale and other 

subconstructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 6.67 demonstrates that all 

subconstructs display sufficient or satisfactory discriminant validity (Fornell and 

Larcker, 1981), where the square root of AVE (diagonal) is bigger than the correlations 

(off-diagonal) for all reflective subconstructs.  

Table 6.67 Discriminant Validity using Fornell-Larcker Criterion for CC construct 

(immediate senior officers) after modification 

 
CCON CD CP 

CCON 0.88     

CD 0.64 0.92 
 

CP 0.21 0.11 0.86 

Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the AVE, while the off-diagonal 

represents the correlations. 

 Table 6.67 depicts a discriminant analysis method by comparing the Fornell-Larcker 

Criterion between subconstructs of CC. As indicated in the table, all indicators load 
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high on their own constructs but low on the other subconstructs. This indicates that 

discriminant validity is achieved as the constructs are distinctly different from each 

other. Using the cross-loadings to assess discriminant validity, it is important to note 

that each indicator should load high on its own constructs but low on other constructs. 

Table 6.68 depicts a method of discriminant analysis by comparing the cross-loadings 

between subconstructs. Using the cross-loadings to assess discriminant validity, it is 

important to note that each indicator should load high on its own constructs but low 

on other constructs. As indicated in the table, all indicators load high on their own 

constructs as in CCON K (0.876), CCON P (0.89), CD K (0.921), CD K (0.927), CP 

K(0.892) and CP P(0.835 )but low on the other subconstructs. This indicates that 

discriminant validity is achieved as the constructs are distinctly different from each 

other. 

Table 6.68 Cross Loadings for CC (immediate senior officers) after modification 

 
CCON CD CP 

Mean_CCON_K 0.876 0.528 0.196 

Mean_CCON_P 0.89 0.605 0.182 

Mean_CD_K 0.586 0.921 0.057 

Mean_CD_P 0.602 0.927 0.155 

Mean_CP_K 0.172 0.156 0.892 

Mean_CP_P 0.201 0.031 0.835 

 

The third method of assessing discriminant validity is by using HTMT technique 

developed by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015). As shown in Table 6.70, all the 

values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold et al.,2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). 

This indicates that discriminant validity has been ascertained. Besides the result of 

HTMT inference also shows that the confidence interval does not show a value of 1 

on any of the subconstructs (Henseler et al.,2015), which also confirms discriminant 

validity. 
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Table 6.69 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for CC (immediate senior officers) 

after modification 

HTMT CCON CD CP 

CCON 
   

CD 0.83 
  

CP 0.31 0.21   

 

 

 

6.14 Assessment of Convergent Validity for PL construct for immediate senior 

officers 

6.14.1 Assessment of Discriminant Validity for PL construct for immediate 

senior officers (Cross Loadings, Fornell and Lacker’s Criterion, HTMT 

Criterion) 

Table 6.70 Construct Reliability and Validity for PL (immediate senior officers) final 

PL 

subscale  

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

AL 0.79 0.85 0.54   

EL 0.86 0.90 0.65   

LL 0.77 0.87 0.69   

NGL 0.89 0.92 0.61   

PLL 1.00 1.00 1.00   

Note – Composite Reliability – CR  Average Variance Extracted - AVE 

Based on the result in Table 6.70. above, all the constructs meet the satisfactory level 

of AVE result > 0.5. However, most constructs have also met the satisfactory level of 

CR result of > 0.8. Only one subscale, PLL, has a CR value of 1.00. 

The indicator loadings, CR and AVE of the reflective constructs are shown in . All the 

loadings which exceed the recommended value of 0.708 (Hair et al. 2017) are retained. 

All items are retained. Moreover, all subscale meets the threshold values/minimum 

cut-off values for CR and AVE, where all CRs are greater than 0.7 and AVEs are 
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greater than 0.5 after the process of item deletion (Hair et al. 2017). It is concluded 

that the subscale meets reliability and convergent validity requirement at this stage. 

The result indicates that there is discriminant validity between all the constructs. The 

squared roots of AVEs on the diagonal are higher than the values of the inter-construct 

on the same columns and rows. 

Following this, the discriminant validity of the PL subconstructs is assessed. Indicators 

should load more strongly on their own subscale than on other subconstructs in the PL 

subconstructs. The average variance shared between each subscale and its measures 

should be greater than the variance shared between the subscale and other 

subconstructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 6.71 indicates that all subconstructs 

exhibit satisfactory discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), where the square 

root of AVE (diagonal) is larger than the correlations (off-diagonal) for all reflective 

subconstructs.  

Table 6.71 Discriminant Validity using Fornell-Larcker Criterion for PL subscale 

(immediate senior officers) final 

  AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL 0.74         

EL 0.59 0.80 
   

LL 0.71 0.68 0.83 
  

NGL 0.30 0.33 0.28 0.78 
 

PLL 0.55 0.66 0.69 0.26 1.00 

Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the AVE while the off-diagonal represents 

the correlations. 

Table 6.72 Cross Loadings for PL (immediate senior officers) final 

 
AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL_2 0.71 0.31 0.35 0.25 0.27 

AL_3 0.74 0.37 0.45 0.30 0.34 

AL_4 0.77 0.43 0.59 0.23 0.41 

AL_5 0.83 0.60 0.67 0.25 0.52 



 

221 

AL_6 0.61 0.41 0.50 0.06 0.45 

EL_1 0.50 0.79 0.60 0.31 0.45 

EL_2 0.38 0.70 0.38 0.16 0.45 

EL_3 0.41 0.90 0.51 0.22 0.48 

EL_4 0.48 0.85 0.55 0.28 0.61 

EL_5 0.56 0.77 0.62 0.32 0.62 

LL_1 0.62 0.46 0.78 0.25 0.65 

LL_2 0.68 0.61 0.90 0.26 0.57 

LL_3 0.46 0.60 0.81 0.20 0.50 

NGL_1 0.32 0.27 0.26 0.80 0.22 

NGL_2 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.79 0.14 

NGL_3 0.24 0.33 0.26 0.83 0.27 

NGL_4 0.28 0.41 0.28 0.80 0.31 

NGL_5 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.69 0.03 

NGL_6 0.25 0.17 0.22 0.76 0.17 

NGL_7 0.14 0.16 0.16 0.79 0.22 

PLL_1 0.55 0.66 0.69 0.26 1.00 

 

Table 6.72 depicts a method of discriminant analysis by comparing the cross-loadings 

between PL subconstructs. Using the cross-loadings to assess discriminant validity, it 

is important to note that each indicator should load high on its own constructs but low 

on other constructs. As indicated in the table, all indicators load high on its own 

constructs but low on the other subconstructs. This indicates that discriminant validity 

is achieved as the constructs are distinctly different from each other. 

The third method of assessing discriminant validity is by using HTMT technique 

developed by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015). As shown in Table 6.73, all the 

values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold et al.,2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). 

This indicates that discriminant validity has been ascertained. Besides the result of 

HTMT inference also shows that the confidence interval does not show a value of 1 

on any of the subconstructs (Henseler et al.,2015), which also confirms discriminant 

validity. 
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Table 6.73 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for PL (immediate senior officers) 

final 

HTMT AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL 
     

EL 0.69 
    

LL 0.89 0.82 
   

NGL 0.35 0.35 0.33 
  

PLL 0.61 0.70 0.79 0.26   

 

6.15 Assessment of Convergent Validity for IPL construct for immediate senior 

officers 

6.15.1 The Assessment of Indicator Reliability for IPL construct (Outer 

Loadings) 

All of the IPL subconstructs satisfy the satisfactory level of AVE result > 0.5, as shown 

in Table 6.106 below. The IPN subconstruct has achieved a satisfactory CR result of 

> 0.8. However, the CR value of 0.030 and Cronbach's Alpha of -1.835 for the IPN 

subscale are not sufficient. As a result, changes have been made to the items, as stated 

in Table 6.74.  

Table 6.74 Construct Reliability and Validity for IPL (immediate senior officers) 

after modification 

IPL 

subscale  

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

IPLP 1 1 1   

IPN 0.899 0.937 0.833   

          

Note: CR – Composite Reliability AVE- Average Variance Extracted 
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The indicator loadings, CR and AVE of the reflective constructs are shown in Table 

6.74. All the loadings which exceed the recommended value of 0.708 (Hair et al.,2017) 

are retained. All items are retained. Moreover, all subconstructs meet the threshold 

values/minimum cut-off values for CR and AVE, where all CRs are greater than 0.7 

and AVEs are greater than 0.5 after the process of item deletion (Hair et al.,2017). It 

is concluded that the subconstructs meet reliability and convergent validity 

requirement at this stage. 

6.15.2 Assessment of Discriminant Validity for IPL construct for immediate 

senior officers (Cross Loadings, Fornell and Lacker’s Criterion, HTMT 

Criterion) 

The result indicates that there is discriminant validity between all the constructs. The 

squared roots of AVEs on the diagonal are higher than the values of the inter-construct 

on the same columns and rows. 

Following this, the discriminant validity of the IPL subscale is assessed. Indicators 

should load more strongly on their subconstructs than on other subconstructs in the 

IPL subconstructs. The average variance shared between each subscale and its 

measures should be greater than the variance shared between the subconstruct and 

other subconstructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 6.75 indicates that all 

subconstructs exhibit satisfactory discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), 

where the square root of AVE (diagonal) is larger than the correlations (off-diagonal) 

for all reflective subconstructs.  

Table 6.75 Discriminant Validity using Fornell-Larcker Criterion for IPL subscale 

(immediate senior officers) after modification 

 
IPLP IPN 

IPLP 1 
 

IPN 0.84 0.912 

Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the AVE, while the off-diagonal 

represents the correlations. 
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Table 6.75 shows a discriminant analysis method that compares cross-loadings 

between PL subconstructs. When evaluating discriminant validity with cross-loadings, 

keep in mind that each indicator should load high on its constructs but low on others. 

All indicators load high on their constructs but low on the other subconstructs, as seen 

in the table. This implies that discriminant validity has been established because the 

constructs are distinct from one another.  

Table 6.76 Cross Loadings for IPL (immediate senior officers) after modification 

 
IPLP IPN 

IPLP_4 1 0.84 

IPN_1 0.726 0.897 

IPN_2 0.784 0.932 

IPN_3 0.788 0.908 

 

The initial cross-loadings for IPL subscale RT was low at value -.0545 and so it was 

removed. 

The third method of assessing discriminant validity is by using HTMT technique 

developed by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015). As shown in Table 6.78, all the 

values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold et al.,2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). 

This indicates that discriminant validity has been ascertained. Besides the result of 

HTMT inference also shows that the confidence interval does not show a value of 1 

on any of the subconstructs (Henseler et al. 2015), which also confirms discriminant 

validity. 

Table 6.77 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for IPL (immediate senior officers) 

final 

 
IPLP IPN 

IPLP 
  

IPN 0.885 
 

 

Table 6.77 above showed that the final HTMT value for IPL. The initial IPL had not 

reached the expected value of HTMT. After modification, as shown in the above table, 
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the value for the IPN construct has increased to 0.885, which fulfils the HTMT 

discriminant validity value of 1. 

 

6.16 Reporting and Interpretation of Reflection Measurement Model for 

Subordinates 

To sum up, the overall reflection of the measurement model for subordinates is 

presented based on each construct. Each construct has been assessed in terms of 

internal consistency, convergent validity and discriminant validity. 

The overall results of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

transformational leadership behaviour construct (independent variable) for 

subordinates is shown in Table 6.78. 

Table 6.78 Final Measurement Model for TLB (subordinates) 

TLB  
Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 
Note 

AV 0.87 0.92 0.79   

FAG 0.91 0.94 0.79   

HPE 1.00 1.00 1.00   

IS 0.94 0.96 0.84   

ISUP 1.00 1.00 1.00   

PAM 0.96 0.97 0.92   

WTC 0.96 0.97 0.84   

 

The findings of the internal consistency assessment for TLB of subordinates are shown 

in Table 6.78. The majority of the composite reliability for TLB is between 0.92 and 

0.97. Only two subconstructs, HPE and ISUP, have 1.000 values. The same goes for 

Cronbach alpha. The majority are in a more advanced stage, with a score ranging from 

0.87 to 1. These values are higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). For the TLB subscale, 

only one Cronbach alpha AV (0.87) is advanced, as the others are between 0.91 and 
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0.96. HPE (1) and ISUP (1) are two TLB subconstructs with values greater than 0.95. 

(1.000). However, a number greater than 0.90 is not desired, and a value of 0.95 or 

above is also undesirable (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994).  

Table 6.78 presents the factor loading for AV (0.79), FAG (0.79) HPE_1 (1) IS (0.94) 

ISUP_(1) PAM (0.96) WTC (0.96). The square root of AVE each subscale for TLB 

of subordinates is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in TLB. 

Each loading of each indicator of TLB (immediate senior officers) are the highest for 

their designated constructs. 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for TLB for subordinates are the highest for their 

designated constructs.AV (0.853 to 0.92), FAG (0.734 to 0.951), HPE (1), ISUP  (1), 

IS (0.888 to 0.947), PAM (0.94 to 0.969) and WTC (0.902 to 0.932). 

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on TLB (subordinates) was done by 

checking the cross-loadings. It was found that the values of cross loading for TLB for 

subordinates, i.e. each cross loading was greater than the cut-off value of 0.70.  

There is no cross-loading of 0.1 based on the results in Table 6.78. The findings show 

that all constructs have discriminant validity, and that all indicators are substantially 

loaded on their respective constructs. To put it another way, there is no concern with 

substantial cross-loading between them.  

The results for TLB show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes a value 

of 1. Thus, discriminant validity is achieved based on HTMT inference, as shown in 

Table 6.79. 

Next is the presentation of the measurement model results for civic capacity construct 

(independent variable) of subordinates is shown in Table 6.79. 
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Table 6.79 Final Measurement Model for CC (subordinates) 

CC 

subscale 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

CCON 0.91 0.96 0.92   

CD 0.99 0.99 0.99   

CP 0.96 0.98 0.96   

 

The square root of AVE each subscale for CC of subordinates is larger than the 

correlations between other subconstructs in CC, as shown in Table 6.79. The square 

root of AVE each subscale for CC of subordinates is larger than the correlations 

between other subconstructs in CC, as shown in Table 6.79.  

Table 6.79 shows the results of the assessment for the internal consistency for CC of 

subordinates. Values of the final composite reliability CCON (0.96), CD (0.99), CP 

(0.98). Most of the composite reliability for CC has a higher value between 0.96 to 

0.99. The same goes for Cronbach alpha. All CC subconstructs of subordinates have a 

more advanced stage the value between 0.91 to 0.99. In exploratory research, 

composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values, in a more advanced stage, the value has 

to be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for CC for subordinates are the highest for their 

designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on CC (subordinates) was done by 

checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in Table 6.79, there is no cross-

loading of < 0.1. The results indicate that there is discriminant validity between all the 

CC subconstructs of subordinates where all indicators are highly loaded on their 

respective constructs. The item high reliability. 

The results for CC of subordinates show neither lower nor upper confidence interval 

includes a value of 1.  
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Table 6.80 shows the overall results for the public leadership (independent variable) 

construct of immediate senior officials in terms of internal consistency, convergent, 

and discriminant validity.  

Table 6.80 Final Measurement Model for PL (subordinates) 

Public 

leadership 

Construct  

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

AL 0.95 0.96 0.799 
   

EL 0.944 0.958 0.819 
   

LL 0.901 0.938 0.836 
   

NGL 0.967 0.972 0.832 
   

PLL 0.859 0.913 0.779 
   

 

Based on the above Table 6.80, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL of 

subordinates is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in PL. Based 

on the above Table 6.80, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL of subordinates 

is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in PL. 

Table 6.80 shows the assessment results for the internal consistency for the PL of 

subordinates. Values of the initial composite reliability of subordinates, AL (0.95), EL 

(0.944), LL (0.901), NGL (0.967) and PLL (0.0.959). Most of the composite reliability 

for PL of subordinates has a higher value between 0.913 to 0.96. The same goes for 

Cronbach alpha; most PL subscales for subordinates have AL (0.95), EL(0.944), 

LL(0.901), NGL(0.967) and PLL (0.859) to a more advanced stage the value between 

0.859 to 0.967. In exploratory research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values 

are  a more advanced stage, the value has to be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for PL for subordinates are the highest for their 

designated constructs as shown below Table 6.81 .  
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Table 6.81 Final Measurement Cross Loadings for PL (subordinates) 

 
AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL_1 0.886 0.634 0.467 0.423 0.736 

AL_2 0.911 0.674 0.414 0.408 0.623 

AL_3 0.915 0.693 0.485 0.445 0.605 

AL_4 0.879 0.753 0.499 0.512 0.512 

AL_5 0.922 0.753 0.506 0.517 0.595 

AL_6 0.85 0.666 0.514 0.538 0.476 

EL_1 0.662 0.893 0.442 0.719 0.331 

EL_2 0.738 0.921 0.537 0.573 0.433 

EL_3 0.746 0.862 0.458 0.564 0.412 

EL_4 0.706 0.923 0.528 0.539 0.432 

EL_5 0.673 0.924 0.519 0.572 0.371 

LL_1 0.543 0.56 0.979 0.426 0.28 

LL_2 0.394 0.434 0.851 0.342 0.203 

LL_3 0.526 0.502 0.908 0.399 0.296 

NGL_1 0.496 0.657 0.403 0.903 0.171 

NGL_2 0.463 0.592 0.447 0.911 0.228 

NGL_3 0.445 0.559 0.318 0.911 0.24 

NGL_4 0.546 0.63 0.447 0.917 0.324 

NGL_5 0.435 0.549 0.317 0.907 0.231 

NGL_6 0.536 0.621 0.451 0.92 0.309 

NGL_7 0.46 0.576 0.333 0.917 0.249 

PLL_1 0.699 0.477 0.302 0.326 0.95 

PLL_2 0.429 0.243 0.237 0.112 0.814 

PLL_3 0.572 0.392 0.214 0.246 0.879 

 

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on PL (subordinates) was done by 

checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in Table 6.81, there is no cross-

loading of < 0.1. The results indicate that there is discriminant validity between all the 

PL subscales of subordinates where all indicators are highly loaded on their respective 
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constructs. In other words, there is no issue of high cross-loading among one another. 

The results for PL for subordinates show neither lower nor upper confidence interval 

includes a value of 1.  

The overall results of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

integrative public leadership construct (dependent variable) of subordinates is shown 

in Table 6.82. 

Table 6.82 Final Measurement Model for IPL (subordinates) 

IPL 

Construct 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

IPLP 1 1 1   

IPN 0.937 0.959 0.888   

          

 

Based on the above 6.82, the square root of AVE each subscale for IPL of subordinates 

is larger than the correlations between other subscales in IPL. Based on the above 

Table 6.82, the square root of AVE each subscale for IPL of subordinates is larger than 

the correlations between other subscales in IPL. 

Table 6.82 shows the results of the assessment for the internal consistency for IPL of 

subordinates. The composite reliability for IPL has a higher value between IPN (0.959) 

and IPLP (1), and for its IPN subscale is a higher value of 0.959. The same goes for 

Cronbach alpha, IPL subconstruct for subordinates, which is IPN, has a Cronbach’s 

Alpha value of 0.937. This value is higher than 0.70; therefore, it is considered a more 

advanced stage (Hair et al., 2014). 

The results for IPL of subordinates show neither lower nor upper confidence interval 

includes a value of 1.  



 

231 

6.17 Results for Reflective Measurement Model Evaluation for subordinates 

6.17.1 Assessment of Convergent Validity for TLB construct (subordinates) 

The main aim of measuring indicator reliability is to evaluate the extent to which an 

indicator or a set of indicators is consistent with what it plans to measure (Urbach and 

Ahlemann, 2010). The proportion of indicator variance is denoted by the indicator 

reliability, which is clarified by the latent variable (Ramayah et al., 2018).  

Based on the results in Table 6.83, almost all the TLB subconstructs have acceptable 

values for indicator reliability or outer loadings result >0.8. Only one FAG_1 has a 

value of outer loading 0.734. Loading values equal to and greater than 0.708, showing 

a latent variable can explain at least 50 per cent of the indicator's variance (Hair et al., 

2017). Based on Table 6.84 , all subconstructs met the satisfactory level of AVE result 

>0.5. Besides, all the subconstructs have also met the satisfactory level of CR result 

of>0.8 as presented below in Table 6.84.  

Table 6.83 Outer Loadings of TLB (subordinates) 

 
AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM WTC 

AV_1 0.853 
      

AV_2 0.92 
      

AV_3 0.894 
      

FAG_1 
 

0.734 
     

FAG_2 
 

0.933 
     

FAG_3 
 

0.951 
     

FAG_4 
 

0.909 
     

HPE_1 
  

1 
    

ISUP_1 
    

1 
  

IS_1 
   

0.888 
   

IS_2 
   

0.947 
   

IS_3 
   

0.935 
   

IS_4 
   

0.899 
   

PAM_1 
     

0.94 
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PAM_2 
     

0.969 
 

PAM_3 
     

0.965 
 

WTC_1 
      

0.902 

WTC_2 
      

0.906 

WTC_3 
      

0.932 

WTC_4 
      

0.929 

WTC_5 
      

0.913 

WTC_6 
      

0.927 

 

 

Hair et al. (2017) recommended that factor/outer loadings and AVE are used to assess 

convergent validity. The presentation of the results is shown in Table 6.83 

The indicator loadings, CR and AVE of the reflective constructs of subordinates are 

shown in Table 6.84. All the loadings which exceed the recommended value of 0.708 

(Hair et al., 2017) are retained. Moreover, all subscales meet the threshold 

values/minimum cut-off values for CR and AVE, where all CRs are greater than 0.7 

and AVEs are greater than 0.5 after the process of item deletion (Hair et al., 2017). It 

is concluded that the subscales meet reliability and convergent validity requirement at 

this stage. 

Table 6.84 Construct Reliability and Validity for TLB Measurement Model 

(Subordinates) 

TLB  
Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 
Note 

AV 0.87 0.92 0.79   

FAG 0.91 0.94 0.79   

HPE 1.00 1.00 1.00   

IS 0.94 0.96 0.84   

ISUP 1.00 1.00 1.00   

PAM 0.96 0.97 0.92   

WTC 0.96 0.97 0.84   
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Note: Composite Reliability – CR   Average Variance Extracted – AVE 

Following this, the discriminant validity of the TLB construct for subordinates as in 

Table 6.85 is assessed. Indicators should load more strongly on their subscales than on 

other subscales in the TLB construct. The average variance shared between each 

subscale and its measures should be greater than the variance shared between the 

subscales and other subscales (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The next Table 6.85 

indicates that all subscales exhibit sufficient or satisfactory discriminant validity 

(Fornell and Larcker, 1981), where the square root of AVE (diagonal) is larger than 

the correlations (off-diagonal) for all reflective subscales. 

Table 6.85 Discriminant Validity using Fornell-Larcker Criterion for TLB construct 

(subordinates) 

 AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM WTC 

AV 0.89       

FAG 0.74 0.89      

HPE 0.65 0.70 1.00     

IS 0.69 0.77 0.66 0.92    

ISUP 0.57 0.76 0.67 0.79 1.00   

PAM 0.71 0.77 0.49 0.66 0.67 0.96  
WTC 0.71 0.77 0.67 0.78 0.64 0.70 0.92 

        

Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the AVE, while the off-diagonal 

represents the correlations. 

Table 6.86 below depicts a method of discriminant analysis using comparing the cross-

loadings between TLB subscales for subordinates. Using the cross-loadings to assess 

discriminant validity, it is important to note that each indicator should load high on its 

constructs but low on other constructs.  

Table 6.86 Cross Loadings for TLB (subordinates) 

 
AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM WTC 

AV_1 0.853 0.58 0.58 0.586 0.437 0.476 0.585 

AV_2 0.92 0.722 0.594 0.645 0.594 0.686 0.64 

AV_3 0.894 0.672 0.56 0.598 0.482 0.705 0.668 
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FAG_1 0.567 0.734 0.469 0.509 0.493 0.67 0.481 

FAG_2 0.689 0.933 0.651 0.714 0.673 0.632 0.747 

FAG_3 0.698 0.951 0.664 0.731 0.718 0.679 0.739 

FAG_4 0.672 0.909 0.677 0.759 0.773 0.747 0.727 

HPE_1 0.649 0.701 1 0.659 0.666 0.493 0.665 

ISUP_1 0.57 0.758 0.666 0.793 1 0.674 0.64 

IS_1 0.628 0.707 0.665 0.888 0.719 0.565 0.67 

IS_2 0.608 0.681 0.589 0.947 0.774 0.599 0.673 

IS_3 0.651 0.692 0.565 0.935 0.731 0.623 0.7 

IS_4 0.629 0.755 0.6 0.899 0.689 0.647 0.801 

PAM_1 0.65 0.683 0.476 0.596 0.625 0.94 0.667 

PAM_2 0.676 0.749 0.476 0.641 0.643 0.969 0.659 

PAM_3 0.702 0.768 0.466 0.67 0.667 0.965 0.679 

WTC_1 0.61 0.711 0.656 0.713 0.564 0.552 0.902 

WTC_2 0.62 0.694 0.624 0.721 0.532 0.576 0.906 

WTC_3 0.62 0.7 0.57 0.688 0.596 0.687 0.932 

WTC_4 0.675 0.749 0.601 0.687 0.61 0.692 0.929 

WTC_5 0.68 0.689 0.593 0.738 0.645 0.699 0.913 

WTC_6 0.703 0.698 0.619 0.734 0.577 0.633 0.927 

 

The third method of assessing discriminant validity uses the HTMT technique 

developed by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015). As shown in Table 6.87 for 

subordinates, all the values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold et al.,2001) and 

HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). This indicates that discriminant validity has been ascertained. 

Besides, the result of HTMT inference also shows that the confidence interval does 

not show a value of 1 on any of the subscales (Henseler et al.,2015), which also 

confirms discriminant validity. 
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Table 6.87 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio for TLB (HTMT) subordinates 

 
AV FAG HPE IS ISUP PAM WTC 

AV 
       

FAG 0.835 
      

HPE 0.698 0.732 
     

IS 0.76 0.833 0.681 
    

ISUP 0.609 0.79 0.666 0.82 
   

PAM 0.768 0.83 0.505 0.701 0.689 
  

WTC 0.775 0.817 0.678 0.816 0.652 0.727 
 

 

6.17.2 Assessment of Convergent Validity for CC construct for subordinates 

Based on Table 6.88, the CCON K and CCON P subconstructs of subordinates has 

outer loadings values ranging between 0.955 to 0.96. CD K and CD P have outer 

loadings both the same at 0.993. CP P and CP K have outer loadings values between 

0.977 and 0.98. Overall, almost all CC subconstructs for subordinates have acceptable 

values for indicator reliability or outer loadings result >0.7. If the summation of 

loadings results in high loading scores, contributing to AVE scores of greater than 0.6 

(Byrne, 2016). The loading values equal to and greater than 0.708, showing a latent 

variable can explain at least 50 per cent of the indicator's variance (Hair et al., 2017).  

Table 6.88 Outer Loadings for CC (subordinates) 

 
CCON CD CP 

MEAN_CCON_K 0.96 
  

Mean_CCON_P 0.96 
  

MEAN_CD_K 
 

0.99 
 

MEAN_CD_P 
 

0.99 
 

MEAN_CP_P 
  

0.98 

Mean_CP_K 
  

0.98 

 

Based on Table 6.89, all subconstructs for CC of subordinates met the satisfactory 

level of AVE result >0.5. Besides, all the subconstructs have also met the satisfactory 
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level of CR result of>0.9.  

6.17.3 Assessment of Discriminant Validity for CC construct for subordinates 

Table 6.89 Construct Reliability and Validity for CC (subordinates) 

CC 

subscale 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE) 

Note 

CCON 0.91 0.96 0.92 
 

CD 0.99 0.99 0.99 
 

CP 0.96 0.98 0.96 
 

Note: Composite Reliability – CR   Average Variance Extracted - AVE 

Table 6.89 indicates that all subconstructs for CC (subordinates) exhibit satisfactory 

discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), where the square root of AVE 

(diagonal) is larger than the correlations (off-diagonal) for all reflective subscales. 

Table 6.90 Fornell-Larcker Criterion for CC (subordinates) 

 
CCON CD CP 

CCON 0.958 
  

CD 0.682 0.993 
 

CP 0.463 0.322 0.978 

CCON (Civic connectivity) CD (Civic drive) CP(Civic pragmatism) 

 

Based on Table 6.90, the cross-loadings of each indicator for CC (subordinates) are 

the highest for their designated constructs. CCCON subconstruct range between 0.750 

to 0.849. CD has a cross-loadings value ranging from 0.615 to 0.906. CP has cross-

loadings value from 0.755 to 0.875. Besides, almost all the subscales have also met 

the satisfactory level of CR result of>0.7 to 0.9. Only one subscale CD2 has a value of 

0.615. No subscale is deleted, as shown in Table 6.68 CC construct has met the AVE 

and CR acceptable values, indicators.  
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Based on the above considerations, the result indicates internal consistency and 

indicator reliability between all subconstruct of CC for subordinates.  

Table 6.91 Cross Loadings for CC (subordinates) 

 
CCON CD CP 

MEAN_CCON_K 0.955 0.627 0.414 

Mean_CCON_P 0.96 0.678 0.472 

MEAN_CD_K 0.664 0.993 0.33 

MEAN_CD_P 0.691 0.993 0.311 

MEAN_CP_P 0.489 0.327 0.98 

Mean_CP_K 0.416 0.303 0.977 

 

As shown in Table 6.92, all the values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold et al., 

2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). CCON has an HTMT value of 0.829; the CD has 

0.934, and CP has 0.891. This indicates that discriminant validity has been ascertained. 

Besides the result of HTMT inference also shows that the confidence interval does not 

show a value of 1 on any of the subscales (Henseler et al., 2015), which also confirms 

discriminant validity. 

Table 6.92 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for CC (subordinates) 

 
CCON CD CP 

CCON 
   

CD 0.72 
  

CP 0.495 0.332 
 

 

6.17.4 Assessment of Convergent Validity for PL construct for subordinates 

Based on the results in Table 6.93, most subconstructs for PL (subordinates) have 

subconstruct between 0.762 to 0.925. Therefore, all subconstructs have met a higher 

level of outer loadings result >0.7. All the subconstructs have also met the satisfactory 

level of CR result of>0.7 – 0.9. There is no deletion for this subscale. 

The result indicates that there is convergent validity between all subconstructs for PL. 
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The squared roots of AVEs on the diagonal are higher than the values of the inter-

subconstruct on the same columns and rows. 

Table 6.93 Outer Loadings for PL (subordinates) 

 
AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL_1 0.886 
    

AL_2 0.911 
    

AL_3 0.915 
    

AL_4 0.879 
    

AL_5 0.922 
    

AL_6 0.85 
    

EL_1 
 

0.893 
   

EL_2 
 

0.921 
   

EL_3 
 

0.862 
   

EL_4 
 

0.923 
   

EL_5 
 

0.924 
   

LL_1 
  

0.979 
  

LL_2 
  

0.851 
  

LL_3 
  

0.908 
  

NGL_1 
   

0.903 
 

NGL_2 
   

0.911 
 

NGL_3 
   

0.911 
 

NGL_4 
   

0.917 
 

NGL_5 
   

0.907 
 

NGL_6 
   

0.92 
 

NGL_7 
   

0.917 
 

PLL_1 
    

0.95 

PLL_2 
    

0.814 

PLL_3 
    

0.879 
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6.17.5 Assessment of Discriminant Validity for PL construct for subordinates 

Based on the results in Table 6.94, all the subconstructs have met the satisfactory level 

of AVE result >0.5. AVE for PL of subordinates range from 0.779 to 0.836. In 

addition, all the subconstructs have also met the satisfactory level of CR result of>0.7. 

The result indicates that there is discriminant validity between all subconstructs. The 

squared roots of AVEs on the diagonal are higher than the values of the inter-

subconstruct on the same columns and rows. 

Table 6.94 Construct Reliability and Validity for PL (subordinates) 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

AL 0.95 0.96 0.799 

EL 0.944 0.958 0.819 

LL 0.901 0.938 0.836 

NGL 0.967 0.972 0.832 

PLL 0.859 0.913 0.779 

Note: Composite Reliability – CR   Average Variance Extracted - AVE 

The assessment of discriminant validity among the PL subconstructs for subordinates 

is summarised in Table 6.95. The analysis shows that the square root of AVE of all 

subconstructs each of PL (subordinates) have been larger than the correlations between 

its own subscales and other subscales in the model. Based on these considerations, the 

PL subscales are assumed to exhibit discriminant validity.  

Table 6.95 Fornell-Larcker Criterion for PL (subordinates) 

 
AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL 0.894 
    

EL 0.779 0.905 
   

LL 0.539 0.549 0.914 
  

NGL 0.531 0.657 0.428 0.912 
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PLL 0.66 0.438 0.287 0.276 0.883 

 

The assessment of cross-loadings of each subscale of PL is summarized in Table 6.96 

The analysis shows that all outer loadings for PL subscale (subordinates) exhibit a 

higher value for its own subconstruct. The cross-loadings values are AL (0.85 to 

0.922), EL (0.862 to 0.924), LL (0.851 to 0.979), NGL (0.903 to 0.917) and PLL 

(0.814 to 0.95). All cross-loadings have met a satisfactory cross-loading value > 0.7. 

Therefore, the PL subconstructs show discriminant validity relative to loadings of each 

indicator are the highest for their designated subscales. Based on these considerations, 

these three considerations, the construct is assumed to exhibit discriminant validity.   

Table 6.96 Cross Loadings for PL (subordinates) 

 
AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL_1 0.886 0.634 0.467 0.423 0.736 

AL_2 0.911 0.674 0.414 0.408 0.623 

AL_3 0.915 0.693 0.485 0.445 0.605 

AL_4 0.879 0.753 0.499 0.512 0.512 

AL_5 0.922 0.753 0.506 0.517 0.595 

AL_6 0.85 0.666 0.514 0.538 0.476 

EL_1 0.662 0.893 0.442 0.719 0.331 

EL_2 0.738 0.921 0.537 0.573 0.433 

EL_3 0.746 0.862 0.458 0.564 0.412 

EL_4 0.706 0.923 0.528 0.539 0.432 

EL_5 0.673 0.924 0.519 0.572 0.371 

LL_1 0.543 0.56 0.979 0.426 0.28 

LL_2 0.394 0.434 0.851 0.342 0.203 

LL_3 0.526 0.502 0.908 0.399 0.296 

NGL_1 0.496 0.657 0.403 0.903 0.171 

NGL_2 0.463 0.592 0.447 0.911 0.228 

NGL_3 0.445 0.559 0.318 0.911 0.24 

NGL_4 0.546 0.63 0.447 0.917 0.324 

NGL_5 0.435 0.549 0.317 0.907 0.231 
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NGL_6 0.536 0.621 0.451 0.92 0.309 

NGL_7 0.46 0.576 0.333 0.917 0.249 

PLL_1 0.699 0.477 0.302 0.326 0.95 

PLL_2 0.429 0.243 0.237 0.112 0.814 

PLL_3 0.572 0.392 0.214 0.246 0.879 

 

The assessment of discriminant validity among the constructs is summarized in Table 

6.97. As shown in the table below, all the values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold 

et al.,2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). This indicates that discriminant validity has 

been ascertained. Besides the result of HTMT inference also shows that the confidence 

interval does not show a value of 1 on any of the subscales (Henseler et al.,2015), 

which also confirms discriminant validity. 

Table 6.97 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for PL (subordinates) 

 
AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL 
     

EL 0.822 
    

LL 0.577 0.592 
   

NGL 0.551 0.685 0.454 
  

PLL 0.712 0.466 0.32 0.282 
 

 

6.17.6 Assessment of Convergent Validity for IPL construct for subordinates 

Table 6.98 Outer Loadings of IPL for subordinates (final) 

 
IPLP IPN 

IPLP_4 1 
 

IPN_1 
 

0.939 

IPN_2 
 

0.955 

IPN_3 
 

0.932 

 

Based on the results in Table 6.98, almost all the subconstructs of IPL for subordinates 

have met the satisfactory level of outer loading result >0.9. In addition, most all the 
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subconstructs have also met the satisfactory level of CR result of>0.7. Furthermore, 

IPL has a CR value of 0.628, while IPN has a higher CR value of 0.959. Based on 

these considerations, both IPL and IPN have AVE shown discriminant validity as the 

AVE result >0.5 and an acceptable value of CR > 0.6 for exploratory research. 

6.17.7 Assessment of Discriminant Validity for IPL construct for subordinates 

Based on the results in Table 6.99, all the subconstructs of IPL for subordinates have 

met the satisfactory level of AVE result >0.5. In addition, most all the subconstructs 

have also met the satisfactory level of CR result of>0.7. Only one subscale IPL has an 

internal consistency value of 0.299. Furthermore, IPL has a CR value of 0.628, while 

IPN has a higher CR value of 0.959. Based on these considerations, both IPL and IPN 

have AVE shown discriminant validity as the AVE result >0.5 and an acceptable value 

of CR > 0.6 for exploratory research. 

Table 6.99 Construct Reliability and Validity for IPL (subordinates) 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 

AL 0.95 0.96 0.799 
   

EL 0.944 0.958 0.819 
   

LL 0.901 0.938 0.836 
   

NGL 0.967 0.972 0.832 
   

PLL 0.859 0.913 0.779 
   

Note: Composite Reliability – CR  Average Variance Extracted – AVE 

Table 6.100 depicts a method of discriminant analysis by comparing the Fornell-

Larcker Criterion between subconstructs of IPL. Using the cross-loadings to assess 

discriminant validity, it is important to note that each indicator should load high on its 

own constructs but low on other constructs. As indicated in Table 6.100, all indicators 

load high on its own constructs but low on the other subconstructs. This indicates that 

discriminant validity is achieved as the constructs are distinctly different from each 

other. 
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Table 6.100 Fornell-Larcker Criterion for IPL (subordinates) 

 
IPLP IPN 

IPLP 1 
 

IPN 0.861 0.942 

 

Based on the results in Table 6.110, the IPL subconstructs have cross-loading values 

between 0.889. One subscale RT has not met the satisfactory level of loading >0.5. 

Therefore, the subscale is deleted. Only IPN subconstructs have met the satisfactory 

CR result of>0.9 and AVE result of>0. 8. The result indicates that there is discriminant 

validity between all constructs.  

Table 6.101 Cross Loadings for IPL (subordinates) 

 
IPLP IPN 

IPLP 
  

IPN 0.889 
 

 

As shown in Table 6.102, all the values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold et al. 

2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline 2011). IPN has a value of 1.158. This indicates that 

discriminant validity has been ascertained. Besides, the result of HTMT inference also 

shows that the confidence interval does not show a value of 1 on any of the 

subconstructs (Henseler et al. 2015), which also confirms discriminant validity. 

Table 6.102 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for IPL (subordinates) 

 

 
IPLP IPN 

IPLP 
  

IPN 0.889 
 

 

6.18 Reporting and Interpretation of Reflection Measurement Model for 

Immediate Senior Officers and Subordinates 

The overall internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

transformational leadership behaviour construct (independent variable) for immediate 



 

244 

senior officers and subordinates are shown in Table 6.103. 

Table 6.103 Final Measurement Model Evaluation for TLB Construct (immediate 

senior officers and subordinates) 

 

IMMEDIATE SENIOR OFFICER SUBORDINATES 

  OL CA CR AVE   OL CA CR AVE 

AV  0.71 0.87 0.77 AV  0.87 0.92 0.79 

AV_1 0.84    AV_1 0.85    
AV_2 0.92    AV_2 0.92    
AV3 Deleted    AV_3 0.89    
FAG  0.85 0.90 0.69 FAG  0.91 0.94 0.79 

FAG_1 0.81    FAG_1 0.73    
FAG_2 0.88    FAG_2 0.93    
FAG_3 0.87    FAG_3 0.95    
FAG_4 0.77    FAG_4 0.91    
HPE     HPE     
HPE 1 1 1 1 HPE 1 1 1 1 

ISUP     ISUP     
ISUP_1 1 1 1 1 ISUP_1 1 1 1 1 

IS  0.82 0.88 0.66 IS  0.94 0.96 0.84 

IS_1 0.74    IS_1 0.89    
IS_2 0.85    IS_2 0.95    
IS_3 0.84    IS_3 0.94    
IS_4 0.80    IS_4 0.90    
PAM  0.85 0.91 0.77 PAM  0.96 0.97 0.92 

PAM_1 0.87    PAM_1 0.94    
PAM_2 0.91    PAM_2 0.97    
PAM_3 0.85    PAM_3 0.97    
WTC  0.84 0.88 0.55 WTC  0.96 0.97 0.84 

WTC_1 0.81    WTC_1 0.90    
WTC_2 0.80    WTC_2 0.91    
WTC_3 0.80    WTC_3 0.93    
WTC_4 0.81    WTC_4 0.93    
WTC_5 0.59    WTC_5 0.91    
WTC_6 0.61       WTC_6 0.93       

OL (Outer loading) CA(Cronbach alpha) CR (Composite Reliability) AVE 



 

245 

Table 6.103 Final Measurement Model Evaluation for TLB Construct (immediate 

senior officers and subordinates). Table 6.103 shows the results of the assessment for 

the internal consistency for the TLB of immediate senior officers and subordinates. 

Most of the composite reliability for TLB immediate senior officer has a higher value 

between 0.87 to 0.91. The same goes for Cronbach alpha most have has a more 

advanced stage the value between 0.71 to 0.85. These values are higher than 0.70 (Hair 

et al., 2014. Two TLB subconstructs have value more than 0.95, which are HPE 

(1.000) and ISUP (1.000). However, the value that is more than 0.90 is not desirable, 

and the value that is 0.95 or above is undesirable (Nunnally and Bernstein,1994). On 

the other hand, Most of the composite reliability for TLB of subordinates has a higher 

value between 0.92 to 0.97. Only two subconstructs HPE and ISUP each has a value 

of 1.000. The same goes for Cronbach alpha most have has a more advanced stage the 

value between 0.87 to 0.96. These values are higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). Two 

TLB subconstructs have value more than 0.95, which are HPE (1.000) and ISUP 

(1.000). However, the value that is more than 0.90 is not desirable, and the value that 

is 0.95 or above is undesirable (Nunnally and Bernstein,1994).  

Table 6.103 presents the outer loading for immediate senior officers AV (0.84. - 0.92), 

FAG (0.77 - 0.88) HPE_1 (1.000), ISUP_1 (1.000). The square root of AVE each 

subscale for TLB of immediate senior officers is larger than the correlations between 

other subconstructs in TLB. Each loading of each indicator of TLB (immediate senior 

officers) is the highest for their designated constructs. 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for TLB for immediate senior officers are the 

highest for their designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on TLB (immediate senior officers) 

was done by checking the cross-loadings; AV(0.87), FAG (0.90),HPE (1), ISUP(1), 

IS(0.88), PAM(0.91), WTC(0.88) 

Based on the result in Table 6.103, there is no cross-loading of < 0.1. The results 

indicate discriminant validity between all the constructs where all indicators are highly 

loaded on their respective constructs. In other words, there is no issue of high cross-
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loading among one another. 

The results for TLB show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes a value 

of 1. Thus, discriminant validity is achieved based on HTMT inference, as shown in 

Table 6.103. The final measurement model for TLB immediate senior officers are as 

shown below in Figure 6.19. 

 

Figure 6.19 TLB measurement model for immediate senior officers 

 

 

Next is the presentation of the measurement model results for civic capacity 

construct (independent variable) of immediate senior officers and subordinates is 

shown in  

 

 

Table 6.104 
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Table 6.104 Final Measurement Model for CC (immediate senior officers and 

immediate senior officers) 

  

IMMEDIATE SENIOR 

OFFICERS 

SUBORDINATES 

 

OL CA CR AVE   OL CA CR AVE 

Civic 

Connection   0.72 0.88 0.78 Civic Connection   0.89 0.95 0.90 

Mean_CCON_K 0.88 
   

MEAN_CCON_K 0.94 
   

Mean_CCON_P 0.89 
   

Mean_CCON_P 0.96 
   

Civic Drive 
 

0.83 0.92 0.85 Civic Drive 
 

0.97 0.99 0.97 

Mean_CD_K 0.92 
   

MEAN_CD_K 0.99 
   

Mean_CD_P 0.93 
   

Mean_CD_P 0.99 
   

Civic 

Pragmatic 
 

0.66 0.86 0.75 Civic Pragmatic 
 

0.96 0.98 0.96 

Mean_CP_K 0.89 
   

MEAN_CP_P 0.98 
   

Mean_CP_P 0.84       Mean_CP_K 0.98       

OL (Outer loading) CA(Cronbach alpha) CR (Composite Reliability) AVE 

 

Based on the above  

 

 

Table 6.104, the square root of AVE each subscale for CC of immediate senior officers 

is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in CC. Based on the above  

 

 

Table 6.104, the square root of AVE each subscale for CC of immediate senior 

officers is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in CC. 

 

 

Table 6.104 shows the results of the assessment for the internal consistency for CC of 

immediate senior officers. Values of the final composite reliability for immediate 

senior officers CC (0.88), CD (0.83), CP (0.86). Most of the composite reliability for 
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CC of immediate senior officer has a higher value between 0.86 to 0.88. However, 

results are different for Cronbach alpha which CC (0.72), CD (0.83) and CP (0.66);  

all CC subconstructs have acceptable to a more advanced stage the value between 0.66 

to 0.83. In exploratory research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values between 

0.60 to 0.70 are acceptable, while in a more advanced stage, the value has to be higher 

than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). For subordinates, values of the final composite reliability 

for CC (0.95), CD (0.99), CP (0.98). Most of the composite reliability for CC of 

subordinates has a higher value between 0.95 to 0.99. Results are high for Cronbach 

alpha which CC (0.89), CD (0.97) and CP (0.96);  all CC subconstructs for 

subordinates have more advanced stage the value between 0.89 to 0.97. In exploratory 

research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values in a more advanced stage, the 

value has to be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for CC for immediate senior officers and 

subordinates are the highest for their designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on CC (immediate senior officers) 

was done by checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in  

 

 

Table 6.104, there is no cross-loading of < 0.1. The results indicate that there is 

discriminant validity between all the CC subconstructs where all indicators are highly 

loaded on their respective constructs. Assessment of the reliability of each item based 

on CC (subordinates) was there is no cross-loading of < 0.1. The results indicate that 

there is discriminant validity between all the CC subconstructs where all indicators are 

highly loaded on their respective constructs.  

 

The results for CC show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes a value 

of 1. The final CC measurement model for immediate senior officers is as shown in 

Figure 6.20 and CC measurement model for subordinates is as shown below:  
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Figure 6.20 CC measurement model for immediate senior officers 

 

 

The overall results in internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

public leadership (independent variable) construct of immediate senior officers and 

subordinates are shown in Table 6.105. 

Table 6.105 Final Measurement Model for PL (immediate senior officers and 

subordinates) 

  

IMMEDIATE SENIOR 

OFFICERS 

SUBORDINATES 

 

 

OL CA CR AVE   OL CA CR AVE 

AL 
 

0.79 0.85 0.54 
  

0.95 0.96 0.80 

AL1 Deleted 
   

AL_1 0.89 
   

AL_2 0.71 
   

AL_2 0.91 
   

AL_3 0.74 
   

AL_3 0.92 
   

AL_4 0.78 
   

AL_4 0.88 
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AL_5 0.83 
   

AL_5 0.92 
   

AL_6 0.60 
   

AL_6 0.85 
   

EL 
 

0.86 0.90 0.65 
  

0.94 0.96 0.82 

EL_1 0.79 
   

EL_1 0.89 
   

EL_2 0.70 
   

EL_2 0.921 
   

EL_3 0.90 
   

EL_3 0.863 
   

EL_4 0.85 
   

EL_4 0.924 
   

EL_5 0.77 
   

EL_5 0.925 
   

LL 
 

0.86 0.90 0.65 
  

0.90 0.94 0.84 

LL_1 0.78 
   

LL1 0.98 
   

LL_2 0.90 
   

LL2 0.849 
   

LL_3 0.81 
   

LL3 0.91 
   

NGL 
 

0.89 0.92 0.61 
  

0.94 0.95 0.73 

NGL_1 0.80 
   

NGL_1 0.81 
   

NGL_2 0.79 
   

NGL_2 0.86 
   

NGL_3 0.83 
   

NGL_3 0.82 
   

NGL_4 0.79 
   

NGL_4 0.87 
   

NGL_5 0.68 
   

NGL_5 0.81 
   

NGL_6 0.76 
   

NGL_6 0.88 
   

NGL_7 0.79 
   

NGL_7 0.91 
   

PLL 
      

0.86 0.91 0.78 

PLL_1 1 
   

PLL1 0.95 
   

PLL_2 Deleted 
   

PLL2 0.81 
   

PLL_3 Deleted       PLL3 0.88       

 

Based on the above Table 6.105, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL of 

immediate senior officers is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs 

in PL. Based on the above Table 6.105, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL 

of immediate senior officers is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs 

in PL. Based on the above Table 6.105, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL 

of subordinates is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in PL. 

Based on the above Table 6.105, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL of 

subordinates is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in PL 
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Table 6.105 shows the assessment results for the internal consistency for the PL of 

immediate senior officers and subordinates. Values of the initial composite reliability 

of immediate senior officers, AL (0.85), EL (0.90), LL (0.90), NGL (0.92) and PLL 

(1). Most of the composite reliability for PL for immediate senior officers has a higher 

value between 0.85 to 0.92. The same goes for Cronbach alpha; most PL subconstructs 

for immediate senior officers have between acceptable to a more advanced stage the 

value between 0.79 to 0.89. Only one subscale, which is PLL, has a value of 1. In 

exploratory research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values in a more advanced 

stage, the value has to be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for PL for immediate senior officers and 

subordinates are the highest for their designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on PL immediate senior officers  and 

subordinates were done by checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in Table 

6.105, there is no cross-loading of < 0.1 except which is PLL (1) because it is the only 

item for the subconstruct. The results indicate discriminant validity between all the PL 

subconstructs, where all indicators are highly loaded on their respective constructs. In 

other words, there is no issue of high cross-loading among one another.. Based on the 

result in Table 6.105, there is no cross-loading of < 0.1 for subordinates. The results 

indicate discriminant validity between all the PL subconstructs of subordinates, where 

all indicators are highly loaded on their respective constructs. In other words, there is 

no issue of high cross-loading among one another. 

The results for PL for immediate senior officers show neither lower nor upper 

confidence interval includes a value of 1. While for subordinates, show neither lower 

nor upper confidence interval includes a value of 1. 

The overall internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for integrative 

public leadership construct (dependent variable) of immediate senior officers and 

subordinates is shown in Table 6.105. The final measurement model for public 

leadership of immediate senior officers is shown in and the final measurement model 

of public leadership for subordinates is as shown in  below: 
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Figure 6.21 PL measurement model for immediate senior officers 

 

 

Table 6.106 Final Measurement Model Evaluation for IPL (immediate senior officers 

and subordinates) 

  

IMMEDIATE SENIOR 

OFFICERS 

SUBORDINATES 

 

OL CA CR AVE   OL CA CR AVE 

IPLP  1 1 1 IPLP  1 1 1 

IPLP_4 1.00    IPLP_4 1    
IPN  0.90 0.94 0.83 IPN  0.94 0.96 0.89 

IPN_1 0.90    IPN_1 0.94    
IPN_2 0.93    IPN_2 0.96    
IPN_3 0.91       IPN_3 0.93       

OL (Outer loading) CA(Cronbach alpha) CR (Composite Reliability) AVE 
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Based on the above Table 6.106, the square root of AVE each subscale for IPL of 

immediate senior officers which are IPLP (1) and IPN (O.83) is larger than the 

correlations between other subconstructs in IPL. Based on the above Table 6.106, the 

square root of AVE each subscale for IPL of subordinates which are is  IPLP (1) and 

IPN (0.89) are larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in IPL. 

Table 6.106 shows the assessment results for the internal consistency for the IPL of 

immediate senior officers and subordinates. The composite reliability for IPL of 

immediate senior officers has a higher value 1.000, and for its IPN subscale is a higher 

value of 0.937. The same goes for Cronbach alpha, IPL subscale, which is IPN has a 

Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.90. This value is higher than 0.70; therefore, it is 

considered a more advanced stage (Hair et al., 2014). For subordinates , the composite 

reliability for IPL of subordinates has a higher value between 1.000, and for its IPN 

subscale is a higher value of 0.89. The same goes for Cronbach alpha, IPL subscale, 

which is IPN has a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.94. This value is higher than 0.70; 

therefore, it is considered a more advanced stage (Hair et al., 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for IPL for immediate senior officers and 

subordinates are the highest for their designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on IPL immediate senior officers and 

subordinates were done by checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in Table 

6.106 of immediate senior officers, there is no cross-loading of < 0.1 except one for 

IPLP (1). The results indicate discriminant validity between all the PL subconstructs 

and there is no issue of high cross-loading among one another. Based on the result in 

Table 6.106 of subordinates, there is no cross-loading of < 0.1 except one for IPLP (1). 

The results indicate discriminant validity between all the PL subconstructs and there 

is no issue of high cross-loading among one another. 

The results for IPL for both show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes 

a value of 1. The final measurement models for IPL of immediate senior officers is 

presented in Figure 6.22 and IPL measurement model for subordinates is as presented 
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in below: 

 

 

Figure 6.22 IPL measurement model for immediate senior officers 

 

 

 

6.19 Hypothesis for measurement models (immediate senior officers) 

Transformational leadership behaviour is expected to be positively correlated with 

Integrative public leadership (IPL) Thus, Test of Hypothesis 1:  

H1: Transformational leadership behaviour is positively correlated with Integrative 

public leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of immediate senior officers does not support the positive 

and meaningful correlation of TLB and IPL. Hypothesis H1 is therefore not accepted. 
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Civic capacity (CC) and Integrative public leadership (IPL)  

Civic capacity is expected to be positively correlated with Integrative public leadership 

(IPL) Thus, Test of Hypothesis 2:  

H2: Civic capacity is positively correlated with Integrative public leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of immediate senior officers does not support the positive 

and meaningful correlation of CC and IPL. Hypothesis H2 is therefore is not accepted. 

Public leadership (PL) of subordinates and Integrative public leadership (IPL)  

Public leadership is expected to be positively correlated with Integrative public 

leadership (IPL) Thus, Test of Hypothesis 3:  

H3: Public leadership is positively correlated with Integrative public leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of immediate senior officers does support the positive and 

meaningful correlation of PL and IPL. Hypothesis H3 is therefore accepted. 

6.20 Hypothesis for measurement models (subordinates) 

Transformational leadership behaviour is expected to be positively correlated with 

Integrative public leadership (IPL) Thus, Test of Hypothesis 1:  

H1a: Transformational leadership behaviour is positively correlated with Integrative 

public leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of subordinates does not support the positive and 

meaningful correlation of TLB and IPL. Hypothesis H1 is therefore not accepted. 

Civic capacity (CC) and Integrative public leadership (IPL)  

Civic capacity is expected to be positively correlated with Integrative public leadership 

(IPL) Thus, Test of Hypothesis 2:  
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H2a: Civic capacity is positively correlated with Integrative public leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of subordinates does support the positive and meaningful 

correlation of CC and IPL. Hypothesis H2 is therefore is accepted. 

Public leadership (PL) of subordinates and Integrative public leadership (IPL)  

Public leadership is expected to be positively correlated with Integrative public 

leadership (IPL) Thus, Test of Hypothesis 3:  

H3a: Public leadership is positively correlated with Integrative public leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of subordinates does support the positive and meaningful 

correlation of PL and IPL. Hypothesis H3 is therefore accepted. 

6.21 Data Collection (immediate senior officers and subordinates) 

Data collection was carried out through a questionnaire survey where the respondents 

are immediate senior officers and their subordinates being selected based on stratified 

purposive sampling.  Valid responses from this survey are from 79 immediate senior 

officers and 116 subordinates who have experience working at seven ministries and 

one leading agency.  

Both sampling groups were required to rate 116 public sector leadership attributes 

based on a seven-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to agree strongly.  The 

survey was conducted using a paper survey method and direct distribution approach 

(face-to-face) to increase reliability and the survey's response rate. 

6.22 Model Development (immediate senior officers and subordinates) 

Structural relationship of leadership characteristics and a public sector internal 

challenge was developed using PLS-SEM multivariate modelling approach. The 

model of the relationship was constructed in Smart PLS-SEM 3 software using the 

collected data from the questionnaire survey. The rationale of using PLS-SEM 

modelling is to develop theories from an exploratory study containing several multi-
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stage processes (Hair et al., 2017). SEM modelling involves the three most important 

processes: model specification, measurement model evaluation, and structural model 

evaluation. Before the modelling process, the 116 public sector leadership items were 

selected based on the Delphi Survey Technique. Then, the items were refined and 

categorised into four groups using the Rasch Model analysis technique to Win step 

Rasch model software. In constructing the model, transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership are considered as predictors (independent 

variables) while the groups are considered constructs (latent/exogenous variables). 

These groups are connected to integrative public leadership which act as a construct 

(dependent/endogenous variable) to form the structural relationship of the model.   

The next section sums up the final measurement models for both sampling groups. The 

final models in Figure 6.23.1 and Figure 6.0.46 show the measurement model, which 

is the relationship between three predictors and one exogenous construct and also the 

structural model is the relationship between three exogenous constructs and one 

endogenous construct. The shape of the model is categorised as a reflective model 

because the path of the indicators is in the outward direction from the constructs.  

Hence, a model evaluation was conducted according to the processes and regulations 

which comply with reflective model specification (Hair et al. 2014). 

6.23 Model Evaluation (immediate senior officers and subordinates) 

6.23.1 Evaluation of Measurement Model (immediate senior officers) 

The reflecting measurement model is evaluated using two sets of criteria, according to 

Ramayah et al. (2018). Item reliability [indicator factor loading >0.5]; convergent 

validity [Cronbach's alpha 0.7; Composite Reliability (CR)>0.708 and Average 

Variance Extracted (AVE)>0.5]; and discriminant validity [square root of the 

AVE>correlation values between the other exogenous constructs] are the first set of 

criteria, followed by discriminant validity [square root of the AVE>correlation values 

between the other exogenous constructs When using a PLS algorithm, model 

evaluation is normally done after each iteration procedure. The model assessments and 

iterations are alternated until all of the evaluation criteria are met. Civic Capacity was 
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reduced by 41 items as a result of this model's two iterations and review processes. 

More than a quarter of the items in the Civic Capacity model have been removed. In 

the Integrative Public Leadership construct for immediate senior officers, two items 

(Integrative Public Leadership Practices and RT) were removed because they had low 

factor loading (0.5). The Transformational leadership behaviour construct does not 

have any subconstructs that have been removed.  
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Figure 6.23 Final measurement model for immediate senior officers 

 

As a result, the above Figure 6.23 illustrates the final measuring model established for 

immediate senior officers and below 
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Figure 6.24 

Figure 6.24 Final measurement model for subordinates 
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The overall results of the final measurement model evaluation for immediate senior officers (convergent and discriminant validity) and are 

as shown in Table 6.107. 

Table 6.107 Final Measurement Model Evaluation for immediate senior officers and subordinates 

IMMEDIATE SENIOR OFFICERS 

 

SUBORDINATES 

  OL CA CR AVE   OL CA CR AVE 

AV 
 

0.71 0.87 0.77 AV 
 

0.87 0.92 0.79 

AV_1 0.84 
   

AV_1 0.85 
   

AV_2 0.92 
   

AV_2 0.92 
   

AV3 Deleted 
   

AV_3 0.89 
   

FAG 
 

0.85 0.90 0.69 FAG 
 

0.91 0.94 0.79 

FAG_1 0.81 
   

FAG_1 0.73 
   

FAG_2 0.88 
   

FAG_2 0.93 
   

FAG_3 0.87 
   

FAG_3 0.95 
   

FAG_4 0.77 
   

FAG_4 0.91 
   

HPE 
    

HPE 
    

HPE 1 1 1 1 HPE 1 1 1 1 

ISUP 
    

ISUP 
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ISUP_1 1 1 1 1 ISUP_1 1 1 1 1 

IS 
 

0.82 0.88 0.66 IS 
 

0.94 0.96 0.84 

IS_1 0.74 
   

IS_1 0.89 
   

IS_2 0.85 
   

IS_2 0.95 
   

IS_3 0.84 
   

IS_3 0.94 
   

IS_4 0.80 
   

IS_4 0.90 
   

PAM 
 

0.85 0.91 0.77 PAM 
 

0.96 0.97 0.92 

PAM_1 0.87 
   

PAM_1 0.94 
   

PAM_2 0.91 
   

PAM_2 0.97 
   

PAM_3 0.85 
   

PAM_3 0.97 
   

WTC 
 

0.84 0.88 0.55 WTC 
 

0.96 0.97 0.84 

WTC_1 0.81 
   

WTC_1 0.90 
   

WTC_2 0.80 
   

WTC_2 0.91 
   

WTC_3 0.80 
   

WTC_3 0.93 
   

WTC_4 0.81 
   

WTC_4 0.93 
   

WTC_5 0.59 
   

WTC_5 0.91 
   

WTC_6 0.61       WTC_6 0.93       

Civic 

Connection 

  0.72 0.88 0.78 Civic Connection   0.89 0.95 0.90 
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Mean_CCON_K 0.88 
   

MEAN_CCON_K 0.94 
   

Mean_CCON_P 0.89 
   

Mean_CCON_P 0.96 
   

Civic Drive 
 

0.83 0.92 0.85 Civic Drive 
 

0.97 0.99 0.97 

Mean_CD_K 0.92 
   

MEAN_CD_K 0.99 
   

Mean_CD_P 0.93 
   

Mean_CD_P 0.99 
   

Civic Pragmatic 
 

0.66 0.86 0.75 Civic Pragmatic 
 

0.96 0.98 0.96 

Mean_CP_K 0.89 
   

MEAN_CP_P 0.98 
   

Mean_CP_P 0.84       Mean_CP_K 0.98       

Public 

leadership 

Immediate 

senior officers 

    Public leadership 

Subordinates 

    

AL 
 

0.79 0.85 0.54 
  

0.95 0.96 0.80 

AL1 Deleted 
   

AL_1 0.89 
   

AL_2 0.71 
   

AL_2 0.91 
   

AL_3 0.74 
   

AL_3 0.92 
   

AL_4 0.78 
   

AL_4 0.88 
   

AL_5 0.83 
   

AL_5 0.92 
   

AL_6 0.60 
   

AL_6 0.85 
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EL 
 

0.86 0.90 0.65 
  

0.94 0.96 0.82 

EL_1 0.79 
   

EL_1 0.89 
   

EL_2 0.70 
   

EL_2 0.921 
   

EL_3 0.90 
   

EL_3 0.863 
   

EL_4 0.85 
   

EL_4 0.924 
   

EL_5 0.77 
   

EL_5 0.925 
   

LL 
 

0.86 0.90 0.65 
  

0.90 0.94 0.84 

LL_1 0.78 
   

LL1 0.98 
   

LL_2 0.90 
   

LL2 0.849 
   

LL_3 0.81 
   

LL3 0.91 
   

NGL 
 

0.89 0.92 0.61 
  

0.94 0.95 0.73 

NGL_1 0.80 
   

NGL_1 0.81 
   

NGL_2 0.79 
   

NGL_2 0.86 
   

NGL_3 0.83 
   

NGL_3 0.82 
   

NGL_4 0.79 
   

NGL_4 0.87 
   

NGL_5 0.68 
   

NGL_5 0.81 
   

NGL_6 0.76 
   

NGL_6 0.88 
   

NGL_7 0.79 
   

NGL_7 0.91 
   

PLL 
      

0.86 0.91 0.78 
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PLL_1 1 
   

PLL1 0.95 
   

PLL_2 Deleted 
   

PLL2 0.81 
   

PLL_3 Deleted       PLL3 0.88       

Integrative 

public 

leadership      

Integrative public 

leadership 

    

IPLP 
 

1 1 1 IPLP 
 

1 1 1 

IPLP_4 1.00 
   

IPLP_4 1 
   

IPN 
 

0.90 0.94 0.83 IPN 
 

0.94 0.96 0.89 

IPN_1 0.90 
   

IPN_1 0.94 
   

IPN_2 0.93 
   

IPN_2 0.96 
   

IPN_3 0.91       IPN_3 0.93       

 

This model involved one iteration and evaluation process and resulted in only one deletion of RT subscale in the Integrative Public Leadership 

construct for subordinates with low factor loading (<0.5). There is no deletion of subconstructs in Transformational leadership behaviour, 

Civic Capacity, Public Leadership and Integrative Public Leadership constructs. As a result, the final measurement model for subordinates 

is presented in the following Figure 6.20. Hence, the final measurement model evaluation (discriminant validity) are as shown in Figure 6.20. 
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Table 6.108 Final Results of measurement model based on discriminant validity 

evaluations (subordinates) 

Constructs Items Description Discriminant validity 

Fornell-

Larcker 

Criterion 

Cross 

Loading 

HTMT 

Transformational 

leadership behaviour 

(22 items) 

AV Articulating 

Vision 

0.890   

1 AV_1   0.853  

2 AV_2   0.92  

3 AV_3   0.894  

 FAG Provide 

Appropriate 

Model 

0.89  0.835 

4 FAG_1   0.734  

5 FAG_2   0.933  

6 FAG_3   0.951  

7 FAG_4   0.909  

8 HPE_1 Foster 

Acceptance Goals 

1 0.902  

9 ISUP_1 High-

Performance 

Expectancy 

1 0.922  

 IS Individual 

Support 

1  0.833 

10 IS_1   0.888  

11 IS_2   0.947  

12 IS_3   0.935  

13 IS_4   0.899  

 PAM Intellectual 

Stimulation 

1  0.701 

14 PAM_1   0.941  

15 PAM_2   0.969  

16 PAM_3   0.964  

 WTC Willingness to 

Change 

0.92  0.815 

17 WTC_1   0.903  

18 WTC_2   0.906  

19 WTC_3   0.931  

20 WTC_4   0.928  

21 WTC_5   0.914  

22 WTC_6   0.926  

Civic capacity 

( 65 items) 

CC  1.000 1.000  

 CD Civic Drive 0.825  0.934 

23 CD_1   0.720  

24 CD_2   0.615  

25 CD_3   0.906  

26 CD_4   0.895  

27 CD_5   0.844  

28 CD_6   0.839  
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29 CD_7   0.847  

30 CD_8   0.811  

31 CD_9   0.864  

32 CD_10   0.805  

33 CD_11   0.875  

34 CD_12   0.831  

35 CD_13   0.847  

36 CD_14   0.805  

37 CD_15   0.832  

 CCON Civic 

Connections 

0.818  0.829 

38 CCON_1   0.822  

39 CCON_2   0.842  

40 CCON_3   0.807  

41 CCON_4   0.846  

42 CCON_5   0.849  

43 CCON_6   0.843  

44 CCON_7   0.750  

45 CCON_8   0.802  

46 CCON_9   0.814  

47 CCON_10   0.800  

 CP Civic Pragmatism 0.831  0.891 

48 CP_1   0.829  

49 CP_2   0.755  

50 CP_3   0.852  

51 CP_4   0.747  

52 CP_5   0.848  

53 CP_6   0.826  

54 CP_7   0.816  

87 CP_40   0.868  

Public sector 

leadership  

(24 items) 

PL     

 AL Accountability 

leadership 

0.894   

88 AL_1   0.886  

89 AL_2   0.911  

90 AL_3   0.915  

91 AL_4   0.879  

92 AL_5   0.922  

93 AL_6   0.85  

 LL  0.873  0.968 

94 LL_1   0.979  

95 LL_2   0.851  

96 LL_3   0.908  

 EL  0.905  0.822 

97 EL_1   0.893  

98 EL_2   0.921  

99 EL_3   0.862  

100 EL_4   0.923  

101 EL_5   0.924  

 PLL  0.850  0.895 
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102 PLL_1   0.95  

103 PLL_2   0.814  

104 PLL_3   0.879  

 NGL  0.852  0.906 

105 NGL_1   0.903  

106 NGL_2   0.911  

107 NGL_3   0.911  

108 NGL_4   0.917  

109 NGL_5   0.907  

110 NGL_6   0.92  

111 NGL_7   0.917  

Integrative public 

leadership 

(5 items) 

IPL  0.728   

112 IPLP_4   0.996  

 IPN  0.942  1.158 

113 IPN_1   0.936  

114 IPN_2   0.955  

115 IPN_3   0.936  

116 RT_5   0.263  

 

 

6.24 Reporting and Interpretation of Reflection Measurement Model for 

Subordinates 

The overall results of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

transformational leadership behaviour construct (independent variable) for 

subordinates is shown in Table 6.109. 

Table 6.109 Results for Measurement Model Evaluation of TLB (subordinates) 

Construct Items Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Cross 

Loadings 

Fornell-

Larcker 

Criterion 

AVE CR 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour 

(22 items) 

 
     

Articulating Vision AV 

 

0.87  0.890 0.791 0.919 

 AV_1  0.734    

 AV_2  0.933    

 AV_3  0.951    

Foster Acceptance 

Goals 

FAG 0.91  0.886 0.785 0.935 

 FAG_1  0.734    

 FAG_2  0.933    

 FAG_3  0.951    
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 FAG_4  0.909    

High-Performance 

Expectancy 

HPE_1 1 1    

Individual Support ISUP_1 1 0.922    

Intellectual 

Stimulation 

IS 0.94  0.917 0.842 0.955 

 IS_1  0.888    

 IS_2  0.947    

 IS_3  0.935    

 IS_4  0.899    

Provide 

Appropriate Model 

PAM 0.96  0.958 0.918 0.971 

 PAM_1  0.94    

 PAM_2  0.969    

 PAM_3  0.965    

Willingness to 

Change 

WTC 0.96  0.918 0.843 0.970 

 WTC_1  0.902    

 WTC_2  0.906    

 WTC_3  0.932    

 WTC_4  0.929    

 WTC_5  0.913    

 WTC_6  0.927    

 

Table 6.109 shows the results of the assessment for the internal consistency for the 

TLB of subordinates. All of the composite reliability for TLB has a higher value 

between 0.92 to 0.97. Only two subconstructs HPE and ISUP, each has a value of 

1.000. The same goes for Cronbach alpha; most have a more advanced stage, the value 

between 0.87 to 0.96. These values are higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 2014). Two TLB 

subconstructs have a value of more than 0.95, which are HPE (1.000) and ISUP 

(1.000). However, the value that is more than 0.90 is not desirable, and the value that 

is 0.95 or above is undesirable (Nunnally and Bernstein,1994).  

Based on the result in Table 6.109, there is no cross-loading of < 0.1. The results 

indicate discriminant validity between all the constructs where all indicators are highly 

loaded on their respective constructs. In other words, there is no issue of high cross-

loading among one another. 

Next is the presentation of the measurement model results for civic capacity construct 

(independent variable) of subordinates is shown in Table 6.110. 
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Table 6.110 Results for Measurement Model Evaluation of CC (subordinates) 

Construct Items Description Cronbach

’s Alpha 

Cross 

Loadings 

Fornell-

Larcker 

Criterion 

AVE CR 

Civic 

capacity 

(65 

items) 

CC       

 CD Civic Drive 

(K) Mean 

0.99 0.993 0.993 

 

0.99 0.99 

  Civic Drive 

(P) Mean 

 0.993    

 CCON Civic 

Connection 

(K) Mean 

0.91 0.955 0.958 

 

0.92 0.91 

  Civic 

Connection 

(K) Mean 

 0.96    

 CP Civic 

Pragmatism 

(K) Mean 

0.96 0.98 0.978 

 

0.96 0.96 

  Civic 

Pragmatism 

(P) Mean 

 0.977    

 

Based on Table 6.110, the square root of AVE each subscale for CC of subordinates 

is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in CC. Based on the above 

Table 6.110, the square root of AVE each subscale for CC of immediate senior officers 

is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in CC. 

Table 6.110 shows the results of the assessment for the internal consistency for CC of 

subordinates. Values of the initial composite reliability CCON (0.96), CD (0.99), CP 

(0.96). All of the composite reliability for CC has a higher value between 0.818 to 

0.831. The same goes for Cronbach alpha. All CC subconstructs have between 

acceptable to a more advanced stage the value between 0.91 to 0.99. These results 

fulfil the more advanced stage the value, which has to be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al., 
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2014) in exploratory studies. 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for CC for subordinates are the highest for their 

designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on CC (subordinates) was done by 

checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in Table 6.110, there is no cross-

loading of < 0.1. The results indicate that there is discriminant validity between all the 

CC subconstructs where all indicators are highly loaded on their respective constructs.  

The results for CC show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes a value 

of 1.  

The overall results in terms of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant 

validity for public leadership (independent variable) construct of subordinates is 

shown in Table 6.111. 

Table 6.111 Results for Measurement Model Evaluation of PL (subordinates) 

Construct Items Description Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Cross 

Loadings 

Fornell-

Larcker 

Criterion 

AVE CR 

Public 

leadership 

(24 items) 

PL       

 AL Accountability 

leadership 

0.95 

 

 0.894 

 

0.799 

 

0.96 

 

 AL_1   0.886    

 AL_2   0.911    

 AL_3   0.915    

 AL_4   0.879    

 AL_5   0.922    

 LL Lawfulness 

leadership 

0.901 

 

 0.914 

 

0.836 

 

0.938 

 

 LL_1   0.979    

 LL_2   0.851    

 LL_3   0.908    

 EL Ethical 

leadership 

0.944 

 

 0.905 

 

0.819 

 

0.958 

 

 EL_1   0.893    

 EL_2   0.921    

 EL_3   0.862    

 EL_4   0.923    

 EL_5   0.924    

 PLL Political 

loyalty 

0.859 

 

 0.883 

 

0.779 

 

0.913 
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leadership 

 PLL_1   0.95    

 PLL_2   0.814    

 PLL_3   0.879    

 NGL Network 

governance 

leadership 

0.967 

 

 0.912 

 

0.832 

 

0.972 

 

 NGL_1   0.903    

 NGL_2   0.911    

 NGL_3   0.911    

 NGL_4   0.917    

 NGL_5   0.907    

 NGL_6   0.92    

 NGL_7   0.917    

 

Based on the above Table 6.111, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL of 

subordinates is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in PL. 

Table 6.111 shows the results of the assessment for the internal consistency for the PL 

of subordinates. All the composite reliability for PL has a higher value between 0.913 

to 0.972. The same goes for Cronbach alpha; PL subconstructs have between 

acceptable to a more advanced stage the value between 0.859 to 0.967. In exploratory 

research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values in a more advanced stage, the 

value has to be higher than 0.70 (Hair et al. 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for PL for subordinates are the highest for their 

designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on PL (subordinates) was done by 

checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in Table 6.111, there is no cross-

loading of < 0.1. The results indicate discriminant validity between all the PL 

subconstructs, where all indicators are highly loaded on their respective constructs. In 

other words, there is no issue of high cross-loading among one another. 

The results for PL show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes a value 

of 1.  

The overall results of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

integrative public leadership construct (dependent variable) of subordinates is shown 
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in Table 6.112. 

Table 6.112 Results for Measurement Model Evaluation of IPL (subordinates) 

Construct Items Description Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Cross 

Loadings 

Fornell-

Larcker 

Criterion 

AVE CR 

Integrative 

Public 

leadership 

(5 items) 

IPL       

 IPLP Integrative 

Public 

leadership 

Practices 

 

1 

 

 1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 IPN Integrative 

Public 

leadership 

knowledge 

(Networking) 

 

0.937 

 

0.889 

 

0.942 

 

0.888 

 

0.959 

 

 

Based on the above Table 6.112, the square root of AVE each subscale for IPL of 

subordinates is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs in IPL. Based 

on the above table. 

Table 6.112, the square root of AVE each subscale for IPL of subordinates is larger 

than the correlations between other subconstructs in IPL. 

Table 6.112 shows the results of the assessment for the internal consistency for the IPL 

of subordinates. The composite reliability for IPL has a higher value between 1.000, 

and for its IPN subscale is a higher value of 0.959. The same goes for Cronbach alpha, 

IPL subconstruct, which is IPN has a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.937. This value is 

higher than 0.70; therefore, it is considered a more advanced stage (Hair et al., 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for IPL for subordinates are the highest for their 

designated constructs. Assessment of the reliability of each item based on IPL 

(subordinates) was done by checking the cross-loadings. Table 6.112, there is no cross-

loading of < 0.1. The results indicate discriminant validity between all the PL 

subconstructs, where all indicators are highly loaded on their respective constructs. In 
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other words, there is no issue of high cross-loading among one another.The results for 

IPL show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes a value of 1.  

6.25 Hypothesis for subordinates model 

Transformational leadership behaviour is expected to be positively correlated with 

Integrative public leadership (IPL) Thus, Test of Hypothesis 1:  

Table 6.113 Hypothesis for subordinates model  

Hypothesis for (subordinates) Results 

H1a: Transformational leadership 

behaviour is positively influence 

Integrative public leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of 

subordinates supports the positive and 

meaningful correlation of TLB and 

IPL. Hypothesis H1 is therefore fail to 

reject. 

Rejected 

Civic capacity (CC) and Integrative 

public leadership (IPL)  

Civic capacity is expected to be 

positively influence with Integrative 

public leadership (IPL) Thus, Test of 

Hypothesis 2:  

H2a: Civic capacity is positively 

positively influence Integrative public 

leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of 

accepted 
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subordinates supports the positive and 

meaningful correlation of CC and IPL. 

Hypothesis H2 is therefore fail to 

reject. 

Public leadership (PL) of subordinates 

and Integrative public leadership (IPL)  

Public leadership is expected to be 

positively influence with Integrative 

public leadership (IPL) Thus, Test of 

Hypothesis 3:  

H3a: Public leadership is positively 

influence with Integrative public 

leadership. 

The SEM-based path model of 

subordinates supports the positive and 

meaningful correlation of PL and IPL. 

Hypothesis H3 is therefore fail to reject 

Accepted 

 

6.26 Reporting and Interpretation of Structural Model for Subordinates 

The overall results of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

transformational leadership behaviour construct (independent variable) for 

subordinates is shown in Table 6.108. 

6.27 Evaluation of Structural Model (immediate senior officers) 

The steps on how to assess the structural model are explained in Figure 6.21 below: 
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Figure 6.25 Six Steps for Assessing the Structural Model using PLS-SEM by Hair et 

al. (2017) 

Ramayah et al. (2018) has summarised guidelines for using PLS-SEM in assessing 

structural model analysis for research, as shown in Table 6.113. 

Table 6.114 Indices for Structural Model Analysis using PLS-SEM (as cited from 

Ramayah et al. 2018) 

No. Assessment Name of Index  Level of Acceptance Literature Support 

1. Lateral 

Collinearity 

Variance 

Inflator Factor 

(VIF) 

VIF ≤ 3.3 Diamantopoulos 

and Sigouw 

(2006) 

VIF ≤ 5.0 Hair et al. (2017) 

2. Path 

Coefficient 

Path 

Coefficient 

p value <0.01 

t value > 2.58 (two-

tailed) 

t value  > 2.33 (one-

tailed) 

Hair et al.(2017) 

p value <0.05 

t value > 1.96 (two-

tailed) 

t value  > 1.645 (one-

tailed) 

 

p value <0.10 

t value > 1.645 (two-

tailed) 

 

  

 1. Assessment of Structural Model for 
Collinearity Issues. 

 

 2. Assessment of significance and 
relevance of the structural model 

 

 3. Assessment the level of R2. 
 

 4. Assessment the Effect Size (f2). 
 

 5. Assessment of the Predicative 
Relevance Q2. 

 

 6. Assessment the q2 effect size. 
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t value  > 1.28 (one-

tailed) 

3. R² Coefficient of 

determination 

0.26 – Substantial 

0.13 – Moderate 

0.02 – Weak 

Cohen (1989) 

0.67 – Substantial 

0.33 – Moderate 

0.19 – Weak 

Chin (1998) 

0.75 – Substantial 

0.50 – Moderate 

0.25 – Weak 

Hair et al. (2017) 

4. f²  Effect size to 

R² 

0.35 - Substantial 

effect size 

0.15 – Medium effect 

size 

0.02 – Small effect 

size 

Cohen (1988) 

5. Q² Stone-Geisser 

Q² Predictive 

relevance 

A value larger than O 

indicates that 

exogenous constructs 

have predictive 

relevance for 

endogenous constructs 

Hair et al., (2017) 

Stone (1974), 

Geisser (1974) 

6. q² The effect size 

of q² 

(optional) 

0.35 – Substantial 

0.15 – Moderate 

0.02 – Weak 

Hair et al. (2017) 

 

Recently, apart from t-values and p-values, confidence intervals bias should also be 

included in reporting the significance and relevance of the structural model 

relationships for paper publication and dissertation (Ramayah et al. 2018). Reasons for 

inclusion of the confidence intervals bias-corrected result of upper and lower bound 

report writing are provided in the following Table 6.113. 

Another important aspect is that estimation in statistics is the process by which one 

makes inferences about a population based on information obtained from a sample. As 

an estimate of a population parameter may be expressed in two ways (Ramayah et al., 

2018) as shown in Table 6.113. 
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6.28 Overall Summary of Structural Analysis for Immediate Senior Officers 

and Subordinates 

Before assessing the structural model, it is vital to ensure no lateral collinearity issue 

in the structural model (Ramayah et al. 2018). Lateral collinearity issue may cause 

mislead in the findings in a stealth way, even though the criteria of discriminant 

validity are achieved (Kock and Lyn 2012) as cited in Ramayah et al., (2018). The 

reason being the strong causal effect in the model can be disguised by the lateral 

collinearity issue. Possibility this may occur when two variables that are hypothesized 

to be causally linked measure the same construct.  

Table 6.115 below shows that all the Inner VIF values for the independent variables. 

Table 6.115 (transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership 

and integrative public leadership) are less than 5 and 3.3, thus, indicating collinearity 

is not a concern (Hair et al. 2017). 

In this study, three direct hypotheses for immediate senior officers are developed 

between the constructs. In order to test the significance level, t-statistics for all paths 

are generated using SmartPLS 3.0 bootstrapping function. Based on the evaluation of 

path coefficient as shown in Table 6.114, only one relationship is found to have an at-

value ≥1.96, thus significant at 0.05 level of significance. Specifically, the predictors 

and Public Leadership (β= 0.62, p < 0.05) are positively influence Integrative Public 

Leadership, which explains 48.2% of variances in Integrative Public Leadership. 

However, Transformational Leadership Behaviour (β= -0.18, p > 0.05) and Civic 

Capacity (β= -0.13, p > 0.05) are found to be not significant. Thus, H3 is accepted. 

The R² value of 0.39 is above 0.26, as suggested by Cohen (1988), which indicates a 

substantial model. Next, the effect of Integrative Public Leadership on Integrative 

Public Networking indicates that Integrative Public Leadership (β= 0.489, p > 0.05) is 

also positively influence Integrative Public Leadership Networking, explaining 42% 

of the variance in Integrative Public Leadership.. 

Next, the effect sizes (f²) are assessed. As asserted by Sullivan and Fein (2012), “While 

a p-value can inform the reader whether an effect exists, the p-value will not reveal the 
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size of the effect. In reporting and interpreting studies, both the substantive 

significance (effect size) and statistical significance (p-value) are essential results to 

be reported”. Hair et al. (2017) posited that the change in the R² value should also be 

investigated and reported. The method suggests the examining of the R² change by 

evaluating whether the omitted exogenous construct has a substantive impact on the 

endogenous construct. To measure the effect size, Cohen (1988) guideline is used. The 

values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 represent small, medium and large effects, respectively 

(Cohen, 1988), as cited in Ramayah et al. (2018).  

From Table 6.114, it can be observed that Integrative Public Leadership has a large 

effect in producing the R² for Integrative Public Leadership. Moreover, the result 

indicates that Transformational Leadership Behaviour does not have influence and 

Civic Capacity (0.004) have a small effect in producing the R² for Integrative Public 

Leadership. Furthermore, the result indicates that Public Leadership (0.036) has a close 

to medium effect in producing R² for Integrative Public Leadership.   

In addition, the predictive relevance of the model for immediate senior officers is 

examined using the blindfolding procedure. If the Q² value is larger than 0, the model 

has predictive relevance for a certain endogenous construct (Hair et al., 2017; Fornell 

and Cha,1994) as cited in Ramayah et al. (2018). All two Q² values for Integrative 

Public Leadership for immediate senior officers are (Q² =0.28) and the Integrative 

Public Leadership Networking (Q² =0.345) are more than 0, indicating that the model 

has sufficient predictive relevance. Another, Hair et al. (2017) state that ads a relative 

measure of predictive relevance, the values 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 indicate an exogenous 

construct.  
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The summary of results for the structural model (immediate senior officers) is presented in Table 6.115. 

 

Table 6.115 Results of structural model (immediate senior officer) 

  

Relationship (Ratee) 
Std 

Beta 
SD f2 R2 Q2 VIF 

t-

values 

p-

values 

H1 
Transformational leadership 

behaviour à IPL 
-0.18 0.15 0.03 

0.39 0.28 

1.90 1.16 0.25 

H2 Civic capacity à IPL 0.13 0.94 0.01 2.35 0.94 0.35 

H3 Public leadership à IPL 0.62 3.27 0.25 2.55 3.27 0.00 

 

Table 6.116 below presents the outcome of the lateral collinearity test.  All the Inner VIF values for the other independent variables 

(transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership) that need to be studied for lateral 

multicollinearity are less than 5 and 3.3, thus, indicating collinearity is not a concern (Hair et al. 2017). 

The summary of the structural model results for immediate senior officers is presented in the above Table 6.116. The table above shows the 

result of path coefficients for TLB (-0.18), CC (0.13), PL(0.62). It can be seen that the path coefficient of PL (0.62) is larger than CC (0.13) 

and TLB (-0.18). Therefore, according to Hair et al. (2017), as cited by Ramayah et al. (2018), if one path coefficient is larger than another, 

its effect on the endogenous latent variable is greater. Hence, Public Leadership has a greater effect on integrative public leadership than 
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civic capacity and transformational leadership behaviour construct.  

Looking at the relative importance of the exogenous constructs in predicting the dependent construct (Integrative Public Leadership) for 

subordinates, it is evident that public leadership (PL = 0.459) is the most important predictors, followed by civic capacity (CC = 0.285) and 

transformational leadership (TLB = 0.117). Next, when examining the endogenous construct of integrative public networking, the factor of 

integrative public leadership has a strong effect on integrative public leadership. 

Based on below, the R² values for subordinates model is 0.61 and Q2 is 0.51.  

Table 6.116 Results of structural model (subordinates) 

  

Relationship (subordinates) Std Beta SD f2 R2 Q2 VIF 
t-

values 

p-

values 

H1 
Transformational leadership behaviour 

à IPL 0.117 0.103 0.011 
0.61 0.51 

3.218 1.134 0.2570 

H2 Civic capacity à IPL 0.285 0.272 0.106 1.946 2.558 0.0110 

H3 Public leadership à IPL 0.459 0.459 0.182 2.924 3.919 0.0000 
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Look at the f² column for Integrative public leadership in Table 6.116. The result 

indicates that Transformational leadership behaviour (0.011) and Civic capacity 

(0.106) have a small effect in producing the R² for Integrative public leadership. In 

contrast, the result also indicates that Public leadership (0.459) has a close to medium 

effect in producing the R² for Integrative public leadership. Lastly, 0.61 indicates that 

Integrative public leadership has a large effect in producing the R² for Integrative 

public networking (Cohen 1988). 

The next step is the blindfolding result for subordinates. The overall results are shown 

in Table 6.117 below. The results are in the right column (1-SSE/SSO). The predictive 

relevance Q2 of Integrative public leadership has a value of 0.51. 

Thus, H2 and H3 are accepted. Based on Table 6.116, The R² value of TLB, CC, PL 

and IPL is above the 0.61 value, as Cohen (1988) suggested, which indicates a 

substantial model. Next, the result of the effect of Civic capacity on integrative public 

leadership indicates that CC (β = 0.285, p >0.05) is also positively influenced 

Integrative public leadership, explaining 47.2% of the variance in Integrative public 

networking. This result supports the H1 of this study. The R² values of 0.61 are above 

the 0.26 value, as suggested by Cohen (1988), which indicates a substantial model. 

Next, the effect sizes (f²) for subordinates are assessed. Statistical significance (p-

value) are actual results to be reported”. The values 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 represent small, 

medium, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988). shows that Integrative public 

leadership has a large effect in producing R² for Integrative public networking. 

Moreover, the result indicates that Transformational leadership behaviour (0.2570) has 

no small effect in producing the R² for Integrative public networking. Furthermore, the 

result indicates that Civic Capacity and Public leadership (0.911) has a close to 

medium effect in producing the R² for Integrative public leadership. 

As for subordinates, all the two Q² values for Integrative public leadership (Q² = 0.318) 

and Integrative public networking (Q² = 0.51) of subordinates are more than 0, 

indicating that the model has sufficient predictive relevance. Furthermore, Hair et al. 

(2017) state that as a relative measure of predictive relevance, the values of 0.02, 0.15, 
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and 0.35 indicate that an exogenous construct has a small, medium, or large predictive 

relevance endogenous construct.  

 

6.29 Conclusion 

This chapter has presented inferential analysis of the study variables investigated in 

this research. The analysis from both groups, immediate senior officers and their 

subordinates, supports the strength of leadership attributes among these respective 

officers. The perceptions via self-report of senior officers themselves and their direct 

subordinates provide a comprehensive overview of leadership attributes that are 

important for senior officers through their perceptions and their direct subordinate’s 

perceptions and actions.  

The theoretical framework by previous researchers suggested that integrative public 

leadership would be positively correlated to all three constructs transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership. The structural model 

demonstrated that the only one construct is positively influenced integrative public 

leadership while transformational leadership behaviour and civic capacity 

relationships are not significant , and the minimally acceptable fit was confirmed. 

Moreover, SEMs run in the previous section confirmed that the individual 

relationships between the three constructs were statistically significant, positive and 

meaningful. Both tables and figures for each assessment is further discussed in Chapter 

7 which presents interpretation of the findings. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH RESULTS 

7.1 Introduction 

The primary aim of this study is to develop a new leadership model for public sector 

leaders. This chapter provides the discussion and the interpretation of the research 

results with these research objectives in mind.  

In this chapter, findings explain different perceptions and related predictors 

(transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership) and 

dependent variables (integrative public leadership) between immediate senior officers 

and their subordinates. Using quantitative methods, the researcher can reveal 

objective-oriented insights that complement empirical findings, which are statistically 

inferred to a large population of samples. Therefore, the discussion of findings is 

divided into quantitative aspects based on different phases.  

 

Figure 7.1 The flow chart for Chapter Seven 
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7.2 Quantitative research findings 

In behavioural research, the quantitative approach has strengths in studying 

complicated social phenomena in which causal patterns containing multiple factors are 

found (Selltiz et al., 1976). Further, the explanatory survey has been widely used in 

discipline to discover these causal patterns among subjective constructs and 

generalising findings to a wider population of research subjects based on a rigorously 

controlled sample. In this research, the instrument designed to measure the human 

perception of the level of these attributes between two distinctive groups. Doing so 

fulfils three purposes:  

1) Compare perceived evaluation between the immediate senior officers and their 

subordinates to see if the different groups lead to perceptual differences;  

2) Examine relationships among constructs that are hypothesised to interact in a certain 

way to explain the integrative public leadership process empirically. 

3) Compare perceived evaluation between the immediate senior officers and their 

subordinates to see if the different groups lead to perceptual differences. 

The summary of descriptive analysis of both groups; self-report by leaders and 

perceived assessment by subordinates show some level of variance. 

The quantitative analysis so far has attempted to answer the first research question: 

what are the important leadership attributes for immediate senior officers in supporting 

their subordinates to face internal challenges working at ministries and leading public 

sector agencies in Malaysia. Does the second question raise how transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership affect integrative public 

leadership? Based on the multigroup comparison, it is concluded that respondents in 

immediate senior officers and their subordinates do indicate different perceptions on 

specific aspects of transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public 

leadership and integrative public leadership practices. If differences exist, how are they 

formulated?  
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7.3 Discussion of findings on descriptive analysis 

In the sampled Ministries and leading public sector agencies, most of the variables that 

showed interesting results were based on the self-report by immediate senior officers 

and perceived assessment of subordinates of the leadership practices of their respective 

immediate senior officers. In the survey questionnaire, both groups were able to rate 

the degree of TLB, CC, PL and IPL practices using a 7-point Likert scale. Only one 

Item, no 116 measures on the level of red tape, offered to rate based on Likert scale 

point five using the same response scale suggested by the previous scholar Crosby and 

Bryson (2010); as mentioned in Chapter Three (p.25). Each summary measures are 

useful for different purposes (Easterby, 2015). Each summary reflects different aspects 

of data which represent the feature of locatedness (Easterby, 2015). 

As reported in the previous Chapter Six in section 6.4.1.1 Response Rate (p.18), this 

study shares the context of the public sector with the study by Tummers and Kniew 

(2014). There are some similarities and differences between the research design and 

demographic aspects of the research participants. For this current study, the researcher 

utilised the research design, which involved three phases. A total of 918 questionnaires 

were distributed to participants, of which 352 were returned completed giving a 

response rate of 38.4%. Similarly, there was psychometric testing done at phase two 

and phase three, which involved two sampling groups; immediate senior officers 

(n=79) and subordinates (n=116). Controlling variables were different to report on the 

mean years of working experience. Fulfilling the latest demographic information for 

survey participants to be inclusive in approach, the researcher was proactive in 

providing three options for gender information. For the immediate senior officers 

sampling group, there were male 49.4%, female 46.8% and preferred not to disclose 

3.8%.  While for subordinates, there was 47% male, 49% female and 3% prefer not to 

disclose. 

The respective controlling variables were chosen for this study based on 

recommendations by Bernerth et al. (2017) on variables statistically controlled for the 

study in leadership. These scholars have reported that in terms of similarities across 

seven leadership domains, personal demographics (e.g. gender) and tenure-related 
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control appeared in more studies overall than any other control variables and within 

each focal leadership domain (weightage average inclusion rate = 57%). Specifically, 

among other aspects of demographics information include subordinates organisational 

tenure and job tenure, leader organisational tenure and job tenure and gender 

differences (Bernerth et al., 2017). As the next most frequently occurring categories 

across leadership areas emerged were based on education-related controls (weighted 

average inclusion rate of 27%) and team/group size controls (weighted average 

inclusion rate of 21%), together with race-related controls (weighted average inclusion 

rate of 10%).  

Bernerth et al. (2017) explain that the general pattern of statistically controlled 

variables (across leadership domains) mostly converged around demographic 

variables. First, differences have been identified relate to 6% of transformational 

leadership studies that included transactional leadership as a control, while no LMX, 

authentic, ethical, or shared leadership study included such a control. Another obvious 

difference across leadership areas is the emphasis placed on controlling for 

demographic differences. As mentioned above, gender, age, race, and education 

controls were included frequently across most leadership domains, Bernerth et al. 

(2017) and similarly to this study, and the researcher adapted the same approach like 

the LMX research places a greater emphasis on demographic differences between 

followers and leaders than other leadership areas however on different aspects which 

were suitable for both sampling groups. It is because the current study by SAKhalid 

(2020) used two survey questionnaires to measure immediate senior officers and 

subordinates integrative performance. We also found some variation within various 

tenure- and age-related controls. The many differences were detected on LMX studies 

include follower organisational tenure (47% of studies) and dyadic tenure (i.e., tenure 

under leader; 39% of studies), while transactional leadership studies include leader’s 

job tenure (19% of studies) more frequently than do other leadership streams. 

Moreover, LMX (58%) and authentic leadership studies (56%) include follower age 

more frequently as compared with the other area Bernerth et al. (2017). 

This research has provided a related inference and contribution in the review of the 
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reasons given for statistical control of variables while researching leadership 

phenomena (Bernerth et al. 2017). The use of statistical analysis as an instrument of 

the methodology is prevalent in leadership field research. As such, it is vital to 

understand what variables are being controlled for, why these variables are being 

controlled, and how these variables are linked to popular leadership issues (Bernerth 

et al. 2017). 

For the study by Tummers and Knies (2014), the psychometric properties of these 

public leadership scales were tested in phase two using a sample of 503 respondents 

and similarly to the above study; it involved three phases. The study was an 

independent survey from various public sector organisations in the Netherlands, which 

were generally mentioned to be involved in education (n=58), healthcare (n=307) and 

provincial and municipal government (n=138). The mean age of the respondents is 

42.8 years (SD=11.9). 43.2% of the respondents are male.  

7.4 Self-report versus observer’s assessment 

One way of measuring leader performance is by self-assessment (Victor Dulewicz and 

Malcolm Higgs, September 2004). To facilitate this, the PLQ includes a twenty-two 

item scale for TLB that, after item analysis, has been shown to have acceptable 

reliability. The scale covers both the performance of individual leaders and the overall 

output of the immediate senior officers being assessed. A 360 version of PLQ has been 

designed which will also provide a performance assessment of the leader by the 

subordinates. This is similar to other earlier mentioned studies (Dulewics and Higgs, 

2004), who developed two survey questionnaire for leaders and followers. 

Alban-Metcalfe and Alimo-Metcalfe (2007) suggest that subordinates' view towards 

their leaders is significant. These scholars said it is worth paying attention to some 

leadership writers who say the leadership views of subordinates are the only credible 

way to assess the phenomenon. For example, Hogan and Hogan (2001, p. 40), as cited 

in Alban-Metcalfe and Alimo-Metcalfe (2007), recently stated in an article on 

leadership assessment that it is mostly useless to have self-rated leadership as it is 

unrelated to team performance.  These scholars mentioned that feedback from 
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subordinates had been used by researchers. This reflects the manager’s technical 

competence technical, rather than their team performance. They assumed that peer 

scores be politically contaminated. They continue to note that the performance of a 

manager's" subordinates "ratings are reliably correlated with team efficiency. Alban-

Metcalfe and Alimo-Metcalfe (2007) assume that evaluations of subordinates are the 

best single way to assess the efficiency of a manager. 

Nevertheless, Hetland et al. (2018) reported that tests of transformative leadership 

reflect the opinions of subordinates rather than the actual behaviour of leaders in strict 

terms. While several studies have shown inflation because of common rater effects 

should not be a major problem in transformational leadership studies (e.g. Jung and 

Sosik 2002; Walumbwa, Wang, Lawler, and Shi, 2004), careful analysis of our results 

need to be taken. Future research will integrate data from various sources (e.g. 

feedback from organisations, self-reports of leaders or observational data) to capture 

transformational leadership) as supported by Hetland et al. (2018). 

The summary of descriptive analysis of both groups, self-report by leaders, and 

perceived assessment by subordinates, show some variance. This descriptive analysis 

is parallel with Colbert et al. (in press) as cited in Antonakis (2012). He hypothesised 

that personality measured based on self and observer ratings would explain more 

variance in leadership than self-ratings of personality alone. 

Using the Rasch model analysis results, the researcher performed validation of survey 

items in Win Exec software. Win Exec software has several advantages over EFA, 

such as more stringent psychometric criteria for accepting models, improving validity 

and reliability. 

This chapter has presented a descriptive analysis of the study variables of the research. 

The analysis from both groups, immediate senior officers and their subordinates, 

supports the strength of leadership attributes among these respective officers. The 

perceptions via self-report of senior officers themselves and their direct employees will 

provide a comprehensive overview of leadership attributes that are important for senior 

officers through their perceptions and direct subordinates' perceptions and actions. 
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Therefore, understanding them needs a statistical analysis that best reflects this 

objectivity. The next chapter will provide details on how the inferential statistics will 

be implemented. 

The summary statistics for the self-assessment data are provided in the self-

assessment, and perceived assessment questionnaires used in this study based on a ‘can 

make’ list seems to function reasonably well, demonstrating both high reliability and 

few misfits. 

Apart from the often-discussed worries about the reliability of self-reported, the study 

showed interesting findings on the mean score for each variable. Subordinates group 

perceived lower values of TLB subconstructs (grand mean=38.5473) compared to 

immediate senior officers (mean=41.1961). There is a higher mean score for TLB 

(immediate senior officers), and this indicates that senior officers are more likely to 

feel that they practise TLB. The difference in the group mean is 2.6488. The small 

difference in total grand mean reveals that subordinates agree that their immediate 

senior officers practise TLB.  

Joris Van der Voet, Ben S. Kuipers & Sandra Groeneveld (2015) state that other 

studies on change management in both public and private organisations (e.g. Wanberg 

and Banas 2000; Wright, Christensen, and Isett 2013), the mean scores for 

communication (2.86) and participation (2.30) are, respectively, around and below the 

mid-range of the scale. Moreover, on average, processes of change have more 

characteristics of planned change than of emergent change. In this context, leaders 

identified as supervisors had a mean of 3.21 for transformational leadership behaviour. 

Aside from the study's primary purpose, RAND (2015) also provides information more 

generally on the role of 360-degree assessments. This research is based on several 

sources; existing literature and expert guidance on 360 best practices, policy papers 

and other sources that summarise current military services performance and promotion 

practices. 

The following section presents the interpretation results for subconstructs of each 
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variable using bar and spider web charts.  

After describing the predictors TLB, CC, PL roles and dependent variable IPL of 

immediate senior officers, the researcher will explain the expected relationships with 

other concepts. As cited by Tummers and Knies (2014), the researcher followed the 

guidance in determining DeVellis (2013) construct validity. The confidence level of 

researchers will be enhanced after they have genuinely measured these predictor 

variables if the empirical relationships between the concepts are in line with those 

recommended by the theory (DeVellis, 2013). 

7.5 Mean comparison of TLB Subconstructs 

 

Figure 7.2 A Summary of Transformational Leadership Behaviour Subconstruct in 

terms of mean comparison for Both Groups 

 

Podsakoff et al. (1990), in their journal article, mentioned that specific 
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leadership literature and addressed criticism about earlier measurement approaches by 

developing transformational leadership inventory (TLI; Podsakoff et al.,1990). Based 

on previous literature, these six key dimensions of transformational leadership were 

developed (Podsakoff et al., 1990). 

As mentioned in chapter three, these key dimensions are identifying and articulating 

vision, provide an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of group goals, high-

performance expectations, providing individual support and intellectual stimulation. A 

detailed description of their literature and the results of six dimensions (Podsakoff et 

al.,1990) were mentioned in chapter two. 

Chapter two, for transformational leaders, enable them to display integrative thinking 

and integrative behaviour when they show higher-order dimensions as 

transformational leaders (Sun and Anderson, 2012). It is a leadership style that 

increases subordinates awareness of the importance of task outcomes, activates higher-

order needs and motivates subordinates to transcend self-interest for the organisation's 

sake (Bass 1985; Podsakoff, Mckenzie, Moorman and Fetter, 1990; Yukl, 1989, 2013). 

Sun and Anderson (2012) add that transformative leaders will have the "threshold 

level" of trustworthiness for engaging in public actions. Allow them, therefore, to have 

the opportunity to develop civic capacity. Without this public commitment, civic 

capacity cannot be easily developed.  

Relating to the descriptive results of this research, two research questions by Sun and 

Anderson (2012) would guide the interpretation of findings for transformational 

leadership behaviour subconstructs. The researcher has first to assess the following 

questions: 

To some extent, immediate senior officers rated themselves as transformational 

leaders. Findings reveal a higher mean score for TLB (immediate senior officers), 

indicating that senior officers are more likely to feel that they practise TLB. 

Based on the TLB subconstructs of both groups, immediate senior officers identified 

themselves to practise elements of transformational leaders. Subordinates perceived 
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that their immediate senior officers practised transformational leadership behaviour 

too. This perception means immediate senior officers TLB would be highly related to 

integrative public performance than subordinates focused on TLB.  

Evident from research on the HLM model by Wang and Howell (2012). Their 

hypothesis 1 predicted that individual-focused TFL would be positively linked with 

individual performance and empowerment at the individual level. The HLM model 

had a random Level 1 coefficient for the individual-focused TFL when testing 

Hypothesis 1. However, there was no significant variance in the Level 1 slopes, which 

meant that the slopes relating individual-focused TFL behaviour to individual 

performance did not differ significantly across groups. Therefore, for all subsequent 

HLM models, the individual-focused TFL was calculated as a constant level 1 

coefficient, and the coefficient was not allowed to vary across groups (Raudenbush, 

Bryk, Cheong, Congdon, & Toit, 2004). The same result pattern was observed for 

leader identification; thus, leader identification was also calculated for all HLM 

models as a fixed level 1 coefficient. 

Wang and Howell (2012) reported their hypothesis 3 predicted that, at the group level, 

group-focused TFL would be positively related to group performance and collective 

efficacy. These scholars used OLS regression to test H3 (see Table 3). The HLM 

revealed that individual-focused TFL was significantly related to individual 

performance (γ=.19, pb.05, see Model 3) and empowerment (γ=.13, pb.05, see Model 

6), supporting H1a and H1b. Group-focused TFL was positively related to group 

performance (β=.31, pb.05) and collective efficacy (β=.28, pb.05), following H3a and 

H3b. 

Higher-order dimensions of transformational leaders refer to transformational 

leadership's ‘core construct’ (Podsakoff et al., 1990). It was found that immediate 

senior leaders practise higher-order dimensions of transformational leaders. They 

strongly agree with all higher-order dimensions items that were measured.  

Similarly, the results were similar to the study by Podsakoff and colleagues (1990), 

which state the "core" construct, which is transformational leadership, and intellectual 
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stimulation were also highly correlated (r=.84). Although this explanation is not as 

evident as the reason for the high correlation between courtesy and altruism, Bass 

(1985, p. 110) indicated that transformational leadership behaviours (especially 

articulating and propagating new ideas and beliefs) could be a key determinant of 

subordinates' intellectual stimulation. If so, then maybe we should not be surprised to 

find that our "core" construct of transformational behaviour, which includes 

articulating a vision, is highly correlated with intellectual stimulus. Indeed, Bass 

(1985, p. 101) records high correlations between intellectual stimulation and 

charismatic leadership, which in several respects is close to our "core" construct of 

transformational behaviour. 

Hence, higher-order dimensions of transformational results for immediate senior 

officers show the mean comparison based on Table 6.9 as in Chapter Six, shows ‘high-

performance expectancy’ with a mean score of 5.8861 (SD = .73358) and ‘intellectual 

stimulation’ mean score is 5.8038 (SD = .52145). In comparison, other subconstructs 

for immediate senior officers, which have not been identified as higher dimensions as 

in ‘Individual support’, receives the highest mean = 6.0633 (SD =.72221). This is 

followed by the subconstruct ‘foster acceptance goals’ with a mean score = 6.0316 

(SD = .51479). The lowest mean score is for ‘provide appropriate model’ is 5.00 (SD 

= .53972).  Mean for other subconstructs; ‘high-performance expectancy’ has a mean 

score of 5.8861 (SD = .73358) and ‘intellectual stimulation’ mean score is 5.8038 (SD 

= .52145).  

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.26 show the mean and standard deviation of 

immediate senior officers for each response scale of the transformational leadership 

behaviour construct. Within the study, 30 immediate senior officers chose a 5.50 

response scale with a mean of 4.7000 and a standard deviation of .38507. Next is the 

response scale; 6.00 of 28 participants had a mean of 4.7143 and a standard deviation 

of .41786. Others response scale 5.00 with a mean of 4.6154 and a standard deviation 

of .36251 by 13 participants and the response scale 6.50 by 8 participants with a mean 

of 4.6962 and a standard deviation of .16366. 

Regarding individual care, Podsakoff et al. (1990) explained that less consensus is 
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reached about whether this behaviour is representative of transformational leadership. 

Nonetheless, Bass (1985) does recognise "individual consideration" as a 

transformational leadership behaviour and has found empirical support that 

"charismatic" leaders are generally viewed as "considered." Providing individualised 

support in a public sector context may be particularly important because senior 

officials are faced with heavy emotional demands due to the inevitable ups and downs 

of association. 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990) found this activity to be 

negatively associated with the trust within their employees' leadership. That suggests 

that expectations of high performance can have both beneficial and harmful effects. 

High-performance expectations can have beneficial effects on sales productivity (e.g. 

"in-role" performance) but harmful effects on other performance aspects (e.g. "extra-

role" performance) by its negative effect on trust. This theory could not be tested; 

however, Podsakoff et al. (1990) did not use a sales sample or include indicators of in-

role performance in their work.  

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990) found this conduct to be 

negatively associated with employees' trust in their leaders. This finding suggests that 

expectations of high performance can have both beneficial and harmful effects. High-

performance expectations can have beneficial effects on sales productivity (e.g. "in-

role" performance) but harmful effects on other performance aspects ( e.g. "extra-role" 

performance) by its negative effect on trust. This hypothesis could not be tested; 

however, Podsakoff et al. (1990) did not use a sales sample or include measures of in-

role performance in their research.  

As cited by Podsakof et al. (1990) in his journal, while Bass (1985) initially 

hypothesised that such leadership behaviour would have positive effects (maybe 

because it is an effective way to enhance learning and counter "plateauing" and 

"burnout"), subsequent empirical research did not support this prediction. 

Additionally, it has often been found that intellectual stimulation is (1) negatively 

related to trust and job satisfaction (Podsakoff et al., 1990), (2) positively related to 

role conflict (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer 1996a), and (3) positively related 
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to burnout and stress (Bass, Seltzer, and Numerof, 1989). One possible reason why 

intellectual stimulation may be dysfunctionally related to subordinate criterion 

variables may have to do with the very destabilising nature of intellectual stimulation 

itself. 

In the same study by Van der Voet et al. (2015), these researchers used CFA to provide 

convergent and discriminant validity because all the observed variables significantly 

load on the intended constructs. Van der Voet et al. (2015) reported that an AVE of 

over .50 provides evidence of convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The 

results of this study show an acceptable AVE for most constructs. Some constructs 

(formalisation, planned change, emergent change and communication) show an AVE 

lower than .50 and hence insufficient evidence of convergent validity based on this 

statistic. However, composite reliability for each of the constructs in our model is 

acceptable, including the constructs with unsatisfactory AVE, indicating satisfying 

convergent validity of all constructs. In addition, Peterson and Kim (2013), as cited by 

Van der Voet et al. (2015), mention that composite reliability scores indicate sufficient 

internal consistency and reliability (Van der Voet et al.,2015). 

In another study by Podsakoff et al. (1990), the final version of the TLB has benefitted 

from comprehensive trials involving two pilot studies. Their overall objective of 

having ten items per scale offered wide coverage of the complex dimensions measured 

by the LDQ and, at the same time, provided respectable coefficients of reliability 

(Podsakoff et al.,1990). 

Subordinates perceived their immediate senior officers to be transformational leaders 

though their findings show lower values of TLB subconstructs (grand mean=38.5473) 

as compared to immediate senior officers (mean=41.1961). 

While the mean score for both ‘articulating vision’ and ‘willingness to change’ is 

5.7278 (SD = .59806) and 5.7025 (SD = .47716). Based on Table 6.9 as in the previous 

Chapter Six, it can be seen that subordinates perceived the higher dimensions practised 

by their immediate senior officers as moderately high for ‘high-performance 

expectancy’, and the mean scores are consistent for ‘intellectual stimulation and 
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‘articulating vision’. The dispersion of the scores is moderately high for ‘individual 

support’ and ‘high-performance expectancy’. The mean scores are consistent for 

‘provide appropriate model’, ‘intellectual stimulation; ‘articulating vision’ and 

‘willingness to change.  All subconstructs except ‘articulating vision’ shared the same 

median, 6.0000, and mode is 6.00. ‘Articulating vision’ has a median (5.5000) and 

mode (5.50). The grand mean score is 41.1961. This show that subordinates slightly 

agree with their immediate senior officers TLB practices. They have different 

perceptions of which their immediate senior officers highly practise subscale.  

These findings support Wang et al. (2011), whereby transformational leadership 

behaviours are anticipated to motivate followers, which in this study context, perform 

at higher levels. This association may vary across specific performance criteria even 

though theory proposes that transformational leaders encourage individuals to achieve 

higher performance levels (Bass, 1985). 

Although there are several current trust conceptualisations (e.g., Cook and Wall, 1980; 

Giffin, 1967; Rotter, 1967), there is currently no clear consensus as to which of these 

is best. In Podsakoff study, Mackenzie et al. (1990), trust was conceptualised as belief 

in and loyalty to the leader. These dimensions were taped with six items. Two of the 

items-"1 feel quite confident that my leader will always try to treat me fairly;" and "My 

manager would never try to gain an advantage by deceiving workers". Both items were 

derived from the scale of Interpersonal Trust at Work developed by Cook and Wall 

(1980), and along with a third item-"1 have complete faith in the integrity of my 

manager/supervisor"-were used to reflect the faith of the followers in work. The three 

remaining items-"1 feel a strong loyalty to my leader; "in almost any emergency, I 

would support my leader." "I have a strong sense of loyalty to my leader," he said, 

reflecting the sense of loyalty and allegiance of the subordinates to their leaders (as 

cited in Podsakoff study P., Mackenzie, S., Moorman, S. And Fetter, R.,1990). 

It was found that subordinates overall perceived that their immediate senior officers 

practised higher-order dimensions of transformational leadership behaviour. Their 

subordinates strongly disagreed/ slightly disagreed/disagreed/ neither agreed nor 

disagreed/agreed/slightly agreed/strongly agreed. 
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The difference in the group mean is 2.6488. The small difference in total grand mean 

reveals that subordinates agree to some extent that their immediate senior officers 

practise TLB.  

As for the subordinate’s group, individual support receives the highest mean = 5.60 

(SD =.968). Other subconstructs share similar mean scores; ‘foster acceptance goals’ 

with M= 5.5517 (SD = .95412). The maximum score is 7.00. The mean score for 

‘provide appropriate model’ is 5.5560 (SD = 1.07698), and the maximum score is 7.00.  

‘High-Performance Expectancy’ has a mean score of 5.51, and the maximum score is 

7.00 (SD = .909), and the mean score for intellectual stimulation is 5.4569, and the 

maximum score is 7.00 (SD = .94540). While the mean score for articulating vision is 

5.3966 and the maximum score is 7.00 (SD=.90052) and the willingness to change is 

5.4224, and the maximum score is 7.00 (SD = .91984).  

Based on in the previous Chapter Six, the mean score dispersion of the scores is 

somewhat high for individual support and high-performance expectancy. The mean 

scores are consistent for provide appropriate models, intellectual stimulation, 

articulating vision and willingness to change.  The grand mean score is 38.5473.  

In terms of theoretical and methodological implications, to date, research has found 

that a leader’s core self-evaluations are related to transformational leadership. In 

addition, this study extends the theory development of civic capacity building to 

enhance transformational leadership in terms of public value by testing the proposed 

theoretical framework by Sun and Anderson (2012). It is further extended with the 

inclusion of public leadership as another predictor variable. The difference for this 

framework is that the researcher tested a direct relationship model of transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership with integrative public 

leadership performance of immediate senior officers.  

Several studies have shown that transformational leaders can be as effective in public 

organisations as they are in private contexts (Belle, 2014; Moynihan and Ingraham, 

2004; Oberfield, 2014; Wright and Pandey, 2010). These studies suggest that 

transformational leaders establish values that encourage employees to produce goal-
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oriented results in the most pressured environments.  

In other words, leadership is the ability of individuals to influence, motivate and make 

others contribute to the effectiveness and success of their organisations. Yukl and Van 

Fleet (1982) have revealed that supervisory powers are essential not only for the 

influence of subordinates but can also be used. To influence peers, superiors and also 

outsiders. Mclaggan et al. (2013 as cited in ) have elucidated that supervisors who 

managed their subordinates with the appropriate leadership styles in planning and 

administrating will encourage them to commit. 

In this study, Joris Van der Voet et al. (2015) all concepts were measured using a 5-

point Likert scale, except for the quality of change communication, degree of 

participation and formalisation, measured on a 7-point scale. Full measurement scales 

are given in the Appendix 14. For the measure of planned change and emergent change 

(Farrell 2000), seven additional items were formulated for this study. These are given 

in italics in the Appendix 18. In addition, several control variables are taken into 

account and related to the personal characteristics of employees, the analysis controls 

for gender (dummy variable for ‘female’), age (in years), tenure (in years), highest 

educational degree (ranging from ‘1: primary school’ to ‘7: PhD’) and supervisory 

position (dummy for ‘non-supervisory position’). Related to the organisational change, 

these control variables were included for the significance or salience of change (cf. 

Wright, Christensen, and Isett 2013) and the impact of change (Herscovitch and Meyer 

2002). Significance of change refers to whether respondents think the change was a 

large-scale change, ranging from 1: not at all to ‘7: very significant’. The impact of 

change scale asks respondents to evaluate the consequences of the organisational 

change, ranging from ‘1: very negative’ to ‘7: very positive’. (Joris Van der Voet et 

al.,2015): 

Joris Van der Voet et al. (2015) stated that the reported means and standard deviations 

were calculated using SPSS Version 22 software in their studies. The mean of affective 

commitment to change is around the midrange of the scale. They further compare 

similarly to other studies on change management in both public and private 

organisations (e.g. Wanberg and Banas 2000; Wright, Christensen, and Isett 2013), the 
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mean scores for communication (2.86) and participation (2.30) are, respectively, 

around and below the mid-range of the scale. Moreover, on average, processes of 

change have more characteristics of planned change than of emergent change. The 

mean of the supervisor’s transformational leadership behaviour is 3.21. Respondents 

report a relatively high level of environmental complexity, with an average score of 

3.90. The correlation matrix indicates that affective commitment to change is 

significantly related to the quality of communication (r = .485) and the degree of 

participation (r = .457). The transformational leadership behaviour of supervisor is 

significantly related to affective commitment to change (r = .393), planned change (r 

= .393) and emergent change (r = .656). Moreover, transformational leadership 

behaviour are correlated to both environmental complexity (r = .246) and 

formalization (r = −.193). These scholars conclude from the correlation analysis that 

all expected correlations between variables in the conceptual framework are 

statistically significant (Joris Van der Vote et al., 2015). 

Apart from that, similar to another study, this research consists of a subscale of 

‘willingness to change’, similar to the construct ‘commitment to change’ developed 

by Van der Voet et al. (2015). For the items on implementation of change, a study 

finds that their structural model confirms that direct supervisors may play a central 

role in the implementation of change in public organisations (Joris Van der Voet et al., 

2015).  
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7.6 CC Subconstructs 

 

Figure 7.3 A Summary of Civic Capacity Building Subconstruct in terms of mean 

comparison for both groups 

 

Based on Figure 7.3, there is a higher mean score for CC (immediate senior officers), 

indicating that senior officers are more likely to feel that they practice CC. In the mean 

group, the difference is 0.6366. Immediate group of senior officers expected higher 

CC subscale values (large mean=17.6266) relative to subordinates (grand 

mean=16.99). The slight mean gap between the two groups indicates that subordinates 

accept the practice of CC by their immediate senior officers. 

After immediate senior officers have been identified as transformational leaders, as 

suggested by Sun and Anderson (2012), they can develop civic capacity. This 

statement was supported by the descriptive analysis of the CC subscale.  

Based on the findings, the mean score for CC (immediate senior officers) is higher. 

Higher meanscore for CC indicates that senior officers are more likely to feel that they 
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are practising CC. Immediate senior officers practised the civic capacity building 

dimension. 

Their subordinates also perceived that their immediate senior officers practised civic 

capacity building dimensions. Subordinates support that their immediate senior 

officers practised CC based on the small difference in grand mean between both groups 

shows. 

As for self-report versus perceived assessments by Antonakis, self-report assessments 

will indeed be perceived higher than perceived assessments. This is evidence-based on 

the findings that the immediate senior officers group perceived higher values of CC 

subconstructs (grand mean=17.6266) as compared to subordinates (grand 

mean=16.99). 

Sun and Anderson (2012) proposed that the desire and motivation to be engaged with 

social issues and to see new social opportunities are attributes of transformational 

leaders who have a strong civic drive (Sun and Anderson, 2012). Their capabilities in 

exploring new social opportunities and ability to assimilate them (i.e., understand their 

implications) will be enhanced because of the constant exposure to community 

engagement and the development of strong civic connections via discussions with 

other actors in their external social network (Sun and Anderson, 2012). These 

contribute to the development of potential civic capacity (PCC) attribute for 

transformational leaders. PCC refers to a strong social exploration side of civic 

capacity, which has been explained as transformational leaders capable of being social 

entrepreneurs, discovering and identifying new social opportunities and 

comprehending their implications via discussions with relevant constituencies (Sun 

and Anderson, 2012). 

The above explanation informs on the following questions on civic capacity results of 

both groups. 

Yes, immediate senior officers indeed developed potential civic capacity (PCC). These 

were based on the evidence that they rated themselves to have a strong civic drive 
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(mean=6.13). They rated themselves to possess higher civic connection (mean=5.78) 

than civic pragmatism (mean=5.72). 

Subordinates too perceived their leaders to have a stronger civic drive (mean=5.78). 

However, they perceived immediate senior officers to have higher civic pragmatism 

(mean=5.62) than civic connection (m=5.59). 

Looking at the findings for each subscale of CC, both sampling groups show 

weaknesses in civic pragmatism. Weaknesses in civic pragmatism support the 

suggestion that transformational leaders who have higher levels of PCC may 

nonetheless lack civic pragmatism (Sun and Anderson, 2012). 

Another proposition by Sun and Anderson (2012) investigates whether these leaders 

develop realised civic connection (RCC). Since results for CC by both sampling 

groups present civic pragmatism as not the highest subscale, it may inform that these 

leaders still may possess some civic pragmatism but not a strong realised civic capacity 

(RCC).  

On the contrary, Sun and Anderson further suggest that these leaders ability to be 

integrative public leaders will be significantly weakened without civic pragmatism. 

Strong possessions of three-dimension must be achieved to be an effective integrative 

public leader (Sun and Anderson, 2012).  

Sun and Anderson (2012) recommend that transformational leaders may have the civic 

drive and civic connections, providing them PCC. Overall findings on the grand mean 

scores of civic capacity subconstructs show the only civic drive as the strongest 

subscale for both sampling groups. The outcomes are that leaders rated themselves as 

transformational leaders and perceived by their subordinates to have PCC, weak at 

civic pragmatism. Leaders rated themselves lower than other subconstructs. They still 

can develop their ability to be integrative public leaders as they still possess some 

dimensions of civic pragmatism. This because the absence of civic pragmatism will 

significantly eliminate their ability to be integrative public leaders (Sun and Anderson, 

2012).   Hence, it means that these leaders have yet to strongly developed in all three 
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dimensions of civic capacity, which may interrupt their development to be effective in 

their integrative public leadership performance (Sun and Anderson, 2012). 

Sun and Anderson (2012) intentionally propose that effective integrative public 

leaders must beam ambidextrous and reveal not only one but both transformational 

and transactional leadership style. 

7.7 PL Subconstructs 

 

Figure 7.4 A Summary of Public Leadership subconstruct in terms of mean 

comparison for both groups 

 

Based on the above results, multiple public leadership subconstructs were measured. 

The spider report displays the mean score of each subscale for public leadership. We 

can see a higher mean score for PL (immediate senior officers), which indicates that 

senior officers are more likely to feel that they practise PL. The difference in the group 

mean is 1.5433.  

7.8 Dimensions of Public leadership assess the following subconstructs 

Ethical leadership was rated highest, while political leadership was rated as lowest by 

immediate senior officers. The lawfulness leadership subscale was rated as the second-
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highest. 

The result on the lawfulness leadership subscale was rated as second highest is similar 

to the case that leaders in some countries such as (France and German) who score 

higher on lawfulness leadership and have a strong legalistic tradition (Pollitt and 

Bouckaert, 2011) than their subordinates perceived them.  

Similarly, subordinates rated ethical leadership as the highest subscale for their 

leaders, although the grand mean was lower than the immediate senior officers' group. 

Subordinates group perceived lower values of PL subconstructs (grand 

mean=29.3924) compared to immediate senior officers (mean=27.8491). 

Accountability leadership, network governance leadership and political loyalty 

leadership were perceived among the lowest. Since there is only a small difference in 

group mean, subordinates feel that their immediate senior officer is likely to practice 

PL at work.  

For the theme of moral development, there is limited research on the measurement of 

how the moral development of leaders, to what extent it matters for leadership 

outcomes, and on the effect of follower moral orientation by how leader moral 

orientation (cf. McCauley, Drath, Palus, O'Connor, and Baker, 2006). Some of the 

uncommon empirical research in this area includes scholars, among others, Turner, 

Barling, Epitropaki, Butcher, and Milner (2002), Sosik, JuzbaIntentionally, Sun and 

Anderson (2012) suggest that successful integrative public leaders beam ambidextrous 

and expose not only on one but on both transformational and transactional leadership 

styles.  

The morality of leaders is also theorised for improvement in transforming relationships 

between leader and follower (Burns, 1978). The value of moral development does not 

just have to do with whether or not power is exercised in a prosocial manner (Howell 

and Shamir, 2005); it is fundamental to some theories of leadership and has important 

implications for organisational studies in general (Trevino, Weaver, and Reynolds, 

2006). Additionally, some theorists believe that leaders, particularly transformational 

leaders, have some sort of alchemical ability to transform the values of individuals 
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(Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978). 

Nevertheless, there is still a lack of empirical studies that provide evidence, whether 

based on individuals or organisations, that transformational leaders can perform such 

feats (Antonakis, 2012; Antonakis and House, 2002). (as cited in John Antonakis et 

al., 2012). 

In this study, the researcher found that accountability leadership (M=5.8924; SD= 

.48484) was rated as the third strongest subscale for immediate senior officers, and 

similarly, their subordinates perceived accountability leadership (M=5.5172; SD= 

.87708) as also the third strongest public leadership subscale among immediate senior 

officers. The Cronbach's alpha for the AL subscale was the highest .0950, the CR 

(0.960) and AVE (0.799). 

It is interesting findings to know that immediate senior officers scored high in terms 

of ethical leadership and lawful leadership. Similarly, their subordinates scored high 

for ethical leadership and lawful leadership too.   

Referring to the literature, the first subscale for public leadership is accountability 

leadership. As cited by Tummer and Knies (2014), based on a survey of public and 

private sector managers by Van der Wal et al. (2008) – accountability leadership was 

deemed the most important value for the public sector. For Tummers and Knies, 

accountability leadership was rated as reliable; the factor loadings (.47 to .83). The 

Cronbach’s alpha was .929. M(3.64) and SD (.73). 

There is a need to define the accountability concept since accountability is debated as 

an elusive concept (Bovens 2007, pp. 449-450 as cited in Tummers and Knies, 2014). 

Boven (2007) suggests accountability is defined as ‘the obligation to explain and 

justify conduct’. Tummers and Kniews (2014) hence, explain accountability 

leadership as leaders who inspire their subordinates or employees to justify and explain 

their actions to stakeholders based on the context of (relationship-based) public 

leadership. These scholars provide the following examples of questions to measure the 

accountability leadership of leaders. 
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Immediate senior officers agree that they practise ethical leadership (M= 6.0823; SD 

= .53368) and lawfulness leadership (M= 6.0127; SD=.51250) share the highest mean 

scores. They slightly agree that they practise accountability leadership (M=5.8924; 

SD= .48484). These findings follow Tummers and Knies (2014) as it is predicted that 

if leaders score higher on public leadership dimensions (for example, encouraging 

subordinates to be responsible, ethical, and obey the law), they will also be seen as 

more transformational leaders. Immediate senior officers emphasise that it is essential 

that their subordinates answer questions from citizens. These results are linked to the 

subscale, accountability leadership.  

Subordinates perceived their immediate senior officers to have accountability 

leadership as the third strongest subscale of public leadership as they rated slightly 

agree that their immediate senior officers practise accountability leadership. These 

findings further infer that subordinates perceive that their immediate senior officers 

stimulate them to openly discuss their actions and those of the organisation with 

citizens. Their immediate senior officers have also made clear the importance of 

subordinates to answer questions from citizens.  

As cited in Tummers and Knies, the second role is rule-following leadership. A key 

value of public administration complies with government rules and regulations 

(DeHart-Davis 2009). Lane (1994, p. 144) notes that the implementation of the rule of 

law is at the core of public administration. Concerning this, Van der Wal et al. (2008) 

found that the second most important value of the public sector was the rule-following. 

They define rule-following leadership in the sense of relationship-based leadership as 

leaders who allow their subordinates to act according to government rules and 

regulations. Thus, an important role of leaders in high-ranking publicity organisations 

(Bozeman and Bretschneider 1994) is to stimulate their subordinates to follow 

government rules and regulations and prevent them from breaking them. (Tummers 

and Knies, 2014). However, for this study, ‘rule-following leadership’ was dropped 

during phase two.  

As cited by Tummers and Knies (2014), the third leading role identified by the research 

for this study is political loyalty leadership. As noted, political loyalty had not been 
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included in the Van der Wal et al. (2008) study. However, the author acknowledges 

that ' Loyalty (to the political superiors) could have been considerably higher ranked 

as a value ' (p.472). The relationship between politicians and civil servants can be 

described as a relationship between principals and agents. Public employees (agents) 

carry out actions for politicians (principals), who cannot fully control these officials. 

How can politicians ensure public workers develop and implement policies with 

desirable policy outcomes? This, among other things, depends on how loyal those 

employees are to their political leaders (Gailmard and Patty, 2012 as cited by Tummers 

and Knies, 2014). 

Tummers and Knies (2014) highlight that Kleinig (2007) argues that loyalty is shown 

through people remain committed to others, even if that dedication is costly. In this 

regard, Hajdin (2005, p. 261) states that when loyalty is combined with other factors, 

loyalty is redundant: Though loyalty was always following other requirements, they 

would not have the [ of ] loyalty definition. ' Loyalty then arises in the case of public 

workers and politicians when public employees continue to show loyalty to politicians, 

even when that means they have to make sacrifices. For example, they may follow 

politicians ' directives even when it clashes with their values or desires, when it leads 

to personal risks, or when it impacts negatively on their agency. Thus, these scholars 

define political loyalty leadership as leaders who allow their subordinates to align their 

actions with the interests of politicians, even if it is costly. For example, a supervisor 

may encourage subordinates to properly implement policy decisions, even when other 

stakeholders criticise other subordinates with that decision."(Tummers and Knies, 

2014). 

The final position that the researcher defines is network governance leadership. This 

result for the network governance leadership for immediate senior officers was 

(M=5.7468; SD=.56542).  While subordinates rated slightly agree that their leaders do 

practise network governance leadership (M=5.5345; SD=.89861). Both groups share 

the same rating, which was slightly agreed though subordinates scored lower on the 

subscale than their immediate senior officers' rating scale. 

The final role Tummers and Knies (2014) has identified network governance 
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leadership. Unlike the first three positions, network governance leadership is less 

associated with the historical roots of public administration (Tummers and Knies, 

2014). 

Tummers and Knies (2014) gave an example, network governance leadership would 

be more valuable when working in environments with different stakeholders (such as 

water management or healthcare), while lawfulness leadership would be more valued 

in highly regulated sectors (such as prison and detention centres). Do members serving 

in health care who scores high on leadership in network governance usually get higher 

ratings from their bosses than their peers?  

Nevertheless, developments such as budget cuts, economic and fiscal crises, and 

diminishing policy legitimacy have allowed public servants to work with other actors 

to solve contemporary society's problems (Sørensen and Torfing, 2011 as cited by 

Tummers and Knies, 2014). These developments also align with the "government" 

shift to "governance." Public agencies are a partner in collaborative networks 

regularly, rather than the sole policymaker and executor. That needs different public 

employee behaviour. Such scholars will examine how leaders encourage their workers 

to build networks and actively engage with existing networks. They then describe the 

leadership of network governance as leaders who encourage their workers to connect 

with stakeholders effectively. A leader will score high on network governance 

leadership when he/she encourages subordinates to spend time communicating with 

other stakeholders, maintaining connections, and adding their contacts to their 

colleagues (Tummers and Knies 2014). 

To sum up, for the context of this study, it can be compared claims made in terms of 

public management concerning differences between countries or sectors as suggested 

by (Tummers and Knies, 2014).  Immediate senior officers at these leading federal 

agencies have a strong legalistic tradition as they score higher on lawfulness 

leadership. 

This similar to the case that leaders in some countries with a strong legalistic tradition 

(such as France and Germany) score higher on lawfulness leadership than countries 
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with a more corporatist tradition (such as the Netherlands) (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). 

Furthermore, Lars and Tummers (2014) propose it can be analysed whether certain 

leadership behaviours are more important in specific sectors. Immediate senior officers 

assess themselves as having network governance leadership would be more valuable 

when working with various stakeholders (such as environment, education, and 

defence). In contrast, lawfulness leadership would be more valued in highly regulated 

sectors (such as the Ministry of Home Affairs). 

7.9 Integrative public leadership (IPL) subconstructs 

 

Figure 7.5 A summary of Integrative Public Leadership (IPL) subconstructs mean 

comparison between both groups  

 

Until now, except for studies by Fernandez et al. (2010) and Tummers and Knies 

(2014), there have yet to be other studies that utilised psychometrically proven 

techniques before developing valid and reliable public measures of leadership. 

Tummers and Knies (2014) agree with Pandey and Scott (2002) that robust 

quantitative evaluation is highly beneficial for advancing study and practice in public 

administration by carefully developing standards and measurement scales. 
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Therefore, Tummers and Knies (2012) developed reliable and valid measurement 

instruments for four public leadership roles. These roles share similarities in that they 

concentrate on the extent to which public leaders support subordinates in facing public 

sector issues. These scholars follow DeVellis’s (2003) recommendations for scale 

development when developing the measures (As cited by Sun and Anderson,2012). 

The self-reporting shows a higher level of self-assessment. The researcher can see a 

higher mean score for IPL (immediate senior officers), which suggests that senior 

officers are more likely to feel they are practising IPL. The gap in the mean category 

is 0.5455. The subordinate group perceived lower IPL subconstructs values (grand 

mean=14.8722) than immediate senior officers (mean=15.4177). However, the grand 

mean raises a slight difference of views on the extent of integrative experience in 

public leadership. 

Overall, the researcher can see that for all study variables (TLB, CC, PL, IPL), the 

immediate senior officers rated themselves higher than their subordinates. These 

leaders have played roles to assist their subordinates employees as public officials in 

dealing with public sector issues (Sun and Anderson, 2012). This shows that the use 

and institutionalisation of integrated frameworks, systems and processes (Sun and 

Anderson, 2012) reflected by the subscale of integrative structure and processes are 

both believed and viewed by these leaders as practical. Further support for this finding 

is also provided (Antonakis et al., 2004). There is, however, no significant difference 

between the two excellent means. 

Sun and Anderson (2012), rather than transformational leadership, should be more 

closely associated with transactional. Huxham and Vangen (2000) state that most 

leadership effectiveness in multi-sector collaborations relies on the structure. Thus this 

can pressure and or ease leadership influence (Huxham and Vangen, 2000). These 

leaders are further described to be at an advantage as they understand how 

organisations work and how institutional and informal structural connections between 

partnering organisations can influence collaboration (Huxham and Vangen, 2000). 

With this capability, integrative leaders can co-evolve and co-create appropriate 

structures for collaborative activities, along with leading the collaboration's agenda 
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forward via effective governance and accountability systems (Bazzolietal.,1998; 

Cameron,2004; Crosby and Bryson,2010b; Huxham and Vangen, 2000; Moynihan and 

Ingraham,2004; Page,2010). 

As cited by Sun and Anderson (2012), some scholars suggest integrative leaders must 

enable communication via setting up effective and transparent processes (Huxham and 

Vangen, 2000) and adopt decision-making (Page, 2010). In the collaboration, partners’ 

commitment and involvement are increased with better communication and better 

visibility of collaboration goals and activities (Alexander et al., 2001; Bazzoli et 

al.,1998; Connely, 2007; Crosby and Bryson, 2010b; Goodroe and Beres, 1991; 

Harmaakorpi and Niukkanen, 2007; Huxham and Vangen, 2000; Umbleetai, 2005; 

Vangen and Huxham, 2003).  

Therefore, the summary of descriptive analysis between both sampling groups is 

presented in the next step to analyse the findings' inferential statistics, which will be 

executed in the following chapter. 

Table 7.1 Hypotheses Testing Results of descriptive analysis 

Hypothesis Immediate senior 

officers 

Subordinates Results 

Self-reported 

results 

 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour, civic 

capacity and public 

leadership are 

positively 

associated with 

integrative public 

leadership 

 Accepted 

Perceived 

assessment by 

subordinates 

results 

 Perceived 

transformational 

leadership 

behaviour, civic 

capacity and public 

leadership are 

positively 

associated with 

integrative public 

leadership 

 

Accepted  
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TLB 

subconstructs 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour is 

positively 

associated with 

integrative public 

leadership 

 Accepted  

  Perceived 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour is 

positively 

associated with 

perceived 

integrative public 

leadership 

Accepted 

CC subconstructs Civic capacity is 

positively 

associated with 

integrative public 

leadership. 

 Accepted  

  Perceived Civic 

capacity is 

positively 

associated with 

perceived 

integrative public 

leadership 

 

PL subconstructs Public leadership is 

positively 

associated with 

integrative public 

leadership. 

 Accepted 

  Perceived Public 

leadership is 

positively 

associated with 

perceived 

integrative public 

leadership 

Accepted 

*The causal path from exogenous and endogenous variables is supported. 

Overall descriptive analysis shows that hypotheses 1,2, and 3 predicted that, at the 

individual level, individual-focused TLB, CC and PL would be positively related to 

integrative public leadership individual performance. Similarly, when testing for 
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subordinates, hypotheses 4,5 and 6, the descriptive analysis subordinates-focused TLB 

showed a positive relationship with individual integrative public leadership.  

1) Examine relationships among constructs that are hypothesised to interact in a certain 

way to explain the integrative public leadership process empirically. 

The literature review allows a researcher to understand where we are and what needs 

to be done. Since civic capacity, public leadership, and integrative public leadership 

are a relatively new research subject for leadership; it is necessary to borrow 

established theories and make innovative yet rigorous inferences about the under-

studied issue. These inferences, or hypotheses, are tested using quantitative analysis, 

and the results are indicated in. Since a new model has been introduced to address the 

measurement flaws of the old model, the hypotheses are also updated to reflect new 

changes. There are three modifications out of nine original paths that statistically, once 

executed, can enhance the general goodness of fit in the new structural model. The 

changes are Transformational Leadership Behaviour to Integrative Public Leadership, 

Civic Capacity Building to Integrative Public Leadership, and Public Leadership to 

Integrative Public Leadership. These modifications are statistically examined in both 

the immediate senior officers and subordinates data sets in Malaysia.  

In the third phase, the measurement instrument's convergent, criterion-related and 

discriminant validity is tested by correlating the transformational leadership, civic 

capacity, and public leadership roles with other variables. To study convergent 

validity, the researcher included integrative public leadership as the dependent variable 

in the analyses. To establish criterion-related validity, the researcher studied the 

correlations with integrative public leadership (IPL).  

In the third phase of the study done by Tummers and Knies (2014), the measurement 

instrument's convergent, criterion-related and discriminant validity was tested by 

correlating the public leadership roles with other variables. The scholars included 

transformational leadership and perceived leadership effectiveness in their analyses to 

study convergent validity. The researcher studied the correlations with organisational 

commitment, work engagement, turnover intentions, organisational citizenship 
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behaviour (OCB), and job satisfaction to establish criterion-related validity. To 

establish discriminant validity, the researcher included the number of working hours, 

the flexibility employees experience in their jobs, and whether employees have their 

desks in the office (Tummers and Knies, 2014). 

Among all hypotheses testing results, H1 (Transformational Leadership Behaviour Æ 

Integrative Public Leadership), H2 (Civic Capacity Building Æ Integrative Public  

Leadership) and H3 (Public Leadership Æ Integrative Public Leadership) for 

immediate senior officers, are supported at P < 0.10 instead of 0.05 by Malaysia data, 

whereas H4 (Transformational Leadership Behaviour Æ Integrative Public 

Leadership), H5 (Civic Capacity Building Æ Integrative Public Leadership), H6 

(Public Leadership Æ Integrative Public Leadership) for subordinates are supported at 

P < 0.10 instead of 0.05 by Malaysia. All casual relationships are proven to be 

significant using both immediate senior officers and subordinates data.  

In other words, responses from the immediate senior officers or subordinates indicate 

a weaker pattern between Transformational leadership and Integrative Public 

Leadership or Civic Capacity and Integrative Public Leadership or Public Leadership 

and Integrative Public Leadership which could be attributed to the Malaysian context 

of following ethical leadership and lawful leadership. For H7, transformational 

leadership does not lead to perceived integrative public leadership. Regarding direct 

effects, H1 (The influence of perceived transformational leadership behaviour on 

integrative public leadership use intention) and H2 (The influence of perceived civic 

capacity building on the integrative public leadership dimension) are supported based 

on the cross-group analysis. H9 (The perceived influence of public leadership on 

integrative public leadership), however, is supported. 

First, Tummers and Knies (2014) analysed the ‘convergent validity. Their public 

leadership roles will demonstrate ' convergent validity ' as they apply in the expected 

directions to similar constructs. Since the positions are constructs of leadership, we 

should expect them to be positively related to one of the most established leadership 

constructs: transformation leadership. First, we will investigate whether they have to 
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do with the perceived effectiveness of leadership. (Knies and Tummers, 2014). 

 

7.10 Discussion of findings on Correlations, One-Way ANOVA And Post-

Hochberg Tests 

One of the main objectives of the current study is to compare immediate senior officers 

and subordinates in Malaysia and determine the integrative public leadership results 

of immediate senior officers. A vital consideration found from a literature review is 

that transformational leadership behaviour traits or civic capacity or public leadership 

and integrative public leadership is exceptionally high among immediate senior 

officers in the public sector compared to their subordinates. So the hypothesis for 

group analysis is that transformational leadership behaviour or civic capacity, or public 

leadership is particularly high among immediate senior officers compared to their 

subordinates in public sector organisations. Additionally, discussions are based on two 

pieces of research conducted by Akman and Mishra (2009,2010) related to 

transformational leadership behaviour or civic capacity or public leadership and 

integrative public leadership among public and private sector leaders.  

The current research is also carried out in this perspective; thus, the main hypotheses 

between-group differences are H7. The impact of transformational leadership 

behaviour towards integrative public leadership will be more significant for immediate 

senior officers than for subordinates. H8. The impact of civic capacity building will be 

more significant for immediate senior officers than subordinates. H9. The impact of 

public sector leadership toward integrative public leadership will be greater for 

immediate senior officers than subordinates.  

As cited by Antonakis et al. (2004), in his book ‘Methods for Studying Leadership’, 

based on an example of a study by Yammarino (1990). The scholar revealed that 

correlations between leader behaviour and outcome variables might show differential 

levels of of-analysis effects. For example, in this study, the correlation between 

transformational leadership behaviour and integrative public leadership may be valid 

at the individual level of analysis; nevertheless, the correlation between 
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transformational leadership behaviour and integrative public leadership may be valid 

at the subordinates group level of analysis. The practical implications of such results 

suggest similar research implications that leaders enact their initiating-structure 

behaviours in an individualised manner concerning follower role ambiguity (because 

followers do not homogeneously hold individual perceptions of these behaviours). 

However, when subordinates’ perceptions of an outcome (e.g., transformational 

leadership behaviour) are homogeneous, the leader can enact group-wide behaviours. 

Yammarino (1990) also demonstrated that raw (i.e., total) correlations might be 

ambiguous because correlations of similar magnitudes may have different levels of 

analysis effects. Lastly, the importance of Yammarino’s study is for demonstrating 

that wording questions in a way that uses the group as a referent does not ensure that 

the group will be at the resulting level of analysis. This finding has effects on the 

question or item design (Antonakis et al., 2004). 

In their studies, Joris Van Der Voet et al. (2015) prove that their structural model 

confirms that direct supervisors may play a vital role in the implementation of change 

in public organisations. Nevertheless, the absence of a statistically significant 

relationship between transformational leadership behaviour of direct supervisors 

directly and the commitment to change of employees shows that the relationship 

between leadership and employee support should not be comprehended as a direct 

relationship.  

As an alternative, transformational leadership indirectly influences affective 

commitment to change by increasing the occurrence of planned and emergent change 

processes. Besides, the specific contextual characteristics of public organisations 

influence implementation processes and commitment to change through the 

transformational leadership of direct supervisors. Liu (2010) has suggested that the 

literature on leading change emphasises leaders' behaviours intended at ‘selling’ and 

‘implementing’ change. These behaviours are often positively related to change 

success or employee change-related behaviour (Higgs and Rowland 2005, 2010; Liu, 

2010). Transformational leadership behaviour is not directly intended to implement a 

particular change initiative (Herold et al., 2008). This is reflected in their analysis 
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because transformational leadership behaviour by direct supervisors is not directly 

related to employee commitment to change (cf. Oreg and Berson 2011; Herold et al. 

2008).  

Transformational leadership behaviour by direct supervisors contributes to the 

existence of planned and emergent processes of change and, in turn, such 

organisational change processes affect affective commitment to change by providing 

information concerning the change and stimulating employee participation. These 

scholars’ results indicate that, next to the change-oriented leadership behaviours of 

executive leaders that are often prescribed in the literature on change (e.g. Kotter 1996; 

Fernandez and Rainey 2006; Fernandez and Pitts 2007), direct supervisors may play a 

vital role during the implementation of change. Our analysis shows that 

communication and participation are the main ways to stimulate support for change 

among employees. These results resonate with other recent studies on change 

management in public organisations. In their study of the Medicaid offices in New 

York City, Isett et al. (2013) find that bottom-up change processes may contribute to 

the quality of change-related information. Based on a study of organisational changes 

in Dutch ministerial organisations, Kickert (2014) lists communication as a condition 

for successful change and employee support. 

Table 7.2 Hypotheses Testing Results of immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Hypothesis Path Test Result 

H1: Immediate senior 

officers  

Transformational 

Leadership Behaviour is 

positively associated with 

Integrative public 

leadership 

Significant 

 

H2: Immediate senior 

officers  

Civic Capacity Building is 

positively associated with 

Integrative public 

leadership 

Significant 

 

H3: Immediate senior 

officers  

Public leadership is 

positively associated with 

Integrative public 

leadership 

Significant 

 

H1a: Subordinates  Transformational 

Leadership Behaviour is 

positively associated with 

Significant 
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Integrative public 

leadership 

H2a: Subordinates Civic Capacity Building is 

positively associated with 

Integrative public 

leadership 

Significant 

 

H3a: Subordinates Public leadership is 

positively associated with 

Integrative public 

leadership 

Significant 

 

*The causal path from exogenous and endogenous variables is supported. 

7.11 Results from this study in comparison with other studies   

The researcher of this study identified four components that outperformed one with 

their values based on psychometric qualities, specifically exploratory factor analysis. 

These variables accounted for 74% of the total variance. This exceeds a minimum of 

60% for scale development (Hinkin 1998). The factor structure was as expected, 

despite the fact that three items (item 7 for accountability leadership, item 1 for rule-

following leadership, and item 1 for political loyalty leadership) were loaded on two 

dimensions (factor loadings >.30).  

As supported by scholars, factor loading 0.708 or higher is recommended, but loadings 

> 0.7, 0.6, 0.5 or 0.4 is adequate if other items have high scores of loadings to 

complement AVE and CR (Hair et al., 2017). Another support of acceptable values for 

indicator reliability is that loading values equal to and greater than 0.5 are acceptable 

if the summation of loadings results in high loading scores, contributing to AVE scores 

of greater than 0.5 (Byrne, 2016). 

The load factor is reported in Table from the previous chapter six. The values range 

from 0 to 1, where a higher value indicates a higher reliability level. In exploratory 

research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values between 0.60 to 0.70 are 

acceptable, while in a more advanced stage, the value must be higher than 0.70 (Hair 

et al., 2014). However, a value that is more than 0.90 is not desirable, and a value that 

is 0.95 or above is undesirable (Nunnally and Bernstein,1994). 
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Based on Table 7.3, the Cronbach Alpha for TLB immediate senior officers construct 

ranges between AV 0.675 to 1.000. Almost all TLB constructs has a more advanced 

stage as the value for IS (0.823), WTC (0.835), PAM (0.850), FAG (0.852), HPE 

(1.000) and ISUP (1.000). Only one subscale AV has an acceptable value of 0.675.  

Table 7.3 Construct Reliability and Validity (immediate senior officers) 

TLB 

subscale 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

rho_A Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

AV 0.675 0.784 0.817 0.603 

FAG 0.852 0.875 0.899 0.690 

HPE 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

IS 0.823 0.965 0.872 0.632 

ISUP 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

PAM 0.850 0.906 0.907 0.764 

TLB 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

WTC 0.835 0.845 0.877 0.544 

Note: Composite Reliability – CR  Average Variance Extracted – AVE 

Only coefficients of >.30 are presented.  

With regards to psychometric properties, specifically exploratory factor analysis for 

the study by Lars and Tummers (2014), they have identified four factors that surpassed 

one with their values. Such factors explained the total variance by 74 per cent. For 

scale development, this exceeds a minimum of 60 per cent (Hinkin 1998). While three 

items (item 7 for accountability leadership, item 1 for rule-following leadership, item 

1 for political loyalty leadership) were loaded on two dimensions (factor loadings > 

.30), the factor structure was as they had expected. Tummers and Knies suggest that 

these products not be used in further experiments. The load factor is reported in. For 

the subconstructs of accountability leadership, the factor loading factor was ranged 

from -.77 to -.90. They also decided to remove item 5 for network governance 

leadership, as this Item is about network actions of supervisors themselves and not 

about supporting their workers in networking. 
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Table 7.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis of the four public leadership roles (Tummers 

and Knies, 2014) 

Item 

Every Item starts with: My supervisor … Factor loadings 

 F1   F2  F3  F4  

Accountability leadership (ACC)     

1. … Encourages me and my colleagues 

to explain our actions to various 

stakeholders     

   -.86  

 

2. … Stimulates us to inform 

stakeholders of our way of working.  

   -.90 

3. … Provides us with the possibility to 

explain our behaviour to stakeholders.  

   -.77 

4. …Emphasises that it is important that 

we answer questions from clients.  

   -.86 

5. … Strives to ensure that we are openly 

and honestly share the actions of our 

   -.81 

Only coefficients of >.30 are presented. * Deleted later on as factor loading >.30 with 

two factors. ** Item deleted as is about network actions of supervisors themselves and 

not about supporting their employees regarding networking 

Discussion of Research Question 3: Is there a significant relationship between 

transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and 

integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers and subordinates. 

The results of the survey data and the conclusions of the study hypotheses were 

revealed in this chapter. Various analytical techniques, such as correlation and one-

way analysis of variance, were used to test the research hypotheses. Some hypotheses 

were found to be supported, while others were found to be partially supported or 

rejected.  

The summary of hypotheses testing is presented in Table 7.5 Below. This study also 

analysed the relationship and significant difference between the immediate senior 

officers and subordinates. 

7.12 Between-group analysis 

Following the analysis of each model for both groups (immediate senior officers and 
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subordinates), the next step was to compare the two groups. According to our findings, 

there is a significant between-group effect. In the direction hypothesised, there is a 

substantial between-group effect for perceived transformational leadership behaviour, 

civic capacity, and public leadership. The result of the direct group relationship 

correlation shows that the integrative public leadership performance of immediate 

senior officers in the workplace is strongly influenced by perceptions of 

transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, and public leadership, and is 

weaker based on subordinates' perceptions. In terms of a favourable association 

between the TLB subscale of red tape and integrative public leadership, only one 

hypothesis is somewhat validated for subordinates. The findings reveal that the most 

important factors of integrative public leadership, such as transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic ability, and public leadership, are more important contributors for 

immediate senior officers than their subordinates.  

For One-Way ANOVA, hypotheses for immediate senior officers were all rejected, 

while for subordinates were fully supported. Reasons for these possibly because of the 

number of sampling between both groups. Results, as shown in Table 7.5.  

Table 7.5 Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

 Significant/Rejected Conceptual Model Hypotheses 

Code Constructs Results Sig. level Outcome 

H1 Immediate senior 

officer 

   

 TLB with IPL positive 

correlation 

.089 Significant 

 CC with IPL positive 

correlation 

.034 Significant 

 PL with IPL positive 

correlation 

.157 Significant 

H2 Subordinates    

 TLB with IPL 

 

Negative 

correlation 

Only one 

subscale 

related to red 

tape 

.520** Partially 

significant  

 

 CC with IPL Negative 

correlation 

.520** Fully rejected 
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 PL with IPL Negative 

correlation 

.560** Fully rejected 

H3 Immediate senior 

officer 

 

  Fully rejected 

 

 TLB with IPL 

 

non-

statistically 

significant 

results 

.866 Fully rejected 

 

 CC with IPL 

 

non-

statistically 

significant 

results 

.549 Fully rejected 

 PL with IPL non-

statistically 

significant 

results 

.254 Fully rejected 

H4 Subordinates 

 

   

 TLB with IPL 

 

statistically 

significant 

results 

.000 Significant 

 

 CC with IPL 

 

statistically 

significant 

results 

.000 Significant 

 

 PL with IPL statistically 

significant 

results 

.000 Significant 

Key: r = correlation result, F = one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) result  

The new inquiry into a direct association between TLB and integrative public 

leadership and public leadership roles with integrative public leadership is one of the 

new contributions. The participation of two sampling groups, immediate senior 

officials and their subordinates, is another new contribution.  

Post Hoc is the new contribution to the measurement of TLB, CC, PL of subordinates. 

The summary of post hoc and Hochberg tests for the subordinates group are presented 

in the following Table 7.6. 

Table 7.6 Summary of Post Hoc and Hochberg Tests for subordinates 
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Post Hoc 

Test 

Hochberg 

test 

Construct Response Scale Sig. the p-value is less than 

0.05 

TLB  

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (4.00)                         

5.50 (p of 0.001) 

7.00 (p of 0.002) 

Agree (6.00) 4.00 (p of 0.001) 

Between Agree to 

Strongly Agree (6.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.002) 

CC 

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree  (4.00)         

 

6.00 (p of 0.002) 

6.50 (p of 0.000) 

7.00 (p of 0.000)           

Slightly Agree (5.00 ) 6.50 (p of 0.000) 

Slightly Agree to Agree 

(5.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.002) 

 

Agree (6.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

5.00 (p of 0.000) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Public 

Leadership 

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (4.00) 

5.50 (p of 0.000) 

6.00 (p of 0.000) 

6.50 (p of 0.000) 

7.00 (p of 0.000) 

Strongly Agree (5.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Agree (6.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Between Agree to 

Strongly Agree (6.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Integrative 

Public 

Leadership 

 

Neither Agree Nor 

Disagree (4.00) 

 

 

5.50 (p of 0.000) 

6.00 (p of 0.000) 

6.50 (p of 0.000) 

7.00 (p of 0.000) 

Strongly Agree (5.00) 4.00 (p of 0.000) 

Slightly Agree to Agree 

(5.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 

 

Agree to Strongly 

Agree (6.50) 

4.00 (p of 0.000) 

 

 

Table 7.7 Summary of Post Hoc and HOCHBERG test resulTS for subordinates 

Construct Subsets Subset for alpha = 0.05 

Sig. 

 

1 2 3 4  

TLB      Group 2,3,4 within the four 

groups did have a significant 

influence on the perceptions 

CC      group 1 and 3 models within the 

four groups did have a 

significant influence 



 

325 

PL 3 0.160 .055 .064  group 2 and 3 models within the 

three groups did have a 

significant influence 

IPL      group 2 and 3 models within the 

three groups did have a 

significant influence 

 

Table 6.35, as indicated in the previous Chapter Six, provides an overview of the 

findings and their relative strength. The data explained the model on the relationship 

between transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership, and 

integrative public leadership, which met the first research goal. Furthermore, the 

findings meet the research goal of determining the levels of leadership behaviours 

among leaders based on both self-reported and perceived assessments. Finally, the 

study will look into the relationship between both sampling groups' transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic ability, public leadership, and integrative public leadership. 

The next sections provide a full description of the findings as well as their implications 

for the measurement and structural model.  

7.13 Correlations and Cronbach alpha in comparison with other studies 

As shown in Chapter Six, Table 6.72, all four roles for immediate senior officers and 

subordinates are significantly correlated. For immediate senior officers, the 

correlations vary between .306 and .693. For subordinates, the correlations vary 

between 0.762 to 0.925. According to Kalshoven et al. (2011) – who developed a 

measurement instrument for ethical leadership – such correlations are similar to other 

leadership measures.  

Based on a study that assesses transformational leadership behaviour construct, these 

researchers used the seven-item Global Transformational Leadership Scale of Carless, 

Wearing, and Mann (2000). This measure has high convergent validity with the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass and Avolio, 1997). The differences are in 

its sampling techniques as it has been adapted to measure momentary leadership 

behaviour in experience sampling and experimental designs (Dóci and Hofmans, 2015; 

Nielsen and Cleal, 2011). The survey can be included in the ESM questionnaire 
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without overwhelming the leaders because it contains only seven items. Similar to this 

study, participants indicated on a 7-point rating scale the extent to which their 

behaviour reflected the questionnaire’s items, such as “to what degree were you. 

Transformational leadership was measured based on seven items. The Cronbach's 

alpha was very good at .945 (Carless, Wearing, and Mann, 2000). 

Finally, the researcher assessed the scale’s reliability by examining Cronbach’s alphas. 

All four public leadership roles for both groups show sufficient reliability (>.70), only 

one for immediate senior officers for ‘political loyalty leadership’ subscale with 

Cronbach’s alpha 0.450, which is (<.70), as shown in Table 7.8 below. 

Table 7.8 Cronbach alpha’s, means, standard deviations and correlations of the four 

public leadership roles for immediate senior officers and subordinates 

 Cronbach’s alpha M SD 1 
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Public leadership   5.7722 5.5129 .47229 .87093 .157 

Positive 
correlation 

.560** 

Negative 
correlation 

 

Accountability 
leadership 

0.807 0.950 5.8924 5.5172 .48484 .87708   

Lawfulness 

leadership 

0.771 0.843 6.0127 5.5905 .51250 .83562   

Ethical leadership 0.861 0.944 6.0823 5.6853 .53368 .85091   

Political loyalty 
leadership 

0.450 0.804 5.6582 5.5216 .61781 .86575   

Network 

governance 
leadership 

0.892 0.937 5.7468 5.5345 .56542 .89861   

 

Immediate senior officers rated their public leadership roles higher than subordinates. 

However, there is not much of a difference when it comes to SD; these leaders ranked 

themselves higher, with a minimum of 5.00 and a maximum of 6.50 on the response 

scale. They rated themselves as slightly agreeable when it came to performing public 

leadership responsibilities.  

For subordinates, the SD range is wide, and subordinates rated their immediate senior 

officers' public leadership activities differently than the minimum rating, which ranges 
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from 3.50 to 7.00 points. This is consistent with the findings of Australian public 

sector, who found that subordinates' perceptions of their leaders' leadership methods 

and performance are varied (Ambrose 2017).  

In conclusion, the findings of this study suggest that the scales used to assess 

transformational leadership behaviour, civic ability and public leadership, and 

integrative public leadership perform as expected. Similarly, Tummers and Knies 

(2014) found that the scales used to assess the four types of public leadership roles are 

accurate.  

As shown in Table 6.72, all five dimensions are significantly correlated. The 

correlations vary between .223 and .666. Political loyalty is somewhat less correlated 

with the other dimensions. According to Kalshoven et al. (2011), these correlations are 

similar to the correlations between other leadership measures.  

In order to test whether our scale is indeed multi- and not one-dimensional, we 

conducted a CFA in which we loaded all 29 items on one factor. The results show that 

all fit indices (CFI=.828; TLI=.814; RMSEA=.190) fall below the commonly accepted 

thresholds and thus indicate that our measure is indeed multi-dimensional.  

Finally, the researcher assessed the scale’s reliability by examining the coefficients of 

Cronbach’s alpha’s. All five dimensions of public leadership show sufficient reliability 

(>.70), as shown in table 6.80. 

Tummers and Knies (2014) assessed the scale’s reliability of the public leadership 

construct by examining Cronbach’s alpha’s coefficients. All five dimensions of public 

leadership show sufficient reliability (>.70). 

In summary, the results of our analyses show that the 29-item five-dimensional scale 

measuring public leadership behaviours is a reliable measure. 

As shown in Table 6.72, the correlation between all four roles is significant. The 

similarities vary from.306 to.693. According to Kalshoven et al. (2011) – who 

developed an ethical leadership measurement tool – those correlations are similar to 
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the correlations between other leadership measures. 

Finally, Tummers and Knies (2014) assessed the scale’s reliability by examining 

Cronbach’s alphas. All four public leadership roles reveal sufficient reliability (>.70), 

as shown in Table 7.9 below. 

Table 7.9 Cronbach Alpha’s means, standard deviation, correlations of the four 

public roles (Tummers and Knies, 2014) 

Subscale Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

M SD 1 2 3 

Accountability 

leadership 

.934 3.64 .73    

Rule-following 

leadership 

.821 3.47 .68 .564**   

Political loyal 

leadership 

.889 3.07 .71 .317** .341**  

Network 

governance 

leadership 

.958 3.26 .90 .693** .322** .306** 

** p ≤.01 

In summary, Tummers and Knies (2014) results show that the correlations and 

Cronbach alphas for measuring the four public leadership roles.  

In summary, the analyses show that the scales for measuring the four public leadership 

roles behave appropriately for both studies. Both studies used different response 

scales, and the current study utilised seven-point, while Tummers and Knies (2014) 

used five-point.  

7.14 Discussion of research question 1 

Question 1: Is the PSL model valid when applied to the public sector leaders in 

Malaysia for both sampling groups? 

The quantitative analysis so far has attempted to answer the first research question: 

what are the important leadership attributes for immediate senior officers in supporting 

their subordinates to face internal challenges working at ministries and leading public 

sector agencies in Malaysia. Based on the multigroup comparison, it is concluded that 
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respondents in immediate senior officers and their subordinates do indicate different 

perceptions on certain aspects of transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, 

public leadership and integrative public leadership practices.  

To begin, the relationships between TLB (Transformational Leadership Behaviour), 

CC (Civic Capacity), and PL (Public Leadership) in various sampling groups are 

notably different. Subordinates (.793) indicate a stronger relationship than immediate 

senior officers (.757). Hypothesis 8 appears to be a causal link xx. The structural path 

flowing from Transformational leadership behaviour, civic ability, public leadership, 

and Integrative public leadership differs as a result of this variation. TLB/CC/PL 

immediate senior officers/subordinates appear to be more cautious than TLB/CC/PL 

immediate senior officers.  

A comparison with the proposed conceptual model by Sun and Anderson (2012). 

These researchers suggest that civic capacity may help enhance the impact of 

transformational leadership behaviour in terms of public value. With reference to the 

structural model results of both sampling groups; 

Comparison of the findings of this study with previous studies on public leadership 

was based on the examination of the relationship between the four public leadership 

roles (xx state the subconstructs) and two scales for leadership in general 

(transformational leadership and leadership effectiveness) (Tummers and Knies,2014). 

The testing was on the convergent, criterion-related and discriminant validity of public 

leadership subconstructs. 

Tummers and Knies (2014) “The correlation matrix displayed below shows that all 

public leadership roles are significantly related to both transformational leadership (r 

ranging from .158 to .696) and leadership effectiveness (r ranging from .131 to .652). 

Therefore, these scholars can conclude that they found support for Hypothesis 1. There 

are also interesting differences in the strengths of the relationships. The low 

correlations of political loyalty leadership could be expected as loyalty is shown when 

people continue to show commitment to others, even when such commitment is costly, 

for instance, because it goes against the employees own values and entails high risks. 
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Enacting this type of public leadership involves costs.  

Furthermore, the high correlations between accountability and network governance 

leadership and the general leadership constructs might indicate the importance that is 

nowadays attached to being accountable and working in networks (Tummers and 

Knies, 2014). 

Table 7.10 Correlations between public leadership and related leadership constructs 

 

Source: Adapted from Tummers and Knies (2014) 

Another interesting findings of this research is the comparison of the results with the 

previous findings. While this study investigated the relationship between public 

leadership roles with a new dependent variable, integrative public leadership, the 

results were concluded based on sampling groups, as shown in Table 7.11 below. 

The correlation matrix below shows that all public leadership roles are significantly or 

not significantly related to integrative public leadership for immediate senior officers 

(ranging from.158 to.696). The strengths of the relationships also present interesting 

differences. "Political loyalty leadership's low correlations could be expected as 

loyalty is shown when people continue to show commitment to others, even when such 

commitment is costly, for example, because it goes against the subordinates own 

values and involves high risks. Establishing this kind of public leadership entails costs" 

(Tummers and Knies, 2014).  
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The low correlations between accountability leadership/rule-following 

leadership/political loyalty leadership/network governance leadership may be 

predicted as loyalty is shown. Furthermore, "the strong correlations between 

accountability and network governance leadership and overall leadership buildings 

may suggest the value that is now attached to accountability and network work. This 

is parallel with Tummers and Knies (2014), who expect that when “leaders score 

higher on the dimensions of public leadership (for instance, stimulating employees to 

be accountable, ethical and follow the law), they would also be seen as more 

transformational leaders.” 

Table 7.11 Correlations between public leadership roles with related integrative 

public leadership constructs for immediate senior officers and subordinates 

(SAKhalid, 2020) 

Public leadership roles Integrative public leadership 

Immediate senior 

officers 

Subordinates 

Public leadership roles (PL) .157 .560** 

1. Accountability 

leadership 

0.807 0.950 

2. Ethical leadership 0.861 0.944 

3. Lawful Leadership 0.771 0.843 

4. Political loyalty 

leadership 

0.450 0.804 

5. Network governance 

leadership 

0.892 0.937 

 

 

Tummers and Knies (2014) investigated the correlations between the four roles and 

many outcome variables, including organizational engagement, work involvement, 

attrition intentions, OCB and employee satisfaction, in order to assess the criterion-

related validity of their measures. The correlations ranged from.150 to.399 (policy 

fidelity) (accountability). Three of the four dimensions contribute significantly to the 

work's interaction. The sole exception is leadership in terms of political loyalty. Other 

correlations ranged from.132 (network governance) to.195 (network security) (rule-

following). Three of the four dimensions play an important role on turnover intentions. 
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Again, the only difference is in political loyalty leadership. The remaining correlations 

varied from -.103 (network governance) to -.209 (accountability). OCB has important 

relations with all aspects but the political loyalty leadership. The remaining 

correlations ranged from.101 (network governance) to.202 (rule-following). Lastly, 

job satisfaction is closely linked to all dimensions. Correlations ranged from .106 

(political loyalty) to.272 (accountability). These tests, on the whole, provide modest 

support for hypothesis 2 (Tummers and Knies, 2014). 

The low correlation of political loyalty leadership and its consequences may be linked 

to Tummers, and Knies (2014) has only analyzed the effects on individual 

performance-related constructions, not organizational performance. It may be the case 

that the political loyalty leadership has clear organizational implications that are not 

expressed in the variables at the individual level (Tummers and Knies, 2014). 

Table 7.12 Correlations between four leadership roles and several outcome variables 

 

 

Finally, Tummers and Knies (2014) compared their measure with presumably 

unrelated constructs to test the discriminant validity of public leadership roles. 

Discriminant validity tests show that public leadership roles are not consistent with 

those measures that are not expected to be strongly correlated, such as the number of 

working hours (-.01, ns), the flexibility of subordinates experience in their work (.12, 

ns) and whether subordinates have their desk in the office (.06, ns). This confirms the 

discriminant validity of the scales (Tummers and Knies, 2014). 
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Tummers and Knies (2014) further indicated several potential uses of scales to 

measure the four roles of public leadership. As noted above, scholars could use these 

psychometrically sound scales instead of developing ad hoc scales, potentially 

improving the quality of their research (DeVellis 2003). As far as new theoretical 

venues are concerned, future research can further study the antecedents and effects of 

these public leadership roles. 

Potential promising directions are to connect public leadership roles to network 

studies. (For example, will higher governance of the network positively impact trust 

and performance in public-private partnerships?). Public personnel studies (for 

example, how can HR activities promote rule-following and accountability 

leadership?). Rules and regulation studies (what are the effects of rule-following 

leadership on red tape, green tape and rule-following behaviour? Meta-analysis can 

then be used based on different studies to summarize the findings (Chapman et al., 

forthcoming as cited in Tummers and Knies, 2014). 

This study has filled the gap on rules and regulations within the context of Malaysian 

public sector organizations. Results answered the research question: What are the 

effects of rule-following leadership on red tape, green tape and rule-following 

behaviour?  

Evidence concerning the impact of public leadership on integrative public leadership 

was by far the most important finding of this study. It was discovered that public 

leadership accounts for % of the variation in integrative public leadership (see Table 

6.106). Lawful leadership of immediate senior officers, their subordinates rated lawful 

leadership of immediate senior officers as the best main subscale of public leadership. 

The findings were similar to those reported in Sun and Anderson's (2014) research, 

which stated that "the model of public leadership is the strongest predictor of 

integrative public leadership and stays important at all measurement points in both 

various stakeholders and working environments.  
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7.15 Discussion of research question 2 

The summary of results for the structural model (immediate senior officers) is presented in Table 7.13 below.  

Table 7.13: A data analysis based on immmediate senior officer 

  

Relationship (Immediate senior 

officers) 

Std 

Beta 
SD f2 R2 Q2 VIF 

t-

values 

p-

values 

H1 
Transformational leadership 

behaviour à IPL 
-0.18 0.15 0.03 

0.39 0.28 

1.90 1.16 0.25 

H2 Civic capacity à IPL 0.13 0.94 0.01 2.35 0.94 0.35 

H3 Public leadership à IPL 0.62 3.27 0.25 2.55 3.27 0.00 

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

The researcher looks into 'convergent validity' initially. As they extend in the expected directions to similar structures, the public leadership 

roles will exhibit 'convergent validity.' The researcher would have a variety of standards because the positions are leadership constructs, but 

expect them to be closely linked to one of the new leadership constructs: civic capability and integrative public leadership (Author, 2020.)  

The 'convergent validity' was investigated by Tummers and Knies (2014). When referring in the expected directions to certain notions, their 

public leadership responsibilities will display 'convergent validity.' Given that the roles are leadership constructs, one would anticipate them 

to be favourably linked to transformational leadership, which is one of the most well-known leadership constructs. After that, some studies 
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looked at whether they were linked to perceived leadership performance (Knies and 

Tummers, 2014). 

Tummers and Knies (2014) predict that when leaders score higher in public leadership 

roles (such as motivating workers to be accountable and to obey the rules), they also 

score higher on transformational leadership. For example, as cited by these scholars, 

Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) argue that strong moral backing exists for true 

transformational leaders. Next to this, 'individualized consideration' is one of the 

aspects of transformational leadership. That means a transformational leader takes care 

of subordinates' needs, promotes their growth, and acts as a mentor or coach. This is 

linked to the four proposed roles in public leadership (Tummers and Knies, 2014). 

Effective leaders, according to Tummers and Knies (2014), score higher on public 

leadership roles. Leadership processes are encouraged in shared group memberships, 

according to Van Knippenberg and Hog (2013). A scenario in which leaders, as 

members of a group, ask their employees to represent the organisation on their behalf. 

These academics agree that a leader's capacity to speak to employees as group 

members plays an important role in leadership effectiveness. When it comes to the 

(relationship-based style) of the four roles, both scholars and leaders are seen as 

effective when they can urge their staff to be accountable, follow governmental rules, 

show political loyalty, and link with other stakeholders in the network (Tummers and 

Knies, 2014). 

Based on the above, Tummers and Knies (2014) formulated the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: The four public leadership roles are positively related to 

transformational leadership and perceived leadership effectiveness 

Next, to construct validity, the researcher examines ‘criterion-related validity: to what 

extent are our four public leadership roles related to potential outcomes? The 

researcher examines relationships with various immediate senior officers and 

subordinates outcomes: integrative public leadership by immediate senior officers 

(organizational commitment, job satisfaction and work engagement) and perceived 



 

336 

integrative public leadership by subordinates (turnover intentions). The researcher 

expects a positive relationship between public leadership roles and integrative public 

leadership. For instance, as cited by Tummers and Knies (2014), Mullen and Jones 

(2008) note that when leaders (in their case, school principals) stimulate employees 

(teachers) to be accountable and follow the rules, many positive effects will occur, 

such as improved trust, satisfaction and commitment.  

In contrast or similarly, when leaders (in this study, immediate senior officers) 

stimulate employees (subordinates) to be accountable and follow the rules, many 

positive effects, such as improved trust, satisfaction, and commitment, will occur. The 

researcher also expects a negative relationship between four roles and integrative 

public leadership. While based on studies by Tummers and Knies (2014), they 

expected a negative relationship between the four roles and turnover intention. Hence, 

the researcher formulates the following hypothesis:  

Next, to construct validity, the researcher followed suggestions by Tummers and Knies 

(2014) also examined ‘criterion-related validity: to what extent are our four public 

leadership roles related to potential outcomes? For instance, Mullen and Jones (2008) 

note that when leaders (in their case, school principals) stimulate employees (teachers) 

to be accountable and follow the rules, many positive effects will occur, such as 

improved trust, satisfaction and commitment. However examine relationships with 

various subordinates outcomes: employee attitudes (organizational commitment, job 

satisfaction and work engagement), employee behaviour (organizational citizenship 

behaviour/OCB) and intended employee behaviour (turnover intentions). We expect a 

positive relationship between the public leadership roles and organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, work engagement and OCB. We expect a negative 

relationship between our four roles and turnover intentions. Hence, we formulate the 

following hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 2: The four public leadership roles are positively related to organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, work engagement and organizational citizenship 

behaviour and negatively related to turnover intentions 
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To test the discriminant validity of the scale's four dimensions, the researcher used 

Fornell and Larcker's (1981). They suggested of comparing the square root of the 

average variance extracted (AVE) of each dimension of the second-order construct to 

the correlations between that dimension and the others. The results show that the root 

square of the AVE is greater than the correlations between that dimension and the 

remaining ones. The square roots of the AVEs range from.814 to.926, and the 

correlations range from.306 to.693. This suggests that discriminant validity exists. 

 

Table 7.13 Discriminant Validity using Fornell-Larcker Criterion for PL 

subconstructs (immediate senior officers) final 

  AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL 0.74         

EL 0.59 0.80 
   

LL 0.71 0.68 0.83 
  

NGL 0.30 0.33 0.28 0.78 
 

PLL 0.55 0.66 0.69 0.26 1.00 

Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the AVE, while the off-

diagonal represents the correlations. 

 

On the aspects of moral reasoning and integrity, it is also expected that leaders who 

score higher on the dimensions of public leadership are perceived as more effective. 

For instance, Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) argue that truly transformational leadership 

has a strong moral and ethical backing. Furthermore, the research found that leaders 

with higher perceived moral reasoning and integrity are seen as more transformational 

leaders (Brown and Trevino, 2006). Van Knippenberg and Hogg (2003) argue that 

leadership processes are enacted in the context of shared group memberships, where 

leaders, as group members, ask their employees to exert themselves on behalf of the 

collective. They note that the leader’s ability to speak to employees as group members 

plays a key role in leadership effectiveness. When looking at the (relationship-based 

approach) of public leadership, we also expect that when leaders can motivate their 
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employees to, among others, be accountable, show integrity, and be loyal to 

politicians, they are perceived as more effective. 

 

Table 7.14 Public Leadership subconstruct (immediate senior officers) 

  AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL_2 0.71 0.31 0.35 0.25 0.27 

AL_3 0.74 0.37 0.45 0.30 0.34 

AL_4 0.77 0.43 0.59 0.23 0.41 

AL_5 0.83 0.60 0.67 0.25 0.52 

AL_6 0.61 0.41 0.50 0.06 0.45 

EL_1 0.50 0.79 0.60 0.31 0.45 

EL_2 0.38 0.70 0.38 0.16 0.45 

EL_3 0.41 0.90 0.51 0.22 0.48 

EL_4 0.48 0.85 0.55 0.28 0.61 

EL_5 0.56 0.77 0.62 0.32 0.62 

LL_1 0.62 0.46 0.78 0.25 0.65 

LL_2 0.68 0.61 0.90 0.26 0.57 

LL_3 0.46 0.60 0.81 0.20 0.50 

NGL_1 0.32 0.27 0.26 0.80 0.22 

NGL_2 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.79 0.14 

NGL_3 0.24 0.33 0.26 0.83 0.27 

NGL_4 0.28 0.41 0.28 0.80 0.31 

NGL_5 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.69 0.03 

NGL_6 0.25 0.17 0.22 0.76 0.17 

NGL_7 0.14 0.16 0.16 0.79 0.22 

PLL_1 0.55 0.66 0.69 0.26 1.00 

 

Table 7.15 depicts a method of discriminant analysis by comparing the cross-loadings 

between PL subconstructs. It is important to note that each indicator should load high 

on its own constructs but low on other constructs. This is done using the cross-loadings 
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to assess discriminant validity. As indicated in the table, all indicators load high on 

their constructs but low on the other subconstructs. This indicates that discriminant 

validity is achieved as the constructs are distinctly different from each other. 

The third method of assessing discriminant validity uses the HTMT technique 

developed by Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2015). As shown in Table 7.15, all the 

values fulfil the criterion of HTMT.90 (Gold et al.,2001) and HTMT.85 (Kline, 2011). 

This indicates that discriminant validity has been ascertained. Besides, the result of 

HTMT inference also shows that the confidence interval does not show a value of 1 

on any of the subconstructs (Henseler et al.,2015), which also confirms discriminant 

validity. 

Table 7.15 Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) for PL (immediate senior officers)  

HTMT AL EL LL NGL PLL 

AL 
     

EL 0.69 
    

LL 0.89 0.82 
   

NGL 0.35 0.35 0.33 
  

PLL 0.61 0.70 0.79 0.26   

 

 

Table 7.16 Final Measurement Model for PL (immediate senior officers) 

Construct Items Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Cross 

Loadings 

Fornell-

Larcker 

Criterion 

AVE CR 

Public leadership AL 0.79  0.74 0.54 0.855 

 AL_1  0.71    

 AL_2  0.74    

 AL_3  0.77    

 AL_4  0.83    

 AL_5  0.61    

 EL 0.86  0.80 0.65 0.90 
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Based on the above Table 7.16, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL of 

immediate senior officers is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs 

in PL. Based on the above Table 7.17, the square root of AVE each subscale for PL of 

immediate senior officers is larger than the correlations between other subconstructs 

in PL. 

Table 7.16 shows the assessment results for the internal consistency for the PL of 

immediate senior officers. Values of the final composite reliability AL (0.85), EL 

(0.90), LL (0.87), NGL (0.89) and PLL (1). Most of the composite reliability for PL 

has a higher value between 0.85 to 0.92. The same goes for Cronbach alpha most PL 

 EL_1  0.79    

 EL_2  0.70    

 EL_3  0.90    

 EL_4  0.85    

 EL_5  0.77    

 LL 0.77  0.83 0.69 0.87 

 LL_1  0.78    

 LL_2  0.90    

 LL_3  0.81    

 NGL 0.89  0.78 0.61 0.92 

 NGL_1  0.26    

 NGL_2  0.15    

 NGL_3  0.26    

 NGL_4  0.28    

 NGL_5  0.17    

 NGL_6  0.22    

 NGL_7  0.16    

 PLL 1  1 1 1 

 PLL_1  0.69 
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subconstructs have between acceptable to a more advanced stage the value between 

0.77 to 0.89. Only one subscale, which is PLL, has a value of 1. In exploratory 

research, composite reliability/Cronbach alpha values between 0.60 to 0.70 are 

acceptable, while in a more advanced stage, the value has to be higher than 0.70 (Hair 

et al., 2014). 

The cross-loadings of each indicator for PL for immediate senior officers are the 

highest for their designated constructs.  

Assessment of the reliability of each item based on PL (immediate senior officers) was 

done by checking the cross-loadings. Based on the result in Table 7.16, there is no 

cross-loading of < 0.1. The results indicate discriminant validity between all the PL 

subconstructs, where all indicators are highly loaded on their respective constructs. In 

other words, there is no issue of high cross-loading among one another. 

The results for PL show neither lower nor upper confidence interval includes a value 

of 1.  

The overall results of internal consistency, convergent and discriminant validity for 

integrative public leadership construct (dependent variable) of immediate senior 

officers is shown in Table 7.16. 

The results of this study are based on a first-order construct model. The average 

variance extracted was AL (0.54)  (Table 7.16), which is slightly above or below the 

recommended threshold of .50. On the contrary, Fornell and Larcker (1981. p. 46) 

show a conservative deleted value. Furthermore, Tummer and Knies (2014) argue that 

based on ρη (which is above .50 in this study case) alone, the researcher can conclude 

that the construct is adequate (Fornell and Larcker 1981, p. 46 as cited in Tummers 

and Knies, 2014). The value of weighted omega was .95, which is well above the 

recommended threshold of .70.   

Tummer and Knies (2014) calculated the AVE and Weighted Omega to assess the 

validity of their second-order construct model. The average extracted variance was.47, 

which was slightly less than the recommended threshold of.50. Fornell and Larcker 
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(1981, p. 46) point out, however, that this is a conservative cut-off value. Furthermore, 

they argue that the researcher can conclude that the construct is adequate based solely 

on (above.50 in our case) (Fornell & Larcker 1981, p. 46). The weighted omega value 

was.95, which is significantly higher than the recommended threshold of.70. 

The robustness of the four-factor solution is tested because these results provide 

evidence for the researcher's four-factor model's validity. It is interesting to see that 

subordinates rated slightly lower than their immediate senior officers. Similarly, with 

findings of the previous study by Tummers and Knies (2014), the political loyalty has 

the weakest loading for both groups; immediate senior officer (M=5.6582; 

SD=.61781) and subordinates (M=5.5216; SD=.86575). 

The descriptive statistics in Table 6.44 show that the dispersion of the scores for 

political loyalty leadership is slightly high; on the first-order construct, immediate 

senior officers (M=5.6582; SD=.61781) and subordinates (M=5.5216; SD=.86575). 

When the lowest scoring factor is excluded, this is almost always the case. In 

metaphor, a chain will always be stronger when the weakest link is severed, regardless 

of how strong this weakest link is (Tummers and Knies, 2014). 

The researcher followed the same approach as suggested by Tummers and Knies 

(2014) and have decided to include political loyalty leadership. The four-factor model 

works well. Hence, when including political loyalty leadership, the model still 

provides good results.   

Tummers and Knies (2014) go on to say that the relationship between politicians and 

civil servants can be defined as a relationship between principal agents. Public 

employees (agents) carry out actions on behalf of legislators (principals), who cannot 

fully monitor these officials. How can lawmakers ensure that public employees 

develop and implement policies that result in positive policy outcomes? This is 

determined, among other things, by how committed these officers are to their political 

leaders (Gailmard and Patty 2012). 

Loyalty is shown when people continue to show loyalty to others, even if such 
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dedication is costly, for example, because it goes against the employees ' own values 

and entails high risks (Kleinig 2007). Implementing this type of leadership may 

involve costs and thus may be less closely related to the overall concept of public 

leadership. However, as loyalty is an inherently ambiguous concept, political loyalty 

leadership's relatively low factor loading on the second-order construct could be 

anticipated. Figure 7.6 shows the final factor structure of the items which measure the 

roles of public leadership. 

7.16 Overall summary of structural analysis for Immediate Senior Officers and 

Subordinates 

Before assessing the structural model, it is vital to ensure no lateral collinearity issue 

in the structural model (Ramayah et al., 2018). Lateral collinearity issue may cause 

mislead in the findings in a stealth way, even though the criteria of discriminant 

validity are achieved (Kock and Lyn, 2012) as cited in Ramayah et al., (2018). The 

lateral collinearity issue can disguise the reason being the strong causal effect in the 

model. Possibility this may occur when two variables that are hypothesized to be 

causally linked measure the same construct.  

Table 6.113 and Table 6.115 above show that all the Inner VIF values for the 

independent variables (transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public 

leadership and integrative public leadership) are less than 5 and 3.3, thus, indicating 

collinearity is not a concern (Hair et al., 2017). 

Four direct hypotheses for immediate senior officers are developed between the 

constructs in this study. T-statistics for all paths are generated using the SmartPLS 3.0 

bootstrapping function to test the significance level. Based on the path coefficient 

evaluation, as shown in Table 6.112, all four relationships are found to have an at-

value of 1.645, making them significant at the 0.05 level of significance. 

Transformational Leadership Behaviour (= -0.095, p 0.01) was identified as a 

predictor. Civic Capacity (= -0.067, p 0.01) and Public Leadership (= 0.186, p 0.01) 

are both positively related to Integrative Public Leadership, accounting for 48.2% of 

the variance in Integrative Public Leadership. As a result, H3, H3, and H4 are 
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supported. The R2 value of 0.522 is greater than the 0.26 value suggested by Cohen 

(1988), indicating a significant model. Following that, the effect of Integrative Public 

Leadership on Integrative Public Networking shows that Integrative Public Leadership 

(= 0.489, p 0.01) is also positively related to Integrative Public Leadership 

Networking, accounting for 42% of the variance in Integrative Public Leadership. This 

finding backs up the study's hypothesis. The R2 values of 0.246 are less than 0.26, 

contrary to what Cohen (1988) suggests, indicating that there is no evidence of a 

significant model. 

The effect sizes (f2) are then evaluated. According to Sullivan and Fein (2012), "While 

a p-value can tell the reader whether or not an effect exists, it does not reveal the 

magnitude of the effect. Both substantive significance (effect size) and statistical 

significance (p-value) are important results to report when reporting and interpreting 

studies”. According to Hair et al. (2017), the change in the R2 value should also be 

investigated and reported. The method proposes investigating the R2 change by 

determining whether the omitted exogenous construct has a significant impact on the 

endogenous construct. The Cohen (1988) guideline is used to calculate the size of the 

effect. As cited in Ramayah et al., the values 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 represent small, 

medium, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988). (2018). Table 6.190 shows that 

Integrative Public Leadership has a significant impact on the R2 for Integrative Public 

Leadership Networking. Furthermore, the results show that Transformational 

Leadership Behaviour (0.008) and Civic Capacity (0.004) have a small effect on the 

R2 for Integrative Public Leadership. Furthermore, the results show that Public 

Leadership (0.036) has a near-medium effect on R2 for Integrative Public Leadership. 

In addition, the predictive relevance of the model for immediate senior officers is 

examined using the blindfolding procedure. If the Q² value is larger than 0, the model 

has predictive relevance for a certain endogenous construct (Hair et al., 2017; Fornell 

and Cha,1994) as cited in Ramayah et al. (2018). All two Q² values for Integrative 

Public Leadership (Q² =0.128) and the Integrative Public Leadership Networking (Q² 

=0.345) are more than 0, indicating that the model has sufficient predictive relevance. 

Hair et al. (2017) state that ads a relative measure of predictive relevance, the values 



 

345 

0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 indicate that an exogenous construct. The results show a small q² 

effect for Transformational Leadership Behaviour (0.149) and Civic Capacity (0.111) 

on Integrative Public Leadership. The result shows a medium effect for Public 

Leadership (0.173) on Integrative Public Leadership. However, the Integrative Public 

Leadership on Integrative Public Leadership Networking (0.289) exhibits a large 

q²effect size (Hair et al., 2017). 

The summary of the structural model results for subordinates is presented in the 

following Table 6.116. The table below shows the result of path coefficients for TLB 

(0.102), CC (0.249), PL (0.519). It can be seen that the path coefficient of PL (0.519) 

is larger than CC (0.249) and TLB (0.102). Therefore, following Hair et al. (2017), as 

cited by Ramayah et al. (2018), if one path coefficient is larger than another, its effect 

on the endogenous latent variable is greater. Hence, Public Leadership has a greater 

effect on integrative public leadership than civic capacity and transformational 

leadership behaviour construct.  

Looking at the relative importance of the exogenous constructs in predicting the 

dependent construct (Integrative Public Leadership) for subordinates, it is evident that 

public leadership (PL = 0.519) is the most important predictor, followed by civic 

capacity (CC = 0.249) and transformational leadership (TLB = 0.102). "Next, when 

examining the endogenous construct of integrative public networking, the factor of 

integrative public leadership has a strong effect on integrative public networking (IPL 

= 0.954)." 

Based on Table 6.116 below, the R² values for subordinates in terms of 

Transformational leadership behaviour (0.915), Civic capacity (0.760), Public 

leadership (0.911) and Integrative public leadership (0.645). 

Look at the f² column for Integrative public leadership in Table 6.114. The result 

indicates that Transformational leadership behaviour (0.010) and Civic capacity 

(0.076) have a small effect in producing the R² for Integrative public leadership. In 

contrast, the result also indicates that Public leadership (0.259) has a close to medium 

effect in producing the R² for Integrative public leadership. Lastly, 0.289 indicates that 
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Integrative public leadership has a large effect in producing the R² for Integrative 

public networking (Cohen, 1988). 

The next step is the blindfolding result for subordinates. The overall results are shown 

in Table 6.114 below. The results are in the right column (1-SSE/SSO). The predictive 

relevance Q2 of Integrative public leadership has a value of 0.318 and 

Transformational leadership behaviour has a value of 0.623, Civic capacity has a value 

of 0.718, Public leadership has a value of 0.891, indicating that the model has 

predictive relevance based on the four endogenous constructs (because the Q² values 

are considerably above zero).  

Thus, H2, H3, and H4 are supported. Based on Table 6.117, The R² value of TLB, CC, 

PL and IPL is above the 0.26 value, as Cohen (1988) suggested, which indicates a 

substantial model. Next, the result of the effect of Integrative public leadership on 

Integrative public networking for subordinates indicates that Integrative public 

leadership (β = 0.635, p <0.01) is also positively related to Integrative public 

networking, explaining 47.2% of the variance in Integrative public networking. This 

result supports the H1 of this study. The R² values of 0.472 are above the 0.26 value, 

as suggested by Cohen (1988), which indicates a substantial model. 

Next, the effect sizes (f²) for subordinates are assessed statistical significance (p-value) 

are essential results to be reported". 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 represent small, medium, and 

large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988). From Table 6.114, it can be observed that 

Integrative public leadership has a large effect in producing R² for Integrative public 

networking. Moreover, the result indicates that Transformational leadership behaviour 

(0.915) and Civic capacity (0.760) have a small effect in producing the R² for 

Integrative public networking. Furthermore, the result indicates that Public leadership 

(0.911) has a close to medium effect in producing the R² for Integrative public 

leadership. 

All three values indicate a small q² effect size (Hair et al., 2014); Transformational 

leadership behaviour (0.001), Civic capacity (0.007) and Public leadership (0.055). 
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As for subordinates, all the two Q² values for Integrative public leadership (Q² = 0.318) 

and Integrative public networking (Q² = 0.785). Subordinates have two Q² values (both 

are more than 0) indicating that the model has predictive relevance. The Hair et al. 

(2017) state that when considering predictive relevance, the values of 0.02, 0.15, and 

0.35 show that exogenous constructs have small, medium, or large predictive 

relevance. The study found a small q² effect size for Transformational leadership 

behaviour (0.01), Civic capacity (0.07) and Public leadership (0.55) on Integrative 

public leadership. However, Integrative public networking (0.785) displays a large q² 

effect size (Hair et al., 2017). 

The theoretical framework by previous researchers suggested that integrative public 

leadership would be positively correlated to all three constructs transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership. The measurement model 

demonstrated that the constructs are positively correlated, and the minimally 

acceptable fit was confirmed. Moreover, SEMs run in the previous section confirmed 

that the individual relationships between the three constructs were statistically 

significant, positive and meaningful. Both tables and figures for each assessment are 

detailed in APPENDIX 10: TABLES FOR IMMEDIATE SENIOR OFFICERS 

FINAL STRUCTURAL MODEL. 

7.17 The Effects of TLB and IPL 

TL and IPL, both as key public sector leadership models for immediate superiors, have 

been supported by various studies to help increase integrative public leadership in 

subordinates who work in the public sector. This study did not provide any empirical 

evidence to support the assertion that TLB promotes integrative public leadership. This 

suggests that the results of the lateral collinearity test were found in the Table 6.197. 

All the independent variables (transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, 

public leadership, and integrative public leadership) have VIF values less than 5 and 

3.3, indicating that collinearity is not a concern (Hair et al., 2017). 

7.18 The Effects of CC and IPL 

CC and IPL, both important factors for immediate senior officers, have been 



 

348 

empirically supported by various studies to influence integrative public leadership 

positively. Unlike most prior findings supported, this study did not provide any 

empirical evidence to support that CC positively impacts attitude during the integrative 

public leadership performance. Therefore, the finding suggests that the meanings and 

Inner VIF Values for both immediate senior officers and subordinates below present 

the outcome of the lateral collinearity test.  All the Inner VIF values for the other 

independent variables (civic capacity and integrative public leadership) that need to be 

studied for lateral multicollinearity are less than 5 and 3.3, thus, indicating collinearity 

is not a concern (Hair et al., 2017). interpretations of CC need to be re-conceptualized 

in the study of integrative public leadership performance to catch the specific context 

in the public sector setting. 

Table 7.17 Results of Inner VIF values (immediate senior officer) 

Construct Integrative 

public 

leadership 

(IPL) 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour 

 (TLB) 

Civic 

capacity 

(CC) 

Public 

leadership 

(PL) 

Integrative 

Public 

Networking  

(IPN) 

Integrative public 

leadership 

    1.100 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour 

1.483     

Civic capacity 1.488     

Public leadership 1.270     

 

 

Table 7.18 Results of Inner VIF values (subordinates) 

Construct Integrative 

public 

leadership 

(IPL) 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour  

(TLB) 

Civic 

capacity 

(CC) 

Public 

leadership 

(PL) 

Integrative 

Public 

Networking  

(IPN) 

Integrative public 

leadership 

    
1.000 

Transformational 

leadership 

behaviour 

2.766 

    

Civic capacity 2.302     

Public leadership 2.931     

 

In their study, Nur Ain Ngah Nasaruddin et al. (2018) researched useful relation 

constructs that share similarities with civic capacity constructs of this study. For 

example, among the subconstructs and their item reliability loadings were CR1 
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Collaborative approach 0.659, CR2 Respectful in social interaction 0.787, CR3 

Building and maintaining partnership 0.813, CR4 Genuine with subordinates 0.834, 

CR5 Tolerance to enhance teamwork 0.789, CR6 Resolving conflict 0.604, CR7 

Counsel effectively 0.793 and CR8 Recognize person strength and weaknesses 0.752. 

The convergent validity for this construct was CR (0.914) and AVE (0.574).  

‘Smart decision’ is the other construct which consists of subconstructs and items 

reliability which is similar to the current study; SD1 Sound and confident decisions 

0.764, SD2 Consensus decision 0.619, SD3 Decision based on previous experiences 

0.798, SD4 Assertive in decision making 0.807, SD5 Dynamically handling changes 

0.671 and SD6 Assign an appropriate worker to specific task 0.611. The overall CR 

(0.862) and AVE (0.513).  

7.19 The Effects of PL and IPL 

The effects of public leadership and integrative public leadership for immediate senior 

officers have been empirically supported in prior research in integrative public 

leadership. The results of this study only support that public leadership positively 

influences perceived integrative public leadership (IPL) (See Table 6.166). 

The findings regarding the effects of public leadership and integrative public 

leadership for immediate senior officers are expected to be consistent with most prior 

research findings.  

The effects of public leadership and integrative public leadership for subordinates have 

been empirically supported in prior research in the Sun and Anderson (2012) and Lars 

and Tummers (2014). The results of this study only support that public leadership 

positively influences perceived integrative public leadership (IPL) (See Table 6.166). 

Another similar construct to PL of this study was Nur Ain Ngah Nasaruddin et al. 

(2018) on the ‘Accountability and Responsibility (AR) construct. Among the 

measured subconstructs for this construct were AR1 Honest and trustworthy with item 

loadings 0.586, AR2 Willingness to take responsibility 0.728, AR3 Project success 

orientation 0.789, AR5 Responsive to subordinates 0.815 AR6, Leads by example 
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0.508, AR7 Motivate and inspire construction subordinates 0.697, AR8 Check and 
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balance 0.725, and AR9 Continuous quality improvement CQI 0.735. Nur Ain Ngah 

Nasaruddin et al.,2018 reported the CR (0.902) and AVE (0.510) of Accountability 

and Responsibility construct. The previous study implies the model. Constructive  

Relationship (CR) group has the strongest influences on the construction challenges 

with Genuine with subordinates is the most influential leadership characteristic (Nur 

Ain Ngah Nasaruddin et al.,2018). 

The findings regarding the effects of public leadership and integrative public 

leadership for subordinates are expected because they are not consistent with most 

prior research findings. In summary, this study finds three important dimensions of 

transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership to 

significantly influence integrative public leadership performance in the public sector 

setting. Further studies on other dimensions of flow are recommended to understand 

flow in the public sector setting better. 

7.20 Discussion of IPL Testing 

All other TLB, CC and PL paths are supported at the p < 0.01 level. This study provides 

solid empirical support for a well-established social, behavioural theory for TLB, CC 

and PL in line with prior research findings. This study also empirically re-examines 

all causal relationships built in IPL in the public sector setting.  

Today, scholars and practitioners attempt to study and develop various frameworks 

and tools to help public sector agencies enhance the measurement for integrative public 

leadership of public sector officers in terms of subconstructs as in integrative public 

leadership knowledge (networking) and integrative public leadership practices and red 

tape. 
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                Table 7.19 Hypothesis Testing for subordinates 

  
Relationship (subordinates) Std Beta SD f2 R2 Q2 VIF 

t-

values 

p-

values 

H1 
Transformational leadership behaviour 

à IPL 0.117 0.103 0.011 
0.61 0.51 

3.218 1.134 0.2570 

H2 Civic capacity à IPL 0.285 0.272 0.106 1.946 2.558 0.0110 

H3 Public leadership à IPL 0.459 0.459 0.182 2.924 3.919 0.0000 

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

7.21 Discussion of other leadership studies which used PLS-SEM 

There is one study on leadership construct which involve variables; ATT = attitude; CI = creativity and innovation; COM = communication; 

DF = driving force; LC = leading change; TMW = teamwork; UBP = understanding big picture (). The construct validity of items was 

assessed in diagnosis, diagnosis, unidimensionality, separation, and categorical functions by item misfit using WINSTEPS, which is based 

on the Rasch Measurement Model. The formative measurement model's collinearity, sense, and relevance are then used to define construct 

validity in PLS-SEM. Six items from the data set were excluded as a consequence of the Rasch analysis to obtain appropriate measures. 

Aside from that, all subconstructs are unidimensional, and the categories' functions are adequate. The PLS-SEM analysis indicates the 

existence of a strong link between the formative indicators. As a result, the Leadership Competency Scale construct's validity has been 

demonstrated.  

Hambleton and Jones are mentioned by Ling, Pang, and Thurasamy (2017). (1993). They claim that, as previously stated, a good measurement 
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theory or model can aid in understanding the significance of measurement errors in predicting examinee capacity and how error contribution 

might be reduced (Hambleton and Jones, 1993). In PLS-SEM, adherence to the Rasch analysis would account for each indicator's contribution 

of errors and offer an interval scale for PLS-SEM to run on. Bond and Fox (2015), referenced in Ling, Pang, and Thurasamy (2017) journal, 

claim that statistical approaches are crucial prerequisites for analyses based on the Rasch model. Many data analysis techniques, including 

PLS-SEM, require interval level measurements, which are exactly what these measurements are. Furthermore, the vast majority of these 

statistical procedures necessitate interval data. This research proposes that a Classical Test Theory (CTT) can be linked with the Rasch 

measurement model to verify the validity of an instrument in the construction, similar to this work, which used both the Rasch model and 

PLS-SEM for construct validation. As a result, future psychometric research should consider the combined usage of the two models (Ling, 

Pang, and Thurasamy, 2017).  

 

7.22 Summary of data analysis and results 

The summary of results for the structural model (immediate senior officers) and subordinates is presented in Table 7.21 and 

Table 7.2  below. 

Table 7.21 Hypothesis Testing for immediate senior officers 

  

Relationship (Immediate senior officers) Std Beta SD f2 R2 Q2 VIF t-values p-values Interpretation 

H1 Transformational leadership behaviour à IPL -0.18 0.15 0.03 0.39 0.28 1.90 1.16 0.25 
Not 

significant 
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H2 Civic capacity à IPL 0.13 0.94 0.01 2.35 0.94 0.35 
Not 

significant 

H3 Public leadership à IPL 0.62 3.27 0.25 2.55 3.27 0.00 Significant 

Note: **p<0.01, *p<0.05 IPL: Integrative public leadership 

 

Table 7.22 Hypothesis Testing for subordinates 

  

Relationship (Ratee) Std Beta SD f2 R2 Q2 VIF t-values p-values Interpretation 

H1 Transformational leadership behaviour à IPL 
0.117 0.103 0.011 

0.61 0.51 
3.218 1.134 0.2570 

Not 

significant 

H2 Civic capacity à IPL 0.285 0.272 0.106 1.946 2.558 0.0110 Significant 

H3 Public leadership à IPL 0.459 0.459 0.182 2.924 3.919 0.0000 Significant 

Note: **p<0.01, *p<0.05 IPL: Integrative public leadership 

 

A discussion of the study's findings is included in this chapter. To begin, the PLS technique is used to test measurement validity and reliability 

with a sample of 79 immediate senior officers and 116 subordinates. The hypotheses in the research model are then investigated using PLS 

and path coefficients, and significance testing is performed. Two structural measurement models were developed for immediate senior 

officers and subordinates. One hypothesis for immediate senior officers is significantly supported as the following: 

Ho5c There is significant impact of public leadership towards integrative public leadership of immediate senior officers at ministries and 

leading public sector agencies.    
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While two of the three hypotheses for immediate junior officers are significantly 

supported as stated below: 

 

Ho6b There is significant impact of civic capacity towards integrative public 

leadership of immediate senior officers as perceived by subordinates at 

ministries and leading public sector agencies.    

Ho6c There is significant impact of public leadership behaviour towards integrative 

public leadership of immediate senior officers as perceived by subordinates at 

ministries and leading public sector agencies.    
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Lastly, a detailed discussion and explanation of the research findings in relation to the 

hypotheses are provided. Findings from this study support prior research on the effects 

of transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership on 

integrative public leadership 

 

Using the PLS approach, statistical analysis of the data confirms generally accepted 

views how transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership 

affect integrative public leadership among middle officers working in the public sector. 

As previously mentioned, although this is generally true, the hypothesis has not been 

tested amongst Malaysia's ministries and public sector agencies.  

Evidence from this study adds to the body of knowledge in terms of the applicability 

of these variables to the context. Integrative public leadership for Malaysian public 

sector are defined based on the impact of public leadership on integrative public 

leadership for leaders. Results show that for subordinates, civic capacity and public 

leadership have some impact. Hence, this study provides valuable insights and 

information regarding the factors and areas that policymakers and other leaders need 

to consider to enhance their integrative public leadership.  

From the findings, it is clear that for both groups,  transformational leadership 

behaviour has no meaningful impact on integrative public leadership. Civic capacity 

has also no meaningful impact on immediate senior officers. Results for civic capacity 

for subordinates demonstrate significance, which carry meaningful impact to 

integrative public leadership. Public leadership has meaningful impact to integrative 

public leadership for immediate senior officers and subordinates. .  

Therefore, this study provides evidence that public leadership plays a vital role for  

leaders in terms of integrative public leadership. While for subordinates, public 

leadership and civic capacity are influential for integrative public leadership 

performance. These findings support the exploration of other leadership attributes than 

transformational leadership behaviour and civic capacity which may bring meaningful 

impact to integrative public leadership for leaders. For subordinates, there may be 

other leadership attributes which carry meaningful impact to integrative public 
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leadership apart from transformational leadership behaviour. 

These results propose for continuous efforts in developing committed immediate 

senior officers to openly discuss public sector issues, common problems, locally and 

internationally, and emerging trends that affect leaders' success in supporting their 

subordinates to face challenges working in the public sector. Thus, the immediate 

senior officers should heed this finding and emphasize these factors in their 

interactions with their subordinates, team members at the respective organizations.  

The next chapter presents the conclusion and recommendations for this study. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT CONCLUDING REMARKS AND OUTLOOK  

8.1 Introduction 

The research findings are summarised in this chapter. This chapter also covers the 

theoretical contributions including empirical contributions, implications of research 

findings, policy and practice, limitation and recommendation for future research.  

8.2 Contribution to the knowledge  

This study contributes to the existing literature where transformational leadership, 

civic capacity, and public leadership are found to have significant relations in the 

implementation of integrative public leadership. This study documents the 

requirement for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy from Queen Margaret University 

Edinburgh Scotland and will be a guideline for the Malaysia Public Service 

Department in preparing for future leaders. 

There are several important areas where this study makes an original contribution. For 

future directions, this study has highlighted integrative public leadership research. This 

study's critical outcome is developing a valid measurement instrument for civic 

capacity and integrative public leadership. In this study, transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership play roles as predictor variables, while 

integrative public leadership dependent variables.  

This research has found that the main self-assessments of a leader are linked to 

transformational leadership in terms of theoretical and analytical implications. Not 

only that, an important finding is that this research has tested the direct relationship 

between both variables, and it was found that transformational leadership and 

integrative public leadership. 

The findings on evidence enrich theories of public leadership of developing nations. 

Whereby these results represent the public sector insights on the leadership of the civil 

servants. It is an important finding to know that immediate senior officers scored high 
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in terms of ethical leadership and lawful management. Likewise, for ethical leadership 

and lawful leadership, their subordinates also scored high. 

As for the contribution to civic capacity theories, referring to Chapter Seven, the 

overall results on the grand mean scores of subconstructs for civic capacity show the 

only civic drive for both sampling groups as the strongest subscale. It, therefore, 

implies that these leaders have not yet grown strongly in all three dimensions of civic 

capability, which may interrupt their growth to be successful in their integrative 

performance of public leadership (Sun and Anderson, 2012). This shows that leaders 

practise some elements of civic capacity and for the way forward, other civic capacity 

elements such as civic connections and civic pragmatism shall be strengthened through 

organisational learning and development on related training and job experience. The 

Center For Community Health and Development (2017) noted that much of the study 

on civic capacity building is qualitative. Some researchers argue that democracy actual 

practice is relatively new for some countries especially developing countries (Sun and 

Anderson 2012a; Robison 2015). In the everyday processes of thinking together, 

people are constantly learning how to consider more people, deal with disagreements, 

communicate efficiently, make recommendations, solve problems and make decisions. 

There is evidence on the shared motivation, which is one of the subconstructs those 

leaders have practised. Emerson et al. (2012) defines shared motivation as a self-

reinforcing cycle consisting of four elements: mutual trust, understanding, internal 

legitimacy, and commitment. 

Moreover, the contribution to academic knowledge is based on the '''public' aspect of 

leadership and developing different quantitative scales for measuring four public 

leadership roles, which builds on the study of Tummers and Knies (2014). The study 

has extended measurement for both outcomes in multi-sector partnership by the level 

of integration achieved between diverse sampling groups; immediate senior officers 

and their subordinates. The researcher has agreed with Tummers and Knies (2014), 

who believe a model combining civic capacity with transformational leadership 

behaviour provides evidence that these variables are useful in predicting such 

outcomes, regardless of how inclusive public leadership results are conceptualised 
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measured.  

Similar to the research by Schwarz et al. (2020), the findings of this study contribute 

to supporting the distinctiveness of four public leadership approaches accountability 

leadership, rule-following leadership, political loyalty leadership, and network 

governance leadership. However, their recent study found that accountability, rule-

following, political loyalty, and network governance leadership are positively linked 

to employees' Public Service Motivation levels and job performance. Multilevel 

modelling findings show that network governance leadership has the strongest positive 

relationship with PSM and job efficiency, implying that managers should enable public 

employees to establish and retain connections outside their organisations to access 

relevant information, technical knowledge, and resources that may not be accessible 

internally. While the current study found these three variables significant with 

integrative public leadership. Network governance leadership played an important role 

as one of the subconstructs to the Civic Capacity Building dimension.  

Furthermore, both studies enrich literature to the Asian context in terms of sample 

population by SAKhalid (2021) and Schwarz et al. (2020), who selected civil servants 

as a sample population. Schwarz et al. (2020), based on a sample of 300 civil servants 

and 64 managers in China. The study by SAKhalid (2021) based on 116 immediate 

senior officers and 71 subordinates from federal agencies in Malaysia. 

Furthermore, this study is among a few studies that expanded the proposed conceptual 

framework by Sun and Anderson (2012), which have significant findings between 

predictor variables with the independent variable. This study also support Public 

Sector Reforms efforts to find suitable model and approaches for developing countries 

(OECD 2020 and Robinson 2015) 

This study is among the few, which used PLS-SEM in analysing the model. Few 

quantitative researchers developed the PLS-SEM model where the predictor variables 

consist of transformational leadership, civic capacity and public leadership, and the 

dependent variable represents integrative public leadership. SmartPLS is currently the 

most comprehensive software for conducting PLS-SEM analyses (Henseler 2017).  
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8.3 Empirical contributions 

The study's key objective was to validate the PSL model in the context of Malaysian 

public sector leaders. The key findings of the structural model analysis using the PSL 

approach are outlined below: 

Self-report versus observer’s assessment. The survey is an example of 360 assessments 

by immediate senior officers and their subordinates. These results also show evidence 

that their immediate senior officers have practised transformational leadership, civic 

capacity, and public leadership. These have been supported by Goh et. al (2018) 

whereby nurse leaders in this study tend to rate themselves higher than others rate 

them. Similarly, like other findings, leaders rate themselves higher than others.  

Public Leadership. The influence on integrative public leadership was explained a 

large part of the variance in integrative public leadership for both sampling groups; 

immediate senior officers and subordinates. When compared to the other 

characteristics, public leadership was shown to be the most powerful. According to 

Chapter Seven, PL (immediate senior officers) has a higher mean score, indicating that 

senior officers are more likely to believe they practise PL. The difference between the 

groups equals 1.5433, indicating a minor deviation. Minor deviation of difference 

between both were identified supports the findings. Another finding of this study was 

based on the dimensions of public leadership. Immediate senior officers ranked ethical 

leadership as the best, while political leadership was rated as the worst. The lawfulness 

leadership subscale obtained the second-highest rating. This finding is similar to how 

leaders in some nations, such as France and Germany, are considered by their 

subordinates as having a higher level of lawfulness and a strong juridical heritage than 

their subordinates (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2011).  

Civic Capacity. On the question of the impact of Civic Capacity, the integrative public 

leadership was significant. Significant because of the evidence in Chapter Seven on 

the descriptive analysis of the CC subscale. In the mean group, the difference is 0.6366. 

The immediate group of senior officers expected higher CC subscale values (large 

mean=17.6266) relative to subordinates (grand mean=16.99). In the current study, 
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comparing the grand mean of immediate senior officers and subordinates, there was 

no significant difference between the values (Table 6.10). It also shows that the Civic 

Capacity items consist of construct validity to measure Civic capacity theory. 

Transformational Leadership Behaviour. It is interesting to note that the effect of 

transformational leadership behaviour on integrative public leadership was found to 

explain the significant proportion of the variance in integrative public leadership. In 

this study, surprisingly, (Table 6.114 and Table 6.116) TLB was the weakest 

dimension to have a relationship with integrative public leadership. This evidence 

shows that though it appears weak, there are some indications that leaders do practise 

TLB. The low response on TLB is also found in a similar study of Australian Public 

Sector survey (Ambrose 2017). 

Integrative Public Leadership. Its impact on public leadership was statistically 

significant. It is significant because all three predictor variables, transformational 

leadership, civic capacity and public leadership, positively correlate with integrative 

public leadership as shown in Table 6.114 and Table 6.116. The results show a small 

q² effect for Transformational Leadership Behaviour (0.149) and Civic Capacity 

(0.111) on Integrative Public Leadership. In contrast, the result shows a medium effect 

for Public Leadership (0.173) on Integrative Public Leadership. However, the 

Integrative Public Leadership on Integrative Public Leadership Networking (0.289) 

exhibits a large q²effect size (Hair et al., 2017). This study is among the few that 

provide evidence to support an integrative public leadership framework. 

Originality/value – According to the literature review, this is the first instrument to 

measure four dimensions; transformational leadership, civic capacity, public 

leadership with integrative public leadership to develop a new public sector leadership 

model. 

These key findings suggest that the instrument has the beginning of establishing 

construct validity. Rasch model analysis and content validity index helped define the 

underlying structures to measure the concepts of civic capacity, public leadership, 

transformational leadership and integrative public leadership theory. Furthermore, 
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Partial least structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) has been used to confirm 

construct validity and develop measurement models. It is the intention that this 

instrument can predict or measure the concepts of transformational leadership, civic 

capacity, public leadership with integrative public leadership so that the immediate 

senior officer can measure his or her practices as a public sector leader based on the 

mentioned attributes. It is hoped that this instrument will have significance in 

measuring these chosen leadership concepts, thus turning civic capacity, public 

leadership, and transformational leadership theories into a public sector leadership 

model. 

The following constructs were not included in the Public Sector Leadership structural 

model analysis: 

Gender. Descriptive analysis was categorised based on gender as the number of both 

genders were balanced.  

Red Tape: This item was removed during the measurement model evaluation for both 

sampling groups as its measurement items were invalid and unreliable. 

Rating scales: While leaders rated themselves highly in terms of practising 

transformational leadership, subordinates perceived a little bit lower however the 

differences are not significant. Subordinates are now possibly partly disengaged, and 

that this situation will require a significant change in leadership behaviour to reverse 

it. Considering one of the findings is that transformational leadership is identified as 

the weakest construct. This means that leaders can inspire and motivate subordinates 

using civic capacity and public leadership, which requires immediate attention if 

policies and practices deliver outcomes.  This is further supported based on evidence 

by scholars who support civic capacity and public leadership. 

Given that the scale results are lower than their leaders' self-assessment and that 

transformational leadership, civic capacity and public leadership to some extent have 

been practised. There is an indication that subordinates are now possibly partly 

disengaged and that this situation will require a significant change in leadership 
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behaviour to reverse it. 

8.4 Implications of research findings 

The following insights were drawn from the Public Sector Leadership model analysis: 

There may be an overlap between indicators of civic capacity and public leadership 

constructs. The constructs are civic pragmatism and networking governance leadership 

as both measure some collaborative efforts. This means that some of the items to 

measure civic capacity and public leadership seem to show similar contexts.  

Building on extant transformational leadership theories, the inclusion of civic capacity 

and public leadership constructs in this study were found to explain the successful 

integrative public leadership among immediate senior officers. As this study utilises 

quantitative research methods' strengths, findings are generalisable to the specific 

purposive stratified sampling since Public Sector Leadership (PSL) offers a new 

approach in leadership research, emphasising public value and collaborative efforts 

and supporting subordinates in facing public sector challenges for effective public 

service delivery. The important role of leaders in the public sector to engage with 

different sectors show civic capacity, and public leadership attributes are difficult to 

ignore. Hence, why these changes are important and how they operate in various 

societies are brought to the spotlight by this research. Public sector organisations shall 

develop capacity which continues to enhance TLB, include CC and PL as the focus of 

leadership training. The assessments shall be revised for continuous learning of public 

sector leaders along with the current challenges. The findings and the methodology 

adopted in this study can benefit practitioners or scholars, who can extend the 

investigation to other fields (e.g., different levels, countries and technologies). 

This study provided additional evidence of the psychometric properties of the Public 

Sector Leadership questionnaire. The first set of the survey questionnaire is designed 

to measure leadership attributes among immediate senior officers. The second survey 

questionnaire is to measure the perceived assessment of subordinates to these 

immediate senior officers.  Similarly, what has been done by the researcher suggests 

carrying out further studies using a more comprehensive sample and evaluating certain 
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validity types (e.g., convergent validity, discriminating validity, content validity, 

criterion-oriented validity). As suggested by Carless et al. (2000) in their original GTL 

study, these validity forms illustrate the correlation analysis between the GTL and 

other reference measures for transformational leadership, in particular the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) (Avolio et al. 1995) and the Leadership Practices 

Inventory (LPI) (Kouzes and Posner, 1990). It would also be time to analyse the scale 

input and the discriminant validity in various employee groups, for example, between 

men and women, between people performing routine and non-routine tasks, and 

younger versus older people. Besides, it will also be important to study the GTL 

correlations with other variables of interest, in particular team viability and team 

performance: two of the effectiveness measures with which transformation leadership 

has shown significant relationships in previous studies (Stewart, 2006 as cited by 

Patricia et al., 2007). 

Future research could use the created survey from this study to determine the extent to 

which public leadership training influences leaders' leadership behaviour before and 

after it is completed for testing and retesting. Using the established response scales and 

comparing outcomes before and after training, it is possible to determine if the (new) 

managers contribute higher ratings on public leadership behaviours. Another 

questionnaire will be used to classify their subordinates' perceptions of their 

performance (Tummers and Knies 2014).  

These results of the Civic Capacity dimension corroborate the proposition by Robinson 

(2015) and Emerson et al. (2011) in their proposed ‘Integrative Framework for 

Collaborative Governance which citizen-centered. 

8.5 Implications for policy and practice 

The path forward based on these implications has explored and presented findings to 

facilitate diverse groups and individuals working together toward collective challenges 

in the solutions to come up with leadership styles to respond to people pressing 

and/joining in the current opportunities and challenges. These respond to Crosby and 

Bryson (2018) review to encourage leadership scholars and their colleagues to further 
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engage with public and social values, expand the attention to leadership theories, and 

contribute methodologically to social science progress. 

This study has expanded on methodological repertoire in developing a new instrument 

to measure leadership attributes for public sector leaders. Crosby and Bryson (2018) 

support and draw on a broader range of leadership theories and approaches. 

This study provides information about 360 assessments for immediate senior officers 

by themselves and also by their 'subordinates'. The assessment is based on the 

individual acceptance of their 'leader's behaviours and their attitudes to their 'leaders' 

ability to engage in and demonstrate transformational leadership. The results of this 

study should be of interest at both the philosophical and practical levels for 

subordinates, leaders, departments, senior government officials and human resource 

practitioners within the public sector. This research includes surveys at selected 

organizations that advocate transformational leadership, civic capacity, public 

leadership with integrative public leadership concepts. This offers the luxury of 

comparing the instrument with people who are already familiar with these leadership 

concepts. 

Additionally, this research has looked at not only self-reporting but also an assessment 

of an individual organization’s staff reviewing immediate senior officers. Moreover, 

comparing one leader (same leader for this leadership assessment everyone) who 

advocates transformational leadership, civic capacity, public leadership with 

integrative public leadership offer more reliability for the instrument. This method has 

prepared the instrument in terms of designing the instrument for the leader to assess 

their perception of these factors for these respective leadership concepts and compare 

them with the subordinates’ survey. 

All hypotheses on predictor variables established that transformational leadership 

behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership and integrative public leadership are 

linked through cause and effect. From the results, leaders do consistently exhibit a 

range of acceptable leadership behaviour and practices. That is, their measured 

performance in this research contends there is vast room for improvement. 
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Many academics have advised developing leadership-development programmes that 

go beyond theory and allow participants to practise and hone new abilities in real-

world situations (Seidle, Fernandez and Perry 2016 and Crosby and Bryson 2018). 

Several public organisations have taken a field-and-forum approach to capability 

development, according to research. A field-and-forum strategy gives classroom 

instruction in a series of workshops and then takes an organised approach to translating 

theory into practise via hands-on projects in the field, rather than merely offering 

training and believing it would trickle down into organisational processes. Crosby and 

Bryson (2018) advocate paying more attention to the outcomes of public leadership 

development programmes and conducting much more study on how to assist people 

become better leaders.  

Another implication on the policy and practice is that these research findings 

contribute evidence on the need to emphasise civic capacity, which is found to be 

significant. The review of the Integrative framework for collaborative Governance 

(CG) and the resulting recommendations is in order. These proposals are a first step in 

defining the causal processes linking the elements and components of the nested 

dimensions in the framework; they are presented as provisional working hypotheses 

that require future testing and validation. This study has fulfilled these 

recommendations, and thus, results have been tested and validated (Emerson et. al. 

2012). These researchers have indicated that leadership, the first main engine, refers 

to the involvement of an established leader who can facilitate and assist in securing a 

CGR's or Collaboration Governance Regime resources and support. 

Similarly, to the civic capacity definition by Sun and Anderson (2012), the leader may 

be a member of one of the parties or a decision-making official or, by his or her stature. 

Within a trustworthy boundary organization, it may be housed. Nonetheless, the leader 

should have a dedication to collaborative issues (Emerson et al., 2012).  

8.6 Limitations and future research 

Despite the effort to adhere to maximum rigour and relevance, this research presents a 

small number of weaknesses that deserve attention. These shortcomings are generally 
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seen in academic studies, and it is not uncommon to turn them into new directions for 

research. The following shortcoming in this study relates to the representativeness of 

the sample and approach selection, basically on methodological and sampling 

limitations. 

Despite the endeavour to maintain the highest level of rigour and relevance, this study 

has a few flaws that should be addressed. These shortcomings are generally seen in 

academic studies, these flaws are widespread in academic studies, and it is not 

uncommon to turn them into new study lines. The following flaw in this study relates 

to the sample's representativeness and strategy selection, or more specifically, 

methodological and sampling restrictions.  

8.6.1 Methodological limitations 

The questionnaire's dependence on self-reporting rather than observable behaviours 

could be interpreted as a potential limitation on reporting leader behaviour. Additional 

drawbacks of survey research include the halo effect of stereotypes and attribution 

biases (provide what authors might find these implications). Many of the responses 

given by respondents may be retrospective in nature. As a result of the foregoing, the 

results may be skewed by the viewpoints of a single source. This study, on the other 

hand, gathered data from two sources: self-reporting and subordinates. Another 

example of a study that used the M3SLI questionnaire, a self-reported survey that 

theoretically tested the leader's self-perception. As a result, the expectations do not 

fully represent the behaviour. More in-depth interviews with student leadership 

specialists and great student leaders should be done to assess the accuracy of the 

conceptualisation of the secondary school leadership skills model so that it is clearer 

and more effective (Ling et al., 2017). This limitation appears to mirror qualitative 

study methodology; it is not the same strategy, but it does highlight focus group 

sampling and the following step.  

According to several experts, focusing on the quantitative approach has a benefit. 

McGrath (1984) cautioned, however, that focusing solely on quantitative procedures 

does not ensure the elimination of methodological problems. Concentrating solely on 
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one strategy achieves focus. Following the ontological stance as an objectivist reflects 

on the goal of this study, which assumes leaders at federal organisations need to 

practise leadership attributes that emphasise public value and encourage collaborative 

efforts to support subordinates working in challenging situations, as further explained 

by Saunders et al. (2015). The focus of this study is on the structural components of 

management, with the assumption that management is the same in all organisations. 

Although the form in which management operates may vary, the function's substance 

remains consistent across all organisations. On the other hand, doing so presents the 

possibility of bias and limited optimization (McGrath 1984). Balancing between these 

techniques necessitates repeated attempts and practise (McGrath 1984). Unless the 

study's ontological viewpoint regards objective features of management as less 

important than how managers assign meaning to their duties and how they believe 

those jobs should be carried out. The subjectivist viewpoint has a lot of merit (Saunders 

et al., 2015).  

Furthermore, in the Malaysia model, there are four causal relationships of focus: 

Transformational Leadership, Behaviour, Civic Capacity, Public Leadership and 

Integrative Public Leadership. Although they do not hinder cross-group validation, re-

examining the literature review and instrument design is warranted. When it comes to 

making new inferences based on previous theoretical developments, no research is 

perfect because generalisation, precision and realism cannot be satisfied at the same 

time — flawed methodology results in imperfect conclusions.  

8.6.2 Sampling limitations 

The respondents from both immediate senior officers and their subordinates sampling 

groups were a good match with the desired profile of the target population. However, 

the sample primarily consisted of most immediate senior officers and subordinates 

being employed in certain ministries or leading agencies, which could result from 

using a purposive stratified sampling technique. The reason lies in the high tendency 

of singularity within survey results. So, several researchers cautioned against using 

samples from one source in the context of a study that used students as sampling.  
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8.7 Recommendations for future research 

Some of the future research suggested by this study include, but are not limited to, 

more transformational leadership behaviour dimensions rather than civic capacity, 

public leadership, and integrative public leadership constructs in future studies. This 

study incorporates the theoretical discussion of public value, collaborative efforts and 

a community-based leadership context.  

As previously mentioned, public sector leadership factors in different social contexts 

beyond Malaysia can be studied by borrowing the experience and methodology from 

this research. After all, leadership attributes for public sector middle-level leaders that 

suit each country's context widely exist in regions. There are some similarities in terms 

of the internal and external challenges faced by public sector agencies of each country. 

Relationship-oriented leadership models such as situational leadership, authentic 

leadership, and servant leadership rely on trust, with transformational leadership also 

relying on value congruence between leaders and followers. In this paper, Ahern S 

AND Loh E. (2020) will examine how leadership influences people in times of 

turbulence and different challenges faced by different public sectors around the world. 

Differences are possibly due to how these challenges are prioritised.  Organizations 

are asking their leaders to stand up and offer the way forward in a world of disruptive 

digital business models, augmented workforces, flattened organisations, and an 

ongoing change to team-based work practice (Deloitte Global Human Capital Trends 

2019). 

Other new ideas to enhance this study can be ensuring that a representative sample is 

achieved, which allows exploring other statistical analyses as in Exploratory Factor 

Analysis and continuing with Confirmatory Structural Equation Modelling. However, 

it is important to maintain parsimony of the instrument as a detailed survey hinders 

respondents from providing true opinions. Therefore, a balance should be achieved 

between a sufficient number of items and instrument parsimony.  

This study gathered cross-sectional data, which is more representative than if it is done 

using interviews. A three-phase structure is recommended: the pilot study should lead 
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to significant data collection or analysis procedures; the instrument should be re-

examined based on the results from the pilot study; a large sample size should be 

realised to make room for replicating the model against a different dataset.  

While this research has established a clear relationship between transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity and public leadership with integrative 

public leadership, some caution must be exercised when interpreting findings due to 

several limiting factors. Although a quantitative study can establish a relatively clear 

picture of relationships between phenomena, it is less apt at explaining the reasons 

behind it. Thus, future qualitative research needs to be considered to explore the exact 

reasons why civic capacity and public leadership tend to lead to stronger associations 

with integrative public leadership than with transformational leadership.  

Future studies should expand to the same level as federal agencies in the different 

public sectors. Furthermore, it is recommended to be done at local authorities, which 

may practise different leadership attributes. 

To begin with, Malaysia's public service must adapt to rapid technological advances. 

Employees in the public sector must be given the tools they need to leverage 

technology and big data to improve efficiency and productivity. Second, collaboration 

and coordination between Malaysia's public sector sectors and agencies must be 

improved. One of the attributes evaluated in civic capacity is collaborative governance, 

which is defined as public policy decision-making and management processes and 

mechanisms that engage citizens constructively across the boundaries of public 

agencies, government levels, and/or the public, private, and civic spheres to achieve a 

public goal that could not be achieved otherwise (Emerson et al. 2011). This is backed 

up by a bureaucratic system that should not irritate the public when dealing with civil 

officials. Second, abuses of power and authority must be condemned and corrected. 

Corruption among government officials has tarnished the civil service's image. 

Honesty and integrity should be the characteristics of civil service. The findings of this 

study show that leaders have a strong foundation for ethical leadership.  

Furthermore, results have indicated that the combination of transformational 
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leadership behaviour (as suggested by Podsakoff et al.,1991 and Sun and Anderson 

2012) have been significant in the context of the sampling groups in Malaysia. This 

newly developed measure would assist future empirical research on inclusive public 

leadership, particularly in attempting to link integrative public leadership to effects 

that have been suggested which civic capacity and public leadership appear stronger 

than transformational leadership dimension, but not empirically tested or established 

to date. Furthermore, only a few studies tested the proposed conceptual framework for 

both sampling groups; immediate senior officers and their subordinates at federal 

agencies. Apart from developing a new survey instrument, the researcher has fulfilled 

the issues that need to be clarified to test the conceptual framework. The study 

evaluates the effects of public leadership and integrative public leadership and civic 

capacity.  

Partial least Squares (PLS) path modelling analyses using SmartPLS software were 

found to apply to the research context. The findings have proven that transformational 

leadership behaviour, civic capacity, and public leadership impact both sampling 

groups' integrative public leadership performance. However, many of the constructs in 

the model have made little contribution to the variance explained. This would seem to 

suggest that further studies are necessary to ascertain whether these constructs are 

applicable when examining other predictors to the integrative public leadership 

construct. In this context, it would be interesting to assess whether the Partial least 

square structural equation modelling offers any substantial benefit over another path 

modelling. In general, public sector leadership researchers are advised to consider the 

applicability of their models in different levels of leadership attributes. Future research 

should strengthen the same dimensions with other subconstructs as Sun and Anderson 

(2012) suggested for integrative public leadership. These subconstructs, which have 

yet to be tested, shall be utilised in future research to leaders who work at local 

governments as there may be different sets of challenges and attributes needed to 

ensure effective service delivery for stakeholders. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Statistical Key Terms Used in Descriptive Data Analysis 

Table 1. Statistical Key Terms Used in the Research for descriptive data analysis 

Term Definition 

A measure of 

central 

tendency 

A single value that attempts to describe a set of data by identifying 

the central position within that set of data. Measures of central 

tendency are sometimes called measures of central location or 

summary statistics. 

Data Before any calculations or plotting of data, first is to decide what 

type of data one is dealing with. The basic distinction is between 

quantitative variables (for which one asks, "how much?") and 

categorical variables (for which one asks, "what type?"). 

Independent 

Variable 

Predictor or experimental variable  

Dependent 

Variables 

Outcome variable 

Mean the mean gives the proportion of males in the group. The mean from 

ordered categorical variables can be more useful than the median if 

the ordered categories can be given meaningful scores. For 

instance, the degree of leadership practices might be rated as 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The usual statistic for 

summarizing the result would be the mean. 

Median whereas the median merely tells us which group contained more 

than 50% of the people. In the situation where there is a small group 

at one extreme of distribution (for example, annual income), then 

the median will be more "representative" of the distribution. The 

main advantage of using the median as a measure of location is that 

it is "robust" to outliers. 

Measures of 

variation 

It is informative to have some measure of the variation of 

observations about the median. The range is very susceptible to 

what are known as outliers, points well outside the main body of 

the data. 

Multiple 

imputations 

A method to deal with missing values whereby to use a new, best 

guess value as substitution of the missing values (Hertel, 1976). 

Normality 

testing 

The conditions of normality testing chosen for this study are as 

stated below: 

1) the value of the mean, median and mode are the same or almost 

the same, (2) the test of skewness and kurtosis (± 2), and (3) bell 

curve histogram. 

Outliers Outlier (freak value) An outlier is a single observation inconsistent 

with the rest of the data for the observed variable (Laerd.Com, 

2019). The data deviates too far from the other data in a data 

network (Hair et al., 2006).    

Samples or Samples that completed the items. 
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cases 

Value The overall value of variables and samples completed the survey 

items 

Variables Variables of survey items are something that can be measured, 

manipulated and controlled for. There are two types of variables; 

independent and dependent variables.  

Categorical 

Variables 

discrete or qualitative variables, nominal, ordinal or dichotomous. 

Categorical variables are either nominal (unordered) or ordinal 

(ordered) (BMJ.com, 2019). Nominal variables have two or more 

categories but do not have an intrinsic order. Dichotomous variables 

are nominal variables that have only two categories or levels. 

Ordinal variables have two or more categories, just like nominal 

variables; only the categories can also be ordered or ranked. 

Continuous 

Variables 

Continuous or discrete variables are also known as quantitative 

variables. Quantitative variables can be continuous or discrete 

(BMJ.COM,2019). It can also be called interval or ratio variables. 

Interval variables are variables for which their central characteristic 

is that they can be measured along a continuum and have a 

numerical value. Ratio variables are interval variables, but with the 

added condition that 0 (zero) of the measurement indicates that 

there is none of that variable. 

Likert scale Likert scale that contains five values - strongly agree, agree, neither 

agree nor disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree - is ordinal. 

However, where a Likert scale contains seven or more value - 

strongly agree, moderately agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, 

disagree, moderately disagree, and strongly disagree - the 

underlying scale is sometimes treated as continuous (although 

where you should do this is a cause of great dispute). At the same 

time, some researchers would argue that a Likert scale, even with 

seven values, should never be treated as a continuous variable 

Standard 

Deviation 

(SD) 

spread of observations about the mean.  

Normal data 

distribution 

the mean and the median will be closed for data normally 

distributed. When the population from which the data arise have a 

distribution that is approximately "Normal" (or Gaussian), then the 

standard deviation provides a good basis for interpreting the data in 

terms of probability. It is also represented by a family of curves 

defined uniquely by two parameters: the mean and standard 

deviation of the population. The curves are always symmetrically 

bell-shaped, but the extent to which the bell is compressed or 

flattened out depends on the population's standard deviation. 

However, the mere fact that a curve is bell-shaped does not mean 

that it represents a Normal distribution because other distributions 

may have a similar shape. 

Abnormal 

data 

If the data are not normally distributed, both the mean and the 

median may give useful information. 
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distribution 

 

  



 

408 

APPENDIX 2 

Statistical Key Terms Used in the Inferential Data Analysis 

Table 2. Statistical Key Terms Used in the Research for inferential data analysis 

Terms Definition 

ANOVA Abbreviation of Analysis of variance which is used to compare 

the variability between the groups (how far the means are apart) 

to the variability within the groups (how much natural variation 

there is in the measurements) (Field, 2009; Samuels, 2014).  

Data Before any calculations or plotting of data, first is to decide what 

type of data one is dealing with. The basic distinction is between 

quantitative variables (for which one asks, "how much?") and 

categorical variables (for which one asks, "what type?"). 

Independent 

Variable 

Predictor or experimental variable  

Dependent 

Variables 

Outcome variable 

Samples or 

cases 

Samples that completed the items. 

Variables Variables of survey items are something that can be measured, 

manipulated and controlled for. There are two types of variables; 

independent and dependent variables.  

Multivariate 

analysis 

A method of analyzing the simultaneous relationships among 

several variables. It can also be used to fully understand the 

relationship between two variables (Babbie, 2001). 

Univariate 

analysis 

The analysis of a single variable. Because univariate analysis does 

not involve the relationships between two or more variables, its 

purpose is descriptive rather than explanatory (Babbie, 2001). 

Bivariate 

analysis 

Focus on relationships between variables rather than comparisons 

of groups. The analysis explores the statistical association 

between the independent variable and the dependent variable. The 

purpose of the bivariate analysis is usually explanatory rather than 

merely descriptive (Babbie, 2001). 

Contingency 

tables 

The results of bivariate analysis usually are presented in the form 

of contingency tables, which are constructed to reveal the effects 

of the independent variable on the dependent variable (Babbie, 

2001). 

Elaboration 

model 

A method of multivariate analysis appropriate to social research. 

It is primarily a logical model that can illustrate an underlying 

logic of other multivariate methods. Necessary steps in the 

elaboration model are as follows: 

(a) A relationship is observed to exist between two variables; 

(b) A third variable is held constant in the sense that the cases 

under study are subdivided according to the attributes of 

that third variable; 
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(c) The original two-variable relationship is recomputed 

within each of subgroup provides a fuller understanding of 

the original relationship itself (Babbie, 2001). 

The outcome 

of an 

elaboration 

model 

(a) replication (whereby a set of partial relationships is 

essentially the same as the zero-order relationship; 

(b) explanation (whereby a set of partial relationships is 

reduced essentially to zero when an antecedent variable is 

held constant); 

(c) interpretation (whereby a set of partial relationships is 

reduced essentially to zero when an intervening variable is 

held constant); 

(d) specification (whereby one partial relationship is reduced, 

ideally to zero, and the other remains about the same as the 

original relationship or are stronger) Babbie (2001). 

Logical 

relationships 

The logical relationships of the variables differ depending on 

whether the test variable is an antecedent to the other two 

variables or intervening between them. 

Partial 

relationships 

(partials) 

 

Zero-order 

relationship 

replication 

Observed relationship 

Partial Least 

Squares 

Structural 

Equation 

Modeling 

(PLS-SEM)  

To maximise the explained variance of the endogenous latent 

constructs (dependent variables) (Hair et al., 2014). PLS-SEM is 

primarily used to develop theories in exploratory research or for 

predicting purpose in a study (Ramayah et al., 2018). 

Observed/      

manifested 

variables 

The observable mechanism or proxy to measure unobserved 

variables (Ramayah et al., 2018). 

Rating scale As cited by Ling, Pang, and Thurasamy, 2017 

 

Rasch 

Analysis 

As cited by Ling, Pang, and Thurasamy, 2017 

Leadership 

Competency 

As cited by Ling, Pang, and Thurasamy, 2017 

Leadership is often discussed in terms of competencies (Tubbs & 

Schulz, 2006) which are associated with certain behaviours, 

values, personal traits, skills, and knowledge (Jokinen, 2005).   

 

collective self, 

vision 

articulation 

 29 May 2020DOI: 10.1002/jts5.67   

Leadership 

characteristics.  

Leadership characteristics are a set of qualities within a person 

that gives progressive impact on organizational performance() 

PLS model The rationale of using PLS-SEM modelling is to develop theories 
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from an exploratory study comprising several multi-stage 

processes [25]. SEM modelling involves the three most important 

processes which are model specification, measurement model 

evaluation, and structural model evaluation 

Adapted from (Ramayah et al., 2018), Darussalam and Husin (2018, p. 291), BMJ.com 

(2019) Laerd.Com (2019), (Hair et al., 2006 and (Babbie, 2001). 
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APPENDIX 3  

Forms of Transformational Leadership Behaviour and Their 

Potential Importance in A Public Sector Context 

Types of Transformational 

Leadership 

Potential Importance in an Integrative 

Public Leadership Context 

Articulating a vision refers to the 

behaviour of all transformational 

leadership theories regarding "vision" 

as an important component of the 

manager, which is designed in the 

identification and transformational 

leadership process.  

 

Previous research by House and Shamir 

(1993) has indicated that a vision is "an 

expression of a clear vision of the future 

ideological goal that describes a better 

future for followers" (p.97). Given the 

variable nature of public sector situations 

and also that senior officers often deal 

with these situations, such a vision should 

be especially effective at clarifying a 

senior officer's role and resulting in 

easing stress and supporting them to 

focus their efforts on suitable objectives. 

Indeed, the vision should be both 

practical and in fitting with the 

organisation's goals. If not, these goals 

will never be realised. 

The senior officer in the public sector 

providing an appropriate model of 

behaviour that sets an example for 

senior officers to follow and is 

consistent with both the values of the 

senior officers and the goals of the 

organisation. 

By providing an appropriate role model, 

a leader becomes an image that helps 

outline for followers what kinds of traits, 

values, beliefs and behaviours are a good 

and legitimate example for senior officers 

to follow (House and Shamir 1993). 

 

As with a viable vision, a leader who 



 

412 

"leads by example", consistent with both 

the values of dealing with challenges of 

working in public sector organisations by 

modelling behaviours that are consistent 

with an organisation's goals, should 

particularly espouse the goals and be 

effective at clarifying a senior officer's 

role within that organisation. 

 

Fostering the acceptance of group goals 

– 

behaviour on the part of the senior 

officer aiming to promote cooperation 

among subordinates and getting them to 

work together towards a common goal, 

even at the expense of their personal 

goals and aspirations. Leaders 

exhibiting this behaviour emphasise 

collective identities and encourage self-

sacrifice for the sake of the group. 

 

This leader behaviour is important in a 

public sector context because senior 

officers typically work closely with a 

divergent set of partners (which has 

become even more the case with the 

growing prominence of team 

collaboration in organisations). Hence, 

an organisation greatly benefits from 

having senior officers who can 

successfully persuade subordinates to 

sacrifice their own goals for the sake of 

the team. 

High-performance expectations – 

behaviour that demonstrates high 

expectations for excellence, quality 

and/or a high performance on the part of 

the senior officer. 

 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and 

Fetter (1990) found this behaviour to be 

negatively associated with employee 

trust in their leaders. This suggests that 

high-performance expectations may have 

both beneficial and harmful effects. 

High-performance expectations may 

have beneficial effects on sales 

productivity (e.g. "in-role" performance) 

but harmful effects on other aspects of 
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performance (e.g. "extra-role" 

performance) through its negative effect 

on trust. However, since Podsakoff et al. 

(1990) did not use a sales sample or 

include measures of in-role performance 

in their study, this hypothesis could not 

be tested.  

 

Providing individualised support – 

providing individualised support is 

defined as behaviour on the part of a 

manager that indicates that he or she 

respects subordinates and oversees their 

individual development with concern 

for their feelings and needs. 

Less consensus is reached regarding 

whether this behaviour is indicative of 

transformational leadership. However, 

Bass (1985) does identify "individual 

consideration" as a transformational 

leader behaviour and has found empirical 

support that "charismatic" leaders are  

generally perceived as being 

"considerate". Providing individualised 

support may be particularly important in 

a public sector context because senior 

officers are under heavy emotional 

demands due to the inevitable ups and 

downs associated with their jobs and 

because their boundary-spanning roles 

are inherently more stressful.  

 

Intellectual stimulation – behaviour on 

the part of a senior officer that 

encourages senior officers to re-

examine assumptions about their work 

and to find creative ways of improving 

their performance. 

Although Bass (1985) originally 

hypothesised that this type of leader 

behaviour would have positive effects 

(perhaps because it is an effective way of 

enhancing learning and combating 

"plateauing" and "burnout"), subsequent 
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empirical research has not supported this 

prediction. 

 

Instead, intellectual stimulation has 

frequently been found to be (1) 

negatively related to trust and job 

satisfaction (Podsakoff et al. 1990), (2) 

positively related to role conflict 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Bommer 

1996a), and (3) positively related to 

burnout and stress (Bass, Seltzer and 

Numerof 1989). One possible reason why 

intellectual stimulation may be 

dysfunctionally related to subordinate 

criterion variables may have to do with 

the destabilising nature of intellectual 

stimulation itself. According to Avolio 

and Bass (1988), intellectual stimulation 

causes a "cognitive reappraisal of current 

circumstances", thus possibly reversing 

an individual's "figure-ground" and 

leading to a questioning of "old" and 

perhaps comfortable assumptions. It may 

be that this process is dissatisfying and 

that leaders who continually do this are 

less predictable and/or dependable, or 

they are viewed as being impossible to 

please. In the short term, this may lead to 

increases in role ambiguity, conflict and 

stress and decreases in trust and 

satisfaction. However, in the long-term, 
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the effects could be beneficial if 

intellectual stimulation causes 

salespeople to experiment with different 

sales techniques or methods, some of 

which may prove to be more effective 

than the ones they are currently using. 

Source:  Avolio and Bass (1988), Podsakoff et al. (1990); Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Moorman and Fetter (1990) 
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APPENDIX 4  

Description of Service Schemes in the Public Service of Malaysia 

Classification of services refers to categorising service schemes based on field, roles, 

functions and field expertise.   With regards to the New Pension System (SSM) for 

Malaysia, service schemes have been categorised to 21 service schemes based on its 

roles and functions, as stated below: 

 

1.  Transportation (A)   

2.  Talent and Arts (B)  

3.  Science (C)  

4.  Education (D)  

5.  Economy (E)  

6.  Information Technology (F)  

7.  Agriculture (G)  

8.  Skills (H)  

9.  Engineering (J)  

10.  Security and Civil Defence (K)  

11.  Legal and Judicial (L)  

12.  Administrative and Diplomatic (M)  

13.  Administration and Supporting (N)   

14.  Prevention (P) 

15.  Research and Development (Q)  

16.  Social (S)  

17.  Maritime Enforcement (T)  

18.  Medical and Health (U)  

19.  Finance (W)  

20.  Police (Y)  

21.  Armed Forces (Z)  

Source: INTERACTIVE JPA (2019) 
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APPENDIX 5  

Description of Statements for Immediate Senior Officers and 

Subordinates 

 

The controlling variables question to help identify the immediate senior officers 

sampling criteria. The categories are as stated below: 

I. I am at a position of grade 54, and I am an immediate senior officer to my 

subordinate of grade 44 (Category 1) 

II. I am at a position of grade 52, and I am an immediate senior officer to my 

subordinate of grade 44 (Category 2) 

III. I am at a position of grade 48, and I am an immediate senior officer to my 

subordinate of grade 44Category 3) 

IV. I am at a position of grade 54, and I am an immediate senior officer to my 

subordinate of grade 41 (Category 4) 

V. I am at a position of grade 52, and I am an immediate senior officer to my 

subordinate of grade 41(Category 5) 

VI. I am at a position of grade 48, and I am an immediate senior officer to my 

subordinate of grade 41(Category 6) 

VII. Other (Category 7) 

 

The controlling variables question helps to identify the subordinates sampling criteria. 

The categories are as stated below: 

I. I am at a position of grade 44, and I am a subordinate to my immediate senior 

officer of grade 54 (Category 1) 

II. I am at a position of grade 44, and I am a subordinate to my immediate senior 

officer of grade 52 (Category 2) 

III. I am at a position of grade 44 and I a subordinate to my immediate senior 

officer of grade 48 (Category 3) 

IV. I am at a position of grade 41, and I am a subordinate to my immediate senior 

officer of grade 54 (Category 4) 

V. position of grade 41 and I am a subordinate to my immediate senior officer of 

grade 52 (Category 5) 

VI. I am at a position of grade 41, and I am a subordinate to my immediate senior 

officer of grade 48 (Category 6) 

VII. Other (Category 7) 
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APPENDIX 6  

Items Analysis for Each Dimension 

Table 3. Item analysis table according to the dimension of transformational 

leadership behaviour of immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Subject No Item Total no. of 

questions 

TLB   

Articulating Vision 01-03 03 

Provide Appropriate Model 04-06 03 

Foster Acceptance Goals 07-10 04 

High-Performance Expectancy 

Individual Support 

Intellectual Stimulation 

Willingness to Change 

11 

12 

13-16 

17-22 

01 

01 

04 

06 

Total  22 

Source: Adapted from Podsakoff et al. (1990), Metselaar (1997) and van der Voet 

(2014) 

 

 

Table 4. Item analysis based on Public leadership dimensions of immediate senior 

officers and their subordinates 

Construct No item Total no. of 

questions 

Accountability leadership 88-93 01-06 

Lawfulness leadership 94-96 07-09 

Ethical leadership 97-101 10-15 

Political loyalty leadership 102-104 16-17 

Network governance leadership 105-111 18-25 

Total  24 

         Source: Tummers and Knies (2014) 

 

 

Table 5. Item analysis based on Integrative Public leadership dimensions for 

immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Construct No item Total no. of 

questions 

Integrative Public leadership knowledge 

(Networking) 

Integrative Public leadership Practices 

Red Tape 

112-114 

 

115 

116 

 

01-03 

 

04 

05 

Total  5 

Source: Sun and Anderson (2012); Crosby and Bryson (2010); CENTER FOR 

COMMUNITY HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT (2017) 

 

Table 8. Item analysis based on civic capacity building dimensions of immediate 
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senior officers and their subordinates 

Subject No item Total no. of 

questions 

Civic Drive 

Civic Drive Knowledge  

Civic Drive 

Practices/Activities 

23-37 01-15 

Civic Connections 

- Civic Connections 

           Knowledge  

- Civic Connections 

          Practices/Activities 

38- 47 16-25 

Civic Pragmatism 

- Civic Pragmatism 

Knowledge  

- Civic Pragmatism 

Practices/Activities 

 

48-87 26-65 

Total  65 

Source: CENTER FOR COMMUNITY HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT (2017) 
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APPENDIX 7  

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables between 

Immediate Senior Officers and Subordinates 

Table 6. Descriptive statistics of the study variables for immediate senior officers 

Subject Mean Median Mode Std 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

TRANSFORMATIONAL 

LEADERSHIP 

BEHAVIOUR (TLB) 

CONSTRUCT 

      

Articulating Vision 5.7278 5.5000 5.50 .59806 4.00 7.00 

Provide Appropriate Model 
5.9810 6.0000 6.00 .53972 5.00 7.00 

Foster Acceptance Goals 6.0316 6.0000 6.00 .51479 5.00 7.00 

High Performance 

Expectancy 
5.8861 6.0000 6.00 .73358 4.00 7.00 

Individual Support 
6.0633 6.0000 6.00 .72221 4.00 7.00 

Intellectual Stimulation 
5.8038 6.0000 6.00 .52145 4.00 7.00 

Willingness to Change 
5.7025 6.0000 6.00 .47716 4.50 6.50 

Grand mean 
41.1961      

CIVIC CAPACITY (CC) 

CONSTRUCT       

Civic Drive 6.1329 6.0000 6.00 .61867 4.50 7.00 

Civic Connections 5.7785 6.0000 6.00 .53557 4.50 7.00 

Civic Pragmatism 
5.7152 6.0000 6.00 .66354 4.00 7.00 

Grand mean 
17.6266      

PUBLIC LEADERSHIP 

(PL) CONSTRUCT       

Accountability leadership 
5.8924 6.0000 6.00 .48484 4.00 7.00 

Lawfulness leadership 6.0127 6.0000 6.00 .51250 5.00 7.00 

Ethical leadership 
6.0823 6.0000 6.00 .53368 5.00 7.00 

Political loyalty leadership 5.6582 6.0000 6.00 .61781 4.00 7.00 

Network governance 

leadership 

5.7468 6.0000 6.00 .56542 4.00 7.00 
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Grand mean 29.3924 

 

     

INTEGRATIVE PUBLIC 

LEADERSHIP (IPL) 

CONSTRUCT 

      

Integrative Public 

leadership knowledge 

(Networking) 

5.9494 6.0000 6.00 .59697 4.00 7.00 

Integrative Public 

leadership Practices 

6.0506 6.0000 6.00 .65826 4.00 7.00 

Red Tape 

(Point 5 Likert Scale) 

3.4177 3.0000 3.00 .84136 1.00 5.00 

Grand mean 15.4177 

 

     

 

Table 7. Descriptive statistics according to subscale for subordinates 

Subject Mean Median Mode Std 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

TRANSFORMATIONAL 

LEADERSHIP 

BEHAVIOUR (TLB) 

CONSTRUCT 

      

Articulating Vision 5.3966 5.5000 5.50 .90052 2.50 7.00 

Provide Appropriate Model 
5.5560 6.0000 6.00 1.07698 2.00 7.00 

Foster Acceptance Goals 5.5517 5.5000 6.00 .95412 3.00 7.00 

High Performance 

Expectancy 
5.5086 6.0000 6.00 .90885 3.00 7.00 

Individual Support 5.6034 6.0000 6.00 .968 3.00 7.00 

Intellectual Stimulation 
5.3836 5.5000 5.50 .95862 2.50 7.00 

Willingness to Change 5.5474 5.5000 6.00 .82877 3.50 7.00 

Grand mean 38.5473      

CIVIC CAPACITY (CC) 

CONSTRUCT 

      

Civic Drive 5.7802 5.5000 5.50 .79752 4.00 7.00 

Civic Connections 5.5905 5.5000 6.00 .91509 3.50 7.00 

Civic Pragmatism 5.6164 6.0000 6.00 .83759 3.50 7.00 

Grand mean 16.9871      

PUBLIC LEADERSHIP 

(PL) CONSTRUCT 
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Accountability leadership 
5.5172 5.5000 6.00 .87708 3.0 7.00 

Lawfulness leadership 5.5905 5.5000 6.00 .83562 3.50 7.00 

Ethical leadership 5.6853 6.0000 6.00 .85091 2.50 7.00 

Political loyalty leadership 5.5216 5.5000 6.00 .86575 3.00 7.00 

Network governance 

leadership 
5.5345 5.5000 6.00 .89861 2.50 7.00 

Grand mean 27.8491 

 

     

INTEGRATIVE 

PUBLIC LEADERSHIP 

(IPL) CONSTRUCT 

      

Integrative Public 

leadership knowledge 

(Networking) 
5.6422 6.0000 6.00 .81242 4.00 7.00 

Integrative Public 

leadership Practices 5.6897 6.0000 6.00 .86892 4.00 7.00 

Red Tape 

(Point 5 Likert Scale) 3.5345 3.5000 3.00 .98184 1.00 5.00 

Grand mean 14.8664 
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APPENDIX 8   

Descriptive Statistics for Delphi Technique Survey 

 

Overall Results of Pilot Survey I Round I and II 

Panel No: 

Section A:  

 

Table 9. Demographics, background and experience of participants  

Participants characteristics   

Position/Designation Academic  

 Practitioner  

 Senior officer  

 Employee  

The year started working in the public sector   

Duration of working in the public sector 1-5  

 6-10  

 11-15  

 16-20  

 21-25  

 26 or more 

than 26 years 
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Section B:  

Please reconsider your response in the context of the feedback provided. If you wish 

to change your response, please place an X in the box which you feel best describes 

how important the leadership attribute is for senior officers in the public sector. These 

numbers correspond to a response as below:  

1 – Unimportant 

2 – Less important 

3 – Neither important or not important  

4 – Important 

5 – Very Important 

 

Table 10. Results of the Consensus on Important Leadership Attributes for senior 

officers in the public sector 

Section B Your 

rating 

from                  

Round 2 

Your rating 

scale from                  

Round 2 

Overall 

group 

response 

to R2   

Mode 

New 

response 

1. I am always seeking 

new opportunities for 

the organisation. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

2. Inspiring others with 

plans for the future. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

3. I am able to get others 

committed to his/her 

dream. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. I lead by “doing,” rather 

than simply by “telling.” 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

5. I lead by example.    1 2 3 4 5 

 

6. I provide a good model 

for others to follow. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. I foster collaboration 

among workgroups. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

8. I encourage employees 

to be “team players.” 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

9. I get the group to work 

together for the same 

goal. 

 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

10. I develop a team attitude 

and spirit among 

employees. 

   1 2 3 4 5 
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11. I show employees that I 

expect a lot from them. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

12. I insist on only the best 

performance. 

 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

13. I will not settle for 

second best. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

14. I act without 

considering my 

employee's feelings. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

15. I show respect for my 

employees’ feelings. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

16. I behave in a manner 

thoughtful of my 

personal needs. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

17. I treat my employees 

without considering 

their personal feelings. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

18. I challenge my 

employees to think 

about old problems in 

new ways. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

19. I ask a question that 

prompt my employees 

to think. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

20. I have stimulated my 

employees to rethink the 

way they do things. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

21. I have ideas that have 

challenged my 

employees to re-

examine some of the 

basic assumptions of 

their work.   

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

22. I intend to try to 

convince employees of 

the benefits the changes 

and developments 

within the public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

23. I intend to put effort into 

achieving the goals of 

the changes and 

developments within 

   1 2 3 4 5 
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public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

24. I intend to reduce 

resistance among 

employees regarding the 

changes and 

developments public 

sector transformation 

will bring. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

25. I intend to make time to 

implement the changes 

and developments 

within public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

26. I show a strong concern 

for ethical and moral 

values.   

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

27. I am freely sharing 

information amongst 

network members. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

28. I set an example of 

ethical behaviour in my 

decisions and actions. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

29. I am honest and can be 

trusted to tell the truth. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

30. I keep consistent with 

my stated values 

(“walks the talk”). 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

31. I am fair and unbiased 

when assigning tasks to 

members. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

32. I can be trusted to carry 

out promises and 

commitments. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

33. I insist on doing what is 

fair and ethical even 

when it is not easy. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

34. I acknowledge mistakes 

and take responsibility 

for them. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

35. I regard honesty and 

integrity as important 

personal values. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

36. I set an example of 

dedication and self-

   1 2 3 4 5 
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sacrifice for the 

organisation. 

37. I oppose the use of 

unethical practices to 

increase performance. 

   

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

38. I am fair and objective 

when evaluating 

member performance 

and providing rewards. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

39. I put the needs of others 

above my own self-

interest. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

40. I hold members 

accountable for using 

ethical practices in their 

work. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

41. I encourage 

subordinates to explain 

their actions to various 

stakeholders. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

42. I stimulate my 

subordinates to inform 

stakeholders of our way 

of working. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

43. I provide my employees 

with the possibility to 

explain their behaviour 

to stakeholders. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

44. I emphasise that it is 

important that they 

answer questions from 

clients. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

45. I strive to ensure that my 

employees are openly 

and honestly share the 

actions of the 

organisational unit with 

others. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

46. I stimulate my 

employees to explain to 

stakeholders why 

certain decisions were 

taken. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

47. I emphasise to my 

employees that it is 

important to follow the 

law 

   1 2 3 4 5 
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48. I give me and my 

employees the means to 

properly follow 

governmental rules and 

regulations. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

49. I emphasise that my 

employees should carry 

out government policies 

properly. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

50. I ensure that my 

employees accurately 

follow the rules and 

procedures. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

51. I clearly explain ethical 

codes of conduct. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

52. I explain clearly what is 

expected of my 

employees regarding 

integrity. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

53. I clarify integrity 

guidelines to my 

employees. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

54. I ensure that my 

employees follow codes 

of integrity. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

55. I clarify the likely 

consequences of 

possible unethical 

behaviour by my 

employees. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

56. I stimulate the 

discussion of integrity 

issues. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

57. I compliment my 

employees when they 

behave according to 

integrity guidelines. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

58. I encourage my 

employees to implement 

political decisions 

properly, even when this 

results in weaker 

strategic ambitions of 

the department. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

59. I encourage my 

employees to support 

   1 2 3 4 5 
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political decisions, even 

when other stakeholders 

confront us with it. 

60. I encourage my 

employees not to 

jeopardise the 

relationship with 

political heads at risk, 

even if that entails risks. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

61. I stimulate my 

employees to implement 

the political decision, 

even if that means 

additional 

responsibilities should 

be taken up. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

62. I encourage my 

employees to defend 

political choices, even if 

we see shortcomings. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

63. I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

many contacts with 

other organisations. 

   

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

64. I encourage my 

employees to invest 

substantial energy in the 

development of new 

contacts. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

65. I stimulate my 

employees to regularly 

work together with 

people from our 

networks. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

66. I stimulate my 

employees to develop 

many contacts with 

people outside our own 

department. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

67. I spend a lot of time 

maintaining my 

contacts. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

68. I stimulate my 

employees to introduce 

others to contacts of our 

own networks. 

   1 2 3 4 5 
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69. I encourage my 

employees to be a 

‘linking pin’ between 

different organisations. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

70. I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

demands from the 

citizen. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

71. I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

expectations from the 

citizen. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

72. I encourage my 

employees to expand 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

demands from the 

citizen. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

73. I encourage my 

employees to expand 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

expectations from the 

citizen. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

74. There can be little action 

taken here until the top 

management approves a 

decision 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

75. A person who wants to 

make his own decision 

would be quickly 

discouraged here. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

76. Even small matters have 

to be referred to 

someone higher up for a 

final answer. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

77. I have to ask my top 

management before I do 

almost anything. 

   1 2 3 4 5 
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78. Any decision I make 

have to have my top 

management approval. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

79. I feel that I am my own 

boss in most matters. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

80. A person can make his 

own decisions without 

checking with anybody 

else. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

81. How things are done 

around here is left up to 

the person doing the 

work. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

82. People here are allowed 

to do almost as they 

please. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

83. Most people here make 

their own rules on the 

job. 

  

 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

84. The senior leaders and 

employees are 

constantly being 

checked on for rule 

violations. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

85. People here feel as 

though they are 

constantly being 

watched to see that they 

obey all the rules. 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

86. If red tape is defined as 

burdensome 

administrative rules that 

have negative effects on 

the organisation’s 

effectiveness, how 

would you assess the 

level of red tape in your 

organisation? 

   1 2 3 4 5 

 

87. If red tape is defined as 

procedures that have 

negative effects on the 

organisation’s 

effectiveness, how 

would you assess the 

level of red tape in your 

organisation? 

   1 2 3 4 5 
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Table 11. Open-ended question:  

Panellist Your Response 

to R2  

Overall Group 

Response for 

R2 

New 

response 

Are there any statements 

that relate to public sector 

leadership which you feel 

are missing from the 

above? 
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APPENDIX 9  

Delphi Survey Questionnaire for Senior Leader 

 

 
Information sheet for participants round 1 

The Informed Consent Form 

 

 

Information Sheet for Participants 

 

My name is Siti Azura Khalid, and I am a doctoral student at the School of Arts, Social 

Sciences and Management at Queen Margaret University in Edinburgh.  As part of my 

doctoral research programme, I am undertaking a research project for my doctoral 

research.  The title of my project is: Transformational leadership in the public sector 

in Malaysia: a proposed model for developing responsive new leaders 

This study is looking into developing a holistic transformational leadership model and 

explore leadership needs within the Malaysia Public Sector. 

 

You were invited as a potential participant in this study because you have been 

identified as one of the experienced stakeholders in the public sector. 

 

There are no direct benefits to participants and participation is 

voluntary.  Nevertheless, they will have the opportunity to make a contribution to the 

development of new measurement tool for leadership.  The findings of the project will 

be valuable because it will contribute towards the development of a leadership model 

and an effective measurement tool that facilitates the leadership development for 

senior officers in the public sector.  

 

If you volunteer to participate in this Survey, we will ask you to do the following: 
(1) Sign the attached consent form and complete the round I survey and return these to the e-

mail address: SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk within two weeks of the initial invitation email by 

Friday 23 February 2018.   

 

(2) Two weeks later on, you will receive via e-mail the Round II Survey which you will score 

according to the Round II Survey Instructions, and submit this to the e-mail address: 

SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk within two weeks of receipt by Friday 9 March 2018.  

 

 

(3) A summary of findings to confirm the results by Friday 23 March 2018. 
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It is expected that this will take no more than 2 1/2 hours over the duration of this study. Each 

round will take about 40 to 60 minutes over the next 21/2 months. 

 

All data collected will be stored and anonymised in a password-protected computer 

file in the Principal Investigator’s (PI) office available only to the PI and the 

dissertation sponsor. You will be free to withdraw at any time. 

 

The results may be published in a journal or presented at a conference 

proceeding.Publications and presentations that result from this study will not identify 

you by name. 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can 

communicate to one of the following researchers: 

 

Principal investigator/Doctoral student: Siti Azura Khalid; SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk 

Supervisor:                        Dr. Ian Elliott; ielliott@qmu.ac.uk 

 

If you would like to contact an independent person, who knows about this project but 

is not involved in it, you are invited to contact Professor Chris McVittie.  His contact 

details are given below. 

 

Contact details of the independent advisor 

Name of advisor: Professor Chris McVittie      

Address:  Director of Centre for Applied Social Sciences 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian  EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: cmcvittie@qmu.ac.uk/ 0131 474 0000 

 

If you have read and understood this information sheet, any questions you had have 

been answered, and you would like to be a participant in the study, please now see 

the consent form. 
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The informed Consent Form Round 1 

 

        
 

Consent Form 

Participant Identification Number for this project: 

 

“Transformational leadership in the public sector in Malaysia:  

a proposed model for developing responsive new leaders.” 

 

I have read and understood the information sheet and this consent form.  I have had 

an opportunity to ask questions about my participation. 

I understand that I am under no obligation to take part in this study. 

I understand that I have the right to withdraw from this study at any stage without 

giving any reason. 

 

 

I agree to participate in this study 

 

 

Signature of researcher: _____________________________________ (Type your 

name) 

 

Date:   _________________ 

 

Contact details of the researcher 

Name of researcher: Siti Azura Binti Khalid 

Address:  Doctoral Student, Division, 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian  EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk / 0131 474 0000 



 

 

436 

 

Study Demographic Questionnaire  

Section A: Survey Study Demographic Questionnaire  

Q1.  Please indicate (√) any and all options that pertain to you:  

 An academic– an academic who holds a faculty appointment at a faculty or 

department of public administration and management at university for at least five 

years; 

A practitioner – an officer who holds a senior level position of premier grade 

who has the knowledge and experience working in public sector organisation, or 

agency for at least five                         years; 

A senior officer – an officer of grade 48 to 54, who has the knowledge and 

experience working in organisation or agency in public sector, for at least five 

years;   

An employee – an officer of grade 17 to 44, who has the knowledge and experience 

working in 

        public sector organisation and agency, for at least five years. 

 

Q2.  What year did you start working in the public sector/at university/agency?  
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Measurement table 
Instruction: Based on your experience as academics/practitioners/senior officers/employees, please 

rate the following statements regarding their importance to leadership in the public sector. 

No Item 
 

Unimportant Less 

important 

Neither 

important 

or not 

important 

Important 
 

Very 

important 

1.  I am always seeking 

new opportunities for 

the organisation. 

     

2.  Inspiring others with 

plans for the future. 

 

     

3.  I am able to get others 

committed to his/her 

dream. 

     

4.  I lead by “doing,” 

rather than simply by 

“telling.” 

     

5.  I lead by example. 

 

     

6.  I provide a good model 

for others to follow. 

 

     

7.  I foster collaboration 

among workgroups. 

 

     

8.  I encourage employees 

to be “team players.” 

 

     

9.  I get the group to work 

together for the same 

goal. 

     

10.  I develop a team 

attitude and spirit 

among employees. 

     

11.  I show employees that 

I expect a lot from 

them. 

     

12.  I insist on only the best 

performance. 

 

     

13.  I will not settle for 

second best. 

 

     

14.  I act without 

considering my 

employee's feelings.  

     

15.  I show respect for my 

employees’ feelings. 

 

     

16.  I behave in a manner 

thoughtful of my 

personal needs. 
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17.  I treat my employees 

without considering 

their personal feelings.  

     

18.  I challenge my 

employees to think 

about old problems in 

new ways. 

     

19.  I ask a question that 

prompt my employees 

to think.  

     

20.  I have stimulated my 

employees to rethink 

the way they do things. 

     

21.  I have ideas that have 

challenged my 

employees to re-

examine some of the 

basic assumptions of 

their work.   

     

22.  I intend to try to 

convince employees of 

the benefits the 

changes and 

developments within 

the public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

     

23.  I intend to put effort 

into achieving the 

goals of the changes 

and developments 

within public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

     

24.  I intend to reduce 

resistance among 

employees regarding 

the changes and 

developments public 

sector transformation 

will bring. 

     

25.  I intend to make time 

to implement the 

changes and 

developments within 

public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

     

No Item 
 

Unimportant Less 

important 

Neither 

important 

or not 

important 

 

Important 
 

Very 

important 

26.  I show a strong 

concern for ethical and 

moral values.   
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27.  I am freely sharing 

information amongst 

network members.  

     

28.  I set an example of 

ethical behaviour in 

my decisions and 

actions.  

     

29.  I am honest and can be 

trusted to tell the truth.  

 

     

30.  I keep consistent with 

my stated values 

(“walks the talk”). 

     

31.  I am fair and unbiased 

when assigning tasks 

to members.  

     

32.  I can be trusted to carry 

out promises and 

commitments. 

  

     

33.  I insist on doing what 

is fair and ethical even 

when it is not easy.  

     

34.  I acknowledge 

mistakes and take 

responsibility for 

them.  

     

35.  I regard honesty and 

integrity as important 

personal values.  

     

36.  I set an example of 

dedication and self-

sacrifice for the 

organization.  

     

37.  I oppose the use of 

unethical practices to 

increase performance.  

     

38.  I am fair and objective 

when evaluating 

member performance 

and providing rewards.  

     

39.  I put the needs of 

others above my own 

self-interest.  

 

     

40.  I hold members 

accountable for using 

ethical practices in 

their work. 
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No Item 
 

 

Unimportant 

Less 

important 

Neither 

important 

or not 

important 

Important 
 

Very 

important 

41.  I encourage 

employees to explain 

their actions to various 

stakeholders. 

     

42.  I stimulate my 

employees to inform 

stakeholders of our 

way of working.  

     

43.  I provide my 

employees with the 

possibility to explain 

their behaviour to 

stakeholders.  

     

44.  I emphasise that it is 

important that they 

answer questions 

from clients.  

     

45.  I strive to ensure that 

my employees are 

openly and honestly 

share the actions of the 

organisational unit 

with others.  

     

46.  I stimulate my 

employees to explain 

to stakeholders why 

certain decisions were 

taken.  

     

47.  I emphasise to my 

employees that it is 

important to follow 

the law  

     

48.  I give me and my 

subordinates the 

means to properly 

follow governmental 

rules and regulations.  

     

49.  I emphasise that my 

employees should 

carry out government 

policies properly.  

     

50.  I ensure that my 

employees accurately 

follow the rules and 

procedures.  

     

51.  I clearly explain 

ethical codes of 

conduct.  

     

52.  I explain clearly what 

is expected of my 
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employees regarding 

integrity. 

53.  I clarify integrity 

guidelines to my 

subordinates.  

     

54.  I ensure that my 

employees follow 

codes of integrity. 

     

55.  I clarify the likely 

consequences of 

possible unethical 

behaviour by my 

employees.  

     

56.  I stimulate the 

discussion of integrity 

issues.  

     

57.  I compliment my 

employees when they 

behave according to 

integrity guidelines.  

     

58.  I encourage my 

employees to 

implement political 

decisions properly, 

even when this results 

in weaker strategic 

ambitions of the 

department. 

     

59.  I encourage my 

employees to support 

political decisions, 

even when other 

stakeholders confront 

us with it. 

     

60.  I encourage my 

employees not to 

jeopardise the 

relationship with 

political heads at risk, 

even if that entails 

risks. 

     

61.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

implement the 

political decision, 

even if that means 

additional 

responsibilities should 

be taken up. 

     

62.  I encourage my 

employees to defend 

political choices, even 

if we see 

shortcomings.  

     

63.  I encourage my      
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employees to maintain 

many contacts with 

other organisations. 

64.  I encourage my 

employees to invest 

substantial energy in 

the development of 

new contacts.  

     

65.  I stimulate my 

employees to regularly 

work together with 

people from our 

networks. 

     

66.  I stimulate my 

employees to develop 

many contacts with 

people outside our 

own department.  

     

67.  I spend a lot of time 

maintaining my 

contacts.  

 

     

68.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

introduce others to 

contacts of our own 

networks. 

     

69.  I encourage my 

employees to be a 

‘linking pin’ between 

different 

organisations.  

     

70.  I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

demands from the 

citizen. 

     

71.  I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

expectations from the 

citizen. 

     

72.  I encourage my 

employees to expand 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

demands from the 

citizen. 

     

73.  I encourage my 

employees to expand 
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contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

expectations from the 

citizen. 

 

 
N

o 

Item 
 

 

Unimportan

t 

Less 

importan

t 

Neither 

importan

t or not 

importan

t 

Importan

t 
 

Very 

importan

t 

74.  There can be 

little action 

taken here 

until the top 

management 

approves a 

decision 

     

75.  A person who 

wants to 

make his own 

decision 

would be 

quickly 

discouraged 

here. 

     

76.  Even small 

matters have 

to be referred 

to someone 

higher up for 

a final 

answer. 

     

77.  I have to ask 

my top 

management 

before I do 

almost 

anything. 

     

78.  Any decision 

I make have 

to have my 

top 

management 

approval. 

     

79.  I feel that I 

am my own 

boss in most 

matters. 

 

     

80.  A person can 

make his own 
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decisions 

without 

checking 

with anybody 

else.  

81.  How things 

are done 

around here is 

left up to the 

person doing 

the work. 

     

82.  People here 

are allowed to 

do almost as 

they please.  

 

     

83.  Most people 

here make 

their own 

rules on the 

job.  

     

84.  The senior 

leaders and 

employees 

are constantly 

being 

checked on 

for rule 

violations. 

     

85.  People here 

feel as though 

they are 

constantly 

being 

watched to 

see that they 

obey all the 

rules. 

     

86.  If red tape is 

defined as 

burdensome 

administrativ

e rules that 

have negative 

effects on the 

organisation’

s 

effectiveness, 

how would 

you assess 

the level of 

red tape in 

your 

organization? 

     

87.  If red tape is      
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defined as 

procedures 

that have 

negative 

effects on the 

organisation’

s 

effectiveness, 

how would 

you assess 

the level of 

red tape in 

your 

organization? 

Are there any statements that relate to public sector leadership which you feel are 

missing from the above? 
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APPENDIX 10  

Items Analysis for Each Dimension 
Table 9. Item analysis table according to the dimension of transformational leadership 

behaviour of immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Subject No Item Total no. of 

questions 

TLB   

Articulating Vision 01-03 03 

Provide Appropriate Model 04-06 03 

Foster Acceptance Goals 07-10 04 

High-Performance Expectancy 

Individual Support 

Intellectual Stimulation 

Willingness To Change 

11 

12 

13-16 

17-22 

01 

01 

04 

06 

Total  22 

Source: Adapted from Podsakoff et al. (1990), Metselaar (1997) and van der Voet 

(2014) 

 

 

Table 10. Item analysis based on Public leadership dimensions of immediate senior 

officers and their subordinates 

Construct No item Total no. of 

questions 

Accountability leadership 88-93 01-06 

Lawfulness leadership 94-96 07-09 

Ethical leadership 97-101 10-15 

Political loyalty leadership 102-104 16-17 

Network governance leadership 105-111 18-25 

Total  24 

 Source: Tummers and Knies (2014) 

 

 

Table 11. Item analysis based on Integrative Public leadership dimensions for 

immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Construct No item Total no. of 

questions 

Integrative Public leadership knowledge 

(Networking) 

Integrative Public leadership Practices 

Red Tape 

112-114 

 

115 

116 

01-03 

 

04 

05 

Total  5 

Source: Sun and Anderson (2012); Crosby and Bryson (2010); CENTER FOR 

COMMUNITY HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT (2017) 
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Table 12: Item analysis based on civic capacity building dimensions of immediate 

senior officers and their subordinates 

Subject No item Total no. of 

questions 

Civic Drive 

Civic Drive Knowledge  

Civic Drive 

Practices/Activities 

23-37 01-15 

Civic Connections 

- Civic Connections 

           Knowledge  

- Civic Connections 

          Practices/Activities 

38- 47 16-25 

Civic Pragmatism 

- Civic Pragmatism 

Knowledge  

- Civic Pragmatism 

Practices/Activities 

 

48-87 26-65 

Total  65 

Source: CENTER FOR COMMUNITY HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT (2017) 
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APPENDIX 11  

SAMPLE LETTER OF INVITATION OF PANEL EXPERTS FOR 

CONTENT VALIDATION 

Siti Azura binti Khalid 

No. 80, Jalan Sri Siantan 49, 

Kaw.2 , Taman Sri Andalas, 

41200 Klang 

SELANGOR 

       Date:  17 January 2019 

Dear 

Name of panel        

Address of panel 

 

Yang Berbahagia Assoc. Prof. Dr.,  

 

INVITATION TO VALIDATE THE CONTENT OF THE SURVEY 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR A PhD RESEARCH 

 

With reference to the above matter. 

 

2. I am a doctoral student (Public sector leadership in Malaysia: a proposed new 

model in developing responsive new leaders.) suggest conducting research at 

Ministries and leading public sector agencies at the Federal Territories of Putrajaya 

and Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. Therefore, I would like to seek your kind feedback on 

the evaluation of the survey questionnaire which has been developed to fulfil the 

research needs.  

 

3. Details of the study are as stated below: 

 

Topic : Public sector leadership in Malaysia: a proposed new 

model in  

 developing responsive new leaders  

Name of Supervisor : Dr Susanne Ross 

 

 No. of Ministries and  

leading public agencies  

involved  :    14 Ministries and one leading public sector agency which  

have received Five-star rating recognition from The 

Malaysian Administrative Modernisation and 

Management Planning Unit (MAMPU). 

 Respondents  :   300 senior officers Grade 48 – 54 

                              300 first-line officers Grade 41- 44 
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4.  With that note, I would appreciate and look forward to receiving your kind 

response. May this study will contribute to the knowledge of benefit to the leadership 

field and management of public sector leadership.  

 

Thank you. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

(SITI AZURA KHALID) 

Mobile handphone no: +6012-291 06 74 (Malaysia) 

                 +440787 411 7443 (Scotland) 

 

E-mail:  SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk (University) 

        sitiazurakhalid@yahoo.com.my (personal) 
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A Letter of Remarks to the Evaluation of the Content Validation Form for Research 

 

Name of panel 

Address of organisation 

 

 

 

Siti Azura binti Khalid       Date: 5 February 2019 

No. 80, Jalan Sri Siantan 49, 

Kaw.2 , Taman Sri Andalas, 

41200 Klang 

SELANGOR 

 

 

Madam, 

 

Remarks to the Evaluation of the Content Validation Form for Research 

 

With reference to the above matter. 

 

2. Based on the evaluation of the content validation form of the following research 

entitled: 

 

Public sector leadership in Malaysia: a proposed new model in  developing 

responsive 

new leaders  

It is validated that the main instrument of this research which is the survey 

questionnaire is (please put √ in the appropriate box) 

 

 Suitable 

  

 Not suitable 

 

 

to be used to measure the proposed variables.  

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

…………………………………………. 

Survey Questionnaire Content Validation Form  
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RESEARCH TOPIC: Public sector leadership in the public sector in Malaysia: 

a proposed model for developing responsive new 

leaders 

 

NAME OF RESEARCHER: Siti Azura Binti Khalid  

 

 

Remarks / Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signature: ______________________________ 

Name: ______________________________ 

Designation: ______________________________ 

 ______________________________ 

 ______________________________ 

Date: ______________________________ 
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Information sheet for a panel of experts for survey questionnaire content 

validation 

The Informed Consent Form 

 
 

Information Sheet for Panel of experts 

 

My name is Siti Azura Khalid, and I am a doctoral student at the School of Arts, Social 

Sciences and Management at Queen Margaret University in Edinburgh.  As part of my 

doctoral research programme, I am undertaking a research project for my doctoral 

research.  The title of my project is: Public sector leadership in Malaysia: a proposed 

model for developing responsive new leaders 

 

This study is looking into developing a new transformational leadership model and 

explore leadership needs within the Malaysia Public Sector. 

You are invited as a panel expert in this study because you have been identified as one 

of the experienced field and subject matter experts in the public sector. 

There are no direct benefits to participants and participation is 

voluntary.  Nevertheless, they will have the opportunity to contribute to the 

development of a new measurement tool for leadership.  The findings of the project 

will be valuable because it will contribute towards the development of a leadership 

model and an effective measurement tool that facilitates the leadership development 

for senior officers in the public sector.  

If you volunteer to participate in this survey questionnaire content validation, we will 

ask you to do the following: 
(1) Sign the attached consent form and complete the content validation form and return these 

to the e-mail address: SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk within one week of the initial invitation email 

by Friday, 24 January 2019. 

It is expected that this will take about 40-60  minutes to complete the content validation. 

All data collected will be stored and anonymised in a password-protected computer 

file in the Principal Investigator’s (PI) office available only to the PI and the 

dissertation sponsor. You will be free to withdraw at any time. 

The results may be published in a journal or presented at a conference proceeding. 

Publications and presentations that result from this study will not identify you by name. 

 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can 

communicate with one of the following researchers: 

Principal investigator/Doctoral student: Siti Azura Khalid; SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk 
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Supervisor:                        Dr. Susanne Ross; sross@qmu.ac.uk 

 

If you would like to contact an independent person, who knows about this project but 

is not involved in it, you are invited to contact Professor Chris McVittie.  His contact 

details are given below. 

 

Contact details of the independent advisor 

Name of advisor: Professor Chris McVittie      

Address:  Director of the Centre for Applied Social Sciences 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: cmcvittie@qmu.ac.uk/ 0131 474 0000 

If you have read and understood this information sheet, any questions you had have 

been answered, and you would like to be a participant in the study, please now see 

the consent form. 
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Consent Form 

Panel Expert Identification Number for this project: _____ 

 

“Public sector leadership in Malaysia:  

a proposed model for developing responsive new leaders.” 

 

I have read and understood the information sheet and this consent form.  I have had an 

opportunity to ask questions about my participation. 

I understand that I am under no obligation to take part in this study. 

I understand that I have the right to withdraw from this study at any stage without 

giving any reason. 

 

I agree to be a panel of expert for this study 

 

Signature of panel expert:_____________________________________ (Type your 

name) 

 

Date:   _________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

Contact details of the researcher 

Name of the researcher: Siti Azura Binti Khalid 

Address:  Doctoral Student, Division, 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian  EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk / 0131 474 0000 
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Demographic data 

Q1.  Please indicate (√) any options that pertain to you:  

Stakeholders – a chief executive officer who holds a top management group 

position in public sector organisation, or university or agency for at least five 

years; 

A practitioner – an officer of a premier grade C and above who holds a top 

management group position in public sector organisation, or agency for at least 

five years; 

An academic– an academic who holds a faculty appointment at a faculty or 

department of public administration and management at the university for at 

least five years; 

A senior officer – an officer of the management and professional group at grade 

48 to 54, who has the knowledge and experience of working in an organisation 

or agency in public, for at least  five years;   

Others, please state 

 

Q2.  What year did you start working in the public sector/at university/agency?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

456 

 

APPENDIX 12  

Content Validity Index ANALYSIS FOR immediate senior officers 

 
Table 13. Content validity analysis for immediate senior officers 

 Experts CVI Suggestions and feedback 

Original item Revised 

item 

Public 

sector 

leadership 

attributes 

items 

1 2 3 

 

 
  

TLB01 

3 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01- 

Articulating Vision My

 immediate senior officer 

always seeks new

 opportunities for the

 organisation 

Panel 02- 

Panel 03 - Avoid the word

 'always'. Use the rating scale

 from 1 to 10 (refer to Muda

 et al., 2018; pg. 70 - 71)

 and applies to all items in

 the questionnaire. 

1. I am 

always 

seeking new 

opportunities 

for the 

organisation. 

1. I am 

seeking 

new 

opportuni

ties for 

the 

organisati

on 

TLB02 

4 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01- Articulating Vision 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 - replace the word

 'others' to the specific

 context of an employee (i.e.

 'me'). 

2. Inspiring 

others with 

plans for the 

future. 

2.

 Inspirin

g 

subordina

tes with 

plans for 

the future. 

TLB03 

4 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01- Articulating Vision 

Assuming that the dreams are 

aligned to organizational goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 - replace the word

 'others' as above. 

3. I am able 

to get others 

committed to 

his/her dream. 

3. I am 

able to get 

subordina

tes 

committe

d to 

his/her 

dream. 

TLB04 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 

Provide - Appropriate Model 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

4. I lead by 

“doing,” 

rather than 
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simply by 

“telling.” 

TLB05 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 

Provide - Appropriate Model 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

5. I lead by 

example. 

 

TLB06 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - Provide - 

Appropriate Model 

Panel 02 

Panel 03- replace the word

 'others' as above. 

6. I provide a 

good model 

for others to 

follow. 

6. I 

provide a 

good 

model for 

subordina

tes to 

follow. 

TLB07 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01- Foster Acceptance 

Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

7. I foster 

collaboration 

among 

workgroups. 

7. 

TLB08 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 -Foster Acceptance

 Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

8. I 

encourage 

subordinates 

to be “team 

players.” 

8. 

TLB09 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 -Foster Acceptance

 Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

9. I get the 

group to work 

together for 

the same goal. 

9. 

TLB10 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - Foster Acceptance

 Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

10. I develop 

a team 

attitude 

among 

subordinates. 

10. 

TLB011 

1 4 4 

2/3=

67 

Panel 01 - High Performance

 Expectancy Note: the item

 does not reflect high

 performance expectancy 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

11.  I develop 

a team spirit 

among 

subordinates. 

11. 

TLB012 

1 4 4 

2/3=

67 

Panel 01 - Individual Support 

Note: This item is suitable for

 item 11 above. 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

12. I show 

subordinates 

that I expect a 

lot from them. 

12. 

TLB013 

1 4 4 

2/3=

67 

Panel 01 -Intellectual

 Stimulation Note: Nothing to

13.  I show 

respect to my 

13. 
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 do with intellectual

 stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

subordinates' 

feelings. 

TLB014 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - Intellectual

 Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

14. I 

challenge my 

subordinates 

to think about 

old problems 

in new ways. 

14. 

TLB015 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Intellectual

 Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

15. I ask a 

question that 

prompt my 

subordinates 

to think. 

15. 

TLB016 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - Intellectual

 Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

16.  I have 

stimulated my 

subordinates 

to rethink the 

way they do 

things. 

16. 

TLB017 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - Intellectual

 Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

17. I have 

ideas that 

have 

challenged 

my 

subordinates 

to re-examine 

some of the 

basic 

assumptions 

of their work. 

17. 

TLB018 

4 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 -My immediate

 senior officer intends to

 convince subordinates of

 the benefits the changes

 within the public sector

 transformation will 

               bring. 

Panel 02 - Item is to long n

 boleh singkatkan 

Panel 03 - My immediate

 senior officer convince... 

18. I intend to 

try to 

convince 

subordinates 

of the benefits 

the changes 

within the 

public sector 

transformatio

n will bring. 

18. I 

intend to 

convince 

subordina

tes of the 

benefits 

the 

changes 

within the 

public 

sector 

transform

ation will 

bring. 
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TLB019 

4 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - My immediate

 senior officer intends to

 convince subordinates of

 the benefits the

 developments within the

 public sector transformation

 will bring. 

Panel 02 - Item panjang 

Panel 03 - My immediate

 senior officer convince... 

19. I intend to 

try to 

convince 

subordinates 

of the benefits 

the 

developments 

within the 

public sector 

transformatio

n will bring. 

19. I 

intend to 

convince 

subordina

tes of the 

benefits 

the 

developm

ents 

within the 

public 

sector 

transform

ation will 

bring. 

TLB020 

3 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - perhaps can further

 refine the sentence: My

 immediate senior officer is 

committed to achieve the

 goals of change that public

 sector transformation will

 bring. Panel 02 

Panel 03 - My immediate

 senior officer convince... 

20. I intend to 

put effort into 

achieving the 

goals of the 

changes 

within public 

sector 

transformatio

n will bring. 

20. I 

intend to 

put effort 

into 

achieving 

the goals 

of the 

changes 

within 

public 

sector 

transform

ation. 

TLB021 

3 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 - y immediate

 senior officer is committed

 to achieve the goals of 

development that public

 sector transformation will

 bring. 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 -My immediate

 senior officer 

convince...(avoid intends) 

21. I intend to 

put effort into 

achieving the 

goals of the 

developments 

within public 

sector 

transformatio

n will bring. 

21. I am 

committe

d into 

achieving 

the goals 

of the 

developm

ents 

within 

public 

sector 

transform

ation. 

TLB022 

3 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 -My immediate

 senior officer intends to

 make time to implement the 

changes within the public

 sector transformation 

22. I intend to 

make time to 

implement the 

changes 

within public 

22. I 

intend to 

make 

time to 

implemen
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Panel 02 

Panel 03 - My immediate

 senior officer convince... 

sector 

transformatio

n will bring. 

t the 

changes 

within 

public 

sector 

transform

ation. 

TLB023 

3 4 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 -My immediate

 senior officer intends to

 make time to implement the 

developments within the

 public sector transformation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 -My immediate

 senior officer convince... 

23. I intend to 

make time to 

implement the 

developments 

within public 

sector 

transformatio

n will bring. 

23. I 

intend to 

make 

time to 

implemen

t the 

developm

ents 

within 

public 

sector 

transform

ation. 

CC24 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

24. I show a 

strong 

concern for 

ethical and 

moral values. 

24. 

CC25 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

25. I am 

freely sharing 

information 

amongst 

network 

members. 

25. 

CC26 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Decision and action

 are double barrel so separate 

Panel 03 

26. I set an 

example of 

ethical 

behaviour in 

my decisions 

and actions. 

26. I set 

an 

example 

of ethical 

behaviour 

in my 

decisions. 

 

    

  27. I set 

an 

example 

of ethical 

behaviour 

in my 

actions. 
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CC27 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

27. I am 

honest and 

can be trusted 

to tell the 

truth. 

28 

CC28 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

28. I keep 

consistent 

with my 

stated values 

(“walks the 

talk”). 

29 

CC29 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

29. I am fair 

and unbiased 

when 

assigning 

tasks to 

members. 

30. I am 

fair when 

assigning 

tasks to 

members. 

 

     

 31. I am 

unbiased 

when 

assigning 

tasks to 

members. 

CC30 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

30. I can be 

trusted to 

carry out 

promises and 

commitments. 

32 

CC31 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

31.   I insist on 

doing what is 

fair and 

ethical, even 

when it is not 

easy. 

33.   I 

insist on 

doing 

what is 

fair even 

when it is 

not easy. 

 

     

 34.   I 

insist on 

doing 

what is 

ethical, 

even 

when it is 

not easy. 

CC32 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

32. I 

acknowledge 

mistakes and 

35. I 

acknowle
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take 

responsibility 

for them. 

dge 

mistakes. 

 

    

  36. I take 

responsibi

lity for 

mistakes 

that have 

been 

done. 

CC33 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

33. I regard 

honesty and 

integrity as 

important 

personal 

values. 

37. I 

regard 

honesty 

as 

important 

personal 

values. 

 

    

  38. I 

regard 

integrity 

as 

important 

personal 

values. 

CC34 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

34. I set an 

example of 

dedication 

and self-

sacrifice for 

the 

organisation. 

39. I set 

an 

example 

of 

dedicatio

n for the 

organisati

on. 

 

    

  40. I set 

an 

example 

of self-

sacrifice 

for the 

organisati

on. 

CC35 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

35. I oppose 

the use of 

unethical 

practices to 

increase 

performance. 

41 
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CC36 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03-refer to my

 comment as the same as

 senior officer version (fair

 and objective give different

 meaning?) 

36. I am fair 

and objective 

when 

evaluating 

member 

performance 

and providing 

rewards. 

42. I am 

fair when 

evaluatin

g member 

performa

nce and 

providing 

rewards. 

 

    

  43. I am 

objective 

when 

evaluatin

g member 

performa

nce and 

providing 

rewards. 

CC37 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

37.  I hold 

members 

accountable 

for using 

ethical 

practices in 

their work. 

44 

CC38 

2 4 4 

2/3=

67 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

item is more apt for civic

 drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

38.  I have a 

desire to be 

involved with 

social issues. 

45 

CC39 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02-Item is too long 

Panel 03 

39. I 

understand 

that 

multisector 

collaboration 

is a 

partnership of 

non-profit, 

private, and 

public 

organisations, 

and 

community 

members 

whose 

purpose is to 

solve 

46. I 

understan

d that 

multisect

or 

collaborat

ion is a 

partnershi

p of non-

profit, 

private, 

and 

public 

organisati

ons, and 

communit
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problems that 

impact the 

whole 

community. 

y 

members. 

 

    

  47. I 

understan

d that 

multisect

or 

collaborat

ion has a 

purpose 

to solve 

problems 

that 

impact 

the whole 

communit

y via the 

partnershi

p with its 

members. 

CC40 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

40. I develop 

cultural 

institutions 

that can be 

mobilised for 

joining 

actions. 

48 

CC41 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

41. I have 

dealt 

specifically 

with the 

individual 

who promotes 

the success of 

the 

collaboration. 

49 

CC42 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

42. I develop 

their internal 

social 

networks, 

which 

promote the 

success of the 

collaboration. 

50 
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CC43 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

43. I know 

people who 

can make 

important 

contributions 

to the 

community of 

public 

collaborations

. 

51 

CC44 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

44. I use 

collaboration 

as a 

mechanism to 

turn social 

opportunities 

into realities. 

52 

CC45 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism can

 also be item for civic drive  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

45. I have a 

moral desire 

to serve my 

community. 

53 

CC46 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 03 

46. I 

understand 

that 

multisector 

collaboration 

is based on 

cooperation, 

rather than 

competition. 

54 

CC47 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

47. I 

understand 

that 

multisector 

collaboration 

is a process 

that doesn't 

always go 

according to a 

neat plan. 

55 

CC48 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02-Double bral 

Panel 03 

48. I 

understand 

that 

multisector 

collaboration 

is a long-term 

56. I 

understan

d that 

multisect

or 

collaborat
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enterprise in 

which the 

investment of 

time and 

resources is 

great, but so 

are the 

rewards. 

ion is a 

long-term 

enterprise 

in which 

the 

investmen

t of time is 

great. 

 

    

  57. I 

understan

d that 

multisect

or 

collaborat

ion is a 

long-term 

enterprise 

in which 

the 

investmen

t of 

resources 

is great. 

 

    

  58. I 

understan

d that 

multisect

or 

collaborat

ion is a 

long-term 

enterprise 

in which 

the 

rewards 

are great. 

CC49 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

49. I 

determine that 

there is an 

appropriate 

level of trust 

among the 

different 

groups and 

sectors. 

59 
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CC50 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

50. I 

determine that 

people agree 

on what the 

problem is or 

whether the 

problem will 

need to be 

defined. 

60 

CC51 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

51. I have 

been trained 

to have the 

vision which 

is necessary to 

lead a 

collaborative 

effort. 

61 

CC52 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

52. I set up 

mechanisms 

for 

governance 

and 

accountability 

can be 

established. 

62 

CC53 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

53. I 

recognise that 

much of the 

effectiveness 

of multisector 

collaboration 

is reliant on 

how the 

collaboration 

process itself 

is organised. 

63 

CC54 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

54.   I build 

inter-

relationships 

between 

collaboration 

partners to 

mobilise 

members 

toward a 

64 
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common 

purpose. 

CC55 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

55. I identify 

a facilitator to 

bring the 

different 

groups 

together. 

65 

CC56 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

56.  I find the 

information 

necessary to 

understand 

issues in 

multisector 

collaboration. 

66 

CC57 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

57. I find 

information 

necessary as 

possible 

solutions to 

overcome 

issues in 

multisector 

collaboration. 

67 

CC58 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

58. I promote 

community 

empowermen

t. 

68 

CC59 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

59. I identify 

the 

stakeholders. 

69 

CC60 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

60. I make a 

commitment 

to collaborate. 

70 

CC61 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

61. I educate 

potential 

participant’s 

process skills. 

71 

CC62 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02-Asingkn kpd 4 item 

Panel 03 

62. I build 

trust, learned 

process skills, 

and explored 

beliefs. 

72. I 

build 

trust. 
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 73. I 

learned 

skills. 

 

     

 74.         I 

processed 

skills. 

 

     

 75. I 

explored 

beliefs. 

CC63 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

63. I identify 

problems. 

76. 

CC64 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

64. I clarify a 

vision and 

develop a 

mission 

statement. 

77. 

CC65 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

65. I 

continue to 

keep the 

process open 

for 

community 

members. 

78. 

CC66 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

66.   I 

continue to 

get input from 

community 

members. 

79. 

CC67 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

67. I create 

options for 

solving 

problems. 

80. 

CC68 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

68.  I 

formulate 

goals 

81. 

CC69 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

69   I 

formulate 

objectives. 

82. 

CC70 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

70.  I 

formulate an 

action plan. 

83. 

CC71 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

71. I 

implement the 

action plan. 

84. 
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CC72 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

72. I evaluate 

the results. 

85. 

CC73 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

73. I 

celebrate 

every success, 

large and 

small. 

86. 

CC74 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

74. I 

continue the 

collaborative 

community. 

87. 

PL75 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Accountability

 leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

75. I 

encourage 

others to 

explain their 

actions to 

various 

stakeholders. 

88. 

PL76 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Accountability

 leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

76. I 

stimulate 

others to 

inform 

stakeholders 

of our way of 

working. 

89. 

PL77 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Accountability

 leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

77. I provide 

my 

subordinates 

with the 

possibility to 

explain their 

behaviour to 

stakeholders. 

90. 

PL78 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Accountability

 leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

78. I 

emphasise 

that it is 

important 

that my 

subordinates 

and I answer 

questions 

from clients. 

91. 

PL79 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Accountability

 leadership 

Panel 02 

79. I 

stimulate my 

subordinates 

92. 
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Panel 03 to explain to 

stakeholders 

why certain 

decisions 

were taken. 

PL80 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Accountability

 leadership remove "are"  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

80. I strive to 

ensure that 

my 

subordinates 

are openly 

and honestly 

share the 

actions of the 

organisationa

l unit with 

others. 

93. I 
str

iv

e 

to 

en

su

re 

th

at 

m

y 

su

bo

rdi

na

tes 

op

en

ly 

an

d 

ho

ne

stl

y 

sh

ar

e 

th

e 

ac

tio

ns 

of 

th

e 

or

ga

ni

sat
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io

na

l 

un

it 

wi

th 

ot

he

rs. 

PL81 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Lawfulness

 leadership'  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

81. I give me 

and my 

subordinates 

the means to 

properly 

follow 

governmental 

rules and 

regulations. 

94. 

PL82 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Lawfulness

 leadership'  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

82. I 

emphasise 

that others 

should carry 

out 

government 

policies 

properly. 

95. 

PL83 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Lawfulness

 leadership'  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

83. I ensure 

that others 

accurately 

follow the 

rules and 

procedures. 

96. 

PL84 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

84. I clearly 

explain the 

ethical codes 

of conduct. 

97. 

PL85 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

85. I explain 

clearly what 

is expected of 

others 

regarding 

integrity. 

98. 

PL86 

4 3 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 

Panel 02 

86. I clarify 

integrity 

99. I 

c

l
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Panel 03-replace the 'others'

 with i.e 'subordinates' 

guidelines to 

others. 

a

r

i

f

y 

i

n

t

e

g

r

i

t

y 

g

u

i

d

e

l

i

n

e

s 

t

o 

o

t

h

e

r

s

. 

PL87 

4 3 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 -Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03-replace the 'others'

 with i.e 'subordinates' 

87. I ensure 

that others 

follow codes 

of integrity. 

100. I 
ensure 

that 

others 

follow 

codes of 

integrity. 

PL88 

4 3 3 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01 -Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03-replace the 'others'

 with i.e 'subordinates' 

88. I clarify 

the likely 

consequences 

of possible 

unethical 

101. I 
cl

ari

fy 

th

e 
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behaviour by 

others. 

lik

el

y 

co

ns

eq

ue

nc

es 

of 

po

ssi

bl

e 

un

et

hi

ca

l 

be

ha

vi

ou

r 

by 

ot

he

rs. 

PL89 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Political loyalty

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

89. I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to support 

political 

decisions, 

even when 

other 

stakeholders 

confront us 

with it. 

102. 

PL90 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Political loyalty

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

90. I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

not to 

jeopardise the 

103. 
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relationship 

with political 

heads at risk, 

even if that 

entails risks. 

PL91 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Network

 governance leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

91. I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to maintain 

many 

contacts with 

other 

organisations

. 

104. 

PL92 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Network

 governance leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

92. I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to invest 

substantial 

energy in the 

development 

of new 

contacts. 

105. 

IPL93 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Network

 governance leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

93. I 

stimulate my 

subordinates 

to regularly 

work together 

with people 

from our own 

networks. 

106. 

IPL94 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Network

 governance leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

94. I 

stimulate my 

subordinates 

to develop 

many 

contacts with 

people 

outside our 

own 

department. 

107. 

IPL95 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Network

 governance leadership  

Panel 02 

95. I spend a 

lot of time 

108. 
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Panel 03 maintaining 

my contacts. 

IPL96 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Network

 governance leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

96. I 

stimulate my 

subordinates 

to introduce 

others to 

contacts of 

our own 

networks. 

109. 

IPL97 

4 3 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Network

 governance leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

97. I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to be a 

‘linking pin’ 

between 

different 

organisations

. 

110. 

IPL98 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02-Too long 

Panel 03 

98. In order 

to be aware of 

current 

demands 

from the 

citizen, I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to maintain 

contacts with 

other 

agencies. 

111. 

IPL99 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02-Too long 

Panel 03 

99. In order 

to be aware of 

current 

expectations 

from the 

citizen, I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to maintain 

contacts with 

other 

agencies. 

112. 
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IPL100 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

100. In order 

to be aware of 

current 

demands 

from the 

citizen, I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to expand 

contacts with 

other 

agencies. 

113. 

IPL101 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

101. In order 

to be aware of 

current 

expectations 

from the 

citizen, I 

encourage 

my 

subordinates 

to expand 

contacts with 

other 

agencies. 

114. 

IPL102 

4 4 4 

3/3=

100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

102. How 

would you 

assess the 

level of red 

tape in your 

organization? 

115. 

 

NOTE: CVI – Content Validity Index  

 

 

CVI - content validity index 

Reference: Objectifying content validity: Conducting a content validity study in social research 

/Rubio, Berg-Weger, Tebb, Lee, and Ruach. Downloaded from 

https://academic.oup.com/swr/article-abstract/27/2/94/1659075 by Queen Margaret 

University user on  20 December 2018. ccc code:1070-5309/03 $3.00 c2003 National 

Association of Social Worker, Inc 
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APPENDIX 13  
Content Validity ANALYSIS Index FOR SUBORDINATES 

Table 14. Content validity analysis for subordinates 
 

Experts CVI Suggestions and feedback Original item Revised item 

Public  

sector 

leadership 

attributes 

items 

1 2 3 

 

 
  

TLB01 

3 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01- 

Articulating Vision My immediate

 senior officer always seeks new

 opportunities for the organisation 

Panel 02- 

Panel 03 - Avoid the word 'always'.

 Use the rating scale from 1 to 10

 (refer to Muda et al., 2018; pg.

 70 - 71) and applies to all items

 in the questionnaire. 

1. My immediate senior officer

 always seeking new opportunities

 for the organisation. 

1. My immediate senior officer 

seeking new opportunities for the 

organisation. 

TLB02 

4 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01- Articulating Vision 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 - replace the word 'others' to

 the specific context of an

 employee (i.e. 'me'). 

2. My immediate senior officer

 inspires others with plans for the

 future 

2. Inspiring subordinates with plans 

for the future. 

TLB03 

4 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01- Articulating Vision 

Assuming that the dreams are 

aligned to organizational goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 - replace the word 'others' as 

above. 

3. My immediate senior officer is

 able to get others committed to

 their dreams. 

3. My immediate senior officer is able 

to get subordinates committed to 

his/her dream. 
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TLB04 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 

Provide - Appropriate Model 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

4. My immediate senior officer leads

 by “doing,” rather than simply by

 “telling.” 

4. 

TLB05 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 

Provide - Appropriate Model 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

5. My immediate senior officer leads

 by example. 

5 

TLB06 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - Provide - Appropriate

 Model 

Panel 02 

Panel 03- replace the word 'others' as 

above. 

6. My immediate senior officer

 provides a good model for others to 

follow. 

6. My immediate senior officer 

provides a good model for 

subordinates to follow. 

TLB07 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01- Foster Acceptance Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

7. My immediate senior officer

 fosters collaboration among

 workgroups. 

7 

TLB08 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 -Foster Acceptance Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

8. My immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to be

 “team players.” 

8 

TLB09 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 -Foster Acceptance Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

9. My immediate senior officer gets

 the group to work together for the

 same goal. 

9 

TLB10 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - Foster Acceptance Goals 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

10. My immediate senior officer

 develops a team attitude among

 subordinates. 

10 

TLB011 

1 4 4 2/3=67 

Panel 01 - High Performance

 Expectancy Note: the item does not

 reflect high performance

 expectancy 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

11. My immediate senior officer

 develops a team spirit among

 subordinates. 

11 

TLB012 

1 4 4 2/3=67 

Panel 01 - Individual Support Note:

 This item is suitable for item 11

12. My immediate senior officer

 shows subordinates that he or

12 
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 above. 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

 she expects a lot from them. 

TLB013 

1 4 4 2/3=67 

Panel 01 -Intellectual Stimulation 

Note: Nothing to do with 

intellectual stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

13. My immediate senior officer

 shows respect for his or her

 subordinates’ feelings. 

13 

TLB014 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - Intellectual Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

14. My immediate senior officer

 challenges his or her subordinates

 to think about old problems in 

new      ways. 

14 

TLB015 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Intellectual Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

15. My immediate senior officer asks

 a question that prompt his or her

 subordinates to think. 

15 

TLB016 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - Intellectual Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

16. My immediate senior officer has

 stimulated his or her subordinates

 to rethink the way they do things. 

16 

TLB017 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - Intellectual Stimulation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

17. My immediate senior officer has

 ideas that have challenged his or

 her subordinates to re-examine 

some of the basic assumptions of

 their work. 

17 

TLB018 

4 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 -My immediate senior

 officer intends to convince

 subordinates of the benefits the

 changes within the public sector

 transformation will 

               bring. 

Panel 02 - Item is to long n boleh

 singkatkan 

Panel 03 - My immediate senior

 officer convince... 

18. My immediate senior officer

 intends to try to convince 

 subordinates of the benefits the

 changes within the public sector

 transformation will bring. 

18. My immediate senior officer 

intend to convince subordinates of the 

benefits the changes within the public 

sector transformation will bring. 
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TLB019 

4 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - My immediate senior

 officer intends to convince

 subordinates of the benefits the

 developments within the public

 sector transformation will bring. 

Panel 02 - Item panjang 

Panel 03 - My immediate senior

 officer convince... 

19. My immediate senior officer

 intends to try to convince 

 subordinates of the benefits the 

developments within the public

 sector transformation will bring. 

19. My immediate senior officer 

intends to convince subordinates of 

the benefits the developments within 

the public sector transformation will 

bring. 

TLB020 

3 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - perhaps can further refine

 the sentence: My immediate senior

 officer is committed to achieve

 the goals of change that public

 sector transformation will bring. 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 - My immediate senior

 officer convince... 

20. My immediate senior officer

 intends to put effort into

 achieving the goals of the changes

 within public sector

 transformation will bring. 

20. My immediate senior officer 

intends to put effort into achieving the 

goals of the changes within public 

sector transformation. 

TLB021 

3 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 - y immediate senior officer

 is committed to achieve the goals

 of development that public sector 

transformation will bring. 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 -My immediate senior

 officer convince...(avoid intends) 

21. My immediate senior officer

 intends to put effort into

 achieving the goals of the

 developments within public sector

 transformation will bring. 

21. My immediate senior officer is 

comitted into achieving the goals of 

the developments within public sector 

transformation. 

TLB022 

3 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 -My immediate senior

 officer intends to make time to

 implement the changes within the

 public sector transformation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 - My immediate senior

 officer convince... 

22. My immediate senior officer

 intends to make time to

 implement the changes within

 public sector transformation will

 bring. 

22. My immediate senior officer 

intends to make time to implement the 

changes within public sector 

transformation. 

TLB023 

3 4 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 -My immediate senior

 officer intends to make time to

 implement the developments within

23. My immediate senior officer

 intends to make time to

 implement the developments within

23. My immediate senior officer 

intends to make time to implement the 

developments within public sector 
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 the public sector transformation 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 -My immediate senior

 officer convince... 

 public sector transformation will

 bring. 

 

 

transformation. 

CC24 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

24. My immediate senior officer

 shows a strong concern for ethical

 and moral values. 

24 

CC25 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

25. My immediate senior officer is

 freely sharing information

 amongst network members. 

25 

CC26 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Decision and action are

 double barral so saparatkan 

Panel 03 

26. My immediate senior officer sets

 an example of ethical behaviour in

 his or her decisions and actions. 

26. My immediate senior officer sets 

an example of ethical behaviour in my 

decisions. 

 

    

  27. My immediate senior officer sets 

an example of ethical behaviour in my 

actions. 

CC27 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

27. My immediate senior officer is

 honest and can be trusted to tell

 the truth. 

28 

CC28 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

28. My immediate senior officer

 keeps consistent with his or her

 stated values (“walks the talk”). 

29 

CC29 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

29. My immediate senior officer is fair

 and unbiased when assigning

 tasks to members. 

30. My immediate senior officer is fair 

when assigning tasks to members. 

 

     

 31. My immediate senior officer is 

unbiased when assigning tasks to 

members. 

CC30 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

30. My immediate senior officer can

 be trusted to carry out promises

 and commitments. 

32 

CC31 4 4 4 3/3=100 Panel 01-Civic Drive 31. My immediate senior officer 33.  My immediate senior officer 
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Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

 insists on doing what is fair and

 ethical even when it is not easy. 

insists on doing what is fair even when 

it is not easy. 

 

     

 34.   My immediate senior officer 

insists on doing what is ethical even 

when it is not easy. 

CC32 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

32. My immediate senior officer

 acknowledges mistakes and take

 responsibility for them. 

35. My immediate senior officer 

acknowledges mistakes. 

 

    

  36. My immediate senior officer takes 

responsibility for mistakes that have 

been done. 

CC33 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

33. My immediate senior officer

 regards honesty and integrity as

 important personal values. 

37. My immediate senior officer 

regards honesty as important personal 

values. 

 

    

  38. My immediate senior officer 

regards integrity as important personal 

values. 

CC34 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Drive 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03 

34. My immediate senior officer sets

 an example of dedication and

 self-sacrifice for the organisation. 

39. My immediate senior officer sets 

an example of dedication for the 

organization. 

 

    

  40. My immediate senior officer sets 

an example of self-sacrifice for the 

organisation. 

CC35 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

35. My immediate senior officer

 opposes the use of unethical

 practices to increase performance. 

41 

CC36 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01 

Panel 02-Double barral item 

Panel 03-refer to my comment as

 the same as senior officer version

 (fair and objective give different

 meaning?) 

36. My immediate senior officer is fair

 and objective when evaluating

 member performance and 

providing rewards. 

42. My immediate senior officer is fair 

when evaluating member performance 

and providing rewards. 

       43. My immediate senior officer is 
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objective when evaluating member 

performance and providing rewards. 

CC37 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

37. My immediate senior officer holds

 members accountable for using

 ethical practices in their work. 

44 

CC38 

2 4 4 2/3=67 

Panel 01-Civic Connections item is

 more apt for civic drive 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

38. My immediate senior officer has a

 desire to be involved with social

 issues. 

45 

CC39 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02-Item is too long 

Panel 03 

39. My immediate senior officer

 understands that multisector

 collaboration is a partnership of

 nonprofit, private, and public

 organizations, and community

 members whose purpose is to

 solve problems that impact the

 whole community. 

46. My immediate senior officer 

understands that multisector 

collaboration is a partnership of non-

profit, private, and public 

organizations, and community 

members. 

 

    

  47. My immediate senior officer 

understands that multisector 

collaboration has a purpose to solve 

problems that impact the whole 

community via the partnership with its 

members. 

CC40 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

40. My immediate senior officer

 develops cultural institutions that

 can be mobilised for joining

 actions. 

48 

CC41 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

41. My immediate senior officer has

 dealt specifically with the

 individual who promotes the

 success of the collaboration. 

49 

CC42 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

42. My immediate senior officer

 develops their internal social

50 
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Panel 03  networks, which promote the

 success of the collaboration. 

CC43 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

43. My immediate senior officer

 knows people who can make

 important contributions to the

 community of public

 collaborations. 

51 

CC44 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

44. My immediate senior officer uses

 collaboration as a mechanism to

 turn social opportunities into 

realities. 

52 

CC45 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism can also

 be item for civic drive  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

45. My immediate senior officer has a

 moral desire to serve my

 community. 

53 

CC46 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 03 

46. My immediate senior officer

 understands that multisector

 collaboration is based on

 cooperation, rather than

 competition 

54 

CC47 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

47. My immediate senior officer

 understands that multisector

 collaboration is a process that

 doesn't always go according to a

 neat plan. 

55 

CC48 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02-Double bral 

Panel 03 

48. My immediate senior officer

 understands that multisector

 collaboration is a long-term

 enterprise in which the investment

 of time and resources is great,

 but so are the rewards. 

56. My immediate senior officer 

understands that multisector 

collaboration is a long-term enterprise 

in which the investment of time is 

great. 

 

    

  57. My immediate senior officer 

understands that multisector 
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collaboration is a long-term enterprise 

in which the investment of resources 

is great.  

 

    

  58. My immediate senior officer 

understands that multisector 

collaboration is a long-term enterprise 

in which the rewards are great. 

CC49 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

49. My immediate senior officer

 determines that there is an

 appropriate level of trust among

 the different groups and sectors. 

59 

CC50 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

50. My immediate senior officer

 determines that people agree on

 what the problem is, or whether

 the problem need to be defined. 

60 

CC51 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

51. My immediate senior officer is

 trained to have the vision which is

 necessary to lead a collaborative 

effort. 

61 

CC52 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

52. My immediate senior officer sets

 up mechanisms for governance and

 accountability can be established. 

62 

CC53 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

53. My immediate senior officer

 recognises that much of the

 effectiveness of multisector

 collaboration is reliant on how the

 collaboration process itself is

 organised. 

63 

CC54 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

54. My immediate senior officer

 builds inter-relationships between

 collaboration partners to mobilise 

members toward a common purpose. 

64 

CC55 4 4 4 3/3=100 Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  55. My immediate senior officer 65 
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Panel 02 

Panel 03 

 identifies a facilitator to bring the

 different groups together. 

CC56 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

56. My senior officer finds

 information necessary to

 understand issues in multisector

 collaboration. 

66 

CC57 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

57. My senior officer finds

 information necessary as possible

 solutions to overcome issues in 

multisector collaboration. 

67 

CC58 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

58. My immediate senior officer

 promotes community

 empowerment. 

68 

CC59 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

59. My immediate senior officer

 identifies the stakeholders. 

69 

CC60 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

60. My immediate senior officer

 makes a commitment to

 collaborate. 

70 

CC61 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

61. My immediate senior officer

 educates potential participant’s

 process skills. 

71 

CC62 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02-Asingknkpd 4 item 

Panel 03 

62. My immediate senior officer

 builds trust, learned process

 skills, and explored beliefs. 

72. My immediate senior officer 

builds trust. 

 

     

 73. My immediate senior officer 

learned skills. 

 

     

 74.        My immediate senior officer 

processed skills. 

 

     

 75. My immediate senior officer 

explored beliefs. 

CC63 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

63. My immediate senior officer

 identifies  problems. 

76 
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Panel 03 

CC64 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

64. My immediate senior officer

 clarifies a vision and develop a

 mission statement 

77 

CC65 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

65. My immediate senior officer

 continues to keep the process

 open for community members. 

78 

CC66 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

66. My immediate senior officer

 continues to get input from

 community members. 

79 

CC67 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

67. My immediate senior officer

 creates options for solving

 problems. 

80 

CC68 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

68. My immediate senior officer

 formulates goals. 

81 

CC69 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

69. My immediate senior officer

 formulates objectives. 

82 

CC70 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

70. My immediate senior officer

 formulates an action plan. 

83 

CC71 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

71. My immediate senior officer

 implements the action plan. 

84 

CC72 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

72. My immediate senior officer

 evaluates the results. 

85 

CC73 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

73. My immediate senior officer

 celebrates every success, large and

 small. 

86 

CC74 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Pragmatism  

Panel 02 

74. My immediate senior officer

 continues the collaborative

87 
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Panel 03  community. 

PL75 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Accountability leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

75. My immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to

 explain their actions to various 

stakeholders. 

88 

PL76 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Accountability leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

76. My immediate senior officer

 stimulates subordinates to inform

 stakeholders of our way of

 working. 

89 

PL77 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Accountability leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

77. My immediate senior officer

 provides subordinates with the

 possibility to explain their

 behaviour to stakeholders. 

90 

PL78 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Accountability leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

78. My immediate senior officer

 emphasises that it is important that

 his or her and subordinates 

answer questions from clients. 

91 

PL79 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Accountability leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

79. My immediate senior officer

 stimulates subordinates to explain

 to stakeholders why certain 

decisions were taken. 

92 

PL80 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Accountability leadership 

remove "are"  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

80. My immediate senior officer

 strives to ensure that others are

 openly and honestly share the

 actions of the organisational unit

 with others. 

93 My immediate senior officer 

strives to ensure that his or 

her subordinates openly 

share the actions of the 

organisational unit with 

others. 

 

     

 94 My immediate senior officer 

strives to ensure that his or 

her subordinates honestly 

share the actions of the 
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organisational unit with 

others. 

PL81 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Lawfulness leadership'  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

81. My immediate senior officer gives

 others the means to properly

 follow governmental rules and 

regulations. 

95 

PL82 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Lawfulness leadership'  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

82. My immediate senior officer

 emphasises that others should

 carry out government policies

 properly. 

96 

PL83 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Lawfulness leadership'  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

83. My immediate senior officer

 ensures that others accurately

 follow the rules and procedures. 

97 

PL84 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

84. My immediate senior officer

 clearly explains the ethical codes

 of conduct. 

98 

PL85 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

85. My immediate senior officer

 explains clearly what is expected of

 others regarding integrity. 

99 

PL86 

4 3 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 

Panel 02 

Panel 03-replace the 'others' with i.e 

'subordinates' 

86. My immediate senior officer

 clarifies integrity guidelines to

 others. 

100. My immediate senior 

officer clarifies integrity 

guidelines to 

subordinates. 

PL87 

4 3 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 -Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03-replace the 'others' with i.e 

'subordinates' 

87. My immediate senior officer

 ensures that others follow codes

 of integrity. 

101. My immediate senior 

officer ensures that 

subordinates follow 

codes of integrity. 

PL88 

4 3 3 3/3=100 

Panel 01 -Ethical leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03-replace the 'others' with i.e 

'subordinates' 

88. My immediate senior officer

 clarifies the likely consequences

 of possible unethical behaviour

 by others. 

102. My immediate senior 

officer clarifies the 

likely consequences of 

possible unethical 
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behaviour by 

subordinates. 

PL89 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Political loyalty leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

89. My immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to

 support political decisions, even

 when other stakeholders confront

 us with it. 

103 

PL90 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Political loyalty leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

90. My immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates not to

 jeopardise the relationship with 

political heads at risk, even if that

 entails risks. 

104 

PL91 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Network governance

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

91. My immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to

 maintain many contacts with other 

organisations. 

105 

PL92 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Network governance

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

92. My immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to

 invest substantial energy in the 

development of new contacts. 

106 

PL93 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Network governance

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

93. My immediate senior officer

 stimulates subordinates to

 regularly work together with

 people from our networks. 

107 

PL94 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Network governance

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

94. My immediate senior officer

 stimulates subordinates to

 develop many contacts with

 people outside our own

 department. 

108 

PL95 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Network governance

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

95. My immediate senior officer

 spends a lot of time maintaining

 his or her contacts. 

109 
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IPL96 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Network governance

 leadership  

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

96. My immediate senior officer

 stimulates subordinates to

 introduce others to contacts of

 our own networks. 

110 

PL97 

4 3 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Network governance

 leadership 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

97. My immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to be a

 ‘linking pin’ between different 

organisations. 

111 

IPL98 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02-Too long 

Panel 03 

98. In order to be aware of current

 demands from the citizen, my

 immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to

 maintain contacts with other

 agencies 

112 

IPL99 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02-Too long 

Panel 03 

99. In order to be aware of current

 expectations from the citizen, my

 immediate senior officer 

encourages subordinates to

 maintain contacts with other

 agencies. 

113 

IPL100 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

100. In order to be aware of

 current demands from the citizen,

 my immediate senior officer

 encourages subordinates to expand

 contacts with other agencies. 

114 

IPL101 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

101. In order to be aware of

 current expectations from the citizen,

 my immediate senior officer 

encourages subordinates to expand

 contacts with other agencies. 

115 

IPL102 

4 4 4 3/3=100 

Panel 01-Civic Connections 

Panel 02 

Panel 03 

102. How would you assess the

 level of red tape in your

 organization? 

116 
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APPENDIX 14  
FINALISED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR IMMEDIATE 

SENIOR OFFICERS 

 
QUEEN MARGARET BUSINESS SCHOOL 

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

RESEARCH 

 

PUBLIC SECTOR LEADERSHIP IN MALAYSIA:  A NEW MODEL IN 

DEVELOPING NEW RESPONSIVE LEADERS 

Assalamualaikum and good day. 

Prof/Dato’/Dr./Sir/Madam,  

We are glad to inform that you are invited as one of the respondents to research on 

Malaysian Public sector leadership: in developing new responsive leaders at public 

sector agencies at Federal Territory Putrajaya and Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.  

Generally, this research is aimed to examine the main attributes practised 

(transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership, integrative 

public leadership) among senior officers at public sector agencies. This study is also 

intended to identify perceptions of senior officers and staff to the level of leadership 

practices at these relevant public sector agencies. 

 

This research is done for academic purposes. Therefore, information received will be 

kept anonymous and confidential. Your cooperation is 
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highly needed in ensuring the success of this research.  

 

This survey questionnaire is divided into two sections: 

Section A: Immediate Senior Officer Demographic information 

Section B: Research information 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

______________________ 

(SITI AZURA KHALID) 

Matric no: 16008556 

Doctoral student of Business and Management 

Queen Margaret University 

 

 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

PUBLIC SECTOR LEADERSHIP IN MALAYSIA: A PROPOSED MODEL FOR 

DEVELOPING RESPONSIVE NEW LEADERS 

 

Information Sheet for Participants 

 

My name is Siti Azura Khalid, and I am a doctoral student at the School of Arts, 

Social Sciences and Management at Queen Margaret University in 

Edinburgh.  As part of my doctoral research programme, I am undertaking a 

research project for my doctoral research.  The title of my project is Public sector 

leadership in Malaysia: a proposed model for developing responsive new leaders. 

 

This study is looking into developing a new leadership model and explore 

leadership needs within the Malaysia Public Sector. There are no direct benefits 

to participants and participation is voluntary. The findings of the project will be 

valuable because it will contribute towards the development of a new leadership 

model and an effective measurement tool that facilitates leadership development 

for senior officers in the public sector.    

 

If you volunteer to participate in this survey, we will ask you to do the following: 

(a) There are 116 questions in this questionnaire. It is expected that this 

survey will take about 20 to 30 minutes to be completed.  

(b) All data collected will be stored and anonymised in a password-protected 

computer file in the Principal Investigator’s (PI) office available only to 

the PI and the dissertation sponsor. 

(c)  You will be free to withdraw at any time.  

(d) The results may be published in a journal or presented at a conference 

proceeding. Publications and presentations that result from this study will 

not identify you by name.  
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If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can 

communicate to one of the following researchers: 

 

Doctoral student:               Siti Azura Khalid; SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk 

Supervisor:                        Dr. Susanne Ross; sross@qmu.ac.uk   

 

If you would like to contact an independent person, who knows about this project 

but is not involved in it, you are invited to contact Professor Chris McVittie. His 

contact details are given below.  

 

Contact details of the independent advisor 

Name of advisor: Professor Chris McVittie                                                          

Address: Director of Centre for Applied Social Sciences 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian  EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: cmcvittie@qmu.ac.uk/ 0131 474 0000   

 

If you have read and understood this information sheet, any questions you had 

have been answered, and you would like to be a participant in the study, please 

tick the following consent options.   

 

 

Yes I am happy to proceed. 

 

 

 

 

No I am not happy to proceed. 

 

SECTION A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF RESPONDENT  

INSTRUCTION: Please complete the following statement by using (√) in the 

appropriate box. 
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1. Gender  :    

 

 

 

 

 

2. Years working in the public sector: _____________ 

 

3. The highest level of academic qualification: 

PhD  

Masters  

Bachelor  

Other. Please state. 

 

 

 

4. Please indicate which service scheme that you belong to. 

 

Transportation (A)       

Talent and Arts (B)   

Science (C)   

Education (D)   

Economy (E)   

Information Technology (F)   

Agriculture (G)   

Skills (H)   

Engineering (J)   

Security and Civil Defence (K)   

Legal and Judicial (L)   

Administrative and Diplomatic (M)   

Administration and Supporting (N)    

Prevention (P)  

Research and Development (Q)   

Social (S)   

Maritime Enforcement (T)   

Medical and Health (U)   

Finance (W)   

Police (Y)   

Armed Forces (Z)   
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5. Designation/Position :  

 

Principal Assistant Secretary  

Principal Youth and Sport Officer   

Senior Engineer  

Information Technology Officer   

Archive Officer  

Head of Librarian   

Section Head, (Audit)   

Auditor  

Special officer   

Senior Assistant Accountant  

Senior Executive Officer  

Senior Administrative Assistant   

Executive Officer  

Accountant  

Head of Unit   

Public Relations Officer   

Customer Service Officer   

Designer  

Social Research Officer   

Assistant Information Technology Officer   

Assistant Engineer  

Assistant Quantity Surveyor   

Assistant Architect  

Assistant Executive Officer   

Assistant Secretary  

Assistant Officer of Islamic Affairs   

Assistant Librarian  

Assistant Auditor  

Other. If you selected Other, please specify: 

 

 

 

 

  

6. Please indicate your grade of employment. 

 

54  

52  

48  
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Other. If you selected Other, please specify: 

 

 

 

 

 

7. Pease selects the ministry/agency you are attached to, as of this date.   

 

Prime Minister’s Department  

Ministry of Home Affairs  

Ministry of Finance Malaysia  

Ministry of Defence  

Ministry of Education  

Ministry of Housing and Local Government  

Ministry of Communications and Multimedia  

Ministry of Health  

Ministry of Water, Land and Natural Resources  

Ministry of Works  

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Ministry of Energy, Science, Technology, Environment and Climate 

Change 

 

Ministry of Primary Industries  

Ministry of Human Resources   

Ministry of Territories   

 

8. Section of your division/unit: -

____________________________________________________ 

 

                          ____________________________________________________                   

_____________________________________________________ 

 

                                             

_____________________________________________________ 

                             

 

9. Which statement describes you? 

 

a. Immediate Senior Officer 
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I am at a position of grade 54, and i am an immediate senior officer to 

my subordinate of grade 44.   

 

I am at a position of grade 52, and i am an immediate senior officer to 

my subordinate of grade 44. 

 

I am at a position of grade 48, and i am an immediate senior officer to 

my subordinate of grade 44. 

 

I am at a position of grade 54, and i am an immediate senior officer to 

my subordinate of grade 41. 

 

I am at a position of grade 52, and i am an immediate senior officer to 

my employees of grade 41. 

 

I am at a position of grade 48, and i am an immediate senior officer to 

my employees of grade 41. 

 

Other. Please state the description. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION B: TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOUR (TLB) 

 

This section is used to describe your transformational behaviour leadership practices 

as you perceive it. One-hundred and sixteen descriptive statements are listed on the 

following pages. Use the following rating scale for question 1 – 22. 

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  

 

Strongly Disagree----------------------------------------------------Strongly Agree 

 

 

NO.  STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1.  I am seeking new opportunities for the 

organisation 

 

       

2.  Inspiring subordinates with plans for the 

future. 

 

       

3.  I am able to get subordinates committed to 

his/her dream. 
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4.  I lead by “doing,” rather than simply by 

“telling.” 

 

       

5.  I lead by example. 

 

       

6.  I provide a good model for subordinates to 

follow. 

 

       

7.  I foster collaboration among workgroups. 

 

       

8.  I encourage subordinates to be “team 

players.” 

 

       

9.  I get the group to work together for the 

same goal. 

 

       

10.  I develop a team attitude and spirit among 

subordinates. 

 

       

11.  I show subordinates that I expect a lot 

from them. 

 

       

12.  I show respect to my subordinates' 

feelings. 

 

       

13.  I challenge my subordinates to think about 

old problems in new ways. 

 

       

14.  I ask a question that prompt my 

subordinates to think. 

       

15.  I have stimulated my subordinates to 

rethink the way they do things. 

 

       

16.  I have ideas that have challenged my 

subordinates to re-examine some of the 

basic assumptions of their work. 

 

       

17.  I intend to convince subordinates of the 

benefits the changes within the public 

sector transformation will bring. 

       

18.  I intend to convince subordinates of the 

benefits the developments within the 

public sector transformation will bring. 

 

       

19.  I intend to put effort into achieving the        
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goals of the changes within public sector 

transformation. 

 
20.  I am committed into achieving the goals of 

the developments within public sector 

transformation. 

 

       

21.  I intend to make time to implement the 

changes within public sector 

transformation. 

 

       

22.  I intend to make time to implement the 

developments within the public sector 

transformation. 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION C:  CIVIC CAPACITY (CC) : 

 

Instructions: This section is used to describe your civic capacity building practices as 

you perceive it. Answer all items on this answer sheet. Use the following rating scale 

for question 23 - 87. 

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  

 

Strongly Disagree------------------------------------------------------Strongly Agree 

 

 

NO. STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. 1 I show a strong concern for ethical and 

moral values. 

 

       

24. 2 I am freely sharing information amongst 

network members. 

 

       

25. 3 I set an example of ethical behaviour in my 

decisions. 
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26.  I set an example of ethical behaviour in my 

actions. 

 

       

27.  I am honest and can be trusted to tell the 

truth. 

 

       

28.  I keep consistent with my stated values 

(“walks the talk”). 

 

       

29.  I am fair when assigning tasks to members. 

 

       

30.  I am unbiased when assigning tasks to 

members. 

 

       

31.  I can be trusted to carry out promises and 

commitments. 

 

       

32.  I insist on doing what is fair even when it is 

not easy. 

 

       

33.  I insist on doing what is ethical even when 

it is not easy. 

 

       

34.  I acknowledge mistakes. 

 

       

35.  I take responsibility for mistakes that have 

been done. 

 

       

36.  I regard honesty as important personal 

values. 

 

       

37.  I regard integrity as important personal 

values. 

 

       

38.  I set an example of dedication for the 

organisation. 

 

       

39.  I set an example of self-sacrifice for the 

organisation. 

 

       

40.  I oppose the use of unethical practices to 

increase performance. 

 

       

41.  I am fair when evaluating member        
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performance and providing rewards. 

 
42.  I am objective when evaluating member 

performance and providing rewards. 

 

       

43.  I hold members accountable for using 

ethical practices in their work. 

 

       

44.  I have a desire to be involved with social 

issues. 

 

       

45.  I understand that multisector collaboration 

is a partnership of non-profit, private, and 

public organisations, and community 

members. 

 

       

46.  I understand that multisector collaboration 

has a purpose of solving problems that 

impact the whole community via the 

partnership with its members. 

 

       

47.  I develop cultural institutions that can be 

mobilised for joining actions. 

 

       

48.  I have dealt specifically with the individual 

who promotes the success of the 

collaboration. 

 

       

49.  I develop their internal social networks, 

which promote the success of the 

collaboration. 

 

       

50.  I know people who can make important 

contributions to the community of public 

collaborations. 

 

       

51.  I use collaboration as a mechanism to turn 

social opportunities into realities. 

 

       

52.  I have a moral desire to serve my 

community. 

 

       

53.  I understand that multisector collaboration 

is based on cooperation, rather than 

competition. 
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54.  I understand that multisector collaboration 

is a process that does not always go 

according to a neat plan. 

 

       

55.  I understand that multisector collaboration 

is a long-term enterprise in which the 

investment of time is great. 

 

       

56.  I understand that multisector collaboration 

is a long-term enterprise in which the 

investment of resources is great. 

 

       

57.  I understand that multisector collaboration 

is a long-term enterprise in which the 

rewards are great. 

 

       

58.  I determine that there is an appropriate level 

of trust among the different groups and 

sectors. 

 

       

59.  I determine that people agree on what the 

problem is, or whether the problem will 

need to be defined. 

 

       

60.  I have been trained to have the vision which 

is necessary to lead a collaborative effort. 

 

       

61.  I set up mechanisms for governance and 

accountability can be established. 

 

       

62.  I recognise that much of the effectiveness 

of multisector collaboration is reliant on 

how the collaboration process itself is 

organised. 

 

       

63.  I build inter-relationships between 

collaboration partners to mobilise members 

toward a common purpose. 

 

       

64.  I identify a facilitator to bring the different 

groups together. 

       

65.  I find the information necessary to 

understand issues. 
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66.  I find the information necessary to 

understand possible solutions. 

 

       

67.  I promote community empowerment. 

 

       

68.  I identify the stakeholders. 

 

       

69.  I make a commitment to collaborate. 

 

       

70.  I educate potential participants in process 

skills. 

 

       

71.  I build trust. 

 

       

72.  I learned skills. 

 

       

73.  I processed my skills. 

 

       

74.  I explored beliefs. 

 

       

75.  I identify problems. 

  

       

76.  I clarify a vision, 

 

       

77.  I develop a mission statement. 

 

       

78.  I continue to keep the process open for 

community members. 

 

       

79.  I continue to get input from community 

members. 

 

       

80.  I create options for solving problems. 

 

       

81.  I formulate goals 

 

       

82.  I formulate objectives. 

 

       

83.  I formulate an action plan. 

 

       

84.  I implement the action plan.        
85.  I evaluate the results. 

 

       

86.  I celebrate every success, large and small. 
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87.  I continue the collaborative community. 

 

       

 

 

SECTION D:  PUBLIC LEADERSHIP (PL) 

 

Instructions: This section is used to describe your public leadership practices as you 

perceive it. Answer all items on this answer sheet. Use the following rating scale for 

question 88 - 111. 

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  

 

Strongly Disagree------------------------------------------------------Strongly Agree 

 

 

NO.  STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

88. 1 I encourage others to explain their actions 

to various stakeholders. 

 

       

89. 2 I stimulate others to inform stakeholders 

of our way of working. 

  

       

90. 3 I provide my subordinates with the 

possibility to explain their behaviour to 

stakeholders. 

 

       

91.  I emphasise that it is important that my 

subordinates and I answer questions from 

clients. 

 

       

92.  I stimulate my subordinates to explain to 

stakeholders why certain decisions were 

taken. 

 

       

93.  I strive to ensure that my subordinates 

openly share the actions of the 

organisational unit with others. 

 

       

94.  I strive to ensure that my subordinates 

honestly share the actions of the 

organisational unit with others. 
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95.  I give me and my subordinates the means 

to properly follow governmental rules and 

regulations. 

 

       

96.  I emphasise that others should carry out 

government policies properly. 

 

       

97.  I ensure that others accurately follow the 

rules and procedures. 

 

       

98.  I clearly explain the ethical codes of 

conduct. 

 

       

99.  I explain clearly what is expected of others 

regarding integrity. 

 

       

100.  I clarify integrity guidelines to others. 

 

       

101.  I ensure that others follow codes of 

integrity. 

 

       

102.  I clarify the likely consequences of 

possible unethical behaviour by 

subordinates. 

 

       

103.  I encourage my subordinates to support 

political decisions, even when other 

stakeholders confront us with it. 

 

       

104.  I encourage my subordinates not to 

jeopardise the relationship with political 

heads at risk, even if that entails risks. 

 

       

105.  I encourage my subordinates to maintain 

many contacts with other organisations. 

 

       

106.  I encourage my subordinates to invest 

substantial energy in the development of 

new contacts. 

 

       

107.  I stimulate my subordinates to regularly 

work together with people from our own 

networks. 

 

       

108.  I stimulate my subordinates to develop        
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many contacts with people outside our 

own department. 

 
109.  I spend a lot of time maintaining my 

contacts. 

 

       

110.  I stimulate my subordinates to introduce 

others to contacts of our own networks. 

 

       

111.  I encourage my subordinates to be a 

‘linking pin’ between different 

organisations. 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION D:  INTEGRATIVE PUBLIC LEADERSHIP (IPL): 

Instructions: This section is to describe your integrative public leadership practices 

as you perceive it. Please choose one answer only for each statement. Use the 

following rating scale for question no 112 - 115:  

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  

 

Strongly Disagree------------------------------------------------------Strongly Agree 

 

 

NO. STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

112.  In order to be aware of current demands 

from the citizen, I encourage my 

subordinates to maintain contacts with 

other agencies. 

 

       

113.  In order to be aware of current        
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expectations from the citizen, I encourage 

my subordinates to maintain contacts with 

other agencies. 

 

114.  In order to be aware of current demands 

from the citizen, I encourage my 

subordinates to expand contacts with other 

agencies. 

 

       

115.  In order to be aware of current 

expectations from the citizen, I encourage 

my  

subordinates to expand contacts with 

other agencies 

       

 

 

 

For each of the aspect shown below, please rate your level of agreement. Use the 

following rating scale for 116: 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Almost no 

red tape 

 

To a small 

extent of red 

tape 

 

To a 

moderate 

extent of red 

tape 

 

To a great 

extent of red 

tape 

 

To a very 

great extent 

of red tape 

 

 

NO.  STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 

116. How would you assess the level of red tape 

in your organisation? 

 

     

 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR KIND RESPONSE 
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APPENDIX 15  
FINALISED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SUBORDINATES 

 
QUEEN MARGARET BUSINESS SCHOOL 

_____________________________________________________________ 

 

RESEARCH 

 

PUBLIC SECTOR LEADERSHIP IN MALAYSIA:  A NEW MODEL IN 

DEVELOPING NEW RESPONSIVE LEADERS 

Assalamualaikum and good day. 

Prof/Dato’/Dr./Sir/Madam,  

We are glad to inform that you are invited as one of the respondents to a research on 

Malaysian Public sector leadership: in developing new responsive leaders at public 

sector agencies at Federal Territory Putrajaya and Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.  

Generally, this research is aimed to examine the main attributes practised 

(transformational leadership behaviour, civic capacity, public leadership, integrative 

public leadership) among senior officers at public sector agencies. This study is also 

intended to identify perceptions of senior officers and staff to the level of leadership 

practices at these relevant public sector agencies. 

 

This reasearch is done for academic purposes. Therefore, information received will be 

kept anonymous and confidential. Your cooperation is highly needed in ensuring the 

success of this research.  

 

This survey questionnaire is divided into two sections: 

Section A  : Subordinates Demographic information 

Section B    : Research information 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

______________________ 

(SITI AZURA KHALID) 

Matric no: 16008556 
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Doctoral student of Business and Management 

Queen Margaret University 

 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

PUBLIC SECTOR LEADERSHIP IN MALAYSIA: A PROPOSED MODEL FOR 

DEVELOPING RESPONSIVE NEW LEADERS 

 

Information Sheet for Participants 

 

My name is Siti Azura Khalid, and I am a doctoral student at the School of Arts, 

Social Sciences and Management at Queen Margaret University in 

Edinburgh.  As part of my doctoral research programme, I am undertaking a 

research project for my doctoral research.  The title of my project is Public sector 

leadership in Malaysia: a proposed model for developing responsive new leaders. 

 

This study is looking into developing a new leadership model and explore 

leadership needs within the Malaysia Public Sector. There are no direct benefits 

to participants and participation is voluntary. The findings of the project will be 

valuable because it will contribute towards the development of a new leadership 

model and an effective measurement tool that facilitates leadership development 

for senior officers in the public sector.    

 

If you volunteer to participate in this survey, we will ask you to do the following: 

(e) There are 116 questions in this questionnaire. It is expected that this 

survey will take about 20 to 30 minutes to be completed.  

(f) All data collected will be stored and anonymised in a password-protected 

computer file in the Principal Investigator’s (PI) office available only to 

the PI and the dissertation sponsor. 

(g)  You will be free to withdraw at any time.  

(h) The results may be published in a journal or presented at a conference 

proceeding. Publications and presentations that result from this study will 

not identify you by name.  

 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can 

communicate to one of the following researchers: 

 

Doctoral student:               Siti Azura Khalid; SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk 

Supervisor:                        Dr. Susanne Ross; sross@qmu.ac.uk   

 

If you would like to contact an independent person, who knows about this project 

but is not involved in it, you are invited to contact Professor Chris McVittie. His 

contact details are given below.  

 

Contact details of the independent advisor 

Name of advisor: Professor Chris McVittie                                                          
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Address: Director of Centre for Applied Social Sciences 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian  EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: cmcvittie@qmu.ac.uk/ 0131 474 0000   

 

If you have read and understood this information sheet, any questions you had 

have been answered, and you would like to be a participant in the study, please 

tick the following consent options.   

 

Yes I am happy to proceed. 

 

No I am not happy to proceed. 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF RESPONDENT  

INSTRUCTION: Please complete the following statement by using (√) in the 

appropriate box. 
10. Gender  :    

 

 

 

 

 

11. Years working in the public sector: _____________ 

 

12. The highest level of academic qualification: 

PhD  

Masters  

Bachelor  

Other. Please state. 
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13. Please indicate which service scheme that you belong to. 

 

Transportation (A)  

Talent and Arts (B)   

Science (C)   

Education (D)   

Economy (E)   

Information Technology (F)   

Agriculture (G)  

Skills (H)   

Engineering (J)   

Security and Civil Defence (K)   

Legal and Judicial (L)  

Administrative and Diplomatic (M)   

Administration and Supporting (N)    

Prevention (P)  

Research and Development(Q)   

Social (S)  

Maritime and Enforcement (T)   

Medical and Health (U)  

Finance (W)  

Police (Y)  

Armed Forces (Z)   

 

 

 
 

 

14. Designation/Position :  

 

Principal Assistant Secretary  

Principal Youth and Sport Officer   
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Senior Engineer  

Information Technology Officer   

Archive Officer  

Head of Librarian   

Section Head, (Audit)   

Auditor  

Special officer   

Senior Assistant Accountant  

Senior Executive Officer  

Senior Administrative Assistant   

Executive Officer  

Accountant  

Head of Unit   

Public Relations Officer   

Customer Service Officer   

Designer  

Social Research Officer   

Assistant Information Technology Officer   

Assistant Engineer  

Assistant Quantity Surveyor   

Assistant Architect  

Assistant Executive Officer   

Assistant Secretary  

Assistant Officer of Islamic Affairs   

Assistant Librarian  

Assistant Auditor  

Other. If you selected Other, please specify: 
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15. Please indicate your grade of employment. 

 

44  

41   

Other. If you selected Other, please specify: 

 

 

 

 

16. Pease selects the ministry/agency you are attached to, as of this date.   

 

Prime Minister’s Department  

Ministry of Home Affairs  

Ministry of Finance Malaysia  

Ministry of Defence  

Ministry of Education  

Ministry of Housing and Local Government  

Ministry of Communications and Multimedia  

Ministry of Health  

Ministry of Water, Land and Natural Resources  

Ministry of Works  

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  

Ministry of Energy, Science, Technology, Environment and Climate 

Change 

 

Ministry of Primary Industries  

Ministry of Human Resources   

Ministry of Territories   
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17. Section of your division/unit:   

______________________________________________________ 

 

                                               

______________________________________________________ 

 

                                               

______________________________________________________ 

 

18. Which statement describes you? 

 

b. Subordinates 

 

I am at a position of grade 44 and i am a subordinate to my immediate 

senior officer to my employees of grade 54. 

 

I am at a position of grade 44 and i am a subordinate to my immediate 

senior officer of grade  52. 

 

I am at a position of grade 44 and i am a subordinate to my immediate 

senior officer of grade 48. 

 

I am at a position of grade 41 and i am a subordinate to my  immediate 

senior officer to my employees of grade 54. 

 

I am at a position of grade 41 and i am a subordinate to my immediate 

senior officer of grade  52. 

 

I am at a position of grade 41 and i am a subordinate to my immediate 

senior officer of grade 48. 

 

Other. Please state the description. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECTION B: TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOUR (TLB) 

 

This section is used to describe your immediate senior officer transformational 

behaviour leadership practices as you perceive it. Answer all items on this answer 

sheet. One-hundred and sixteen descriptive statements are listed on the following 

pages. Use the following rating scale for question 1 – 22. 

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  
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NO.  STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1.  My immediate senior officer seeking new 

opportunities for the organisation. 

 

       

2.  My immediate senior officer inspires 

subordinates with plans for the future. 

  

       

3.  My immediate senior officer is able to get 

subordinates committed to his/her dream. 

 

       

4.  My immediate senior officer leads by 

“doing,” rather than simply by “telling.” 

 

       

5.  My immediate senior officer leads by 

example. 

 

       

6.  My immediate senior officer provides a 

good model for subordinates to follow. 

 

       

7.  My immediate senior officer fosters 

collaboration among workgroups. 

 

       

8.  My immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to be “team players.” 

 

       

9.  My immediate senior officer gets the group 

to work together for the same goal. 

 

       

10.  My immediate senior officer develops a 

team attitude and spirit among 

subordinates. 

 

       

11.  My immediate senior officer shows 

subordinates that he or she expects a lot 

from them. 

 

       

12.  My immediate senior officer shows respect 

for his or her subordinates’ feelings. 

 

       

13.  My immediate senior officer challenges his 

or her subordinates to think about old 

problems in new ways. 
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14.  My immediate senior officer asks a 

question that prompt his or her 

subordinates to think. 

 

       

15.  My immediate senior officer has 

stimulated his or her subordinates to 

rethink the way they do things. 

 

       

16.  My immediate senior officer has ideas that 

have challenged his or her subordinates to 

re-examine some of the basic assumptions 

of their work. 

 

       

17.  My immediate senior officer intend to 

convince subordinates of the benefits the 

changes within the public sector 

transformation will bring. 

 

       

18.  My immediate senior officer intends to 

convince subordinates of the benefits the 

developments within the public sector 

transformation will bring. 

 

       

19.  My immediate senior officer intends to put 

effort into achieving the goals of the 

changes within public sector 

transformation. 

 

       

20.  My immediate senior officer is committed 

into achieving the goals of the 

developments within public sector 

transformation. 

 

       

21.  My immediate senior officer intends to 

make time to implement the changes 

within public sector transformation. 

 

       

22.  My immediate senior officer intends to 

make time to implement the developments 

within public sector transformation. 
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SECTION C:  CIVIC CAPACITY (CC) : 

 

This section is used to describe your immediate senior officer civic capacity building 

practices as you perceive it. Answer all items on this answer sheet. Use the following 

rating scale for question 23 - 87. 

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  

 

Strongly Disagree-----------------------------------------------------Strongly Agree 

 

 

NO. STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

23. 1 My immediate senior officer shows a strong 

concern for ethical and moral values. 

 

       

24. 2 My immediate senior officer is freely 

sharing information amongst network 

members. 

 

       

25. 3 My immediate senior officer sets an 

example of ethical behaviour in his or her 

decisions. 

 

       

26.  My immediate senior officer sets an 

example of ethical behaviour in his or her 

actions. 

 

       

27.  My immediate senior officer is honest and 

can be trusted to tell the truth. 

 

       

28.  My immediate senior officer keeps 

consistent with his or her stated values 

(“walks the talk”). 

 

       

29.  My immediate senior officer is fair when 

assigning tasks to members. 

 

       

30.  My immediate senior officer is unbiased 

when assigning tasks to members. 

 

       

31.  My immediate senior officer can be trusted 

to carry out promises and commitments. 
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32.  My immediate senior officer insists on 

doing what is fair even when it is not easy. 

 

       

33.  My immediate senior officer insists on 

doing what is ethical even when it is not 

easy. 

 

       

34.  My immediate senior officer acknowledges 

mistakes. 

 

       

35.  My immediate senior officer takes 

responsibility for mistakes that have been 

done. 

 

       

36.  My immediate senior officer regards 

honesty as important personal values. 

 

       

37.  My immediate senior officer regards 

integrity as important personal values. 

 

       

38.  My immediate senior officer sets an 

example of dedication for the organization. 

 

       

39.  My immediate senior officer sets an 

example of self-sacrifice for the 

organization. 

 

       

40.  My immediate senior officer opposes the 

use of unethical practices to increase 

performance. 

 

       

41.  My immediate senior officer is fair when 

evaluating member performance and 

providing rewards. 

 

       

42.  My immediate senior officer is objective 

when evaluating member performance and 

providing rewards. 

 

       

43.  My immediate senior officer holds 

members accountable for using ethical 

practices in their work. 

 

       

44.  My immediate senior officer has a desire to 

be involved with social issues. 
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45.  My immediate senior officer understands 

that multisector collaboration is a 

partnership of non-profit, private, and 

public organizations, and community 

members. 

 

       

46.  My immediate senior officer understands 

that multisector collaboration has a purpose 

to solve problems that impact the whole 

community via the partnership with its 

members. 

 

       

47.  My immediate senior officer develops 

cultural institutions that can be mobilised 

for joining actions. 

 

       

48.  My immediate senior officer has dealt 

specifically with the individual who 

promotes the success of the collaboration. 

 

       

49.  My immediate senior officer develops their 

internal social networks, which promote the 

success of the collaboration. 

 

       

50.  My immediate senior officer knows people 

who can make important contributions to 

the community of public collaborations. 

 

       

51.  My immediate senior officer uses 

collaboration as a mechanism to turn social 

opportunities into realities. 

 

       

52.  My immediate senior officer has a moral 

desire to serve my community. 

 

       

53.  My immediate senior officer understands 

that multisector collaboration is based on 

cooperation, rather than competition. 

 

       

54.  My immediate senior officer understands 

that multisector collaboration is a process 

that does not always go according to a neat 

plan. 
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55.  My immediate senior officer understands 

that multisector collaboration is a long-term 

enterprise in which the investment of time 

is great. 

 

       

56.  My immediate senior officer understands 

that multisector collaboration is a long-term 

enterprise in which the investment of 

resources is great. 

 

       

57.  My immediate senior officer understands 

that multisector collaboration is a long-term 

enterprise in which the rewards are great. 

 

       

58.  My immediate senior officer determines 

that there is an appropriate level of trust 

among the different groups and sectors. 

 

       

59.  My immediate senior officer determines 

that people agree on what the problem is, or 

whether the problem need to be defined. 

 

       

60.  My immediate senior officer is trained to 

have the vision which is necessary to lead a 

collaborative effort. 

 

       

61.  My immediate senior officer sets up 

mechanisms for governance and 

accountability can be established. 

 

       

62.  My immediate senior officer recognises 

that much of the effectiveness of 

multisector collaboration is reliant on how 

the collaboration process itself is organised. 

 

       

63.  My immediate senior officer builds inter-

relationships between collaboration 

partners to mobilise members toward a 

common purpose. 

 

       

64.  My immediate senior officer identifies a 

facilitator to bring the different groups 

together. 

 

       

65.  My immediate senior officer finds the        
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information necessary to understand issues. 
66.  My immediate senior officer finds the 

information necessary for understand 

possible solutions. 

 

       

67.  My immediate senior officer promotes 

community empowerment. 

 

       

68.  My immediate senior officer identifies the 

stakeholders. 

 

       

69.  My immediate senior officer makes a 

commitment to collaborate. 

 

       

70.  My immediate senior officer educates 

potential participants in process skills. 

 

       

71.  My immediate senior officer builds trust. 

 

       

72.  My immediate senior officer learned skills. 

 

       

73.  My immediate senior officer processed his 

or her skills. 

  

       

74.  My immediate senior officer explored 

beliefs. 

 

       

75.  My immediate senior officer identifies 

problems. 

 

       

76.  My immediate senior officer clarifies a 

vision. 

 

       

77.  My immediate senior officer develops a 

mission statement. 

 

       

78.  My immediate senior officer continues to 

keep the process open for community 

members. 

 

       

79.  My immediate senior officer continues to 

keep to get input from community 

members. 

 

       

80.  My immediate senior officer creates        
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options for solving problems. 

  
81.  My immediate senior officer formulates 

goals. 

       

82.  My immediate senior officer formulates 

objectives. 

 

       

83.  My immediate senior officer formulates an 

action plan. 

 

       

84.  My immediate senior officer implements 

the action plan. 

 

       

85.  My immediate senior officer evaluates the 

results. 

 

       

86.  My immediate senior officer celebrates 

every success, large and small. 

 

       

87.  My immediate senior officer continues the 

collaborative community. 

  

       

 

SECTION D:  PUBLIC LEADERSHIP (PL) 

Instructions: This section is used to describe your public leadership practices as you 

perceive it. Answer all items on this answer sheet. Please use the following rating scale 

for question 88 - 111. 

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  

 

Strongly Disagree------------------------------------------------------Strongly Agree 

 

 

NO.  STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

88. 1 My immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to explain their actions to 

various stakeholders. 

 

       

89. 2 My immediate senior officer stimulates 

subordinates to inform stakeholders of our 

way of working. 
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90. 3 My immediate senior officer provides 

subordinates with the possibility to explain 

their behaviour to stakeholders. 

 

       

91.  My immediate senior officer emphasises 

that it is important that his or her and 

subordinates answer questions from clients. 

 

       

92.  My immediate senior officer stimulates 

subordinates to explain to stakeholders why 

certain decisions were taken. 

 

       

93.  My immediate senior officer strives to 

ensure that his or her subordinates openly 

share the actions of the organisational unit 

with others. 

 

       

94.  My immediate senior officer strives to 

ensure that others are honestly share the 

actions of the organisational unit with 

others. 

 

       

95.  My immediate senior officer gives others 

the means to properly follow governmental 

rules and regulations. 

 

       

96.  My immediate senior officer emphasises 

that others should carry out government 

policies properly. 

 

       

97.  My immediate senior officer ensures that 

others accurately follow the rules and 

procedures. 

 

       

98.  My immediate senior officer clearly 

explains the ethical codes of conduct. 

 

       

99.  My immediate senior officer explains 

clearly what is expected of subordinates 

regarding integrity. 
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100.  My immediate senior officer clarifies 

integrity guidelines to subordinates. 

 

       

101.  My immediate senior officer ensures that 

subordinates follow codes of integrity. 

 

       

102.  My immediate senior officer clarifies the 

likely consequences of possible unethical 

behaviour by subordinates. 

 

       

103.  My immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to support political decisions, 

even when other stakeholders confront us 

with it. 

 

       

104.  My immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates not to jeopardise the 

relationship with political heads at risk, 

even if that entails risks. 

 

       

105.  My immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to maintain many contacts 

with other organisations. 

 

       

106.  My immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to invest substantial energy in 

the development of new contacts. 

 

       

107.  My immediate senior officer stimulates 

subordinates to regularly work together 

with people from our own networks. 

 

       

108.  My immediate senior officer stimulates 

subordinates to develop many contacts with 

people outside our own department. 

 

       

109.  My immediate senior officer spends a lot of 

time maintaining his or her contacts. 

 

       

110.  My immediate senior officer stimulates        
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subordinates to introduce others to contacts 

of our own networks. 

 

111.  My immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to be a ‘linking pin’ between 

different organisations. 

 

       

 

SECTION D:  INTEGRATIVE PUBLIC LEADERSHIP (IPL): 

 

Instructions: This section is to describe your immediate senior officer integrative 

public leadership practices as you perceive it. Please choose one answer only for each 

statement. Use the following rating scale for question no 112 - 115:  

 

Please put a mark (√) your choices based on the following guideline:  

 

Strongly Disagree------------------------------------------------------Strongly Agree 

 

 

NO. STATEMENTS RESPONSE SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

112. 1 In order to be aware of current demands 

from the citizen, my immediate senior 

officer encourages subordinates to 

maintain contacts with other agencies . 

 

       

113.  In order to be aware of current 

expectations from the citizen, my 

immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to maintain contacts with 

other agencies 

 

       

114.  In order to be aware of current demands 

from the citizen, my immediate senior 

officer encourages subordinates to 

expand contacts with other agencies . 

 

       

115.  1In order to be aware of current 

expectations from the citizen, my 

immediate senior officer encourages 

subordinates to expand contacts with 

other agencies . 
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For each of the aspect shown below, please rate your level of agreement. Use the 

following rating scale for 116: 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

Almost no 

red tape 

 

To a small 

extent of red 

tape 

 

To a 

moderate 

extent of red 

tape 

 

To a great 

extent of red 

tape 

 

To a very 

extent of red 

tape 

 

 

NO.  STATEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 

116. How would you assess the level of red tape 

in your organization? 

 

     

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR KIND RESPONSE 
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APPENDIX 16  

Descriptive 

Statistics For Delphi Technique Survey 

Overall Results of Pilot Survey I Round I and II 

Panel No: 

Section A:  

Demographics, background and experience of participants  

Participants characteristics   

Position/Designation Academic  

 Practitioner  

 Senior officer  

 Employee  

The year started working in 

the public sector 

  

Duration of working in the 

public sector 

1-5  

 6-10  

 11-15  

 16-20  

 21-25  

 26 or more than 26 

years 
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Section B:  

Please reconsider your response in the context of the feedback provided. If you wish 

to change your response, please place an X in the box which you feel best describes 

how important the leadership attribute is for senior officers in the public sector. These 

numbers correspond to a response as below:  

1 – Unimportant 

2 – Less important 

3 – Neither important or not important  

4 – Important 

5 – Very Important 

 

Results of the Consensus on Important Leadership Attributes for senior officers in 

the public sector 

Section B 

Your 

rating 

from                  

Round 2 

Your rating 

scale from                  

Round 2 

Overall 

group 

response 

to R2   

Mode 

New 

response 

1. I am always seeking 

new opportunities for 

the organisation. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

2. Inspiring others with 

plans for the future. 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

3. I am able to get others 

committed to his/her 

dream. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. I lead by “doing,” rather 

than simply by “telling.” 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

5. I lead by example.    
1 2 3 4 5 

 

6. I provide a good model 

for others to follow. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

7. I foster collaboration 

among workgroups. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

8. I encourage employees 

to be “team players.” 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

9. I get the group to work 

together for the same 

goal. 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 
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10. I develop a team attitude 

and spirit among 

employees. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

11. I show employees that I 

expect a lot from them. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

12. I insist on only the best 

performance. 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

13. I will not settle for 

second best. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

14. I act without considering 

my employee's feelings. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 
15. I show respect for my 

employees’ feelings. 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

16. I behave in a manner 

thoughtful of my 

personal needs. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

17. I treat my employees 

without considering 

their personal feelings. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

18. I challenge my 

employees to think about 

old problems in new 

ways. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

19. I ask a question that 

prompt my employees to 

think. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

20. I have stimulated my 

employees to rethink the 

way they do things. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

21. I have ideas that have 

challenged my 

employees to re-

examine some of the 

basic assumptions of 

their work.   

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

22. I intend to try to 

convince employees of 

the benefits the changes 

and developments 

within the public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

23. I intend to put effort into 

achieving the goals of 

the changes and 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 



 

 

532 

 

developments within 

public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

24. I intend to reduce 

resistance among 

employees regarding the 

changes and 

developments public 

sector transformation 

will bring. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

25. I intend to make time to 

implement the changes 

and developments 

within public sector 

transformation will 

bring. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

26. I show a strong concern 

for ethical and moral 

values.   
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

27. I am freely sharing 

information amongst 

network members. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

28. I set an example of 

ethical behaviour in my 

decisions and actions. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

29. I am honest and can be 

trusted to tell the truth. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 
30. I keep consistent with 

my stated values (“walks 

the talk”). 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

31. I am fair and unbiased 

when assigning tasks to 

members. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

32. I can be trusted to carry 

out promises and 

commitments. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 
33. I insist on doing what is 

fair and ethical even 

when it is not easy. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

34. I acknowledge mistakes 

and take responsibility 

for them. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

35. I regard honesty and 

integrity as important 

personal values. 

 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 
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36. I set an example of 

dedication and self-

sacrifice for the 

organisation. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

37. I oppose the use of 

unethical practices to 

increase performance. 
  

 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

38. I am fair and objective 

when evaluating 

member performance 

and providing rewards. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

39. I put the needs of others 

above my own self-

interest. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

40. I hold members 

accountable for using 

ethical practices in their 

work. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

41. I encourage subordinates 

to explain their actions 

to various stakeholders. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

42. I stimulate my 

subordinates to inform 

stakeholders of our way 

of working. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

43. I provide my employees 

with the possibility to 

explain their behaviour 

to stakeholders. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

44. I emphasise that it is 

important that they 

answer questions from 

clients. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

45. I strive to ensure that my 

employees are openly 

and honestly share the 

actions of the 

organisational unit with 

others. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

46. I stimulate my 

employees to explain to 

stakeholders why certain 

decisions were taken. 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

47. I emphasise to my 

employees that it is 

important to follow the 

law 

   
1 2 3 4 5 
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48. I give me and my 

employees the means to 

properly follow 

governmental rules and 

regulations. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

49. I emphasise that my 

employees should carry 

out government policies 

properly. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

50. I ensure that my 

employees accurately 

follow the rules and 

procedures. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

51. I clearly explain ethical 

codes of conduct. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

52. I explain clearly what is 

expected of my 

employees regarding 

integrity. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

53. I clarify integrity 

guidelines to my 

employees. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

54. I ensure that my 

employees follow codes 

of integrity. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

55. I clarify the likely 

consequences of 

possible unethical 

behaviour by my 

employees. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

56. I stimulate the 

discussion of integrity 

issues. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

57. I compliment my 

employees when they 

behave according to 

integrity guidelines. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

58. I encourage my 

employees to implement 

political decisions 

properly, even when this 

results in weaker 

strategic ambitions of 

the department. 

   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

59. I encourage my 

employees to support 

political decisions, even 
   

1 2 3 4 5 
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when other stakeholders 

confront us with it. 

60. I encourage my 

employees not to 

jeopardise the 

relationship with 

political heads at risk, 

even if that entails risks. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

61. I stimulate my 

employees to implement 

the political decision, 

even if that means 

additional 

responsibilities should 

be taken up. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

62. I encourage my 

employees to defend 

political choices, even if 

we see shortcomings. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

63. I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

many contacts with other 

organisations. 

  
 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

64. I encourage my 

employees to invest 

substantial energy in the 

development of new 

contacts. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

65. I stimulate my 

employees to regularly 

work together with 

people from our 

networks. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

66. I stimulate my 

employees to develop 

many contacts with 

people outside our own 

department. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

67. I spend a lot of time 

maintaining my 

contacts. 

 

 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

68. I stimulate my 

employees to introduce 

others to contacts of our 

own networks. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 
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69. I encourage my 

employees to be a 

‘linking pin’ between 

different organisations. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

70. I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

demands from the 

citizen. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

71. I encourage my 

employees to maintain 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

expectations from the 

citizen. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

72. I encourage my 

employees to expand 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

demands from the 

citizen. 

   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

73. I encourage my 

employees to expand 

contacts with other 

agencies in order to be 

aware of current 

expectations from the 

citizen. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

74. There can be little action 

taken here until the top 

management approves a 

decision 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

75. A person who wants to 

make his own decision 

would be quickly 

discouraged here. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

76. Even small matters have 

to be referred to 

someone higher up for a 

final answer. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

77. I have to ask my top 

management before I do 

almost anything. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

78. Any decision I make 

have to have my top 

management approval. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 
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79. I feel that I am my own 

boss in most matters. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

80. A person can make his 

own decisions without 

checking with anybody 

else. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

81. How things are done 

around here is left up to 

the person doing the 

work. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

82. People here are allowed 

to do almost as they 

please. 
   

1 2 3 4 5 

 

83. Most people here make 

their own rules on the 

job. 
 

 

 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

84. The senior leaders and 

employees are 

constantly being 

checked on for rule 

violations. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

85. People here feel as 

though they are 

constantly being 

watched to see that they 

obey all the rules. 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

86. If red tape is defined as 

burdensome 

administrative rules that 

have negative effects on 

the organisation’s 

effectiveness, how 

would you assess the 

level of red tape in your 

organisation? 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

87. If red tape is defined as 

procedures that have 

negative effects on the 

organisation’s 

effectiveness, how 

would you assess the 

level of red tape in your 

organisation? 

   
1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

Open-ended question:  

Panellist Your Response to 

R2  

Overall Group 

Response for R2 

New response 
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Are there any 

statements that 

relate to public 

sector leadership 

which you feel are 

missing from the 

above? 
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APPENDIX 17  

Delphi Survey Questionnaire for Senior Leader 

The Informed Consent Form 

 
 

Information Sheet for Participants 

 

My name is Siti Azura Khalid, and I am a doctoral student at the School of Arts, Social 

Sciences and Management at Queen Margaret University in Edinburgh.  As part of my 

doctoral research programme, I am undertaking a research project for my doctoral 

research.  The title of my project is: Transformational leadership in the public sector 

in Malaysia: a proposed model for developing responsive new leaders 

This study is looking into developing a holistic transformational leadership model and 

explore leadership needs within the Malaysia Public Sector. 

 

You were invited as a potential participant in this study because you have been 

identified as one of the experienced stakeholders in the public sector. 

 

There are no direct benefits to participants and participation is 

voluntary.  Nevertheless, they will have the opportunity to make a contribution to the 

development of new measurement tool for leadership.  The findings of the project will 

be valuable because it will contribute towards the development of a leadership model 

and an effective measurement tool that facilitates the leadership development for 

senior officers in the public sector.  

 

If you volunteer to participate in this Survey, we will ask you to do the following: 

(4) Sign the attached consent form and complete the round I survey and return these 

to the e-mail address: SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk within two weeks of the initial 

invitation email by Friday 23 February 2018.   

 

(5) Two weeks later on, you will receive via e-mail the Round II Survey which you 

will score according to the Round II Survey Instructions, and submit this to the e-

mail address: SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk within two weeks of receipt by Friday 9 

March 2018.  

 

(6) A summary of findings to confirm the results by Friday 23 March 2018. 
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It is expected that this will take no more than 2 1/2 hours over the duration of this 

study. Each round will take about 40 to 60 minutes over the next 21/2 months. 
 

All data collected will be stored and anonymised in a password-protected computer 

file in the Principal Investigator’s (PI) office available only to the PI and the 

dissertation sponsor. You will be free to withdraw at any time. 

 

The results may be published in a journal or presented at a conference 

proceeding.Publications and presentations that result from this study will not identify 

you by name. 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the research, you can 

communicate to one of the following researchers: 

 

Principal investigator/Doctoral student: Siti Azura Khalid; SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk 

Supervisor:                        Dr. Ian Elliott; ielliott@qmu.ac.uk 

 

If you would like to contact an independent person, who knows about this project but 

is not involved in it, you are invited to contact Professor Chris McVittie.  His contact 

details are given below. 

 

Contact details of the independent advisor 

Name of advisor: Professor Chris McVittie      

Address:  Director of Centre for Applied Social Sciences 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian  EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: cmcvittie@qmu.ac.uk/ 0131 474 0000 

 

If you have read and understood this information sheet, any questions you had have 

been answered, and you would like to be a participant in the study, please now see 

the consent form. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:cmcvittie@qmu.ac.uk
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The informed Consent Form Round 1 

 

        
 

Consent Form 

Participant Identification Number for this project: 

 

“Transformational leadership in the public sector in Malaysia:  

a proposed model for developing responsive new leaders.” 

 

I have read and understood the information sheet and this consent form.  I have had 

an opportunity to ask questions about my participation. 

I understand that I am under no obligation to take part in this study. 

I understand that I have the right to withdraw from this study at any stage without 

giving any reason. 

 

 

I agree to participate in this study 

 

 

Signature of researcher: _____________________________________ (Type your 

name) 

 

Date:   _________________ 

 

Contact details of the researcher 

Name of researcher: Siti Azura Binti Khalid 

Address:  Doctoral Student, Division, 

School of Arts, Social Sciences and Management 

Queen Margaret University, Edinburgh 

Queen Margaret University Drive 

Musselburgh 

East Lothian  EH21 6UU 

Email / Telephone: SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk / 0131 474 0000 
 

 

 

mailto:SAKhalid@qmu.ac.uk
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Study Demographic Questionnaire  

Section A: Survey Study Demographic Questionnaire  

Q1.  Please indicate (√) any and all options that pertain to you:  

 An academic– an academic who holds a faculty appointment at a faculty or 

department of public administration and management at university for at least 

five years; 

A practitioner – an officer who holds a senior level position of premier grade 

who has the knowledge and experience working in public sector organisation, or 

agency for at least five                         years; 

A senior officer – an officer of grade 48 to 54, who has the knowledge and 

experience working in organisation or agency in public sector, for at least five 

years;   

An employee – an officer of grade 17 to 44, who has the knowledge and 

experience working in 

        public sector organisation and agency, for at least five years. 

 

Q2.  What year did you start working in the public sector/at university/agency?  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X 
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Measurement table 

Instruction: Based on your experience as academics/practitioners/senior 

officers/employees, please rate the following statements regarding their importance to 

leadership in the public sector. 

No Item 
 

Unimportant Less 

important 

Neither 

important 

or not 

important 

Important 
 

Very 

important 

88.  I am always 

seeking new 

opportunities 

for the 

organisation. 

 

     

89.  Inspiring 

others with 

plans for the 

future. 

 

     

90.  I am able to 

get others 

committed to 

his/her dream. 

 

     

91.  I lead by 

“doing,” 

rather than 

simply by 

“telling.” 

 

     

92.  I lead by 

example. 

 

     

93.  I provide a 

good model 

for others to 

follow. 

 

     

94.  I foster 

collaboration 

     

Survey Questionnaire I Round 1 for senior officers 
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among 

workgroups. 

 
95.  I encourage 

employees to 

be “team 

players.” 

 

     

96.  I get the group 

to work 

together for 

the same goal. 

 

     

97.  I develop a 

team attitude 

and spirit 

among 

employees. 

 

     

98.  I show 

employees 

that I expect a 

lot from them. 

 

     

99.  I insist on only 

the best 

performance. 

 

     

100.  I will not settle 

for second 

best. 

 

     

101.  I act without 

considering 

my 

employee's 

feelings.  

 

     

102.  I show respect 

for my 

employees’ 

feelings. 

 

     

103.  I behave in a 

manner 
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thoughtful of 

my personal 

needs. 

 
104.  I treat my 

employees 

without 

considering 

their personal 

feelings.  

 

     

105.  I challenge my 

employees to 

think about 

old problems 

in new ways. 

 

     

106.  I ask a 

question that 

prompt my 

employees to 

think.  

 

     

107.  I have 

stimulated my 

employees to 

rethink the 

way they do 

things. 

 

     

108.  I have ideas 

that have 

challenged my 

employees to 

re-examine 

some of the 

basic 

assumptions 

of their work.   

 

     

109.  I intend to try 

to convince 

employees of 

the benefits 

the changes 

and 
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developments 

within the 

public sector 

transformation 

will bring. 

 
110.  I intend to put 

effort into 

achieving the 

goals of the 

changes and 

developments 

within public 

sector 

transformation 

will bring. 

 

     

111.  I intend to 

reduce 

resistance 

among 

employees 

regarding the 

changes and 

developments 

public sector 

transformation 

will bring. 

 

     

112.  I intend to 

make time to 

implement the 

changes and 

developments 

within public 

sector 

transformation 

will bring. 
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No Item 
 

Unimportant Less 

important 

Neither 

important 

or not 

important 

 

Important 
 

Very 

important 

113.  I show a 

strong 

concern for 

ethical and 

moral values.   

 

     

114.  I am freely 

sharing 

information 

amongst 

network 

members.  

 

     

115.  I set an 

example of 

ethical 

behaviour in 

my decisions 

and actions.  

 

     

116.  I am honest 

and can be 

trusted to tell 

the truth.  

 

     

117.  I keep 

consistent 

with my 

stated values 

(“walks the 

talk”). 

 

     

118.  I am fair and 

unbiased 

when 

assigning 

tasks to 

members.  

 

     

119.  I can be 

trusted to 

carry out 
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promises and 

commitments. 

  
120.  I insist on 

doing what is 

fair and 

ethical even 

when it is not 

easy.  

 

     

121.  I 

acknowledge 

mistakes and 

take 

responsibility 

for them.  

 

     

122.  I regard 

honesty and 

integrity as 

important 

personal 

values.  

     

123.  I set an 

example of 

dedication 

and self-

sacrifice for 

the 

organization.  

 

     

124.  I oppose the 

use of 

unethical 

practices to 

increase 

performance.  

 

     

125.  I am fair and 

objective 

when 

evaluating 

member 

performance 

and providing 

rewards.  
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No Item 
 

 

Unimportant 

Less 

important 

Neither 

important 

or not 

important 

Important 
 

Very 

important 

128.  I encourage 

employees to 

explain their 

actions to 

various 

stakeholders. 

 

     

129.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

inform 

stakeholders 

of our way of 

working.  

 

     

130.  I provide my 

employees 

with the 

possibility to 

explain their 

behaviour to 

stakeholders.  

 

     

 
126.  I put the needs 

of others 

above my 

own self-

interest.  

 

     

127.  I hold 

members 

accountable 

for using 

ethical 

practices in 

their work. 
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131.  I emphasise that 

it is important 

that they answer 

questions from 

clients.  

 

     

132.  I strive to 

ensure that my 

employees are 

openly and 

honestly share 

the actions of 

the 

organisational 

unit with 

others.  

 

     

133.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

explain to 

stakeholders 

why certain 

decisions were 

taken.  

 

     

134.  I emphasise to 

my employees 

that it is 

important to 

follow the law  

 

     

135.  I give me and 

my 

subordinates 

the means to 

properly 

follow 

governmental 

rules and 

regulations.  

 

     

136.  I emphasise 

that my 

employees 

should carry 

out 

government 
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policies 

properly.  

 
137.  I ensure that 

my employees 

accurately 

follow the 

rules and 

procedures.  

 

     

138.  I clearly 

explain ethical 

codes of 

conduct.  

 

     

139.  I explain 

clearly what is 

expected of my 

employees 

regarding 

integrity. 

 

     

140.  I clarify 

integrity 

guidelines to 

my 

subordinates.  

 

     

141.  I ensure that 

my employees 

follow codes 

of integrity. 

 

     

142.  I clarify the 

likely 

consequences 

of possible 

unethical 

behaviour by 

my employees.  

 

     

143.  I stimulate the 

discussion of 

integrity 

issues.  
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144.  I compliment 

my employees 

when they 

behave 

according to 

integrity 

guidelines.  

 

     

145.  I encourage 

my employees 

to implement 

political 

decisions 

properly, even 

when this 

results in 

weaker 

strategic 

ambitions of 

the 

department. 

 

     

146.  I encourage 

my employees 

to support 

political 

decisions, even 

when other 

stakeholders 

confront us 

with it. 

     

147.  I encourage 

my employees 

not to 

jeopardise the 

relationship 

with political 

heads at risk, 

even if that 

entails risks. 

 

     

148.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

implement the 

political 

decision, even 
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if that means 

additional 

responsibilities 

should be 

taken up. 

 
149.  I encourage 

my employees 

to defend 

political 

choices, even 

if we see 

shortcomings.  

 

     

150.  I encourage 

my employees 

to maintain 

many contacts 

with other 

organisations. 

 

     

151.  I encourage 

my employees 

to invest 

substantial 

energy in the 

development 

of new 

contacts.  

 

     

152.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

regularly work 

together with 

people from 

our networks. 

 

     

153.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

develop many 

contacts with 

people outside 

our own 

department.  

 

     

154.  I spend a lot of      
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time 

maintaining 

my contacts.  

 
155.  I stimulate my 

employees to 

introduce 

others to 

contacts of our 

own networks. 

 

     

156.  I encourage 

my employees 

to be a ‘linking 

pin’ between 

different 

organisations.  

 

     

157.  I encourage 

my employees 

to maintain 

contacts with 

other agencies 

in order to be 

aware of 

current 

demands from 

the citizen. 

 

     

158.  I encourage 

my employees 

to maintain 

contacts with 

other agencies 

in order to be 

aware of 

current 

expectations 

from the 

citizen. 

 

     

159.  I encourage 

my employees 

to expand 

contacts with 

other agencies 
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in order to be 

aware of 

current 

demands from 

the citizen. 

 
160.  I encourage 

my employees 

to expand 

contacts with 

other agencies 

in order to be 

aware of 

current 

expectations 

from the 

citizen. 

     

 

N

o 

Item 
 

 

Unimporta

nt 

Less 

importan

t 

Neither 

importan

t or not 

importan

t 

Importan

t 
 

Very 

importan

t 

161.  There can be 

little action 

taken here 

until the top 

management 

approves a 

decision 

 

     

162.  A person 

who wants to 

make his 

own decision 

would be 

quickly 

discouraged 

here. 

 

     

163.  Even small 

matters have 

to be referred 

to someone 

higher up for 

a final 
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answer. 

 
164.  I have to ask 

my top 

management 

before I do 

almost 

anything. 

 

     

165.  Any decision 

I make have 

to have my 

top 

management 

approval. 

 

     

166.  I feel that I 

am my own 

boss in most 

matters. 

 

     

167.  A person can 

make his 

own 

decisions 

without 

checking 

with 

anybody 

else.  

 

     

168.  How things 

are done 

around here 

is left up to 

the person 

doing the 

work. 

 

     

169.  People here 

are allowed 

to do almost 

as they 

please.  

 

     

170.  Most people      



 

 

557 

 

here make 

their own 

rules on the 

job.  

 
171.  The senior 

leaders and 

employees 

are 

constantly 

being 

checked on 

for rule 

violations. 

 

     

172.  People here 

feel as 

though they 

are 

constantly 

being 

watched to 

see that they 

obey all the 

rules. 

 

     

173.  If red tape is 

defined as 

burdensome 

administrativ

e rules that 

have 

negative 

effects on the 

organisation’

s 

effectiveness

, how would 

you assess 

the level of 

red tape in 

your 

organization

? 

 

     

174.  If red tape is      
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defined as 

procedures 

that have 

negative 

effects on the 

organisation’

s 

effectiveness

, how would 

you assess 

the level of 

red tape in 

your 

organization

? 

 

Are there any statements that relate to public sector leadership which you feel are 

missing from the above? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please state here 
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APPENDIX 18 

Items Analysis for Each Dimension 

Table 15.: Item analysis table according to the dimension of transformational 

leadership behaviour of immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Subject No Item Total no. of 

questions 

TLB   

Articulating Vision 01-03 03 

Provide Appropriate Model 04-06 03 

Foster Acceptance Goals 07-10 04 

High-Performance Expectancy 

Individual Support 

Intellectual Stimulation 

Willingness To Change 

11 

12 

13-16 

17-22 

01 

01 

04 

06 

Total  22 

Source: Adapted from Podsakoff et al. (1990), Metselaar (1997) and van der Voet 

(2014) 

 

 

 

Table 16. Item analysis based on civic capacity building dimensions of immediate 

senior officers and their subordinates 

Subject No item Total no. of 

questions 

Civic Drive 

Civic Drive Knowledge  

Civic Drive 

Practices/Activities 

23-37 01-15 

Civic Connections 
- Civic Connections 

           Knowledge  

- Civic Connections 

          Practices/Activities 

38- 47 16-25 

Civic Pragmatism 
- Civic Pragmatism 

Knowledge  

- Civic Pragmatism 

Practices/Activities 

 

48-87 26-65 

Total  65 

 Source: CENTER FOR COMMUNITY HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT (2017) 

 

 

 

Table 17. Item analysis based on Public leadership dimensions of immediate senior 
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officers and their subordinates 

Construct No item Total no. of 

questions 

Accountability leadership 88-93 01-06 

Lawfulness leadership 94-96 07-09 

Ethical leadership 97-101 10-15 

Political loyalty leadership 102-104 16-17 

Network governance leadership 105-111 18-25 

Total  24 

 Source: Tummers and Knies (2014) 

 

 

Table 18. Item analysis based on Integrative Public leadership dimensions for 

immediate senior officers and subordinates 

Construct No item Total no. of 

questions 

Integrative Public leadership knowledge 

(Networking) 

Integrative Public leadership Practices 

Red Tape 

112-114 

 

115 

116 

01-03 

 

04 

05 

Total  5 

Source: Sun and Anderson (2012); Crosby and Bryson (2010); CENTER FOR 

COMMUNITY HEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT (2017) 

 


