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Abstract of the Dissertation 

 

 

Blended Approaches: 

A Q-Methodology Study of Hybrid Forms of Governance 

 

Civil service leaders face a politically charged, turbulent environment in which 

they must blend approaches and ideologies to address complex challenges extending 

across organizational missions and cultures. These blended approaches are not well 

understood. Civil service leaders enact blended approaches, referred to in the scholarly 

literature as hybrid forms of governance (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et 

al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020), by 

blending the core ideas from across different ideologies, referred to in the scholarly 

literature as governance paradigms (Carstensen et al., 2023; Torfing et al., 2020).  

This dissertation investigated the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the 

blended approaches in hybrid forms of governance. Using Q-methodology, 16 

participants prioritized statements originating in three governance paradigms—traditional 

public administration, new public management, and emerging public service—and 

elaborated during a follow-on interview. This study found three viewpoints—the Modern 

Traditionalists, the Connectivists, and the Adaptive Solutionists—each with a different 

blended governance approach. Additionally, there were three commonalities across 

participants: serving in the public interest; navigating the complexities of fairness, 

efficiency, standard processes, and flexibility; and government as different than business. 

I offer eight recommendations for hybrid governance research and theory and five 

recommendations for hybrid governance practitioners.   
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

As a former U.S. federal government senior executive with 19 years of service as 

a career civil servant, I participated in numerous initiatives aimed at addressing complex 

challenges. These challenges often arose from political agendas, technological issues, or 

the implementation of new laws. I vividly recall instances where those of us tasked with 

collaborating held different points of view and divergent ideologies. In many cases, this 

led to outright failure or a collaboration that struggled to achieve meaningful results. 

Recently, the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) (2023a) published a report 

identifying eight leading practices to improve interagency collaboration. While these 

practices provided valuable guidance, they failed to address the significant impact of 

perspectives stemming from ideological differences. I offer the following vignette as a 

real-world example to ground this study.  

A Real-World Collaboration: Challenges at the U.S. Southwest Border 

Five hundred forty-five. In 2018, the U.S. federal government, under the “zero-

tolerance” policy announced by Attorney General Jeff Sessions, began separating 

families at the southwest border to prosecute the adults for illegal entry (U.S. Department 

of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General [DHS OIG], 2021; U.S. Department of 

Justice Office of Inspector General [DOJ OIG], 2021; GAO, 2020b; U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services Office of the Inspector General [HHS OIG], 2019a).  
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The policy shifted from the previous practice of processing family units together 

to a policy where adults were detained by the Department of Justice (DOJ) and children 

by the Department of Health and Human Services (DHS OIG, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; 

GAO, 2020b; HHS OIG, 2019a). Different procedures, limited communication, and 

inadequate tracking systems exacerbated the lack of coordination and collaboration, 

leading to significant challenges in reuniting families (U.S. Department of Homeland 

Security [DHS], 2023; DHS OIG, 2019, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020a, 2020b, 

2023b; Grimm, 2020, 2022, 2023; HHS OIG, 2019a, 2019b, 2020). This led to 

approximately 3,000 children being separated from their parents in less than 3 months 

(DOJ OIG, 2021). 

From one perspective, civil servants followed a hierarchical, rule-bound approach, 

enforcing strict legal procedures (DHS, 2023; DHS OIG, 2019, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; 

GAO, 2020a, 2020b, 2023b; Grimm, 2020, 2022, 2023; HHS OIG, 2019a, 2019b, 2020). 

The rigid, bureaucratic structure of this perspective hindered the creation of joint 

processes and hampered coordination between federal organizations, further complicating 

efforts to reunite families (DHS OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020a, 2020b; Grimm, 2020; HHS 

OIG, 2019a, 2019b, 2020). 

From another perspective, civil servants focused on efficiency, cost-cutting, and 

performance metrics (DHS OIG, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020b). This approach 

relied on privatized detention services and contracts aimed at optimizing capacity (DHS 

OIG, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020b). When the situation called for flexibility, this 

perspective discovered that being as efficient as possible and using private-sector 

methods made it hard to increase the number of beds available and difficult to quickly 
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respond to the evolving needs of separated children (DHS OIG, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; 

GAO, 2020b).  

There was no integrated approach to adopting the “zero-tolerance” policy (DHS, 

2023; DHS OIG, 2019, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020a, 2020b, 2023b; Grimm, 

2020, 2022, 2023; HHS OIG, 2019a, 2019b, 2020). There were limited integrated 

procedures or technology systems, which significantly impacted tracking detainees and 

communication between the children in HHS custody and their parents in DOJ–U.S. 

Marshals Service custody (DHS OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020a, 2020b; Grimm, 2020; HHS 

OIG, 2019a, 2019b, 2020). On June 26, 2018, the Federal District Court ordered the 

federal government to identify and reunite separated families (DOJ OIG, 2021; HHS 

OIG, 2019a). In the 6 months following the court order, U.S. Customs and Border 

Protection and HHS reported varying numbers of children impacted by the policy and 

could only agree that approximately 3,000 children were separated (DOJ OIG, 2021). 

Reuniting families proved as difficult as identifying the number of impacted children, and 

on October 20, 2020, over 2 years following the court order, U.S. Customs and Border 

Protection and HHS jointly reported that 545 children separated from parents were still 

not reunited as the U.S. federal government was unable to locate and make contact with 

the separated parent (DOJ OIG, 2021).  

At a minimum, this collaboration fell short of the intended outcomes. However, 

given the number of GAO, Office of Inspector General, and news articles surrounding 

this challenge (DHS, 2023; DHS OIG, 2019, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020a, 2020b, 

2023b; Grimm, 2020, 2022, 2023; HHS OIG, 2019a, 2019b, 2020), I would argue that 

this collaboration failed.  
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Collaboration and Governance Paradigms 

Many collaborations fall short of intended outcomes or fail altogether, yet 

collaboration is essential for addressing the complex challenges facing the U.S. federal 

government (Bauer et al., 2022; Bryson et al., 2015; Choi & Moynihan, 2019; Getha-

Taylor et al., 2019; O’Leary & Vij, 2012; Page et al., 2021). GAO (2023a) identified 

eight leading practices to improve collaboration, and research into collaboration has 

proposed various additional strategies (Alford & Head, 2017; Ansell et al., 2020, 2023; 

Ayres, 2019; Carstensen et al., 2023; Dentoni et al., 2018; Jorgensen & Lindaman, 2020; 

Page et al., 2021; Turnbull & Hoppe, 2019). However, my literature review revealed a 

lack of studies exploring or investigating the influence of ideological differences among 

collaborators. This study addresses this gap by investigating ideological differences, 

referred to in the scholarly literature as governance paradigms.  

A governance paradigm is an interrelated core set of ideas about how public 

organizations and civil servants approach organization, governance, and management 

(Carstensen et al., 2023; Torfing et al., 2020). In this study, “perspective” refers to the 

broader outlook derived from the governance paradigms. Each perspective in the 

preceding example reflected ideas from one of three governance paradigms (Bryson et 

al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; 

Peters et al., 2022). These paradigms were introduced into the federal government at 

various points in history (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; 

R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022), reflecting public sentiment and 

ideologies of their time. Scholars have generally agreed on two established governance 

paradigms and the emergence of a new governance paradigm beginning in the early 
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2000s (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022). The two established governance paradigms are 

traditional public administration (TPA) and new public management (NPM) (Chan, 2022; 

Kuitert et al., 2023; van der Meer et al., 2023). There was no single agreed-upon name 

for the emerging paradigm. In this study, I chose to call this emerging paradigm emerging 

public service (EPS).  

While each new paradigm introduced new ideas, many core ideas from previous 

paradigms persisted, leading to the coexistence of multiple paradigms and their core ideas 

in practice (Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; van der Meer et al., 2023). Civil service 

leaders enact hybrid governance approaches by blending the core ideas from across 

paradigms (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; 

Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020).  

Statement of the Problem 

The problem is that we lack a clear understanding of what core ideas civil service 

leaders enact within blended governance approaches (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 

2022; Kuitert et al., 2023). As a result, we do not know the fundamental principles and 

concepts that civil service leaders use as they navigate the complex relationships and 

operations of the federal government. This may contribute to conflict, missed 

opportunities, and failures in collaboration. Without better understanding, we cannot 

evaluate the effectiveness of the blended approaches, nor can we provide improved 

approaches or targeted interventions to enhance collaboration.  

In this study, I use point of view to describe the perspective of an individual. 

Participants’ point of view reflects their enactment of the core ideas in a blended 
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governance approach. In this study, viewpoints are the patterns of the participants’ points 

of view. The viewpoints emerging from this study represent the blended governance 

approaches as enacted by the participants (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et 

al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the viewpoints of civil service leaders 

regarding the core ideas enacted within blended approaches to governance. The approach 

aligns with several previous studies that found blended governance approaches 

(Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & 

Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). The study addressed three research questions: 

• What are the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended approaches? 

• What are the combinations of governance paradigms in the viewpoints? 

• What are the commonalities across the civil service leaders? 

The combination of the three research questions aims to understand hybrid 

governance approaches more fully. The first and second research questions sought to 

investigate patterns of differences, while the third research question aimed to explore 

investigate whether commonalities also emerged.  

Statement of Potential Significance 

I began this dissertation with a description of the challenges at the southwest 

border, which highlighted difficulties in collaboration and underscored the broader 

difficulties in achieving successful collaboration. The findings of this research contribute 

to both research and practice.  
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First, this study responds to a gap in the literature by investigating the blended 

approaches of hybrid governance (Carstensen et al., 2023). Understanding what core 

ideas civil service leaders combine from coexisting paradigms can reveal sources of 

conflict that hinder collaboration, while also offering new directions for future research 

on governance and collaboration. Advancing research in this area helps to clarify how 

civil servant leaders enact governance paradigms in practice, which is crucial for 

addressing complex policy challenges in collaborative efforts. 

Second, this study advances the use of Q-methodology in the United States. By 

applying this methodology to the study of governance paradigms, this research positions 

Q-methodology as a viable tool for exploring U.S. viewpoints. Given the limited use of 

Q-methodology in this country, this study also demonstrates its application in 

investigating the nuances of blended governance approaches. 

The practice implications of this research are also potentially significant. By 

revealing three distinct viewpoints on blended governance approaches, my study suggests 

that a deeper understanding of these approaches may lead to more successful 

collaborative outcomes. By promoting governance practices that effectively blend the 

core ideas from the governance paradigms and quickly identify conflicting ideas, civil 

service leaders can improve collaboration, resolve conflicts more effectively, and 

increase the likelihood of achieving expected outcomes. 

Additionally, the study has implications for political transitions, where 

governance approaches between career civil servants and political appointees must be 

blended to align with new policies. Further education during political transitions may 

help to integrate the approaches.  
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Finally, the study’s relevance extends to broader public trust issues. In a recent 

survey, 56% of respondents reported that the United States is unable to solve important 

problems (Pew Research Center, 2023a), and the majority of Americans say they feel 

frustrated with the federal government (Pew Research Center, 2024). Additionally, 

between 2019 and 2020, the percentage of respondents who expressed trust in the federal 

government dropped from 33% to 20% (Pew Research Center, 2019, 2020). By 2023, 

only 16% of respondents expressed trust in the federal government (Pew Research 

Center, 2023b). As public dissatisfaction increases and public trust decreases, the need 

for successful collaborative efforts to address key challenges becomes more urgent. The 

insights from this study can lead to improved collaborative efforts, which in turn may 

enhance problem-solving capacities and help restore public confidence in government 

(Kettl, 2018; Nixon et al., 2023; Schmidthuber et al., 2021). While greater insight alone 

cannot rebuild public trust, it can pave the way for more effective interventions, which 

ultimately contribute to solving important societal problems. 

Conceptual Framework  

Differences in ideology hindered collaboration, coordination, and communication 

in the southwest border example (DHS, 2023; DHS OIG, 2019, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; 

GAO, 2020a, 2020b, 2023b; Grimm, 2020, 2022, 2023; HHS OIG, 2019a, 2019b, 2020). 

I conceptualized this study through the lens of governance paradigms to investigate the 

viewpoints of civil service leaders regarding the core ideas enacted in hybrid forms of 

governance. The conceptual framework for this study is shown in Figure 1. The core 

ideas within the three governance paradigms form the foundation of the study.  
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Figure 1 

Conceptual Framework 
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part in the development of TPA. The research and published works of Woodrow Wilson, 

Frederick Taylor, Max Weber, and Herbert Simon laid the groundwork (Bryson et al., 

2014; Rahaman, 2017; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). In TPA, several core ideas center 

around elected officials formulating public policy goals that represent the preferences of 

the public, and in turn civil servants implement the policies (Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 2022; 

Nederhand et al., 2019; Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom, 1983, 2013; Rosenbloom et al., 

2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016; Valdez, 2017; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 

2020). In TPA, civil service is viewed as a business administration function, separate 

from the political processes and focused on maximizing the efficiency and effectiveness 

of delivering public services through standardization and hierarchy (Kim, 2021; Li & 

Cao, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; Rosenbloom, 1983, 2013; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; 

Valdez, 2017; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020).  

NPM is the second paradigm in the conceptual framework. NPM gained 

widespread popularity in the 1980s in response to the general sentiment that governments 

were too slow, inefficient, and costly to react to citizen demands in a global world 

(Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Kim, 2021; Theodoulou & Roy, 

2016). NPM offered a market-oriented paradigm (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a; Kim, 2021; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016) underscored by economic 

theory, public choice theory, and principal-agent theory (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015a; Warsen et al., 2020). As a result, underlying NPM are self-interest and public 

choice assumptions involving transactions similar to those of economic markets (Bryson 

et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000). 

Contracting, privatization, and private-sector performance indicators were introduced in 
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NPM (Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). NPM promised to modernize the 

administrative rigidity of government with the managerial flexibility of governance 

(Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

EPS is the third paradigm in the conceptual framework. Unlike the first two 

paradigms, several names for this paradigm have emerged, including new public 

governance (Osborne, 2006), public value management (Stoker, 2006), integrated 

publicness (Bozeman & Moulton, 2011), public value governance (Bryson et al., 2014), 

new public service (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2000), and collaborative governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008). Generally, the core ideas are 

similar, and in this study, I used the term EPS to consolidate these ideas into one 

paradigm evolving from democratic theory and public value theory. EPS’s core ideas 

focus on public value, adaptability, inclusion, and collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2008; 

Bozeman & Moulton, 2011; Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. 

B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Osborne, 2006; Stoker, 2006). 

Returning to the southwest boarder illustration, the failure to agree on the number 

of children separated, centralizing the decision to implement the “zero-tolerance” policy, 

and strictly adhering to the procedures once the policy was proclaimed (DHS OIG, 2021; 

DOJ OIG, 2021; HHS OIG, 2019a) are core ideas stemming from TPA (Kim, 2021; Li & 

Cao, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). 

Establishing contracts to provide cost-effective detention centers for housing detainees 

(DHS OIG, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; Tellez et al., 2022) and relying on private-sector 

capacity management techniques (DHS OIG, 2021; DOJ OIG, 2021; GAO, 2020b) are 

core ideas stemming from NPM (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; 
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Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). More flexible 

provisions for local decision-making and civil servants acting as collaborators and 

partners with nonprofits (U.S. House Committee on Oversight and Reform, 2019) are 

core ideas stemming from EPS (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; 

Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016).  

Summary of Methodology 

I used Q-methodology, a mixed-methods approach, to investigate civil service 

leaders’ viewpoints on the core ideas across governance paradigms enacted into the 

blended approaches of hybrid governance (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022). The 

purpose of this study required a method that allowed civil service leaders to review and 

prioritize core ideas to express their distinct points of view. Neither purely quantitative 

nor qualitative approaches alone could accomplish this purpose. A qualitative study 

would explore how individuals or groups constructed and made meaning of the 

governance paradigms, generating themes from data collected through interviews 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017). In contrast, a quantitative study would test relationships 

between specific variables within governance paradigms through tools like surveys 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017).  

Q-methodology, specifically designed to study viewpoints and subjectivity 

(McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. E. Ramlo, 2023; Watts & Stenner, 2012), met the 

study’s needs by integrating quantitative and qualitative data to investigate blended 

approaches to governance. It was well suited for investigating and describing multiple, 
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divergent viewpoints on the blended approaches (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Newman 

& Ramlo, 2010; S. E. Ramlo, 2023; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

Participants were asked to select and prioritize core ideas from across the three 

governance paradigms using a Q-sort, a distribution grid. The Q-sorts provided the 

quantitative data capturing individual points of view. Immediately following the Q-

sorting, I interviewed the civil service leaders to collect the qualitative data in this study. 

Both data types were analyzed across participants for patterns. 

The research design consisted of selecting participants and completing the five 

stages of a Q-study (S. R. Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 

2012), outlined below and detailed in Chapter 3: 

• Select participants. Participants, known as the P-set, are the variables in a Q-

study. The 16 participants in the study were all members of the Senior 

Executive Service (SES) recruited through purposeful sampling techniques.  

• Stage 1: Build a concourse. The concourse consisted of a broad range of 

communications on the topic in the form of subjective statements (S. Ramlo, 

2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). I captured 185 statements 

in the concourse, which included direct quotations from the literature, 

constructed statements from synthesized literature, and statements resulting 

from informal communication. 

• Stage 2: Generate Q-sample. The Q-sample, a subset of the concourse, 

represented the range of communication on governance paradigms (S. R. 

Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & 
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Wigger, 1997; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The Q-sample in this study consisted 

of 36 statements.  

• Stage 3: Collect data. I collected data through the Q-sorting process (Brown, 

1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; 

Watts & Stenner, 2012), where participants sorted the Q-sample statements 

into a distribution grid ranging from most unimportant to most important. The 

resulting Q-sort represented the point of view of that participant and 

constituted the quantitative data. Immediately following the Q-sorting 

exercise, I conducted an interview to collect qualitative data.  

• Stage 4: Analyze data. I used factor analysis to draw correlations between 

the participants into patterns of viewpoints (Brown, 1993; McKeown & 

Thomas, 2013; Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Watts & Stenner, 

2012). I applied structural, pattern, and a priori coding to the qualitative data 

obtained during the interviews.  

• Stage 5: Interpret results. I interpreted the results by combining the 

quantitative and qualitative data, information gathered from the literature 

review, and my experience to answer the research questions.  

Additional detail on the methodology is included in Chapter 3.  

Limitations and Delimitations 

In this study, I used Q-methodology to investigate the viewpoints of civil service 

leaders on the blended approaches of hybrid forms of governance. This section describes 

the circumstances that may have affected the method, analysis, or findings in this study 

and the measures I took to make them transparent or offset them. 
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I selected 16 participants for this study using purposeful sampling. Because of the 

small sample size, the ability to generalize these findings to the larger population of civil 

service leaders is limited. The findings are specific to civil service leaders and might not 

apply to any other group. 

There was an unequal distribution of race, ethnicity, and years of professional 

experience within the participant demographics. All 16 participants were White, not of 

Hispanic origin. I purposefully excluded participants who were selected into the SES 

after October 2019 to ensure that they had experience as an SES prior to, during, and 

after the COVID-19 pandemic, and to ensure that participants were SES through a 

presidential transition. As a result, there was unequal representation in both years as an 

SES and years as a career civil servant. All participants had been in the SES for over 5 

years, and three participants had been in the SES over 15 years. All participants were 

career civil servants for over 15 years, with 13 having over 25 years of experience as a 

career civil servant.  

Definition of Key Terms 

There are several key terms critical to this study, as defined below in  

Table 1. Many are specific to Q-methodology and are discussed in more detail in  

Chapter 3. 

Table 1 

Key Terms Used in the Research  

Term Definition 

Collaboration In this study, defined as “working across boundaries and in multi-

organizational arrangements to solve problems that cannot be solved—or 
easily solved—by single organizations or jurisdictions” (Getha-Taylor et al., 

2019, p. 51).  
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Term Definition 

Concourse  An empirical collection of cases/items. Most often, the concourse consists of 

a broad range of communications on the topic in the form of subjective 

statements (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Condition of  

instruction 

Instruction provided to a participant on what to consider while sorting the 

subjective statements (S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. 

Ramlo, 2022; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Factors Commonly shared points of view on the topic of interest (S. R. Brown, 1980; 

McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Factor array A composite Q-sort representing each factor (Ramlo, 2023). 

Governance As used in this research study, specific to public governance and defined as 

“the interactive processes through which society and the economy are steered 

towards collectively negotiated objectives” (Ansell & Torfing, 2022, p. 4). 

Governance  

paradigm 

Core set of ideas about how public organizations are organized, governed, 

and managed (Carstensen et al., 2023; Torfing et al., 2020). 

Hybrid forms of  

governance; also  

called hybrid 

governance 

The coexistence and blending of core ideas from different governance 

paradigms (Carstensen et al., 2023; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 

2020). 

P-set The participants; those who perform the Q-sorting using the condition of 

instruction (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Perspective In this study, the broader outlook derived from the governance paradigms. 

Each perspective is reflective of ideas from one of three governance 

paradigms (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. 

B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022). 

Point of view In this study, views of an individual. A participant’s point of view is the 

enactment of the core ideas. 

Q-method The factor analysis of the Q-methodology where multiple Q-sorts are grouped 

using statistical analysis (S. Ramlo, 2022).  

Q-sample Selected from the concourse, the subset of subjective statements 

comprehensively representing the range of communication on the topic 

within the larger concourse (S. R. Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; 

S. Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Q-sort The final placement of the subjective statements within the grid. The Q-sort is 

a snapshot of the expression of subjectivity for the participant (S. R. Brown, 

1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Q-sorting The process in which a single participant sorts the subjective statements of 

the Q-sample into a rank order under a specific condition of instruction (S. R. 

Brown, 1980; S. Ramlo, 2022). 

Q-technique A set of procedures that includes developing the concourse, generating the Q-
sample, and completing data collection, where a single participant sorts the 

subjective statements of the Q-sample into a rank order under a specific 

condition of instruction (S. R. Brown, 1980; S. Ramlo, 2022). 
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Term Definition 

Sample size The number of statements within the Q-sample (not the number of 

participants) (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Viewpoints In this study, the patterns of the participants’ points of view. The viewpoints 

emerging from this study represent the blended governance approaches as 

enacted by the participants of this study (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; 

Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et 

al., 2020). 
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CHAPTER 2: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Chapter 2 reviews the literature most relevant to answering the research 

questions: 

• What are the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended approaches? 

• What are the combinations of governance paradigms in the viewpoints? 

• What are the commonalities across the civil service leaders? 

To understand the literature review, the reader must first be familiar with my use 

of terminology in this study. Terms such as public administration, civil service, public 

service, and governance are often used interchangeably when discussed across countries 

and continents and as such influenced searches across the literature. In the United States, 

the executive branch of the U.S. federal government generally uses public administration 

and civil service of the U.S. federal government (Durant, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2017; 

Valdez, 2017), while public service extends beyond the executive branch to service in 

other government organizations (Durant, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2017; Valdez, 2017). 

In this study, I chose to use the term public administration when referring to 

research, and civil service when referring to the practice of career federal employees. As 

a result, civil service, as used in this study, is the work performed by over 2.1 million 

civil servants (Wilson, 2022) entangled in a complex landscape of 436 agencies and 

subagencies (Federal Register, n.d.) in the U.S. federal government. Civil service practice 

corresponds to public administration research. Public administration research relies on 

scholarship from other disciplines, including management, leadership, organization 

science, sociology, psychology, economics, and political science, while also maintaining 
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uniqueness through the focus on the public sector (Durant, 2017; Rosenbloom, 2013; 

Rosenbloom et al., 2022).  

Governance is often a broader term, referring to the act of governing both within 

and beyond federal organizations to include the interaction of the public sector with the 

private sector, nonprofit sector, education sector, and the public (Ansell & Torfing, 2022; 

Bingham, 2011; Peters & Pierre, 2018). Governance, as used in this study, is specific to 

public governance at the U.S. federal level and is defined as “the interactive processes 

through which society and the economy are steered towards collectively negotiated 

objectives” (Ansell & Torfing, 2022, p. 4). Governance is a complex web of 

relationships, interactions, assumptions, and approaches that touches almost every aspect 

of American life, from approving new vaccines to providing for the common defense 

(Durant, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Valdez, 2017).  

I conceptualized this study through the lens of governance paradigms (Bryson et 

al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; 

Peters et al., 2022). A governance paradigm is an interrelated core set of ideas about how 

public organizations and civil servants approach organization, governance, and 

management (Carstensen et al., 2023; Torfing et al., 2020). In this study, I used three 

governance paradigms to frame the core ideas and structure the approach. Additionally, 

“perspective” refers to the broader outlook derived from the governance paradigms. 

A map of Chapter 2, using the conceptual framework as a foundation, is provided 

in Figure 2. Chapter 2 begins with the literature on governance paradigms. The core ideas 

within each of the three established paradigms are discussed in detail to form the 

foundation of the study and answer the research questions. The literature on Q-
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methodology and the use of Q-methodology to study viewpoints follows. Next, I discuss 

the literature in which governance paradigms and Q-methodology intersect. I conclude 

the chapter with additional detail on the context of the study and briefly review the 

literature that provided context but was not foregrounded in this study.  

Figure 2 

Map of Chapter 2 

 

Governance Paradigms 

The literature review for this dissertation evolved over a 2-year period, drawing 

from the broad fields of public administration, organization science, and management 
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searches in specific publications including Public Administration Review, Public 

Management Review, American Review of Public Administration, and Governance. 

Throughout the 2 years, I performed countless searches, resulting in the review of 

hundreds of articles and several books. Five key books served as the primary foundation 

for my understanding.  

• The New Public Service, Serving Not Steering (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015a) 

• Debating Public Administration: Management Challenges, Choices, and 

Opportunities (Durant, 2013) 

• The Handbook of Federal Government Leadership and Administration: 

Transforming, Performing, and Innovating in a Complex World (Rosenbloom 

et al., 2017) 

• Public Administration: A Very Short Introduction (Theodoulou & Roy, 2016) 

• Public Governance Paradigms: Competing and Co-existing (Torfing et al., 

2020) 

These books formed much of the conceptual base for my research. From there, I 

conducted additional searches for articles to deepen my understanding of the governance 

paradigms, which are discussed throughout this chapter. Once I had a strong conceptual 

foundation, I embarked on the empirical search, which I detail later in this chapter. The 

empirical search was conducted methodically. As a portrait of the empirical study of 

governance paradigms emerged, I used these articles to supplement the conceptualization 

in this study and build this section of the chapter. This section summarizes the core ideas 
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from the governance paradigms using both the conceptual and empirical research on 

governance paradigms.  

Governance paradigms coexist and intertwine in the practice of civil service 

(Appe et al., 2021; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 

2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). In the literature, this has been 

called hybrid forms of governance (Carstensen et al., 2023; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; 

Torfing et al., 2020), hybridity (Carstensen et al., 2023; Kuitert et al., 2023), hybrid 

democracy (Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019), hybridization of governance 

(Chan, 2022), hybridized governance (Chan, 2022), and multiparadigmatic governance 

(Carstensen et al., 2023). These terms are used interchangeably, often in the same article. 

In this study, I used hybrid forms of governance, hybrid governance, and blended 

approaches interchangeably when describing the blending of core ideas from across 

governance paradigms.  

I chose to frame the study using three governance paradigms. Scholars generally 

agree on two established governance paradigms and the emergence of a new governance 

paradigm beginning in the early 2000s (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022).  

The first governance paradigm used in framing this study was traditional public 

administration (TPA). TPA evolved out of political theory, scientific management theory, 

and the theory of bureaucracy (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; 

Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Core ideas within 

the TPA paradigm include impartiality, standard processes, and the responsibility of 

citizens to vote in elections (Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; van der 
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Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). The second paradigm used in framing this study, 

new public management (NPM), evolved from economic theory and public choice theory 

(Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et 

al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Core ideas within the NPM paradigm promote the 

notion that government should run like a business and improve the efficiency and 

effectiveness of public service delivery through market-driven approaches (J. V. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Kim, 2021; Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 2020). 

The third paradigm, emerging public service (EPS), evolved from democratic theory and 

public value theory (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Rahaman, 

2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). Core ideas within EPS include the need for shared 

decision-making and collaboration with citizens, the private sector, and nonprofits for 

joint service delivery to address local issues (Kim, 2021; Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen 

et al., 2020). The following sections include additional detail on each of these three 

governance paradigms.  

Traditional Public Administration 

TPA evolved from political theory, scientific management theory, rational choice 

theory, and the theory of bureaucracy with the research and published works of Woodrow 

Wilson, Frederick Taylor, Max Weber, and Herbert Simon providing the foundation 

(Bryson et al., 2014; Rahaman, 2017; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). As a result, the core 

ideas concerning business management, and the separation of politics and administration, 

align with their views. In TPA, elected officials formulate public policy goals 

representing the preferences of the public; in turn civil servants implement the policies 

(Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 2022; Li & Qiu, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; Rahaman, 2017; 
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Rosenbloom, 1983, 2013; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016; Valdez, 

2017; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020).  

The function of the civil service is to administer, also referred to as “rowing” (J. 

V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). 

The civil service is viewed as a business administration function, separated from the 

political processes, and focused on maximizing the efficiency and effectiveness of 

delivering public services through standardization and hierarchy (Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 

2022; Li & Qiu, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; Rosenbloom, 1983, 2013; Rosenbloom et 

al., 2022; Valdez, 2017; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). Two 

components form the foundation of TPA: 

• Political/administration dichotomy 

• Procedural equality 

Political/Administration Dichotomy 

Wilson’s famous quote in The Study of Administration—“administrative questions 

are not political questions” (as quoted in Durant, 2017, p. 24)—illustrates the core idea of 

the political/administration dichotomy in TPA (Brans, 2012; Durant, 2017; Kim, 2021). 

In this view, politics includes the election processes and the public officials who are 

elected. Administration includes the executive branch governance processes and the civil 

servants who are selected through a merit selection process. Wilson argued that politics 

and administration were distinct and that civil service ought to be insulated from partisan 

politics (Durant, 2017; Rahaman, 2017; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). In the 

political/administration dichotomy and TPA, civil servants are politically neutral, 

executing the policies that elected officials formulate (Durant, 2017; Kim, 2021; 
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Rosenbloom, 1983; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Valdez, 2017). The political/administrative 

dichotomy includes three aspects (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b; Kim, 2021):  

• Neutral competence of the civil service 

• Political guidance received from elected officials 

• Centralized decision-making within a bureaucratic, hierarchical structure 

Neutrality in neutral competency refers to a nonpartisan civil service (J. V. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b; Kim, 2021). Civil servants exercise neutrality in 

governance and policy implementation. Competence refers to expertise, which is an 

assumed result of the merit-based selection processes of the civil service (J. V. Denhardt 

& Denhardt, 2015b; Kim, 2021).  

Political guidance is the second aspect of the political/administration dichotomy. 

A representative democracy is the ideal in TPA, with elected officials representing the 

views of the public (Kim, 2021). Elected officials, both in the executive branch and in 

Congress, drive public policy goals. It is the work of the civil service to administer the 

policies in accordance with the political guidance and direction received (Kim, 2021; Li 

& Cao, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). 

Public interest within TPA is defined politically through citizens participating in elections 

as the means to influence public policy goals (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. B. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000).  

The third aspect of the political/administration dichotomy concerns decision-

making and structural components of governance. The ideal organizational structure in 

TPA is a bureaucratic organization with a defined command and control structure 

outlining authority and responsibility (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b; Kim, 2021). 
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Decisions are centralized, rational, and cost-minimizing (Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 

2022). Civil servants engaged in decision-making gather knowledge and make sense of 

the information using a rational approach drawn from previous observation and 

experience surrounding the topic. Primacy is given to evidence-based research and 

analysis (Bryson et al., 2014; Rosenbloom, 2013; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). Decisions 

lead to direction, which is promulgated through the chain of command in bureaucratic, 

hierarchical organizations. Decision-making at lower levels of the hierarchy is driven by 

rules and procedures, which define the boundaries for decision-making and the available 

decision choices (Kim, 2021).  

Procedural Equality 

Equality in TPA is procedural equality, in which fair treatment results from 

applying the rules and procedures in the same manner to all (Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 2022; 

Nederhand et al., 2019). This assumption finds its roots in the works of Frederick 

Taylor’s scientific management and Max Weber’s bureaucracy (Rosenbloom, 2013; 

Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016; Valdez, 2017).  

Taylor’s scientific management strove to maximize workflow through efficiency 

and labor productivity. This was achieved through standardization, processes, and 

specialization (Valdez, 2017). Weber’s philosophy of an ideal bureaucracy included 

hierarchy, division of labor, standardization, and rules (Malone, 2017; Rahaman, 2017; 

Rosenbloom et al., 2017). Taylor saw efficiency and effectiveness through division of 

labor and standardization (Malone, 2017; Rahaman, 2017).  

Efficiency and effectiveness in TPA result from standardization, procedures, 

bureaucracy, and centralized decision-making (Malone, 2017; Rahaman, 2017; 
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Rosenbloom et al., 2017). The relationship between citizens and the civil service is 

impersonal and includes case management through the application of rules and 

procedures (Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). Many federal organizations use the 

structures and management ideals of TPA (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b). 

Critiques  

Critics of TPA point to rigidity and bureaucracy bogged down by excessive rules, 

procedures, and processes (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b). One prominent critique is 

that TPA ignores citizens, relying solely on direction from elected officials as a proxy to 

citizens without direct engagement (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b). A second major 

critique of TPA is its inability to adapt or be innovative given the excessive rules, 

procedures, and processes (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b). Table 2 summarizes 

TPA. 

Table 2  

Summary of Traditional Public Administration  

Characteristic Description 

Theoretical 

foundation 

Political theory, scientific management theory, and the theory of 

bureaucracy (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b) 

Basis Implement policies formulated by elected officials expertly, without 

loyalties, and in accordance with objective standards (Kim, 2021; 

Nederhand et al., 2019; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020) 

Representative 

core ideas 
• Political/administration dichotomy 

• Procedural equality 

• Civil service expertise and neutrality 

• Hierarchical, bureaucratic organizations 

• Efficiency and effectiveness through standardization 
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New Public Management 

Globalization significantly influenced the next governance paradigm. As the 

NPM paradigm began to gain widespread popularity in the mid 1970s, the general 

sentiment was that governments were too slow, inefficient, and costly to react to 

citizen demands in a global world (Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou 

& Roy, 2016). NPM offered a market-oriented paradigm (Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et 

al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016) underscored by economic theory, public choice 

theory, and principal-agent theory (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Warsen et al., 

2020). Underlying NPM are self-interest and public choice assumptions involving 

transactions similar to those of economic markets (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015b). The view of government is transactional from the standpoint of markets and 

customers (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a). Civil servants are encouraged to find 

innovative ways to achieve policy goals and to privatize previously considered 

governmental functions (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b). The phrase “government 

must be run like a business” is a common mantra in NPM (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015b; Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

The best-selling book by David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, Reinventing 

Government (1992) (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b), outlined 10 principles and 

popularized NPM in the United States. The 10 principles were as follows: 

• Catalytic government, steering rather than rowing 

• Community-owned government, empowering rather than serving 

• Competitive government, injecting competition into service delivery 

• Mission-driven government, transforming rule-driven organizations 
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• Results-oriented government, funding outcomes not inputs 

• Customer-driven government, meeting the needs of the customer, not the 

bureaucracy 

• Enterprising government, earning rather than spending 

• Anticipatory government, prevention rather than cure 

• Decentralized government, from hierarchy to participation and teamwork 

• Market-oriented government, leveraging change through the market 

Ronald Reagan was an early adopter of NPM and promoted numerous private-

sector principles in civil service, including the use of cost-benefit analysis to evaluate 

public spending (Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Bill Clinton continued the tradition of NPM 

with the reinventing government initiative, which consolidated and streamlined programs 

and processes (Theodoulou & Roy, 2016).  

There are several differences between TPA and NPM. The NPM paradigm 

moved public administration discourse away from government (structure) to 

governance (process) and promoted the “management” of public services not the 

“administration” of public services. Although public management and public 

administration are often used interchangeably, the difference lies within the theoretical 

foundations. Discussions of public management are based on economic interpretations 

of managerial behavior, whereas discussions of public administration are more likely 

based on political science and organizational analysis (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015b). 

Contracting, privatization, and private-sector performance indicators were 

introduced in the NPM paradigm, which evolved the delivery of public services from 
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“rowing” and administering to “steering” and managing (Rahaman, 2017; 

Rosenbloom et al., 2022). Public service administration shifted to public service 

management (Rahaman, 2017). NPM promised to modernize the administrative 

rigidity of government with the managerial flexibility of governance (Rahaman, 2017; 

Rosenbloom et al., 2022). The discourse shifted from government to governance 

(Rahaman, 2017), with a focus on the process rather than the structure. NPM was 

conceptualized as a flexible ecosystem of interconnected service-provider 

organizations from the public, private, and nonprofit sectors that minimized costs 

through the pressures of market competition (Rahaman, 2017). NPM viewed civil 

servants as entrepreneurs who assembled and connected resources from the public, 

private, and nonprofit sectors. To achieve governance in NPM, monitoring contracts 

and grants became a core function of the civil service.  

NPM and TPA align on the need for efficiency and standardized procedures 

promoting fairness through procedural equality, but also differ significantly. Efficiency, 

as described in TPA, focuses on inputs and outputs. TPA efficiency means that 

standardized processes (inputs) lead to efficient and expected outputs. Efficiency, as 

described in NPM, focuses on results, thereby bringing performance to the forefront in 

achieving policy outcomes (Rosenbloom et al., 2022).  

The administrative rigidity of TPA is different from the managerial flexibility 

that is needed to achieve policy outcomes in NPM. NPM promotes viewing citizens as 

customers and empowering employees to resolve problems beyond documented 

processes and procedures (Rosenbloom et al., 2022). Customer service satisfaction, 
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responsiveness, and the use of performance measures are prominent core ideas in 

NPM.  

Accountability is another area that differs between TPA and NPM. In both cases, 

civil servants are accountable to elected officials. In TPA, civil servants demonstrate their 

accountability by adhering to rules and the mandates of elected officials, while in NPM, 

they measure their accountability by achieving performance targets primarily set by 

elected officials in the executive branch (Kim, 2021). 

Critiques  

Critics of NPM point to the incompatibility of market approaches and the tenets 

of the Constitution (R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Durant, 2017). Durant (2017) 

stated that NPM “treated the Congress largely as if it did not exist. Indeed, the 

disappointments of these initiatives are directly traceable to pretending that politics are 

not a key ingredient in administration” (Durant, 2017, p. 27). Critics also point to a 

reduced role of citizens with minimal input into public service delivery (Cruz Dallagnol 

et al., 2023; Liddle, 2018). As stated by Denhardt and Denhardt (2015b), “In our rush to 

steer, perhaps we are forgetting who owns the boat” (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015b, p. 46). The concept of citizens as customers fails to acknowledge that citizens 

are part of communities and have the right to be involved in decision-making (Kim, 

2021). Citizens “own the boat,” so to speak, and the core ideas within the third 

paradigm point to citizen empowerment and involvement through a ‘serving’ civil 

service (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000). 

Table 3 summarizes NPM. 
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Table 3 

Summary of New Public Management  

Characteristic Description 

Theoretical  

foundation 

Economic theory, public choice theory, and principal-agent theory (Bryson 

et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b; Warsen et al., 2020) 

Basis Improve efficiency and effectiveness of public service delivery through 

market-driven approaches (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b, 2015b; R. 

B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Kim, 2021; Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen 

et al., 2020) 

Representative  

core ideas 
• Market-driven management and results 

• Performance indicators 

• Enhancement of efficiency, effectiveness, and performance when 

public services are exposed to market forces 

• Waste reduction 

• Customer focus 

• Civil service expertise and neutrality 

 

Emerging Public Service 

There is little consensus as to what to call the third paradigm (Bryson et al., 

2014). Scholars have generally agreed that reforms to NPM are needed (Peters et al., 

2022; Ropret & Aristovnik, 2019). The emerging paradigm democratizes public 

governance and includes a focus on public value, public values, service, and direct 

involvement of citizens and stakeholders in collaborative efforts to address issues in the 

public sector (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Liddle, 2018; Peters et al., 2022; Ropret & Aristovnik, 

2019; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). New public governance (Kuitert et al., 2023; Osborne, 

2006), public value management (Stoker, 2006), integrated publicness (Bozeman & 

Moulton, 2011), public value governance (Bryson et al., 2014), new public service (J. V. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000), network 

governance (McGuire, 2011), collaborative governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008), and post-
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NPM (Ropret & Aristovnik, 2019) are all terms used to describe this way of thinking. I 

chose to call this paradigm emerging public service to consolidate these ideas into one 

paradigm evolving from democratic theory and public value theory. 

The roots of EPS can be traced back to the stock market crash of 1929 and the 

election of Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1932, when U.S. federal services became 

increasingly focused on social policies and programs (Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). In the 

New Deal, a vast number of laws passed by Congress and executive orders issued by 

FDR included social programs in employment, public works, agriculture, and the 

protection of poor Americans (Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Civil servants focused more on 

equity and less on efficiency. When the United States entered World War II, less 

emphasis was put on the social programs as the economy was fueled with new jobs in 

support of the war effort (Theodoulou & Roy, 2016) and the ideas of EPS were pushed to 

the background. Consequently, Dwight Waldo’s (1952) article resurrected EPS ideas by 

igniting the efficiency debate and challenging the ideas of TPA (Durant, 2013; 

Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Waldo worked as a civil servant following the completion of 

his dissertation and argued that politics and administration were not severable (Durant, 

2013, 2017; Kim, 2021; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016) and that efficiency was not a 

universal truth, as one would argue in the hard science approaches, but rather could be 

debated (Durant, 2013; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016).  

Herbert Simon, influential in TPA and the study of management, vehemently 

disagreed with Waldo (Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Waldo took 

a value-based approach to civil service, while Simon took a positivist, scientific approach 

(J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Simon’s views were 
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reflected in TPA, while Waldo’s views were incorporated into EPS (J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015b; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). TPA and the positivist approaches 

remained the dominant view in public administration in the 1950s and 1960s.  

In the late 1960s as the disparity of wealth grew, value-based views again 

resurfaced, with a relook at the bias toward minorities in bureaucratic systems (Kim, 

2021). At the Minnowbrook Conference of 1968, scholars asserted that TPA and its 

systems of standardization, rules, and procedures made it easier for some citizens to face 

unfair treatment, even if the rules and procedures were not intended to discriminate (Kim, 

2021). Conference attendees railed against TPA and focused efforts on reorienting public 

administration away from administrative efficiency and towards ‘democratic equality’ 

and ‘social justice’ (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b; Kim, 2021; Theodoulou & Roy, 

2016). After this brief resurgence, the work around public value and public service again 

was pushed to the background with the emergence of NPM and the mantra that 

government must be run like a business to be responsive to citizens in a global world (J. 

V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b; Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022).  

In 2000, Denhardt and Denhardt (2000) published The New Public Service: 

Serving Rather than Steering, offering a contrast to NPM and reigniting scholarship and 

discourse directed at values and service. The ideas of new public service (J. V. Denhardt 

& Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000) are foundational to EPS 

and include the following principles: 

• Serve citizens, not customers 

• Seek the public interest 

• Value citizenship over entrepreneurship 
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• Think strategically, act democratically 

• Recognize that accountability isn’t simple 

• Serve rather than steer 

• Value people, not just productivity 

Following new public service (R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000), several ideas 

around networks, collaboration, and public value were brought to the forefront. I have 

chosen to combine the scholarship around governance networks, collaboration, public 

value, and new public service into the EPS paradigm, thereby making the core ideas of 

EPS more inclusive and incorporating public value, relationships, adaptability, inclusion, 

and collaboration (Bryson et al., 2014; Cruz Dallagnol et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015b, 2015a; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000).  

Unlike TPA and traditional hierarchical structures, EPS distributes decision-

making authority across various stakeholders. Unlike NPM, collaboration is the center of 

the decision-making in EPS and not the public entrepreneur. In shared decision-making, 

public value drives the decisions and not the market. EPS accepts uncertainty and 

incomplete information, leading to an iterative approach to decision-making. In TPA and 

NPM, rational decision-making aims to reduce uncertainty and evaluate trade-offs against 

defined objectives (Cristofoli et al., 2023). In EPS, there is a pragmatist approach to 

decision-making (Cristofoli et al., 2023). The pragmatist approach accepts the uncertainty 

of information and evaluates information through multiple planning scenarios and a 

process of continual information gathering and feedback (Ansell & Boin, 2019).  

EPS is a more citizen-centric paradigm than either TPA or NPM. EPS emphasizes 

collaboration and cooperation among diverse actors, such as government agencies, 
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nonprofit organizations, businesses, community groups, and citizens. These entities come 

together to address shared challenges and leverage their collective expertise and 

resources. EPS, like NPM, encourages the delivery of services by others outside of 

government. The difference is that NPM uses contractual compliance for accountability, 

while EPS focuses on horizontal, long-term relationships (Kim, 2021). 

EPS promotes adaptability and flexibility, allowing for adjustments to changing 

circumstances and evolving issues for more effective responses to dynamic and complex 

challenges. EPS’s focus on outcomes is similar to NPM. In NPM, the outcome is in the 

form of targets set by elected officials. In EPS, the outcomes are citizen-centric and 

defined by collaborative efforts with community stakeholders.  

Information sharing is a core assumption of EPS. Participants in collaborative 

efforts exchange knowledge, data, and insights to enhance their collective understanding. 

Enabling and promoting knowledge sharing focuses on inclusivity and learning. 

Inclusivity means seeking knowledge and expertise from a diverse range of stakeholders, 

whereas learning promotes continual learning from a diverse set of stakeholders and 

feedback loops. Inclusivity and learning foster a more collaborative approach to decision-

making, ensuring that decisions encompass a wide range of perspectives and adjust in 

response to feedback. Consequently, the recognition of interconnectedness and 

interdependencies leads to more comprehensive and sustainable solutions to complex 

challenges, rather than their reduction.  

Overall, EPS recognizes the complexity of modern challenges and leverages the 

collective intelligence and resources of diverse stakeholders to address them. It is 
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particularly relevant in contexts where traditional top-down approaches may be 

insufficient in dealing with intricate and interconnected issues. 

Critiques  

Critics of EPS point to the lack of consensus on terms (Bojang, 2021; P. R. 

Brown, 2021; Cruz Dallagnol et al., 2023). Numerous terms and theoretical origins cause 

a lack of synergy in research efforts (P. R. Brown, 2021; Coffey, 2021; Faulkner & 

Kaufman, 2018). Accountability is a second critique of EPS. EPS requires multiple and 

overlapping horizontal and vertical accountability components, making accountability 

difficult to determine and hold (Lægreid & Rykkja, 2022). Lastly, critics point to the 

inability to implement a paradigm that is so flexible as to be incomplete. Table 4 

summarizes EPS.  

Table 4 

Summary of Emerging Public Service 

Characteristic Description 

Theoretical 

foundation 

Democratic theory and public value theory (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b) 

Basis Improve interorganizational collaboration between public, private, and 

nonprofit sectors in decision-making and service delivery to address issues 

(Kim, 2021; Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 2020) 

Representative  

core ideas 
• Citizen involvement 

• Collaboration 

• Inclusivity 

• Flexibility and adaptability 

• Recognition of the complexity of challenges 

• Deliberation/collaboration among organizations 

• Relational approach to service procurement adaptation/learning 
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Comparing the Three Governance Paradigms 

The previous sections provided details on each of the three governance paradigms 

used to frame this study. This section synthesizes the available literature within five 

dimensions to further elaborate on the similarities and differences between the core ideas 

from the governance paradigms. Each subsection includes an overview of the synthesized 

literature and a table summarizing the core ideas from the perspective of each governance 

paradigm. This information was used to develop the concourse within the Q-methodology 

design, which I discuss further in Chapter 3. The five dimensions are as follows: 

• Function of the civil service 

• Role of the civil servant 

• Role of citizens and stakeholders 

• Approach to decision-making and problem-solving 

• Conceptions of democracy, accountability, and legitimacy 

Function of the Civil Service and Role of the Civil Servant 

The theoretical foundations for the three governance paradigms primarily drive 

the core ideas forming the function of the civil service and role of the civil servant. In 

TPA, civil service is viewed as a business administration function, separated from the 

political processes and focused on maximizing the efficiency and effectiveness of 

delivering public services through standardization and hierarchy (Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 

2022; Li & Qiu, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; Rosenbloom, 1983, 2013; Rosenbloom et 

al., 2022; Valdez, 2017; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). This view is 

often associated with administering or “rowing,” in which the government provides 

public services with civil servants conducting much of the work of governance 
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(Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). The separation between political 

processes and administrative processes is a core idea within TPA, as is the need to strictly 

adhere to policies and processes established through political processes. Civil servants are 

viewed as nonpartisan experts and bureaucrats. 

This contrasts with the view of the civil service in NPM. The assumption that 

government should operate like a business drives the NPM view of the civil service. In 

NPM, the function of the civil service is to manage or “steer” and find innovative ways to 

achieve policy goals. Private-sector mechanisms, such as performance targets, goals, and 

contracts, drive the work of governance. Civil servants are regarded as public 

entrepreneurs and public managers. They are expected to innovate and monitor contracts 

and grants.  

In EPS, civil servants collaborate and engage directly with citizens and 

stakeholders. Civil service practices necessitate brokering between citizens and 

community groups as well as sharing responsibility in decision-making and public 

service delivery. The focus is on relationships, and the function of the civil service is 

to “serve.”  

Table 5 summarizes the core ideas from the perspective of each of the  

governance paradigms as they relate to the function of the civil service. Table 6 

summarizes the core ideas from the perspective of each governance paradigm on the  

role of the civil servant.  
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Table 5 

Function of the Civil Service: Core Ideas from the Perspective of Each Paradigm 

Governance 

paradigm 

Function of the civil service: Core ideas 

TPA • The function of the civil service is to implement policies formulated by elected 

officials expertly, without loyalties, and in accordance with objective standards 

(Kim, 2021; Nederhand et al., 2019; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 

2020). 

• The ideal structure is a bureaucratic organization with a defined command and 

control structure outlining authority and responsibility (J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Kim, 2021). 

• The instruments used to achieve public policy goals are policies, procedures, 

rules, and regulations (Kim, 2021; Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 

2020).  

NPM • The function of the civil service is to implement policies through contracts and 

performance indicators ((J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Kim, 2021) and assemble or interweave the 

resources of the private and nonprofit sections (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Kim, 2021). 

• The ideal structure is decentralized (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; 

R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Kim, 2021). 

• The instruments used to achieve public policy goals are incentive structures 

and business instruments, such as contracts, grants, and performance goals 

aimed at engaging the private and nonprofit sectors (J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Warsen et al., 

2020). 

EPS • The function of the civil service is to create public value through inclusive 

dialogue (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Kim, 2021). 

• The ideal structure is a decentralized collaborative effort (J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Kim, 2021). 

• The instruments used to achieve public policy goals are ongoing collaboration, 

negotiations, and network management (process focus). Activities include 

activating actors and organizing events (Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 

2020). 
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Table 6 

Role of the Civil Servant: Core Ideas from the Perspective of Each Paradigm 

Governance 

paradigm 

 

Role of the civil servant: Core ideas 

TPA • Nonpartisan bureaucrat with neutral competence (R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2000; Kim, 2021; Nederhand et al., 2019; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et 

al., 2020) 

NPM • Monitoring public entrepreneur (Nederhand et al., 2019; van der Steen et al., 

2018; Warsen et al., 2020) 

EPS • Partner and networker/active network manager (Nederhand et al., 2019; van der 

Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020) 

• Boundary spanner (Kim, 2021) 

 

Role of Citizens and Stakeholders 

Different governance paradigms view citizens and stakeholders differently. Within 

TPA, citizens are viewed as voters who influence policy through the election process 

(Kim, 2021; van der Steen et al., 2018). Stakeholder involvement with government is 

structured and occurs through formal mechanisms. The relationship between civil servants 

and citizens or stakeholders is impersonal, operating through case management and the 

application of policies and procedures (Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

Within NPM, citizens and stakeholders are viewed as customers or as service 

providers. Customers provide feedback through customer satisfaction surveys and other 

direct means. Service providers are held accountable to contract performance standards 

(Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022).  

Within EPS, citizens and stakeholders are collaborators and partners (Li & Cao, 

2022; van der Steen et al., 2018). Citizens and stakeholders are expected to be active 

participants in governance processes, especially at the local level. Table 7 summarizes the 

core ideas from the perspective of each governance paradigm as they relate to the role of 

citizens and stakeholders. 
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Table 7 

Role of Citizens and Stakeholders: Core Ideas from the Perspective of Each Paradigm 

Governance 

paradigm 

 

View of citizens and stakeholders: Core ideas 

TPA • Citizens are viewed as voters (Kim, 2021; van der Steen et al., 2018), who 

deserve protection through law and order (adapted from van der Steen et al., 

2018). 

• Citizens have a responsibility to participate in elections to influence public 

policy (Kim, 2021). 

• The relationship between civil servants and citizens is impersonal using a case 

management approach through the application of policies and procedures 

(Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

• Public interest is defined through citizens participating in political elections as 

the means to influence public policy goals (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; 

R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000). 

NPM • Citizens are viewed as customers ((Kim, 2021; van der Steen et al., 2018). 

• Citizens have a responsibility to provide feedback on service delivery through 

customer satisfaction surveys and complaints (Kim, 2021). 

• The relationship between civil servants and citizens is a customer relationship 

driven by customer satisfaction and feedback. 

• The relationship between civil servants and service providers is driven by 

contracts and performance indicators (Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

• A citizen is a customer of the government who deserves qualified public 

services (van der Steen et al., 2018). 

• As self-interest and public choice are central to NPM, public interest is viewed 

as an aggregate of individual self-interests (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; 

R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000). 

EPS • Citizens are viewed as collaborators and partners (Li & Cao, 2022; van der 

Steen et al., 2018). 

• Citizens have a responsibility to actively participate in governance to 

influence publicly made decisions that impact their well-being (Kim, 2021). 

• The relationship between civil servants and citizens is an inclusive partnership 

seeking a diverse set of opinions and input (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 

2015a; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000). 

• A citizen is a partner of the government in a network with different 

stakeholders (van der Steen et al., 2018). 

• Public interest is a result of dialogue (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. B. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000). 

 

Approach to Decision-Making and Problem-Solving 

In the three governance paradigms, decision-making and problem-solving are a 

combination of structural components and assumptions derived from each paradigm’s 
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focus. Table 8 summarizes the core ideas from the perspective of each governance 

paradigm regarding the approach to decision-making and problem-solving. 

Table 8  

Approach to Decision-Making and Problem-Solving: Core Ideas from the Perspective of Each 

Paradigm 

Governance 

paradigm 

 

Approach to decision-making and problem-solving: Core ideas 

TPA • Policy decisions are driven by elected officials. Administrative decisions are 

centralized, rational, and cost-minimizing (Kim, 2021; Rosenbloom et al., 

2022). 

• The use of command and control is prevalent in decision-making 

(Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

• Problem-solving is rational and uses cost-benefit analysis and trade-offs 

(Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

• Problem-solving requires analyzing multiple alternatives to arrive at the best 

solution. 

• Problem-solving requires objective analysis based on logic. 

NPM • Policy decisions are driven by elected officials through performance indicators 

and budgeting. Execution decisions are market-driven (Kim, 2021). 

• Decisions are decentralized, rational, and cost-minimizing (Kim, 2021; 

Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

• Decisions are driven by waste reduction (Neo et al., 2023). 

• Similar to TPA, problem-solving is rational and uses cost-benefit analysis and 

trade-offs (Rosenbloom et al., 2022). 

• Problem-solving requires analyzing multiple alternatives to arrive at the best 

solution. 

• Problem-solving requires objective analysis based on logic. 

• Problem-solving requires market research and establishing performance 

targets. 

EPS • Decisions are driven by collaboration and transparency (Kim, 2021). 

• Decision-making uses a pragmatic approach in which the uncertainty of 

information is accepted, and decision-making is iterative and included within a 

feedback loop (Ansell & Boin, 2019; Cristofoli et al., 2023). 

• Problem-solving involves understanding and incorporating numerous views to 

engage in collaborative decision-making and action (Kim, 2021). 

• Problem-solving involves engaging in continuous improvement and learning 

(Kim, 2021). 

• Problem-solving requires deliberation to understand and incorporate numerous 

perspectives in collaborative decision-making and action. 
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Conceptions of Democracy, Accountability, and Legitimacy 

Hansen et al. (2022) conducted a literature review of 368 articles on the use of 

accountability and legitimacy across the governance paradigms. The researchers 

concluded that two logics of democracy underpin the paradigms (Hansen et al., 2022). 

Logics in this usage aligns with institutional theory and is defined as “the socially 

constructed, historical patterns of cultural symbols and material practices, assumptions, 

values, and beliefs by which individuals produce and reproduce their material 

subsistence, organize time and space, and provide meaning to their daily activity” 

(Thornton & Ocasio, 1999, p. 804). The two logics of democracy are electoral logic and 

stakeholder logic (Hansen et al., 2022). 

The review concluded that both the TPA and NPM paradigms view accountability 

in terms of the electoral logic (Hansen et al., 2022). In this logic, elected officials set the 

vision and goals to be implemented by civil servants. It is primarily a vertical form of 

accountability to elected officials (Cruz Dallagnol et al., 2023; Hansen et al., 2022). NPM 

has received criticism that accountability to elected officials in Congress is nonexistent 

(Cruz Dallagnol et al., 2023; Durant, 2017). Therefore, while NPM employs electoral 

logic assumptions for accountability, it primarily relies on vertical accountability within 

the executive branch. TPA adheres to electoral logic, with vertical accountability to 

political officials in both the executive branch and Congress. Denhardt and Denhardt 

(2015b) also outlined market accountability associated with NPM, where customers of 

public services drive accountability, similar to other services in the market.  

EPS uses a more horizontal approach to accountability through stakeholder logic 

(Hansen et al., 2022). Stakeholder logic, as described by Hansen et al. (2022), includes 
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three types of horizontal accountability. The first is social accountability, which when 

applied through EPS means accountability to those who are impacted and voluntarily 

participate in collaborative efforts. This type of horizontal accountability is primarily 

applicable to collaborative efforts with the community. The second type of horizontal 

accountability is professional accountability, which is in the form of professional 

standards and professional expertise. The third type of horizontal accountability is peer or 

reputational accountability, which holds collaborating members accountable to others in 

the collaborative effort (Hansen et al., 2022). The complex arrangement of vertical 

accountability to political officials and horizontal accountability, both as professional and 

peer accountability, is a key challenge for collaborative efforts aligned with the EPS 

paradigm (Lægreid & Rykkja, 2022; Liddle, 2018). Lægreid and Rykkja (2022) reviewed 

two collaborative efforts between government organizations in Norway and concluded 

that accountability in collaborative arrangements has multiple and overlapping horizontal 

and vertical accountability components.  

Legitimacy includes two components: legitimacy type and legitimacy location 

(Hansen et al., 2022). Legitimacy type includes input, throughput, and output. Input 

legitimacy is the view that input is received from legitimate sources through rules and 

resourcing (Hansen et al., 2022; van der Steen et al., 2018). Throughput legitimacy is the 

view that the process is legitimate (Hansen et al., 2022; van der Steen et al., 2018). 

Output legitimacy is the view that performance against target goals can be measured and 

is legitimate (Hansen et al., 2022; van der Steen et al., 2018). The three paradigms relate 

to input, throughput, and output legitimacy in different ways. TPA uses input legitimacy, 

where laws and resourcing are received from political processes and therefore legitimate 
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(van der Steen et al., 2018). NPM uses output legitimacy through performance targets 

(van der Steen et al., 2018). EPS uses throughput legitimacy, with a focus on the 

collaborative processes (van der Steen et al., 2018). 

Legitimacy location is the second component. Legitimacy location can be internal 

or external (Hansen et al., 2022). Hansen et al. (2022) described social and professional 

accountability as external, and peer accountability as internal. All three governance 

paradigms have both internal and external legitimacy locations. Table 9 summarizes the 

core ideas from the perspective of each governance paradigm as they relate to the 

conceptions of democracy, accountability, and legitimacy.  

Table 9  

Conceptions of Democracy, Accountability, and Legitimacy: Core Ideas from the Perspective of 

Each Paradigm 

Governance 

paradigm 

 

Conceptions of democracy, accountability, and legitimacy: Core ideas 

TPA • Electoral logic of democracy (Hansen et al., 2022) 

• Vertical accountability to elected officials in the executive and legislative 

branches (Hansen et al., 2022; Kim, 2021) 

• Input legitimacy (Hansen et al., 2022; van der Steen et al., 2018) 

NPM • Electoral logic of democracy (Hansen et al., 2022) 

• Vertical accountability to elected officials primarily in the executive branch 

(Durant, 2017; Hansen et al., 2022; Kim, 2021) 

• Market-driven accountability to customers of public services (J. V. Denhardt 

& Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000) 

• Output legitimacy (Hansen et al., 2022; van der Steen et al., 2018) 

EPS • Stakeholder logic of democracy (Hansen et al., 2022; Kim, 2021) 

• Horizontal through social, professional, and peer accountability in 

collaborative efforts (Hansen et al., 2022; Kim, 2021; Warsen et al., 2020) 

• Complex horizontal and vertical accountability (Lægreid & Rykkja, 2022) 

• Throughput legitimacy (Hansen et al., 2022; Kim, 2021; van der Steen et al., 

2018) (note: Kim [2021] calls this stakeholder legitimacy) 
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Empirical Studies of Governance Paradigms 

To understand how governance paradigms have been studied, I followed a 

literature search process to find empirical articles. The first search was designed to return 

articles published in the last 5 years (Dec 2018 through present) with study locations 

within the United States and specific to governance paradigms. The search and the search 

results are included in Table 10. The search yielded no results applicable to the study. 

Table 10  

Results of Search for Empirical Studies in the United States Related to Governance Paradigms 

Database Search criteria Results 

Web of 

Science 

“governance” (title) and “public” 

(abstract) and “paradigm” (abstract) 

and “United States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018 – Dec 2023 

Four articles (Abstracts for the four 

articles were reviewed and deemed not 

applicable) 

ABI/Inform 

Complete 

Plus 

“governance” (title) and “public” 

(abstract) and “paradigm” (abstract) 

and “United States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018 – Dec 2023 

Two articles (Abstracts for the two articles 

were reviewed and deemed not applicable) 

Business 

Source 

Ultimate 

“governance” (title) and “public” 

(abstract) and “paradigm” (abstract) 

and “United States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018 – Dec 2023 

Six articles (Abstracts for the six articles 

were reviewed and deemed not 

applicable). 

 

Next, I expanded the search to include the search term values as a possible term 

that could return results for the underlying drivers for the paradigms. The search and the 

search results are included in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

Results of Search for Empirical Studies in the United States Related to Public Values 

Database Search criteria 

Articles 

identified 

Excluded 

based on 

abstract review Included 

Web of  

Science 

“values” (title) and 

“public” (abstract) and 

“United States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018 – 

Dec 2023 

37 33 4 

ABI/Inform 

Complete  

Plus 

“values” (title) and 

“public” (abstract) and 

“United States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018 – 

Dec 2023 

3, plus 4 also found 

in the Web of 

Science search 

3 0 

Business  

Source  

Ultimate 

“values” (title) and 

“public” (abstract) and 

“United States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018 – 

Dec 2023 

5, plus 6 also found 

in the Web of 

Science search 

5 0 

 

I reviewed the abstracts for all articles returned in the searches and removed all 

but four articles from further review, necessitating a new search. The third search 

targeted four public-sector publications: Public Administration Review, Public 

Management Review, American Review of Public Administration, and Governance. The 

search criteria expanded to include values as a keyword and to use published dates 

between 2019 and 2023. The expanded search returned 273 articles, as shown in Table 

12. I reviewed the article abstracts for applicability. Twenty-three more articles were 

added to the four articles returned in the previous searches. 
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Table 12  

Search Results for the Four Publications 

Publication 

Search criteria Articles 

returned Article title/keyword Date range 

Public Administration Review Values Dec 2018–Dec 2023 95 

Public Management Review Values 2019–2023 122 

American Review of Public  

Administration 

Values 2019–2023 36 

Governance Values 2019–2023 20 

 

I reviewed the 27 articles for location, methods, and participants. The study 

locations were primarily in the United States and Europe, as shown in Figure 3. The 

studies included both qualitative and quantitative methods (Figure 3). Interviews were the 

predominant qualitative method, while surveys were the predominant quantitative 

method. One article included a Q-methodology study (Stevens et al., 2021).  

Figure 3 

Comparison of Empirical Studies  

 

Study Location

Hong Kong
1 article

Australia
1 article

Europe
11 articles

US
9 articles

Multi-country
4 articles

Korea
1 article

Qualitative
14 articles

Methods

Quantitative
11 articles

Mixed 

Methods
1 article

Q-methodology
1 article
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I reviewed five studies in greater detail due to the topic areas or methodology. 

Stevens et al. (2021) used Q-methodology in their Netherlands-based study. The study’s 

purpose was to understand how companies valued place branding and involved only 

private-sector participants. The study was useful methodologically, but the subject and 

participants excluded it from additional analysis.  

Kuitert et al.’s (2023) study included elements relevant to this study. Kuitert et al. 

(2023) studied how civil servants confronted value tensions between the three paradigms 

at two municipalities in the Netherlands. They referred to the third paradigm as new 

public governance, while I used EPS in this study. They conducted 15 semi-structured 

interviews, completed a document review, and used observation. They concluded that no 

core ideas were replaced when implementing a strategy aligned with the third paradigm. 

Core ideas from all three governance paradigms remained, which created both vertical 

and horizontal tensions. They called for more research into how core ideas are combined 

into a “successful mix of governance modes” (Kuitert et al., 2023, p. 16).  

Neo et al. (2023) surveyed citizens in the United States, Netherlands, and South 

Korea to understand their views on the ideal civil servant. In all three countries, they 

found that citizens want civil servants to be responsive, provide service, and be dedicated.  

Van der Meer et al. (2023) surveyed how civil servants in the Netherlands viewed 

their roles. Three roles were evaluated: bureaucrat, entrepreneur, and networker. These 

three roles correspond to the view of the civil servant in TPA, NPM, and EPS.  

Chan (2022) used mixed methods to study the blending of governance paradigms 

in Hong Kong. The study focused on implementing an EPS-type governance model. This 

research further adds to the findings of Chan (2022) and Kuitert et al. (2023) by 
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understanding how the core ideas are combined in practice today, which neither of the 

other studies addressed.  

Governance Paradigms in this Study 

Understanding the core ideas within each of the governance paradigms is critical 

to the study. In hybrid forms of governance, the paradigms coexist in practice (Chan, 

2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; van der Meer et al., 2023), with the core ideas blended (Appe 

et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 

2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Scholars have agreed that the 

specific blending depends on the context, and each paradigm has better ways of doing 

things in different situations (Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). 

Yet, there is minimal understanding of the core ideas’ blended approaches applicable to 

varying contexts (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023). To further the 

discourse on this topic, I first had to articulate the core ideas within the governance 

paradigms. This section used both conceptual and empirical literature to summarize, 

synthesize, and compare the core ideas within the three governance paradigms framing 

the study. I captured how the core ideas are communicated from the perspective of each 

governance paradigm. This forms the basis for the concourse. The concourse in Q-

methodology is the comprehensive collection of subjective statements about the research 

topic (S. R. Brown, 1980, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2020; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012), which captures how the topic is communicated from various perspectives. 

The study was designed to capture the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended 
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approaches to hybrid governance from the governance paradigms. This necessitated a 

review of Q-methodology within this literature review, which is addressed next.  

Q-Methodology 

Description 

In the previous section, I reviewed the core ideas from the three governance 

paradigms, which formed the foundation for this study. In this study, “perspective” refers 

to the broader outlook derived from the governance paradigms. Each perspective reflects 

ideas from one of three governance paradigms (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022). In this 

study, I use point of view to describe views intrinsic to an individual. A participant’s 

point of view reflects the enactment of the core ideas as a blended governance approach 

(Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et 

al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). In this study, viewpoints 

are the patterns of the participants’ points of view. The viewpoints emerging from this 

study represent the blended governance approaches as enacted by the participants of this 

study (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; 

Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

To investigate the viewpoints of civil service leaders, I chose Q-methodology as 

an approach to capture and analyze points of view on the relative importance of the core 

ideas from the governance paradigms. As Stenner et al. (2017) stated, “Q-methodology 

was designed expressly to explore the subjective dimension of any issue towards which 

different points-of-view can be expressed” (p. 2). Q-methodology is an approach to 
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studying human subjectivity (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. E. Ramlo, 2023; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012).  

William Stephenson, a psychologist and physicist, is credited with developing Q-

methodology in 1935 in a letter to Nature, where he presented factor analysis as a method 

for factoring the subjective viewpoints of participants around a topic of interest (S. R. 

Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Q-methodology is unique in that it allows 

participants to provide their point of view by sorting subjective statements related to a 

topic into a distribution grid (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Newman & Ramlo, 2010; S. 

Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The resulting grids are then 

analyzed through factor analysis, with similar viewpoints grouped into factors 

(McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Newman & Ramlo, 2010; S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 

2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Although published nearly 90 years ago as a methodology, it wasn’t until mixed-

methods research gained popularity beginning in the 1990s (Creswell, 2010) that Q-

methodology studies were published more frequently in peer-reviewed journals. Dieter et 

al. (2023) found 2,100 peer-reviewed journal articles with Q-methodology studies 

between 1935 and 2020, with 80% of those articles published after 2005 and 50% 

published between 2015 and 2020.  

Initially there was resistance in the Q-methodology community to align with the 

mixed-methods terminology, instead calling Q-methodology a hybrid approach and 

coining the term qualiquantology (S. Ramlo & Newman, 2011; Stenner, 2011). 

Q operates with an ontology in which the ultimate realities are neither subjects 

nor objects, but actual occasions of experience.... This is no ordinary “mixing” of 

methods and it is precisely not a matter of an objective “natural world” being 
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contrasted with a socially constructed and subjective “human world”: it is a 

qualiquantology. (Stenner, 2011, p. 11; italics in the original) 

The main objection to categorizing Q-methodology as mixed-methods research 

stemmed from the risk of misrepresenting Q-methodology as merely a combination of 

methods without understanding Stephenson’s beliefs about subjective and objective (S. 

Ramlo, 2016; Stenner, 2011). This misrepresentation also failed to grasp the 

interconnectedness of the Q-methodology research process, which is a holistic approach 

rather than the sum of individual parts of the methodology (S. Ramlo, 2016; Stenner, 

2011). While the debate has been settled, with both the Q-methodology community and 

the mixed-methods community accepting Q-methodology as a mixed-methods approach 

(S. Ramlo, 2016), the Q-methodology community remains steadfast that Q-methodology 

researchers understand the methods, philosophy, epistemology, and ontology within the 

Q-methodology process. Chapter 3 provides additional detail on Stephenson’s beliefs 

regarding subjectivity and Q-methodology. In the next section, I review empirical studies 

using Q-methodology.  

Empirical Q-Methodology Studies 

Q-methodology has been used across a variety of social science disciplines. To 

determine its relevance to this study, I conducted a search for keywords and keyword 

combinations to synthesize the empirical literature. Web of Science, ABI/Inform 

Complete Plus, and Business Source Ultimate databases were used to assemble the 

articles. I initially conducted two searches. The first search was specific to studies 

conducted in the United States. The second search examined articles outside the United 

States. 
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Q-Methodology Empirical Studies in the United States 

The first search of the databases was designed to return Q-methodology empirical 

studies published in the last 5 years (Dec 2018 through the present) with study locations 

within the United States. The search included returning articles where “United States” 

was included in the abstract and Q-methodology appeared anywhere in the article. Four 

variations of Q-methodology were used: “Q methodology” or “Q-methodology” or “Q 

method” or “Q-method.” The summary of the search and the results are included in Table 

13. 

Table 13 

Results of Search for Q-Methodology Articles in the United States 

Database Search criteria Results 

Web of Science “Q methodology” or “Q-methodology” or “Q 

method” or “Q-method”(all fields) and “United 

States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018–Dec 2023 

29 articles 

ABI/Inform 

Complete Plus 

“Q methodology” or “Q-methodology” or “Q 

method” or “Q-method”(anywhere) and “United 

States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018–Dec 2023 

1, also included in the 

Web of Science results 

Business Source 

Ultimate 

“Q methodology” or “Q-methodology” or “Q 

method” or “Q-method”(anywhere) and “United 

States” (abstract) 

Date range: Dec 2018–Dec 2023 

3, of which 1 was also 

included in the Web of 

Science results 

 

I reviewed the abstracts for the 31 articles and determined that eight were 

applicable empirical articles with public-sector topics. There were only two topic areas in 

the studies: environmental collaboration and food systems collaboration. All eight articles 

included studies with participants from across sectors, including industry, citizens, and 

nonprofits. Two of the eight studies did not include civil servants as participants, while 
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six included them as one of several cross-sector participants. This limited number of Q-

methodology studies applicable to this research in the United States necessitated a more 

inclusive search. 

Q-Methodology Empirical Studies Outside the United States 

I designed the second search to find a significantly broader range of articles with 

Q-methodology and then refine the search results to include those articles with empirical 

studies applicable to the study. Table 14 provides the search criteria and search results to 

accomplish this objective.  

I conducted the first broad search in Web of Science for keywords proposed by 

the authors of the articles (author keywords), which included variations on Q-

methodology. The search returned 590 articles. The results were then refined by 

searching for one of four additional keywords appearing in any field. The four refinement 

search keywords were public, civil, government, or governance. This reduced the number 

of articles returned to 228. I then completed similar searches in the ABI/Inform Complete 

Plus and Business Source Ultimate databases. I also searched four publications 

specifically. The results for these searches are included in Table 14. 
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Table 14  

Results of Searches for Q-Methodology Empirical Studies Outside the United States 

Database Search criteria 

Articles  

returned 

Web of Science Author Keyword (“Q methodology” or “Q-

methodology” or “Q method” or “Q-method”) 

Date range: Dec 2018– Dec 2023 

590 

Web of Science Search within the results returned on line 1 refined by: 

Search within all fields: public or civil or government 

or governance 

228 

ABI/Inform Complete Plus Subject (“Q methodology” or “Q-methodology” or “Q 

method” or “Q-method”) 

113 

Business Source Ultimate Subject (“Q methodology” or “Q-methodology” or “Q 

method” or “Q-method”) 

0 

Public Administration 
Review 

Article title or keyword: Q-methodology 

Date range: Dec 2018–Dec 2023 

5 

Public Management Review Article title or keyword: Q-methodology 

Date range: 2019–2023 

2 

American Review of Public 
Administration 

Article title or keyword: Q-methodology 

Date range: 2019–2023 

1 

Governance Article title or keyword: Q-methodology 

Date range: 2019–2023 

1 

 

Summarizing the Q-Methodology Empirical Studies  

I reviewed the abstracts for all 350 articles returned through the searches 

identified in Table 14 and completed a more thorough review of 35 articles due to the 

subject matter or the participants. The search returned five Q-methodology studies that 

used governance paradigms as a foundational element of the study (Li & Cao, 2022; Li & 

Qiu, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). I 

reviewed these in detail and provide the results in the following section.  
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Governance Paradigms and Q-Methodology 

After reviewing the abstracts for the 350 articles returned from the Q-

methodology searches and more thoroughly reviewing 35 articles due to the topic, five 

articles stood out as exemplars. These five articles included Q-methodology studies 

framed using governance paradigms (Li & Cao, 2022; Li & Qiu, 2022; Nederhand et al., 

2019; van der Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). These five studies are summarized 

in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Summary of Five Q-Methodology Studies Using Governance Paradigms 

Article Citation Summary 

Li, Y., & Cao, Y. 

(2022). Capable 

supervision, pragmatic 

engagement, and hands-

off steering: Three 

preferences of Chinese 

government officials for 

governing non-profit 

organizations in public 

service delivery. Public 
Policy and 

Administration, 39(2), 

237–258. 

 

This study investigates Chinese government officials’ preferences for 

governing nonprofit organizations that deliver public services. The 

researchers begin by explaining that in authoritarian countries, such as 

China, nonprofit organization operations can promote participatory 

and democratic values, which is contested by government officials, as 

it may threaten legitimacy and authority. As a result, the primary form 

of interactions is restrictive in nature. This research was specific to 

the viewpoint of Chinese government officials on governing nonprofit 

organizations. These preferences drive the interactions with nonprofit 

organizations and are critically important. Four theoretical 

perspectives were pulled from the literature and used to frame the 

study. There were traditional public administration, new public 

management, network governance, and self-organizing. Statements 

were then pulled from the literature and incorporated into a 3 × 2 grid. 

One axis included relationship, degree of agency, and governance 

profession. The second axis included definition (it is important to...) 

and prescription (governments must…). The grid was populated with 

statements from each of the four viewpoints, resulting in 24 

statements in the Q sample. The analysis revealed three preferences:  

• Capable supervision 

• Pragmatic engagement 

• Hands-off steering 

Li, Y., & Qiu, S. (2022). 

More “government,” less 

“governance”: Chinese 

public employees’ 

preferences for 

governing public service 

This study used Q-methodology to assess the viewpoints of public 

employees on their preferences for governing public service delivery. 

The statements used four paradigms of governance perspectives as a 

guide to outline four approaches to governing public service delivery: 

integrated approach (derived from traditional public administration), 

market approach (derived from new public management), 
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Article Citation Summary 

delivery. Policy Studies, 

43(3), 422–442.  

coproduction approach (derived from new public governance), and 

community approach (derived from a self-organization perspective). 

The researchers sorted statements from the literature into a 3 × 2 grid 

with relationship, degree of agency, and governance profession on 

one axis and definition (in delivering public services, it is important 

to...) and prescription (governments must...) on the other axis. 

Statements representing the four approaches were added to the grid 

for a total of 24 statements in the Q-sample. There were 62 public 

employees as participants. The analysis revealed four factors:  

• Dominant controller 

• Prudent manager 

• Equal coproducer 

• Coupled supervisor 

Nederhand, J., Klijn, E.-

H., van der Steen, M., & 

van Twist, M. (2019). 

The governance of self-

organization: Which 

governance strategy do 

policy officials and 

citizens prefer? Policy 
Sciences, 52, 233–253. 

This study used Q-methodology to assess the viewpoints of policy 

officials and collectives on the (ideal) governance relationship 

between government and collectives. The statements used four 

paradigms of governance perspectives: traditional public 

administration, new public management, network governance, and 

self-governance. The researchers sorted statements from the literature 

into a 3 × 2 grid with entity/relationship, agency, and governance 

profession on one axis and definition (in the collaborative process 

between policy officials and collectives it is important to...) and 

prescription (policy officials should predominantly...) on the other 

axis. Statements representing the four governance perspectives were 

added to the grid, for a total of 24 statements in the Q-sample. There 

were 80 participants. The analysis revealed four factors:  

• Facilitators (21 policy officials significantly associated) 

• Networking servants (9 policy officials significantly associated) 

• Independents (16 collectives significantly associated) 

• Entrepreneurs (13 collectives significantly associated) 

van der Steen, M., van 

Twist, M. J. W., & 

Bressers, D. (2018). The 

sedimentation of public 

values: How a variety of 

governance perspectives 

guide the practical 

actions of civil servants. 

Review of Public 

Personnel 
Administration, 38(4), 

387–414.  

This Q-methodology study investigated viewpoints on the competing 

values that guide the actions of civil servants. The Q-set was derived 

from four governance perspectives (“old” public administration, 

“new” public management, network governance, and societal self-

organization) from the literature, which were translated into value 

statements that guide practical action. These four perspectives were 

included on one axis and varying views on the second axis (A civil 

servant is..., a citizen is…, policies translate..., transparency of 

government is about..., defining qualities of a civil servant are..., 

government interventions should be characterized by..., rules of 

government and political accountability about determining whether 

the government is...). This resulted in 32 statements in the final Q-set. 

The P-set included 116 civil servants. Four value clusters resulted 

from the analysis, which translated to four value profiles: 

• Factor 1: “Traditional civil servant” 

• Factor 2: “Practical networker” 

• Factor 3: “In-betweeners” 

• Factor 4: “Public entrepreneur” 
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Article Citation Summary 

Warsen, R., Greve, C., 

Klijn, E. H., Koppenjan, 

J. F. M., & Siemiatycki, 

M. (2020). How do 

professionals perceive 

the governance of 

public–private 

partnerships? Evidence 

from Canada, the 

Netherlands and 

Denmark. Public 

Administration, 98(1), 

124–139.  

This study compared the perceptions of professionals in Canada, the 

Netherlands, and Denmark on the governance of public-private 

partnerships. The public-private partnerships of interest were long-

term infrastructure contracts. The foundation included four paradigms 

of governance: traditional public administration: safeguarding public 

values; new public management: running government like a business; 

collaborative governance: managing performance through joint 

interaction; and privatized governance. Statements aligning with each 

of the paradigms were derived from previous research and resulted in 

a total of 24 statements. The statements for the four paradigms were 

then included in a 3 × 2 grid. One axis asked: What is steering, who is 

steering, and what does the steering mechanism look like? The second 

axis included “guiding principle: In public–private partnerships, it is 

important...” and “Role of the public professional: The public 

professional must....” There were 119 participants in the study, 

including 77 working for the public partner and 42 working for the 

private partner. Four profiles emerged from the factor analysis: 

• Profile 1: Privatized governance within boundaries 

• Profile 2: Collaboration is key 

• Profile 3: Accountability and performance 

• Profile 4: The private partner leads the way 

 

To inform the study design, I next compared these five studies for similarities and 

differences in location, participants, and terminology.  

Locations 

Two of the five studies were conducted in China (Li & Cao, 2022; Li & Qiu, 

2022). Two additional studies were conducted in the Netherlands (Nederhand et al., 

2019; van der Steen et al., 2018). The final study included three locations in three 

countries (Warsen et al., 2020). The locations are shown in Figure 4. There were no study 

locations in the United States.  

 

  



61 

Figure 4  

Location of the Five Studies Using Governance Paradigms as a Foundational Element 

 

Participants 

The number of participants in the five studies ranged from 35 to 119, as shown in 

Figure 5. The large number of participants was unexpected, given the literature 

recommendations for a smaller number of participants. In general, “Q methodology 

positively embraces studies using smaller numbers of participants” (Watts & Stenner, 

2012, p. 73). Upon further review, there was an explanation for the larger number of civil 

servant participants in the studies of both Li and Qiu (2022) and van der Steen et al. 

(2018). In both studies, the civil servant participants were also enrolled in university 

training programs, providing the researchers with access to a large number of civil 

servants. The Warsen et al. (2020) study included locations in three countries. When 

viewed individually, the total number of civil servant participants in each country was 

approximately 25 to 30. The number of civil servant participants in the other two studies 

was 35 (Li & Cao, 2022) and 40 (Nederhand et al., 2019), respectively.  

Study Locations

Netherlands
2 studies

China
2 studies

Multi-country
1 study: Canada, 
the Netherlands, 

and Denmark
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Figure 5  

Comparison of the Number of Participants in the Five Studies 

 

 

Q-Sample Statements and Factors 

Table 16 shows that the five studies largely aligned in two areas: the number of 

statements in the Q-sample and the number of factors evident after data analysis. I chose 

to include 36 statements in the Q-sample. Three factors emerged from the data analysis.  

 

Table 16  

Comparison of Number of Statements in the Q-Sample and Number of Factors 

Number of statements in the Q-sample Number of factors 

24 

(Li & Cao, 2022; Li & Qiu, 2022; 

Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 2020) 

4 

(Li & Qiu, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; van der 

Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020) 

32  

(van der Steen et al., 2018) 

3 

(Li & Cao, 2022) 

 

35 Civil Servants

(Li & Cao, 2022)

62 Civil Servants

(Li & Qiu, 2022)

80 participants (40 civil 

servants & 40 others)

(Nederhand et al. 2019)

119 participants (77 civil 

servants & 42 others)

(Warsen et al., 2020)

116 Civil Servants

(van der Steen et al., 2018)

Number of Participants
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Governance Paradigm Naming Across the Five Studies 

The governance paradigms were named differently in the five studies. The first 

two paradigms in each of the studies were all variations of TPA and NPM. This aligns 

with the current study. The five studies each used four paradigms, while this study used 

three paradigms. The third paradigm in the five studies was named in three different 

ways: network governance, post-NPM, or collaborative governance. The fourth paradigm 

in the five studies was named in five different ways: self-organizing, self-organization, 

self-governance, societal self-organization, and privatized governance. All of these terms 

were accounted for in EPS. This is further explained in the EPS section of Chapter 2. 

Figure 6 shows the differences in governance paradigm naming in the five studies and in 

this study. 

Figure 6 

Comparison of the Naming for the Governance Paradigms  

 

Traditional Public 

Administration 

(TPA)

Emerging Public Service

New Public 

Management 

(NPM)
Proposed Study

Self-OrganizingNetwork 

Governance

NPMTPALi & Cao (2022)

Community 

Approach (self 

organization)

Coproduction 

Approach (Post-

NPM)

Market Approach 

(NPM)

Integrated 

Approach (TPA)
Li & Qiu (2022)

Self-GovernanceNetwork 

Governance

NPMTPANederhand et al. 

(2019)

Societal Self-

Organization 

Network 

Governance

NPM"old" public 

administration
van der Steen et 

al. (2018)

Privatized 

Governance

Collaborative 

Governance

NPMTPAWarsen et al. 

(2020)
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The differences in names for the third and fourth paradigms in the five studies are 

reflective of the literature. Ropret and Aristovnik (2019) conducted a review and 

bibliometric analysis of governance paradigms and concluded that most articles on the 

subject focused on “critical rethinking” (Ropret & Aristovnik, 2019, p. 89), but did not 

agree on a naming convention. I specifically chose three paradigms aligning with Kuitert 

et al. (2023), Denhardt and Denhardt (2015b), Bryson et al. (2014), and Stoker (2006). 

Each of these authors used three paradigms, as shown in Figure 7. Given the differences 

in the naming for the third paradigm, I chose EPS to name the paradigm.  

Figure 7  

Sources for Using Three Paradigms in the Study 

 

Software 

I also reviewed the studies for the software used for both data collection and data 

analysis. I used the eight Q-methodology studies in the United States and the five Q-

methodology studies identified as using governance paradigms outside the United States 

Traditional Public 

Administration 

(TPA)

Emerging Public 

Service

New Public 

Management 

(NPM)
Proposed Study

New Public 

Governance

NPMTPAKuitert et al. 

(2023)

New Public 

Service

NPM"old" public 

administration
Denhardt & 

Denhardt (2015)

Emerging 

Approach to 

Public 

Administration

NPMTPABryson et al. 

(2014)

Public Value 

Management

NPMTPAStoker (2006) 
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to evaluate software alternatives. The software used in each study is shown in Table 17. 

Reviewing each of these software applications, I chose QMethod (Lutfallah & Buchanan, 

2019) for data collection efforts. This software package offers both data collection and 

data analysis options and is available online. PQ Method was widely used for data 

analysis. PQ Method was only available for Windows, DOS, or Linux operating systems. 

I use an OS operating system. The Ken-Q Analysis Desktop Edition (KADE) data 

analysis software (Banasick, 2019) provided documentation showing exactly the same 

output from PQ Method and KADE for several studies. KADE was also available for use 

on my Mac computer. During data analysis, I chose to use both KADE and QMethod 

(Lutfallah & Buchanan, 2019) and compare the results to validate the analysis.  

Table 17 

Comparison of Software Used in the Empirical Studies 

Study Software used for  

Q-sorting 

Software used for  

analysis 

Li & Cao (2022)  Paper QMethod (Zabala, 2014) 

Li & Qiu (2022) Paper QMethod (Zabala, 2014) 

Nederhand et al. (2019) POETQ PQ Method (Schmolck & 

Atkinson, 2013) 

van der Steen et al. (2018) Paper PQ Method (Schmolck & 

Atkinson, 2013) 

Warsen et al. (2020) POETQ PQ Method (Schmolck & 

Atkinson, 2013) 

Artis et al. (2020)  Paper PQ Method (not sourced) 

Belisle-Toler et al. (2021) Paper PQ Method (not sourced) 

Britsch et al. (2021) Article does not stipulate Article does not stipulate 

Lansing & Barrett (2023) Q-tip (University of 

Wisconsin) 

KADE for Q method 

Lundberg et al. (2022) Paper PQ Method (Schmolck & 

Atkinson, 2013) 

Roberts et al. (2020) Paper PQ Method (Schmolck & 

Atkinson, 2013) 

Usher et al. (2023) Paper None 

Wilfong et al. (2022) QMethod (Lutfallah & 

Buchanan, 2019) 

QMethod (Lutfallah & 

Buchanan, 2019) 
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This section reviewed the empirical studies applicable to the study. Five Q-

methodology studies using governance paradigms were reviewed in detail.  

Context 

There are numerous ways I could have chosen to conceptualize the challenges 

such as those described at the southwest border. In this section, I elaborate on two 

research streams that, while not the primary focus of this study, serve to contextualize it. 

The two research streams are: 

• Problems  

• Collaborative efforts 

Problems as Context for the Study 

The problems, as a research stream, provide background and context for the 

study. Problems experienced in federal organizations have been described as wicked 

problems (Alford & Head, 2017; Dentoni et al., 2018; Turnbull & Hoppe, 2019), super 

wicked problems (Auld et al., 2021), adaptive challenges (Heifetz et al., 2009), or 

turbulent problems (Ansell et al., 2017, 2020; Ansell & Trondal, 2018). A quick review 

of each is provided next. 

Wicked Problems 

Rittel first put forth the concept of wicked problems in a seminar and later 

published 10 characteristics of wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973). Churchman 

(1967) provided the first definition for wicked problems while summarizing Rittel’s 

seminar. According to Churchman (1967), wicked problems are a “class of social system 

problems which are ill-formulated, where the information is confusing, where there are 
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many clients and decision makers with conflicting values, and where the ramifications in 

the whole system are thoroughly confusing” (Churchman, 1967, p. B-141). 

Wicked problems are “inherently resistant to a clear definition and an agreed 

solution” (Head & Alford, 2015, p. 714). They are not solved with objective, ‘correct’ 

solutions; instead, they are often described in terms of responses toward a resolution, 

where the problem is framed from multiple perspectives to generate “partial, provisional 

courses of action” (Head & Alford, 2015, p. 712). 

The wicked problem concept has been criticized as too generic (Turnbull & 

Hoppe, 2019), and the “label of ‘wicked’ has come to be applied indiscriminately” 

(Alford & Head, 2017, p. 398). Several authors have responded with more specific 

conceptualizations of wicked problems. Dentoni et al. (2018) used three dimensions: 

knowledge uncertainty, value conflict, and dynamic complexity. Turnbull and Hoppe 

(2019) proposed a reconceptualization as “wickedness” to supplement problem 

structuring efforts. Alford and Head (2017) conceptualized a typology along two axes: 

complexity of the problem and increasing difficulty in terms of stakeholders (Alford & 

Head, 2017).  

Super Wicked Problems 

The term super wicked problem was first applied to climate change and has 

recently been applied to the COVID-19 pandemic and contemporary wicked problems 

(Auld et al., 2021). A super wicked problem uses the same 10 characteristics in the 

definition of Rittel and Webber (1973) and adds four additional features (Auld et al., 

2021):  
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• Time is running out. 

• There is no central authority to solve the problem. 

• Those causing the problem are also those wanting to solve the problem. 

• Responses tend to favor short-term solutions and can create problems for the 

future. 

Adaptive Challenges 

Heifetz et al. (2009) distinguished between technical problems and adaptive 

challenges. Technical problems are those that have known solutions and can be solved 

with existing knowledge (Heifetz et al., 2009). Known solutions, procedures, and 

structures cannot solve adaptive challenges, nor can they be solved by experts with 

superior knowledge. Adaptive challenges require new knowledge and new ways of doing 

things (Heifetz et al., 2009). 

Turbulent Problems 

Ansell et al. (2020) defined turbulent problems as “characterized by surprising, 

inconsistent, unpredictable, and uncertain events” (p. 1). The context in which turbulent 

problems occur is unique. Ansell et al. (2020) conceptualized wicked problems in a stable 

or predictable context and turbulent problems in turbulence (Ansell et al., 2017, 2020; 

Ansell & Trondal, 2018). Contemporary problems do not exist in a stable or predictable 

environment. 

Providing Context to the Study 

This study aimed to uncover the viewpoints of civil service leaders on how core 

ideas from the three governance paradigms are blended into hybrid forms of governance. 

Hybrid governance is frequently used to resolve or address problems. This study did not 
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foreground problems, despite several ways to situate the study within the problems 

literature. I purposefully used the terms challenges and multifaceted challenges to 

acknowledge the context and not limit the study to a particular framing.  

Turbulence also served as context. Turbulence is defined as “situations where 

events, demands, and support interact and change in highly variable, inconsistent, 

unexpected or unpredictable ways” (Ansell & Trondal, 2018, p. 1).  

Peter Vaill (1996) used “permanent white water” to describe the nonstop, 

unpredictable environment. The U.S. Army coined the term VUCA to describe an 

environment characterized by volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity. 

Turbulence extends the concepts of permanent white water and VUCA from properties in 

the environment to situations both internal and external to institutions and organizations 

(Ansell et al., 2017). Ansell and Trondal (2018) distinguished three types of interacting 

turbulence affecting public governance:  

• Environmental turbulence, which is exogenous to the institution or 

organization of interest 

• Turbulent organizations/institutions, which are endogenous to the institution 

or organization of interest 

• Turbulence of scale, which corresponds to the interconnectedness of situations 

and levels 

Turbulence entangles and compounds multiple exogenous and endogenous 

situations (Ansell & Trondal, 2018), resulting in nonlinear relationships between 

compounding situations. Turbulence can quickly and unexpectedly disrupt and alter 

social, economic, and environmental systems, leading to chaotic and challenging 
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situations. In recent history, governance in the United States struggled with turbulence 

from COVID-19; the terrorist attacks of September 11; the global financial crisis; the 

mass movement of refugees; historic anti-racism protests; extreme weather in the form of 

wildfires, flooding, drought, and hurricanes; political polarization; and the violent attack 

on democracy in the U.S. Capitol (Ansell et al., 2023; DeSeve, 2020; Janssen & van der 

Voort, 2016; National Academy of Public Administration, 2020; Valdez, 2017). 

When I use turbulence in the study, it aligns with the Ansell and Trondal 

definition and the three types of interacting turbulence (Ansell & Trondal, 2018). I also 

acknowledge that hybrid forms of governance exist within turbulence.  

Collaborative Efforts as Context for the Study 

Collaborative efforts also provide background and context for the study. 

Collaborative efforts within federal organizations have been explored as cross-sector 

collaboration (Bauer et al., 2022; Bryson et al., 2006, 2015), collaborative governance 

(Ansell & Gash, 2008; Berardo et al., 2020; Bianchi et al., 2021; Emerson et al., 2012; 

Getha-Taylor et al., 2019), multistakeholder partnerships (Dentoni et al., 2018; Domenico 

et al., 2021), multiactor governance (Craps et al., 2019; Hovelynck et al., 2020), and 

creating public value (Alford & Hughes, 2008; Ayres, 2019; Bryson et al., 2014). Next is 

a brief overview of the conceptualizations of collaboration to situate this research, define 

terms, and provide further context for the study.  

The Government Accountability Office (2023a) defined collaboration as “any 

joint activity that is intended to produce more public value than could be produced when 

the organizations act alone” (p. 3). There is not a common definition in research (O’Leary 

& Vij, 2012). Collaboration as part of governance follows two lines of research 
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(Bingham, 2011). The first is collaboration with the public or organizations outside of 

government (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bryson et al., 2015; Emerson et al., 2012). The 

second is collaboration between government organizations (GAO, 2023a; Lægreid & 

Rykkja, 2022). 

Collaboration with the Public or Organizations Outside of Government 

The first line of research, specific to collaboration with the public or organizations 

outside of government, includes numerous definitions and terms (Table 18). 

Table 18  

Definitions Used in Collaboration with the Public or Organizations Outside of Government 

Term Definition Source 

Cross-sector 

collaboration 

“The linking or sharing of information, resources, 

activities, and capabilities by organizations in two or 

more sectors to achieve jointly an outcome that could not 

be achieved by organizations in one sector separately.” 

Bryson et al., 

2015, p. 646 

Collaborative  

governance 

“A governing arrangement where one or more public 

agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a 

collective decision-making process that is formal, 

consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to 

make or implement public policy or manage public 

programs or assets.” 

Ansell & Gash, 

2008, p. 544 

Collaborative  

governance 

“Processes and structures of public policy decision-

making and management that engage people 

constructively across boundaries of public agencies and 

different levels of government, aiming to carry out public 

purposes that could not otherwise be accomplished.” 

Emerson et al., 

2012, p. 2 

Multistakeholder 

partnerships and 

cross-sector 

partnerships 

Often characterized as a form of private governance 

where business and nongovernmental organizations form 

and lead the partnership to find collective approaches to 

challenges. Government organizations may or may not be 

involved in multistakeholder partnerships. 

Dentoni et al., 

2018 

Multiactor 

governance 

Collaboration of “a broad mix of actors … to deal with 

complex societal problems, [which] requires a leadership 

approach that can take into account the dynamic 

interdependencies between the involved actors.” 

Craps et al., 

2019, p. 1 
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Collaboration Between Government Organizations 

The second line of research involves efforts between government organizations. 

Two terms are often used to describe these efforts: interagency collaboration and whole 

of government. Interagency collaboration is a type of collaboration that “involves 

collaboration between two or more federal entities” (GAO, 2023a, p. 3). Whole of 

government is used to describe an approach where multiple government organizations are 

involved in large policy efforts. For example, the White House’s whole-of-government 

approach to global health challenges included initiatives at 15 federal agencies (OECD, 

2022). Lægreid and Rykkja (2022) described whole-of-government approaches as 

horizontal policy programs “that go beyond single organizations and single policy 

sectors” (p. 675). 

Providing Context to the Study 

I specifically backgrounded collaboration within the study. I used the term 

collaborative efforts to disengage from the discourses within the collaboration literature. 

Collaborative efforts provide context for the study, where conflicts between hybrid forms 

of governance may exist.  

Summary of Context for the Study 

When I viewed these potential conceptualizations in their entirety, I saw the need 

for a more fundamental understanding of the underlying drivers that guide action. This 

led me to the concept of governance paradigms, which allowed me to background both 

the challenges and the collaborative efforts and view them as context within the study.  
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Chapter Summary 

This chapter reviewed the relevant literature needed to answer the research 

questions: 

• What are the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended approaches? 

• What are the combinations of governance paradigms in the viewpoints? 

• What are the commonalities across the civil service leaders? 

The reviewed literature originated from the broad disciplines of public 

administration, organization science, and management science. The literature comprised 

peer-reviewed articles, books written by scholars, and reports written by federal oversight 

organizations, nonprofits, and research institutions such as the Pew Charitable Trust.  

Chapter 2 began with the literature on governance paradigms. I discussed the core 

ideas within each of the three paradigms in detail to form the foundation of the study and 

answer the research questions. Next, I reviewed the literature on Q-methodology and its 

applicability to studying viewpoints. I then discussed the literature in which governance 

paradigms and Q-methodology intersected and reviewed five Q-methodology studies in 

detail. I concluded the chapter with additional detail on the context of the study by 

reviewing context literature that is not foregrounded.  

The literature review identified a gap in the existing literature regarding empirical 

studies investigating the core ideas blended into hybrid forms of governance. 

Additionally, there was a scarcity of Q-methodology studies conducted in the United 

States. In Chapter 3, I explain Q-methodology as the research methodology and discuss 

the appropriateness of the methodology for gathering and analyzing viewpoints. 
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CHAPTER 3: 

METHODS 

This research investigated the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended 

approaches to hybrid forms of governance. To accomplish this aim, I used Q-

methodology, a mixed-method approach, to collect and analyze data to answer the 

research questions: 

• What are the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended approaches? 

• What are the combinations of governance paradigms in the viewpoints? 

• What are the commonalities across the civil service leaders? 

Q-methodology incorporates both quantitative and qualitative approaches. 

Participants’ points of view were captured through Q-sorts and analyzed quantitatively to 

identify patterns of viewpoints across participants and the connection of the viewpoints to 

the governance paradigms. Qualitative data, gathered during the post-sorting interviews, 

were analyzed to interpret the results from the patterns and to identify commonalities 

across participants.  

In this chapter, I outline my research orientation, which shaped the study’s 

framework and the choice of Q-methodology. I then justify using Q-methodology to 

address the research questions and provide an overview of this approach. This is followed 

by a detailed explanation of the research procedures, ethical considerations, and 

trustworthiness. The chapter concludes with a discussion of my subjectivity within the 

study. 
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Research Orientation 

My research orientation shaped the study’s framework, the choice of Q-

methodology, and its execution. I use research orientation to encompass beliefs regarding 

ontology, epistemology, and worldview. Ontology addresses the nature of reality. My 

ontological position aligns with the view of multiple realities, leaning towards relativism, 

which holds that reality is subjective and varies across individuals and contexts (Moon & 

Blackman, 2014). 

Epistemology is concerned with knowledge, how we come to know, and the 

nature of truth. Crotty (1998) identified three epistemologies: objectivism, subjectivism, 

and constructionism. Objectivism views truth as independent of social context and 

something that can be derived empirically (Crotty, 1998), while subjectivism asserts that 

truth and meaning are created by the subject. Constructionism asserts that truth is 

constructed through the interaction between subject and object. My epistemological 

beliefs are more nuanced, rejecting a strict objective truth and aligning with Weick’s 

(1995, 2005, 2014; Weick et al., 2005) ideas on sensemaking, where knowledge is a fluid 

process involving objectivism, subjectivism, and constructionism. Weick argued that life 

is “lived looking forward and understood looking backward” (Weick, 2014, p. 180). I see 

truth as an evolving, dynamic construct shaped by cognitive, subjective processes 

grounded in values, beliefs, and experiences. There is fluidity in moving between the 

subjective and the objective where private, subjective cognition becomes a public, 

objective expression in a continual, constructed process of knowing (Weick, 2014). I 

believe we often express beliefs as objective and concrete, an objectivist view. This does 

not imply an objective truth, but rather it is an objective construct of our individual reality 
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and what we believe is true. The objective construct is a result of internal, cognitive, and 

subjective processes. The subjective processes are grounded in values, beliefs, 

experience, and interaction, which reflects a constructionist view.  

My ontological and epistemological views accept that participants’ beliefs and 

points of view are dynamic and context specific, resulting in multiple realities. This 

results in multiple realities from the researcher’s point of view, as well as a dynamic 

reality from the participant’s point of view. My ontological views are intertwined with 

my epistemological views. My own reality is dynamic and evolving as I interact with 

others and continue to learn.  

As a practitioner, my research interests are grounded in practice, seeking 

knowledge for application in practice. This practitioner lens aligns with a pragmatist 

worldview, which rejects the dualism of subjective and objective realities, viewing them 

as interdependent and fluid (Crotty, 1998; Simpson, 2018). Pragmatism emphasizes 

practical solutions and the provisional nature of truth, adapting as new information arises 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Creswell & Poth, 2018). From a research perspective, 

pragmatism offers choices in qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017; Creswell & Poth, 2018).  

To reflect my belief in reality’s fluid and constructed nature, I incorporated 

reflection into the study to understand my sensemaking and acknowledge my subjectivity 

in the study. By examining how my background and beliefs might influence data 

collection, analysis, and interpretation, I aimed to provide transparency about potential 

biases. 
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Appropriateness of Using Q-Methodology 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the viewpoints of civil service leaders 

on which core ideas from the three governance paradigms are combined to form the 

blended approaches of hybrid forms of governance. To accomplish this aim, I needed an 

established methodology that could collect data as points of view and analyze the data 

into viewpoints. 

Neither quantitative nor qualitative approaches alone met the methodological 

requirements. Qualitative research focuses on how individuals or groups construct and 

make meaning around a topic, using an inductive approach to build general themes from 

specific data (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). In contrast, quantitative research, often 

referred to as R-methodologies, tests hypotheses by examining relationships between 

variables using instruments like surveys and a deductive approach (Creswell & Creswell, 

2017). Since this study required elements of both, a mixed-methods approach was 

necessary. 

Q-methodology is a mixed-methods approach designed specifically to study 

viewpoints and subjectivity (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. E. Ramlo, 2023; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). It is well suited for exploring and describing multiple, divergent 

viewpoints on a given topic (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Newman & Ramlo, 2010; S. E. 

Ramlo, 2023; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Unique to Q-methodology, 

participants sort subjective statements about a topic into a distribution grid, providing a 

structured way to capture their points of view (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Newman & 

Ramlo, 2010; S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  
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The Q-methodology researcher analyzes the resulting distribution grids, Q-sorts, 

through factor analysis, grouping similar points of view into factors or viewpoints 

(McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Newman & Ramlo, 2010; S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 

2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). This constitutes the quantitative aspect of Q-methodology. 

A Q-methodology researcher then analyzes the qualitative data to interpret the 

quantitative results. The study design for this research gathered qualitative data through 

interviews immediately following the sorting exercise to understand the significance of 

statement placement. Additionally, I analyzed the qualitative data independent of the 

factors for commonality across all participants.  

Methodologically, Q-methodology met the research objectives by combining 

quantitative and qualitative aspects of research into a methodology to investigate the 

viewpoints of civil service leaders on the core ideas that form the blended approaches of 

hybrid governance. Furthermore, Q-methodology aligned with my research orientation. 

Below is a summary of the alignment across methodology, research purpose, and my 

research orientation:  

• Civil service leaders’ points of view were shaped by personal views and social 

contexts rather than representing an objective truth. 

• Knowledge was actively and dynamically constructed by civil service leaders 

based on their experiences, interactions, and interpretations of reality. 

• Civil service leaders applied sensemaking to new experiences.  

• Diverse viewpoints were expected and valid. 

• There was no single reality or truth that transcended civil service leaders’ 

points of view. 
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• Reality was understood as multiple and contingent, shaped by the unique 

points of view and interpretations of civil service leaders. 

• Expressions or constructs of hybrid governance models were specific to time 

and context and captured through Q-sorts.  

• The Q-sorts from civil service leaders were data that emerged from internal, 

cognitive, and subjective processes grounded in experience and interaction. 

• Q-sorts were analyzed to group similar viewpoints. 

• Interviews provided rich contextual and situational data.  

• The study needed to have application in practice.  

Q-Methodology  

Overview 

William Stephenson, a psychologist and physicist, is credited with developing Q-

methodology in 1935 in a letter to Nature, where he presented factor analysis as a method 

for factoring the subjective viewpoints of participants around a topic of interest (S. R. 

Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Understanding Stephenson’s views on 

subjectivity and objectivity assists in understanding the methodology. Stephenson viewed 

subjective and objective as complementary, coexisting modes of experience, aligning 

with the beliefs of William James (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

In James’ view, experience is a process that includes both self-reference activities, where 

the focus is on the subjective aspects of the experience, and object-reference activities, 

where the focus is on the object of the experience (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). In this view, there is a fluidity and coexistence of subject and object, and 
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of self-reference activities and object-reference activities of experience (McKeown & 

Thomas, 2013; Stephenson, 1993; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

The fluidity in Q-methodology and the resulting study of subjectivity are possible 

due to the holistic approach of interconnected stages in the methodology. Q-methodology 

is not the sum of the parts of the process. The process interconnects and builds upon 

previous aspects, ensuring the transfer of assumptions and critical elements from one 

stage to the next. 

Although statistical calculations and quantitative approaches are used, Q-

methodology differs from the quantitative approaches employed in R-methodologies. R-

methodologies are what might be considered traditional quantitative methods, such as 

surveys, that analyze for correlation between variables (Stenner et al., 2017). The 

population, in R-methods, is the entire group of people that could be studied (Warne, 

2020), and sample is the subset of the population in the study. As a result, individual 

participants within the sample are the experimental unit of study. A researcher identifies 

variables and collects data associated with these variables from participants. Using the 

data, a researcher conducts statistical analysis, such as correlation analysis and factor 

analysis, to look for correlations and patterns between the variables.  

In Q-methodology, the population encompasses a broad range of communication 

around the topic of interest, in the form of statements gathered by the researcher. The 

sample is the subset of statements that express different points of view on the topic 

generated by the researcher. As a result, the experimental unit of study is a singular 

statement about the topic of interest. Participants in Q-methodology are the variables (S. 

R. Brown, 1980, 1993; Stenner et al., 2017). Data consist of the positioning of each 
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statement with respect to all other statements. The data are captured in a sorting grid, 

which is used for statistical analysis. Correlation is between participants, and factors are 

the groups of participants that placed the statements in similar places within the sorting 

grid (S. R. Brown, 1980, 1993; Stenner et al., 2017).  

Table 19 outlines several key differences between Q-methodology and R-

methodologies. As stated in the previous section, the quantitative approaches of R-

methodologies alone did not meet the research needs. As a result, the combination of 

qualitative and quantitative approaches made Q-methodology appropriate for the study. 

Table 19  

Key Differences Between Q-Methodology and R-Methodology  

Term In R-methodologies In Q-methodology 

Case. The 

experimental unit of 

the study (Warne, 

2020) 

Participants. The individuals from 

whom data are collected. They are 

often participants but may be called 

subjects if the study does not 

involve humans (Warne, 2020). 

Singular subjective statements. 

The singular subjective 

statements of the Q-sample 

(Stenner et al., 2017). 

Population of 

interest. “Every 

person, event, or 

object that a researcher 

could wish to study” 

(Warne, 2020, p. 4) 

Population of people. Often the 

entire population of people that 

could be studied (Warne, 2020). 

Concourse. The broad range of 

communications on the topic in 

the form of subjective statements 

(S. Ramlo, 2022; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). 

Sample. A subset of 

the population that is 

used in data collection 

(Warne, 2020) 

Participants. The subset of the 

population participating in the 

study (Warne, 2020). 

Q-sample. The subset of 

subjective statements 

comprehensively representing the 

range of communication on the 

topic within the larger concourse 

(S. R. Brown, 1993; McKeown 

& Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 

2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; 

Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Variable. A 

characteristic of the 

sample or population 

that can have different 

values/data (Warne, 

2020) 

A characteristic in which 

population members can differ 

(Warne, 2020). 

Participants. Each participant is 

a separate variable in Q-

methodology.  



82 

As Stenner et al. (2017) stated, “Q-methodology was designed expressly to 

explore the subjective dimension of any issue towards which different points-of-view 

can be expressed” (p. 2). A Q-methodology study, or Q-study, begins with a topic for 

which there are multiple points of view. The points of view correspond to multiple 

truths and realities that participants can express about the topic. The primary purpose 

of undertaking a study using Q-methodology is to explore the points of view around a 

topic (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Q-

methodology focuses on subjectivity, which in the context of the methodology “is 

regarded as a person’s communication of a point of view on any matter of personal or 

social importance” (McKeown & Thomas, 2013, p. ix). To use Q-methodology, 

subjectivity must be expressed as a point of view and must be able to be 

communicated (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Newman & Ramlo, 2010; Stenner et al., 

2017).  

Q-Methodology Research Procedures 

Q-methodology consists of selecting participants and following five stages (S. 

R. Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The first three 

stages of Q-methodology are referred to as Q-technique (S. R. Brown, 1980; S. 

Ramlo, 2022; S. E. Ramlo, 2023). Q-technique sets the study’s parameters by 

establishing the unit of measure, developing the concourse, generating the Q-sample, 

and determining the sample size. Stage 4 is the Q-method and analyzes the data. Q-

method includes the analytical calculations for correlation, factor analysis, and factor 
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array computation. In Stage 5, the Q-methodologist interprets the results. Q-

methodology research procedures are summarized below. 

• Select participants. At this stage, a Q-methodologist selects participants, also 

known as the P-set. Participants are the variables in a Q-study. A Q-

methodologist selects participants by giving attention to the variability of 

representation across the points of view of participants (S. R. Brown, 1980; 

McKeown & Thomas, 2013). There is no special effort to ensure complete 

representation of the population, as the population is the concourse in Q-

methodology (S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013). 

• Stage 1: Build a concourse. A Q-methodology researcher develops the 

concourse by gathering a broad range of communication as subjective 

statements (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner,  

2012).  

• Stage 2: Generate Q-sample. A Q-methodology researcher uses the 

concourse to generate a subset of subjective statements that comprehensively 

represent the range of communication on the topic. This subset constitutes the 

Q-sample and the sample size (Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; 

Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

• Stage 3: Collect data. A Q-methodology researcher collects data by engaging 

participants in a sorting process, where statements in the Q-sample are sorted 

according to the condition of instruction (Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 

2013; Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The 

result of the sorting is an individual Q-sort for the participant. After the 
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sorting is complete, a Q-methodology researcher conducts interviews or 

administers surveys to collect qualitative data.  

• Stage 4: Analyze data. A Q-methodology researcher analyzes the Q-sort data 

using factor analysis to draw correlations between the participants’ Q-sorts to 

determine patterns across participants (Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 

2013; Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

• Stage 5: Interpret results. A Q-methodology researcher combines the results 

from the factor analysis with the qualitative data, the literature, and the 

researcher’s experience to interpret the results.  

Q-methodology uses many terms that are not commonly used in research. Table 

20 lists the terms and their definitions, arranged generally as they appear in the five 

stages of the Q-methodology procedures.  

 

Table 20  

Q-Methodology Terms and Definitions 

Term Definition 

P-set The participants—those who perform the Q-sorting using the condition of 

instruction (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Q-technique A set of procedures that includes developing the concourse, generating the 

Q-sample, and completing data collection where a single participant sorts 

the subjective statements of the Q-sample into a rank order under a specific 

condition of instruction (S. R. Brown, 1980; S. Ramlo, 2022). 

Concourse  An empirical collection of cases/items. Most often, the concourse consists 

of a broad range of communications on the topic in the form of subjective 

statements (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Q-sample Selected from the concourse, the Q-sample is the subset of subjective 

statements comprehensively representing the range of communication on 

the topic within the larger concourse (S. R. Brown, 1993; McKeown & 

Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). 
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Term Definition 

Sample size The number of statements within the Q-sample (not the number of 

participants) (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 

2012). 

Condition of 

instruction 

Instruction provided to a participant on what to consider while sorting the 

subjective statements (S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. 

Ramlo, 2022; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Q-sorting The process in which a single participant sorts the subjective statements of 

the Q-sample into a rank order under a specific condition of instruction (S. 

R. Brown, 1980; S. Ramlo, 2022). 

Q-sort The final placement of the subjective statements within the grid. The Q-

sort is a snapshot of the expression of subjectivity for the participant (S. R. 

Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). 

Salient 

statements 

The subjective statements that when placed within the Q-sort are 

particularly important relative to the other statements and under the 

specific condition of instruction (S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & 

Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Q-method The factor analysis of the Q-methodology where multiple Q-sorts are 

grouped using statistical analysis (S. Ramlo, 2022).  

Factors Commonly shared points of view on the topic of interest (S. R. Brown, 

1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Watts & Stenner, 

2012). 

Factor array Typically, a composite Q-sort representing each factor (Ramlo, 2023). 

 

Research Procedures in This Q-Study 

As shown in Figure 8, this Q-study consisted of selecting participants and 

proceeding through five stages, which aligns with a typical Q-study framework (S. R. 

Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
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Figure 8 

Research Design 

  

 

This study originally included a second dialogic interview. In this second 

interview, I was to report results of data analysis back to participants and engage in a 

dialogue about the meaning of the results. In consultation with my dissertation chair and 

my committee, I removed the second interview from the research design. This was due to 

time constraints in finishing this dissertation, as well as the recognition that the second 

interview was appropriate for a future study. I updated the protocols in the appendices to 

reflect the completed study and included notes for further explanation where appropriate. 

This chapter reflects the study as implemented.  
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Select Participants 

Q-studies refer to participants as the P-set (S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; 

Watts & Stenner, 2005, 2012). Participants are the variables in a Q-study. This results in 

an inherent assumption specific to Q-methodology. The assumption is that “one will not 

find infinite variety in viewpoint, but a circumscribed range, and the aim is to identify 

and describe that range” (Stenner et al., 2017, p. 11). This assumption stems from the 

view that individuals interpret and make sense of the physical and social world through 

social interaction (Crotty, 1998; Stenner, 2008; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Individuals are 

influenced by the social interaction, and social facts emerge (Durkheim, 2004), which are 

external to the individual, yet shape an individual’s behavior and beliefs. As a result, 

there are only a limited number of viewpoints around any topic of interest (S. R. Brown, 

1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Stenner et al., 2017). As the number of viewpoints is 

limited, a smaller number of participants representing various expected viewpoints is 

needed (S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Stenner et al., 2017) and not a 

large number of participants (S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 

2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

Additionally, researchers do not use representative sampling techniques to select 

participants. “If the notion of representative sampling has any purchase in Q, then it must 

be applied to the sampling of cases, and that means in the generation of the Q-sample” 

(Stenner et al., 2017, p. 10).  

Participants in this Study 

Although participants in a Q-study are neither the subject nor the sample, this 

does not mean participant selection is not important. Participants in this study were all 
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members of the federal government’s Senior Executive Service (SES), with broad 

knowledge of working within the federal government and deep understanding of federal 

operations. Those in the SES “possess well-honed executive skills and share a broad 

perspective on government and a public service commitment that is grounded in the 

Constitution” (OPM, n.d.-c). 

The SES was created as part of the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 to “ensure 

that the executive management of the Government of the United States is responsive to 

the needs, policies, and goals of the Nation and otherwise is of the highest quality” (Civil 

Service Reform Act, 1978, Section 402). Members of the SES serve in key leadership 

positions and share a deep understanding of government services and government 

operations. They typically report to presidential appointees and are instrumental in 

implementing policies within the executive branch. 

There are approximately 8,600 SES members serving across the federal 

government (OPM, n.d.-c; Partnership for Public Service, 2023), comprising 

approximately 0.35% of the federal workforce (Hill, 2020). Becoming an SES involves 

two steps. First, a federal organization with an open SES position conducts its typical 

hiring process to select a candidate who meets the technical qualifications for the role. At 

this stage, the candidate is not yet an SES but is identified as meeting the organization’s 

requirements. 

The federal organization then nominates the candidate to the U.S. Office of 

Personnel Management (OPM), which reviews the candidate’s SES qualifications. This 

review is conducted by independent Qualifications Review Boards, managed by OPM. 

These boards operate separately from individual federal organizations to maintain 
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independence and ensure a consistent selection process for SES members. As OPM 

states: “This independent and objective review is intended to ensure that the Government 

is hiring executives with the qualifications needed in today’s environment, especially the 

ability to lead in times of change, and that technical expertise does not outweigh 

leadership skill in the selection of new senior executives” (OPM, n.d.-b). 

All members of the SES are selected through this process. Members of the SES 

were ideal for this Q-study because they have a unique view on the main ideas behind 

hybrid forms of governance and serve in senior leadership roles requiring broad 

knowledge of various topics. They were also chosen through a consistent process across 

the government. 

Participant Recruitment  

I recruited participants using a purposeful sampling process. Appendix C includes 

the email recruitment message and social media messages used to recruit participants. 

The study received institutional review board approval on June 11, 2024. Between June 

12, 2024, and July 19, 2024, I sent nearly 100 personal messages through email, 

LinkedIn, Facebook, and text to either recruit participants directly or request assistance in 

recruiting. I posted social media messages publicly on both LinkedIn and Facebook on 

June 15, 2024, and July 7, 2024. The posts were shared or reposted nine times. LinkedIn 

analytics showed that the June post received 429 unique views, and the July post received 

532 unique views. Moreover, two associations, the Senior Executive Association and the 

African American Federal Executive Association, distributed the recruitment flyer 

through personal or member messages. Lastly, the George Washington University Center 

for Excellence in Public Leadership distributed the recruitment information to federal 
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leaders in early July 2024. The recruitment messages and posts asked individuals 

interested in participating in the study to complete the participant profile questionnaire, 

which is shown in Appendix D. I also included contact information for individuals to 

reach out to me directly with any questions. 

I sought input from the experts and my committee to make the language clear. I 

intentionally did not refer to governance or hybrid forms of governance in the recruitment 

messages and the overview of the study. Instead of using governance and hybrid forms of 

governance, I used ways of operating and conflicting priorities to convey the ideas of the 

scholarly literature in the vernacular of senior executives. For example, the recruitment 

flyer explained the study in this way.  

In public organizations, there are three main ways of operating, each with its own 

ideas and principles. In practice, leaders often mix ideas to create new blended 

approaches. Through my research, I want to understand which ideas you prioritize 

when creating a blended approach. 

Participant Selection 

Q-studies do not require a large number of participants (McKeown & Thomas, 

2013), but do require consistency and variability of points of view (Watts & Stenner, 

2012). Inclusion criteria screened participants for consistency. Exclusion criteria guided 

variability. 

Inclusion Criteria. All participants in this study were currently serving members 

of the SES approved by the OPM and selected for the SES before October 2019. This 

selection criterion served two purposes. First, it ensured that participants experienced 

hybrid governance before, during, and after the COVID-19 pandemic, accounting for the 

significant operational changes during the pandemic. Second, it provided consistency in 

their experience with a presidential transition. 
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President Biden was elected in November 2020 and took office in January 2021. 

During a presidential transition, approximately 4,000 political appointees join federal 

organizations, including approximately 1,200 requiring Senate confirmation (Hill, 2020; 

Partnership for Public Service & Boston Consulting Group, 2022). Members of the SES 

play a key role during these transitions, maintaining continuity in federal operations and 

working with incoming political personnel to implement policy changes. I wanted 

participants to have firsthand experience with a presidential transition. In summary, I 

established the inclusion criteria for this study as follows: 

• The participant was willing and able to give informed consent for 

participation in the study. 

• The participant was currently serving as an SES. 

• The participant was an SES, certified by the OPM. 

• The participant was selected as an SES prior to October 2019.  

During participant recruitment, several individuals inquired about the requirement 

that participants be selected as an SES prior to October 2019. To assess the impact of this 

criterion, I gathered SES retirement data from FedScope (OPM, n.d.-a), starting in 

October 2019. Table 21 presents the data across fiscal years, beginning with fiscal year 

2020. In September 2019, there were 7,896 SES. Between October 2019 and July 2024, 

2,413 SES retired from federal service. While additional data on separations existed, it 

did not distinguish between career SES and those serving in political appointee positions, 

so using only retirement data provided a conservative estimate of SES departures. I also 

gathered new hire data (Table 21), and 1,919 new SES were selected during the same 

period. The requirement for SES selection prior to October 2019 likely made many 
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current SES ineligible for the study. This was identified as a study limitation. Future 

research should expand the participants to include more recently selected SES.  

Table 21 

SES Retirements and New Hires for FY 2020–2024 from FedScope 

Fiscal Year Number of SES 

SES retirements  

from federal service 

SES  

new hires 

FY2019 7,896 (Sep 2019)   

FY2020 (Oct 2019–Sep 2020) 8,189 (Sep 2020) 561 373 

FY2021 (Oct 2020–Sep 2021) 8,141 (Sep 2021) 602 752 

FY2022 (Oct 2021–Sep 2022) 8,320 (Sep 2022) 666 419 

FY2023 (Oct 2022–Sep 2023) 8,612 (Sep 2023) 557 353 

FY2024 (Oct 2023–Jul 2024)  27 22 

Total  2413 1919 

Note: From Office of Personnel Management, n.d.-a. 

Exclusion Criteria. I designed the exclusion criteria to maximize the variability 

in the points of view on the blended approaches of hybrid governance (Watts & Stenner, 

2012). The literature review revealed a limited understanding of which core ideas 

combine to form hybrid governance (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 

2023). Therefore, I aimed to select participants who would likely provide a range of 

points of view and offer a broad perspective on blended approaches.  

I implemented this through two exclusion criteria. The first involved two self-

assessment questions included in the participant profile questionnaire, found in Appendix 

D. These questions asked potential participants to select one of three statements they 

prioritized as most important. Each statement in these two self-assessment questions 

originated in one of the three governance paradigms—traditional public administration 

(TPA), new public management (NPM), and emerging public service (EPS)—and is 

included in the Q-sample. Following each statement below, the Q-sample statement 

number and the governance paradigm are shown, but these designations were not 
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provided in the screening survey. The two self-assessment questions and the statements 

are shown below.  

1. Given the following three statements, select the ONE you prioritize as most 

important. 

 Political neutrality is critical to government operations (Q-Sample Statement 

Number 10) (TPA) 

 Contractors provide essential expertise and support to public organizations 

(Q-Sample Statement Number 5) (NPM) 

 It is important that citizens be prioritized over processes (Q-Sample Statement 

Number 3) (EPS) 

2. Given the following three statements, select the ONE you prioritize as most 

important. 

 It is important that public organizations represent and consider all citizens (Q-

Sample Statement Number 9) (EPS) 

 Public organizations run like a business (Q-Sample Statement Number 29) 

(NPM) 

 Ideally, public organizations should have enough personnel to administer 

services without contractors (Q-Sample Statement Number 4) (TPA) 

To enhance variability across federal organizations and increase the likelihood of 

capturing diverse viewpoints, the participant profile questionnaire asked candidates to 

self-identify their federal organization. This was intended to ensure diversity among 

federal organizations. Initially, the plan was to select only one participant from each 

organization. However, since candidates self-identified at either the department level or 
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the organization level, I could not complete organization-level comparisons during 

screening. After consulting with my dissertation chair, I removed this exclusion criterion 

and decided to rely on the screening questions to ensure variability. The participant 

profile questionnaire is included in Appendix D. 

Table 22 shows the prioritization results for all participants. Table 23 presents the 

combined priorities across both questions. The goal of selecting the P-set was to 

maximize the likelihood of having a range of viewpoints. The results from the screening 

questions revealed a range of viewpoints on prioritizing the statements. Different 

participants selected five of the six statements. Notably, no participant selected the 

statement, “Ideally, public organizations should have enough personnel to administer 

services without contractors” (Q-Sample Statement Number 4) as the most important in 

the second question. Additionally, when viewing the results of the two self-assessment 

questions in aggregate and removing the statement not prioritized by any participant, five 

of six combinations across the two questions were selected by participants. Participants in 

this study represented a range of viewpoints on the combinations across the three 

governance paradigms. No candidate was excluded based solely on the self-assessment 

questions.  
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Table 22 

Results of Prioritization of the Statements in the Two Screening Questions 

Question 1 

Statements 

Political neutrality is 

critical to government 

operations (S10) (TPA) 

Contractors provide 

essential expertise and 

support to public 

organizations (S5) (NPM) 

It is important that 

citizens be prioritized 

over processes (S3) 

(EPS) 

Number of 

participants 

prioritizing 

as most 

important 

7 out of 16 4 out of 16 5 out of 16 

Question 2 

statements 

It is important that 

public organizations 

represent and consider 

all citizens (S9) (EPS) 

Public organizations run 

like a business (S29) 

(NPM) 

Ideally, public 

organizations should 

have enough personnel 

to administer services 

without contractors 

(S4) (TPA) 

Number of 

participants 

prioritizing 

as most 

important 

12 out of 16 4 out of 16 0 out of 16 

 

Table 23 

Combinations of Prioritization of the Statements in the Two Screening Questions 

 Political neutrality 

is critical to 

government 

operations (S10) 

(TPA) 

Contractors provide 

essential expertise and 

support to public 

organizations (S5) 

(NPM) 

It is important 

that citizens be 

prioritized over 

processes (S3) 

(EPS) 

It is important that public 

organizations represent and 

consider all citizens (S9) 

(EPS) 

5 out of 16 4 out of 16 3 out of 16 

Public organizations run 

like a business (S29) 

(NPM) 

2 out of 16 0 2 out of 16 

Ideally, public 

organizations should have 

enough personnel to 

administer services without 
contractors (S4) (TPA) 

0 0 0 
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Number of Participants 

The goal in selecting the P-set is to “maximize the likelihood of having a range of 

different viewpoints represented” (Stenner et al., 2017, p. 12). The literature review 

revealed three governance paradigms. Additionally, we know the paradigms coexist 

(Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; van der Meer et al., 2023) and that civil service leaders 

enact hybrid governance approaches by blending the core ideas from across paradigms 

(Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & 

Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). The literature review identified a gap in research 

around the viewpoints on blended approaches, which means there is limited information 

on the number of viewpoints to expect. I chose to use the three governance paradigms as 

the three expected viewpoints and designed the study to include 12 to 15 participants, 

aiming for at least four participants representing each of the three governance paradigms. 

This aligns with Brown’s philosophy, that the Q-sample and participants provide “the 

launch pad for an investigation” (S. R. Brown, 1980, p. 39). This starts with the 

researcher’s “best initial guess” (S. R. Brown, 1980, p. 39) on the viewpoints and 

selecting a representative Q-sample and participants. The data collected may lead the 

study in unexpected directions, as “there is never a guarantee … that splashdown will 

occur in the same area as the point of departure” (S. R. Brown, 1980, p. 39). Ultimately, I 

included 16 participants in the study.  

Stage 1. Build the Concourse 

Q-studies begin with building the concourse of subjective statements, which 

serves as the foundation and experimental unit of study in Q-methodology (S. R. Brown, 

1980, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2020; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 
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Stephenson (1935) described the concourse as the “raw materials” for Q-studies. The 

concourse is a comprehensive collection of subjective statements about the research 

topic, capturing various perspectives (S. R. Brown, 1980, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 

2013; S. Ramlo, 2020; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Each statement is self-referent and 

presented uniformly, as if it represents the truth (Stephenson, 1993).  

This study investigated hybrid forms of governance (Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 

2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020) by exploring 

the viewpoints of SES on the blending of core ideas originating in three governance 

paradigms:  

• Traditional public administration  

• New public management  

• Emerging public service  

While conducting the literature review in Chapter 2, I developed the concourse 

over several months, gathering subjective statements related to the three governance 

paradigms. The concourse, shown in Appendix A, includes a broad range of statements 

on core ideas from the literature. I also supplemented the literature with informal input. I 

used an inductive process to identify emerging themes, patterns, and dimensions. This 

resulted in five dimensions of core ideas: 

• Function of the civil service 

• Role of the civil servant 

• Role of citizens and stakeholders 

• Approach to decision-making and problem-solving 

• Conceptions of democracy, accountability, and legitimacy 
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The dimensions categorize statements to organize core ideas (van der Steen et al., 

2018). The concourse features direct quotations, synthesized statements, and informal 

communication input. I edited the concourse for clarity and inclusivity, ensuring it 

comprehensively represented the core ideas from the three paradigms. Appendix A 

includes the 184 subjective statements of the concourse. 

In Q-methodology, the concourse is the population of interest (S. Ramlo, 2022; 

Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). This is unlike R-methodology studies, 

where the population of interest is often the entire population of people being studied. 

The sample in Q-studies is the subset of subjective statements generated from the 

concourse and is called the Q-sample (Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Reflexivity Statement: Developing the Concourse 

In developing the concourse for this study, I was acutely aware of how my 

background as a former SES influenced how I identified and selected subjective 

statements for the concourse. The concourse is the foundation for this Q-study and as 

such my background could have far-reaching consequences. Additionally, I am intensely 

aware of the complexities of government operations and the varying perspectives 

reflected in the governance paradigms. I did not have the terms to describe my experience 

before researching this topic, but I had the experience.  

I developed the concourse over several months using a very iterative process. I’d 

like to say the process started with the literature review, but the reader must understand 

that the literature review took several forms over the course of about 2 years. As a result, 

as the literature review meandered, expanded, and contracted, my understanding of the 

governance paradigms and the underlying beliefs and origins continued to grow. At the 
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end of this long and arduous process, I believe I have a comprehensive literature review. 

As the literature to include became more focused, I reviewed each article with an eye to 

statements for the concourse. During the last several months of the literature review, I 

made an intentional choice to reflect on my own biases and preconceived notions on core 

ideas while striving to capture a broad spectrum of ideas for the study. 

While gathering statements from the literature, I relied heavily on my 

understanding of TPA, NPM, and EPS, both as a result of my experience and the 

literature. This knowledge guided me in categorizing and organizing statements, but it 

also meant that I brought a certain point of view to the ideas that I deemed relevant or 

representative of each paradigm. I aimed to include a diverse range of statements to avoid 

narrowly reflecting my own views. However, I recognize that my familiarity with 

specific concepts might have unconsciously influenced the selection and framing of 

statements. 

To mitigate the influence of my point of view, I used direct quotations from the 

literature, synthesized statements, and engaged in informal communications to reflect 

how core ideas were discussed within different contexts. I adopted an inductive approach, 

allowing themes and dimensions to emerge naturally rather than fitting statements into 

predetermined categories. Despite this effort, my decisions on which dimensions to 

include, such as the function of the civil service and the role of citizens and stakeholders, 

were inherently subjective. I selected these dimensions based on what I viewed as critical 

elements of governance, acknowledging that my background informed what I prioritized 

as significant. 
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Editing the concourse for clarity was another area where reflexivity played a role. 

I tried to ensure that the statements were easily understandable by participants while 

remaining true to their original meanings. This editing process involved interpreting and 

rephrasing statements where necessary. As a result, my own understanding of governance 

paradigms could have influenced how I expressed these ideas. In the next section on 

generating the Q-sample, I discuss additional mitigation measures.  

Throughout this process, I remained mindful of my position as both a researcher 

and someone with deep involvement in public administration. I continually questioned 

whether I was accurately representing a broad range of viewpoints or inadvertently 

highlighting those that resonated with my experiences. By documenting the steps taken to 

build the concourse and reflecting on my role in shaping it, I aimed to maintain 

transparency and provide context for the interpretations and my conclusions in this study. 

Stage 2. Generate Q-Sample 

In stage 2, the researcher generates the Q-sample through a process of selecting 

subjective statements from the concourse to provide a range of communication to 

represent the topic comprehensively (S. R. Brown, 1993; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; 

Valenta & Wigger, 1997; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Like the concourse development, I 

used an iterative process to generate the Q-sample. First, I examined the concourse for 

duplicate statements and then revised and combined similar statements (McKeown & 

Thomas, 2013; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). To maintain balanced 

representation across the concourse, I selected the final set of subjective statements, the 

Q-sample. The Q-sample size varies based on the research topic (Stenner et al., 2017; 

Watts & Stenner, 2012), but typically includes 25 to 60 statements (S. R. Brown, 1980; S. 
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E. Ramlo, 2023; Stenner et al., 2017) to ensure adequate coverage while minimizing the 

burden placed on participants (Watts & Stenner, 2005, 2012). Developing the concourse 

and generating the Q-sample can be time consuming due to the critical significance of 

selecting and vetting the statements (Watts & Stenner, 2005, 2012).  

While the literature provides no formula or standard process for creating an ideal 

Q-sample, several researchers recommend using a grid to ensure a balance of statements 

within the Q-sample (S. R. Brown, 1980; Dryzek & Berejikian, 1993; Jeffares & 

Skelcher, 2011; Nederhand & Edelenbos, 2022; S. Ramlo, 2022; van der Steen et al., 

2018). This grid-based assessment and rephrasing process results in a well-represented 

and diverse set of statements (Dryzek & Berejikian, 1993; Jeffares & Skelcher, 2011). 

Watts and Stenner (2012) suggested generating a larger initial Q-sample that would be 

refined through piloting.  

I used a grid to organize the statements. One axis includes the three governance 

paradigms, while the other represents the dimensions from the concourse. Table 24 

outlines the number of statements within each dimension, resulting in a final Q-sample of 

36 statements. Table 25 provides the complete Q-sample.  

Table 24  

Grid for Selecting Statements to Include in the Q-Sample 

Dimension 

Number of statements 

Traditional 

public  

administration 

New public  

management 

Emerging  

public  

service 

Function of the civil service 4 4 4 

Role of the civil servant 2 2 2 

Role of citizens and stakeholders 2 2 2 

Approach to decision-making and problem-solving 2 2 2 

Conceptions of democracy, accountability, and 

legitimacy 

2 2 2 
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Table 25  

Q-Sample 

Dimension 

Traditional public  

administration 

New public  

management 

Emerging  

public service 

Function of the 

civil service 

1. It is important to 

have standardized 

processes 

2. It is important to use 

private-sector practices 

3. It is important that 

citizens be prioritized 

over processes 

Function of the 

civil service 

4. Ideally, public 

organizations should 

have enough 

personnel to 

administer services 

without contractors 

5. Contractors provide 

essential expertise and 

support to public 

organizations 

6. Citizens are the best 

source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

Function of the 

civil service 

7. It is important for 

civil servants to 

comply with standard 

operating procedures 

8. It is important to 

have clear performance 

criteria 

9. It is important that 

public organizations 

represent and consider all 

citizens 

Function of the 

civil service 

10. Political 

neutrality is critical in 

public organizations 

11. Contracting is 

critical to government 

operations 

12. Citizen involvement 

is critical to government 

operations 

Role of the civil 

servant  

13. It is important for 

a civil servant to be a 

nonpartisan expert 

14. It is important for a 

civil servant to be a 

public entrepreneur 

15. It is important for a 

civil servant to be a 

network manager 

engaging a network of 

experts 

Role of the civil 

servant 

16. The most 

important defining 

qualities of a civil 

servant are 

impartiality, 

accurateness, and 

integrity 

17. The most important 

defining qualities of a 

civil servant are results-

driven, customer 

awareness, and a drive 

for effectiveness and 

efficiency 

18. The most important 

defining qualities of a 

civil servant are external 

focus, responsiveness, 

and an openness that 

invites collaboration 

Role of citizens 

and stakeholders 

19. It is important for 

citizens to participate 

in elections to make 

their voices heard 

20. It is important to 

view citizens as 

customers 

21. It is important to 

view citizens as 

collaborators 

Role of citizens 

and stakeholders 

22. Direct citizen 

involvement on 

policy should be 

limited to public 

comment periods 

23. It is important to 

seek and respond to 

customers in the 

delivery of services 

24. It is important to seek 

citizen input through 

direct citizen 

involvement before, 

during, and after policy 

development 

Approach to 

decision-making 

and problem-

25. It is important 

that decision-making 

incorporate research 

26. It is important that 

decision-making 

incorporate market 

27. It is important that 

decision-making 

incorporate multiple 
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Dimension 

Traditional public  

administration 

New public  

management 

Emerging  

public service 

solving and analysis of 

multiple alternatives 

research to identify 

market drivers 

views through 

deliberation 

Approach to 

decision-making 

and problem-

solving 

28. Public 

organizations receive 

direction from 

elected officials 

29. A public 

organization should run 

like a business 

30. Public organizations 

should partner with 

stakeholders in and out of 

government 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, 

and legitimacy 

31. Elected officials 

hold civil servants 

accountable 

32. Customers of public 

services hold civil 

servants accountable 

33. Citizens hold civil 

servants accountable 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, 

and legitimacy 

34. Citizens receive 

fair and equitable 

treatment when civil 

servants adhere to 

processes and 

procedures 

35. Citizens receive fair 

and equitable treatment 

when performance 

targets are met 

36. Citizens receive fair 

and equitable treatment 

when civil servants and 

citizens work together in 

local communities 

 

I reviewed the draft statements with several experts. The experts were either 

former federal employees, including former SES, now working as consultants or current 

federal employees not meeting the inclusion criteria, either because they were newer to 

the SES or senior employees not selected into the SES. I presented the experts with 39 

statements and asked them to identify any unclear statements and recommend three 

statements to be removed. Their input led to changes that clarified the statements and 

aligned them with the language used by SES. The final Q-sample included the 36 

statements in Table 25.  

Additionally, I piloted the full process with three current federal employees. The 

pilot participants provided input on statement wording and identified statements they felt 

were unclear. Additionally, they provided feedback on changes to the script and 

recommended additional guidance for using the software. For the Q-sorting exercise, two 

pilot participants used their phones. It proved difficult to read and move the statements on 
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a phone, and they recommended including instructions to complete the exercise on a 

computer. I incorporated their feedback into the engagement guide.  

Stage 3. Collect Data 

The third stage of this Q-study was collecting data (S. R. Brown, 1980, 1993; 

Watts & Stenner, 2012). Prior to collecting data, I submitted the research design to the 

George Washington University Institutional Review Board (IRB) to ensure that 

appropriate protections were in place for human subject research. The study received IRB 

approval on June 11, 2024 (Appendix B).  

I collected data through a 60-minute virtual engagement using Zoom. As a 

participant logged on to the Zoom meeting, I changed their ‘name’ in Zoom to their 

UniqueID, a random code consisting of three letters followed by three digits, generated 

prior to the meeting. After receiving permission to record, I began each engagement with 

an overview of the informed consent form, which I provided to participants when 

scheduling the engagement. After obtaining verbal informed consent, I proceeded to 

explain the activities in the 60-minute engagement. During the engagement, participants 

completed a sorting exercise (Q-sorting) and a post-sorting interview. I provide an 

overview of both activities next. Additional details are provided in Appendix F. 

Q-Sorting 

In a Q-study, participants sort and prioritize the statements of the Q-sample 

through a process called Q-sorting. This involves placing the statements into a 

researcher-selected distribution grid under a researcher-designed condition of instruction 

(S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; 



105 

Watts & Stenner, 2012). For a Q-sample with fewer than 40 statements, Brown (1980) 

recommended using a distribution from -4 to +4.  

Participants in this study used the distribution grid in Figure 9 to sort the 36 

statements in the Q-sample into the 36 boxes of the grid. The condition of instruction 

provided guidance to participants on what to consider while engaged in Q-sorting (S. 

Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The condition of instruction 

was unique to the research questions and instructed participants as follows:  

• Please sort the provided statements from those you view as most important to 

most unimportant.  

I received input from experts and my committee to make the instructions easily 

understandable. This led to a simple instruction asking participants to prioritize the 

statements. I intentionally did not refer to governance or hybrid forms of governance in 

the instructions.  

Figure 9  

Distribution Grid for the 36 Statements in the Q-Sample 

 

Following informed consent and the overview of the data collection process, I 

assisted participants in logging in to the QMethod software (Lutfallah & Buchanan, 

Most 
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2019), which I used to facilitate the Q-sorting exercise online. I configured the software 

to guide participants through the Q-sorting process. Screenshots of the software are 

included in Appendix G. 

I copied the link to the software into the chat. Participants used their UniqueID as 

the participation code. Once in the software, participants completed the initial step in the 

Q-sorting process, in which they read each of the 36 statements and organized them 

electronically into three electronic piles to facilitate placing the statements within the 

distribution grid (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). The three electronic piles were less 

important, neutral, and more important, corresponding to the left, middle, and right of the 

distribution grid. Participants then moved to the next screen which displayed the 

condition of instruction, as I had previously discussed with them. Participants advanced 

to the next screen to begin sorting. Participants pulled statements from each of the three 

piles and placed them into the distribution grid (McKeown & Thomas, 2013). Once 

participants were satisfied with the placement of statements within the grid, the Q-sorting 

was complete. The outcome was a single Q-sort for that participant (Watts & Stenner, 

2012), expressing that participant’s point of view through the final ordering of statements 

(S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Stenner et al., 2017; 

Watts & Stenner, 2012).  

Post-Sorting Interview 

I next engaged participants in a post-sorting interview. The interview collected 

rich qualitative data from the participants regarding the statements and their placement in 

the distribution grid (McKeown & Thomas, 2013; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Appendix F 

includes the interview guide for the post-sorting interview.  
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The objective of the interview was to gain a deeper understanding of the 

participants’ views. Participants were asked to further detail the importance of the 

statements placed at the far right and far left of their final Q-sort. These statements were 

the salient statements for that participant or those statements that were particularly 

important relative to the other statements (S. R. Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 

2013; S. Ramlo, 2022; Watts & Stenner, 2012). The post-sorting interview and further 

understanding of the salient statements aided in the qualitative analysis to answer 

Research Questions 1 and 3.  

Data Preparation Prior to Data Analysis 

I used the QMethod software (Lutfallah & Buchanan, 2019) to facilitate the Q-

sorting exercise online. At the conclusion of each Q-sorting exercise, the software created 

a downloadable image file of the completed Q-sort for the participant in the form of a 

portable network graphic (PNG) file. Figure 10 shows the downloadable image file for 

Participant AGT970 as an example.  

Figure 10  

Example Output Q-Sort from the QMethod Software as a PNG file for Participant AGT970 
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The image file from the QMethod software (Lutfallah & Buchanan, 2019) was not 

in a format that I could easily analyze. As a result, I manually recreated each of the final 

Q-sorts in MS Excel, including one worksheet for each participant and summary sheets 

that combined the data for all participants. This facilitated further analysis both 

individually and in aggregate. For the individual participant worksheets, I created the Q-

sort grid and entered each of the Q-sample statements in the exact location shown in the 

downloaded image file.  

As these participant worksheets were the basis for the subsequent analysis, I 

validated and verified the manually recreated Q-sort data through three data checks. I 

performed data verification to check for data accuracy and completeness, while I 

performed data validation to check that the data were properly formatted for analysis. I 

completed two of the data checks in MS Excel and the third as part of the MS Excel 

upload into KADE (Banasick, 2019), the data analysis software. The first check verified 

data accuracy by checking that the data recreated in MS Excel used the exact language 

from the Q-sample statements. The VLOOKUP function compared the entered Q-sample 

statement to the lookup table and returned the Q-sample statement number. If the exact 

language for the statement was not found in the lookup table, the function returned an 

error, displayed as “#N/A,” which was readily visible. I corrected these as necessary.  

Figure 11 includes an image of an MS Excel worksheet for one participant to 

illustrate recreating the Q-sort downloaded image file from the QMethod software and 

using the VLOOKUP function to verify the exact language for the Q-sample statement.  
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Figure 11 

Image of the MS Excel Worksheet for One Participant Illustrating the First Validation Check 

 

 

In the second check, I validated the data and looked for duplication in the Q-sort. 

This validated that each Q-sort included the 36 statements and no statement was repeated. 

This validation was accomplished through two steps. The first step used the placement of 

the Q-sample statement in the grid to translate the data into two columns, with the first 

column being the raw data score for the Q-sort sample number and the second column 

being the Q-sample statement number. The raw data score was the column in which the 

Q-sample statement was placed by the participant, ranging from -4 to +4. A simple cell 

reference was used to create the Q-sample statement number column, moving the Q-

sample statement number from the horizontal and vertical grid to a single column aligned 

§ Export from QMethod

Software copied into 

the worksheet for the 

participant.

§ Each statement was 

added into the grid 

for that participant to 

recreate the Q-sort.

§ The VLOOKUP Function was 

used to compare the statement 

from the recreated grid to the Q-

sample statements in the lookup 

table and return the Q-sample 

statement number

§ If the statement was not found, 

”#N/A” was displayed in the cell 

indicating an error. This was the 

first validation check.
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with the column with the raw data score. For simplicity, the two columns were copied to 

include only the values and not the formulas. Next, I sorted the two columns by Q-sample 

statement number from lowest to highest. If the data were entered correctly and there 

were no duplicates, this resulted in a column numbered from 1 to 36. Using a comparison 

column containing the numbers 1 to 36, I used a simple Boolean expression to quickly 

determine if the two columns were equal. TRUE was returned if the numbers matched, 

and FALSE was returned if they did not. I corrected errors as necessary. Figure 12 

includes an image of the Excel file illustrating the steps to complete the second validation 

step. 

Figure 12 

Image of the MS Excel Worksheet Illustrating the Second Validation Check 

 

 

The next validation occurred when the data were uploaded into the KADE data 

analysis software (Banasick, 2019). The KADE data analysis software includes an MS 

Excel template for uploading data. The software validates that the data entered into the 

§ Used a simple Boolean expression to quickly 

determine if the two columns were equal. 
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and FALSE was returned if they did not. 
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first column being the score and the second 

column being the Q-sample statement number. 
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1
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template for each participant do not contain duplicate statement numbers. I corrected 

errors as necessary.  

I followed this process for the downloaded image files for all 16 participants. The 

resulting MS Excel file of Q-sort data included a worksheet for each participant, a 

summary worksheet for uploading the data into the KADE data analysis software, and a 

summary worksheet sorted by Q-sample statement number, which displayed the data for 

all participants on one worksheet. The raw data for all Q-sorts sorted by Q-sample 

statement number are included in Appendix H. The raw data for all Q-sorts sorted by the 

raw data score are included in Appendix I. 

At the conclusion of the data collection and the subsequent verification and 

validation checks of the quantitative data, the raw data from the Q-sorts were captured 

and displayed within this spreadsheet for each of the 16 participants.  

Stage 4. Analyze Data 

In the fourth stage of this Q-study, I analyzed the data using both quantitative and 

qualitative methods, which I discuss in this section. In Chapter 4, I report the results of 

this study. Mixed-methods studies report results, like quantitative studies, while 

qualitative studies report findings (Bradley et al., 2020). In the first part of this section, I 

describe the quantitative analysis in which multiple Q-sorts were grouped using statistical 

analysis (Ramlo, 2022). Next, I describe the qualitative analysis in which the data 

collected during the interviews were analyzed qualitatively. 
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Quantitative Data Analysis  

I used the Q-method (S. R. Brown, 1993; S. Ramlo, 2022) to analyze the data 

collected quantitatively. The Q-method analysis involved three statistical analysis phases 

(S. R. Brown, 1993; S. Ramlo, 2022): 

• Correlation 

• Factor analysis 

• Factor array computation 

Correlation Between the 16 Q-Sorts. Correlation is the measure of the 

relationship between any two participant Q-sorts. The correlation calculations used in Q-

method are the same calculations that would be used within an R-methodology study but 

instead of correlating between traits, the correlation is between the final Q-sorts and the 

placement of each statement relative to other statements (S. R. Brown, 1980; Watts & 

Stenner, 2012).  

I verified the correlation matrix calculations by calculating the correlation matrix 

using both MS Excel and the Ken-Q Analysis Desktop Edition (KADE) analysis 

software. The KADE analysis software and MS Excel produced identical correlation 

matrices, with the exception that the KADE analysis software multiplied the Pearson’s r 

correlation coefficient by 100. I will use the MS Excel correlation matrix to further 

explain correlation. 

The correlation calculations resulted in a correlation matrix of Pearson’s r 

correlation coefficients (Table 26) showing the correlation of each of the 16 Q-sorts to 

each of the other 16 Q-sorts (N = 16). Pearson’s r correlation coefficients range from -1 

to +1. The closer the correlation coefficient was to +1, the more the two participants 
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sorted the statements into the same column. The closer the correlation coefficient was to  

-1, the more two participants sorted the statements into columns on opposite ends of the 

sorting grid.  

Table 26 

Correlation Matrix with the Correlation Between Each of the 16 Q-Sorts 

 

 

The correlation matrix provided information about relationships that might exist 

between participants. To determine if the correlation coefficient between two participants 

was statistically significant, additional statistical calculations were required. For 

statistical significance, I used the null hypothesis that no relationship existed between the 

two Q-sorts. In other words, the Pearson’s correlation coefficient equaled zero (Warne, 

2020). 

H0: Pearson’s r = 0 

Next, I determined the critical value for statistical significance. The number of 

participants in this study was 16. This also corresponded to the number of paired 
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10.500.190.280.30-0.050.120.010.28XZU440

10.340.200.300.180.460.000.140.390.32IQC125

10.170.380.320.210.320.150.040.300.25-0.20WRO336

10.430.200.180.480.170.410.05-0.15-0.020.43-0.14AGT970

10.280.340.080.180.250.110.490.090.200.600.21-0.04OLP808

10.270.330.320.400.480.230.490.390.400.180.310.290.28AUH687

10.400.380.250.290.090.410.220.130.300.080.100.35-0.090.27NVL706

10.150.270.190.09-0.090.390.140.250.070.550.220.220.260.370.17EKM772
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observations in the correlation matrix (n = 16), which I used to calculate the degree of 

freedom (d.f.). The d.f. equals the number of paired observations in the correlation 

matrix, minus 2 (d.f. = n – 2).  

• 𝑑𝑓 = 𝑛 − 2 = 16 − 2 = 14 

I evaluated significance at both p = 0.01 (99% confidence level) and p = 0.05 

(95% confidence level) by referencing the table of critical values for Pearson’s r (Warne, 

2020) with d.f. = 14 and determined the two critical values: 

• Critical value at p = 0.01 is ±0.623 

• Critical value at p = 0.05 is ±0.498 

There were no Q-sort pairs statistically significant at p = 0.01. Three Q-sort pairs 

were significant at p = 0.05, as all three pairs exceeded the critical value (±0.498). The 

three Q-sort pairs were OLP808 and KNH746, which had a positive correlation of +0.60; 

ZDF756 and EKM772, which had a positive correlation of +0.55; and IPA738 and 

XZU440, which had a positive correlation of +0.50. These pairs are highlighted in Table 

26. 

The largest negative correlation was between the Q-sort pair for participants 

CTM755 and GJM949 (-0.25). This was not statistically significant. Additionally, the 

correlation coefficient between participant IQC125 and participant CTM755 equaled 

zero, meeting the condition of the null hypothesis that no statistical correlation exists 

between these two participants. This pair is highlighted in Table 26. 

Analyzing the correlation between the participant Q-sorts and calculating 

statistically significant Q-sort pairs provided insight into the data. However, correlation 
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calculations alone could not identify clusters of similar viewpoints among all participants. 

To identify the varying viewpoints, I next completed the factor analysis.  

Factor Analysis. Factor analysis, the second part of Q-method, used the 

correlation between Q-sorts as the basis. The objective of the factor analysis was to 

identify clusters of similar Q-sorts or viewpoints while accounting for as much of the 

total study variance as possible (S. E. Ramlo, 2023; Watts & Stenner, 2012). These 

clusters of similar viewpoints are the factors. The participant Q-sorts provided the data 

for the clusters of similar viewpoints (S. Ramlo, 2020; S. E. Ramlo, 2023). The goal was 

not to have all Q-sorts associated with a factor nor to have as many Q-sorts as possible 

sorted to any one factor (S. E. Ramlo, 2023). Rather, the goal was to identify clusters that 

showed a clear depiction of the viewpoint (S. E. Ramlo, 2023) while accounting for as 

much of the study variance as possible.  

The total study variance included three types of variances that are found in a Q-

methodology study. The first is common variance, which accounts for what the study 

participants hold in common (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The second is specific variance, 

which is variance specific to a Q-sort and reflects the individuality of study participants 

(Watts & Stenner, 2012). The third is error variance, which is found in all methods and 

reflects the imperfections that data gathering introduced (Watts & Stenner, 2012). I 

provide more information on total study variance when explaining the calculations. 

From the correlation matrix, I used the KADE data analysis software to run by-

person principal component analysis (PCA) to extract eight components or potential 

factors. For the reader’s understanding, PCA extracts components, which are potential 

factors, but not factor solutions. I will use the component terminology, aligned with PCA, 
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for this portion of the analysis and change to factor solutions when evaluating potential 

factors.  

The PCA produced the unrotated component matrix, which showed the 

eigenvalue and the percentage of the total study variance explained for each of the eight 

components. Table 27 provides the eigenvalue and the percentage of explained total 

study variance. Table 28 provides the unrotated component matrix with the correlation of 

each participant’s Q-sort to each of the eight components extracted.  

Table 27 

PCA Results for the Eight Extracted Components 

Component Eigenvalue % Explained  

Variance 

Cumulative %  

Explained Variance 

1 4.4238 28 28 

2 2.0523 13 41 

3 1.6971 11 52 

4 1.5430 10 62 

5 1.1485 7 69 

6 1.0565 7 76 

7 0.7697 5 81 

8 0.6760 4 85 

 

Eigenvalues are the sum of component’s squared loadings. The percent explained 

variance is the percentage of the total study variance that is accounted for within the 

extracted component. Percent explained variance is calculated using the eigenvalue 

divided by the number of participants expressed as a percentage (S. R. Brown, 1980).  

• 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑑 𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 = 100 (𝑒𝑖𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 ÷

𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑡𝑠) 

For example, Component 1 has a percent explained variance of 28%, meaning 

that 28% of the total study variance is accounted for by Component 1. The general rule of 
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thumb is that any component with an eigenvalue greater than 1.00 should be considered 

for further analysis and as a potential factor (S. R. Brown, 1980). As a result, the PCA 

extraction resulted in six components for further analysis, each with eigenvalues greater 

than 1.00, corresponding to a cumulative explained variance of 76%. 

To determine if the participant’s Q-sort was significant for any of the 

components, I calculated significance for the component loading using standard error 

(SE) calculations for zero-order correlation coefficients with the number of statements in 

the Q-sample as N (S. R. Brown, 1980).  

• 𝑆𝐸 = 1 ÷ √𝑁 = 1 ÷ √36 = 0.1667 

For a loading to be statistically significant at the p = 0.01, 99% confidence level, 

the loading must exceed ±2.58(SE) (S. R. Brown, 1980).  

• 𝑆𝐸(2.58) =  ±2.58 × (0.1667) =  ±0.43 

For a loading to be statistically significant at p = 0.05, 95% confidence level, the 

loading must exceed ±1.96 (SE).  

• 𝑆𝐸(1.96) =  ±1.96 × (0.1667) =  ±0.33 

All six of the components with an eigenvalue greater than 1.00 had participants 

with significant loadings exceeding the p = 0.01 level (99% confidence level). Further, 

nine participants had significant loadings to more than one of the six components at the 

99% confidence level (Table 28).  
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Table 28 

Unrotated Component (Potential Factor) Matrix  

Participant Component  

1 2 3  4 5 6 7 8 

GJM949 0.200 0.784 0.244 -0.076 0.236 -0.283 0.110 0.074 

DQB435 0.493 -0.346 -0.419 0.448 -0.110 -0.142 0.214 0.141 

KNH746 0.467 -0.174 0.659 0.070 -0.124 -0.296 0.328 -0.060 

CTM755 0.101 -0.258 0.470 0.382 -0.125 0.657 -0.098 0.148 

VIM454 0.442 0.534 -0.160 0.184 -0.228 0.333 -0.103 -0.300 

ZDF756 0.705 -0.344 -0.031 0.162 0.145 -0.192 -0.343 -0.194 

JCR942 0.479 0.390 -0.116 0.025 -0.520 -0.279 -0.315 -0.125 

IPA738 0.557 -0.156 -0.341 -0.251 0.452 0.167 0.040 -0.214 

XZU440 0.600 0.281 -0.023 -0.405 0.255 0.310 0.103 -0.124 

IQC125 0.557 0.394 -0.216 0.333 0.003 0.063 0.441 0.144 

WRO336 0.555 -0.296 -0.087 -0.408 -0.368 0.182 0.257 -0.074 

AGT970 0.545 -0.335 -0.463 -0.240 -0.003 -0.127 -0.098 0.339 

OLP808 0.572 -0.384 0.419 -0.064 -0.070 -0.145 0.066 -0.284 

AUH687 0.745 0.244 0.082 0.013 -0.217 0.104 -0.164 0.304 

NVL706 0.525 0.041 0.439 -0.411 0.178 0.006 -0.196 0.326 

EKM772 0.499 0.007 0.087 0.624 0.467 -0.047 -0.127 -0.014 

 

Component eigenvalues and Q-sort loading significance were not enough to 

determine the number of factors in the data set. I next used an abductive approach to 

further analyze the data. This involved rotating different numbers of factors and 

comparing the solutions.  

I used Varimax rotation to rotate five possible solutions: two-factor, three-

factor, four-factor, five-factor, and six-factor. I calculated each solution using the 

KADE analysis software, which produced MS Excel spreadsheets for all five 

possible solutions. The MS Excel spreadsheets produced for each factor solution 
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contained between 26 different worksheets (two-factor solution) and 50  

different worksheets (five-factor solution). These worksheets provided the  

detailed data analysis for each of the five possible solutions. To understand the  

data and the different factor solutions, I compared over 100 different data 

worksheets.  

Comparing the Factor Loading Table for Each Factor Solution. My first 

comparison used the factor loading table for each potential factor solution after 

applying the Varimax rotation. This evaluation was the first effort to cluster the 

largest number of Q-sorts into factors that best represented the data and begin 

eliminating potential factor solutions from further evaluation. Each potential factor 

solution included a factor loading table showing the participant Q-sorts loaded to 

each factor, the percent explained variance, and the cumulative explained variance. I 

chose to only load participant Q-sorts to a factor if the loading was significant at p = 

0.01, meaning the participant loading had to exceed ± 0.43 to be included on a factor. 

Table 29 includes the comparison of the factor loading tables across the potential 

factor solutions.  

  



120 

Table 29 

Summary of Factor Loading Tables for Potential Factor Solutions  

Factor solution  

and associated  

factors 

Number of  

Q-sorts  

significantly  

loaded to  

the factor 

%  

Explained  

variance 

Cumulative  

%  

explained  

variance 

Number of  

confounding  

Q-sorts 

Number of  

Q-sorts not  

loading  

significantly 

Two-factor solution    0 3 

Factor 1 7 22 22   

Factor 2 6 19 41   

Three-factor solution    0 1 
Factor 1 5 18 18   

Factor 2 6 18 36   

Factor 3 4 15 51   

Four-factor solution    2 0 

Factor 1 3 17 17   

Factor 2 5 17 34   

Factor 3 4 15 49   

Factor 4 2 12 61   

Five-factor solution    3 0 

Factor 1 1 12 12   

Factor 2 3 15 27   

Factor 3 3 14 41   

Factor 4 5 17 58   

Factor 5 1 10 68   

Six-factor solution    2 0 

Factor 1 2 13 13   

Factor 2 4 16 29   

Factor 3 3 14 43   

Factor 4 2 15 58   

Factor 5 1 9 67   

Factor 6 1 8 75   

 

In addition to comparing the information listed in the first three columns of Table 

29, I needed two additional data points to complete the analysis. They were the number 

of confounding Q-sorts and the number of Q-sorts that did not load significantly in the 

factor solution. As a result, five pieces of information were important to the analysis of 

potential solutions using the factor loading tables as shown in Table 29. These were the 

number of Q-sorts that loaded to each factor within the factor solution, the percent 
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explained variance, the cumulative percent explained variance, the number of 

confounding Q-sorts, and the number of Q-sorts that did not load significantly to any of 

the factors within a factor.  

Starting with the column farthest to the right in Table 29, the two-factor solution 

had three Q-sorts that did not load significantly to either of the two factors, while the 

three-factor solution had one Q-sort that did not load significantly to any factor. The 

remaining solutions had Q-sorts that significantly loaded to more than one factor. These 

Q-sorts are called confounding Q-sorts and potentially erode the uniqueness of a factor. 

The four-factor solutions had two confounding Q-sorts, the five-factor solution had three 

confounding Q-sorts, and the six-factor solution had two confounding Q-sorts.  

After analyzing the factor table loadings across the potential factor solutions, I 

rejected the two-factor solution, the five-factor solution, and the six-factor solution as 

viable for this set of Q-sorts. The two-factor solution had only a 41% cumulative 

explained variance, meaning that only 41% of the total study variance was accounted for 

by the two-factor solution, which I determined was too low. The five-factor solution 

included three confounding Q-sorts and two factors with only one Q-sort loaded to the 

factor. In accordance with Brown (1980), a factor must include at least two Q-sorts, with 

three Q-sorts as a preferred alternative. For these reasons, I rejected the five-factor 

solution. The six-factor solution included two confounding Q-sorts and two factors with 

only one Q-sort loaded to the factor as well as two additional factors with only two Q-

sorts loaded to the factor. For these reasons, I rejected the six-factor solution.  

It was unclear whether the three-factor or the four-factor solution best represented 

the data from the factor loading table comparison. The three-factor solution included one 
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Q-sort that did not load significantly to any factor (EKM772), while the four-factor 

solution included two confounding Q-sorts (XZU440 and ZDF756). The four-factor 

solution included one factor (Factor 4) with only two Q-sorts, which as stated earlier, is 

contrary to Brown’s (1980) recommendation of three Q-sorts for each factor. 

Additionally, the four-factor solution included a 60% cumulative explained variance, 

while the three-factor solution included a 51% cumulative explained variance. I retained 

both the three-factor solution and the four-factor solution for further analysis following 

the comparison of the factor loading tables for each potential solution.  

Comparing the Correlation Between Factors. I next compared the correlation 

between factors for the three-factor and four-factor solutions. The correlation between 

factors for the three-factor solution is in Table 30, while the correlation between factors 

for the four-factor solution is in Table 31. The correlation between factors indicated the 

presence of relationships that made the factors less distinct from one another. Within the 

four-factor solution, the correlation between Factor 1 and Factor 4 (0.37) exceeded the 

95% confidence level (p = 0.05) of ± 0.33, meaning that Factor 1 and Factor 4 

significantly correlated at the 95% confidence level. Factors are meant to show 

uniqueness, and therefore a significant correlation between two factors is not a preferred 

alternative. For the three-factor solution, the correlation between factors was below both 

the 95% and the 99% confidence levels, meaning that the three factors showed the 

uniqueness needed for the study.  

I rejected the four-factor solution for both the significant correlation between 

Factor 1 and Factor 4 and for having only two Q-sorts in Factor 4 as identified when 
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comparing the factor loading tables for the solutions. The three-factor solution emerged 

as the most appropriate for this study.  

Table 30 

Correlation Between Factors for the Three-Factor Solution  

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Factor 1 1.00   

Factor 2 0.27 1.00  

Factor 3 0.29 0.23 1.00 

 

Table 31 

Correlation Between Factors for the Four-Factor Solution  

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Factor 1 1.00    

Factor 2 0.19 1.00   

Factor 3 0.24 0.20 1.00  

Factor 4 0.37 0.26 0.23 1.00 

 

Further Analysis of the Three-Factor Solution. After comparing the five 

different factor solutions, the three-factor solution emerged as the study’s primary factor 

result. The three-factor solution accounted for 51% cumulative explained variance, with 

the Q-sorts for 15 participants significantly loading at the p = 0.01 level to one of the 

three factors. I returned to the analysis to reevaluate the Q-sort for EKM772, which did 

not load significantly to any of the factors. The Q-sort for EKM772 was relatively 

equally split across all three factors, loading 0.2595 to Factor 1 and 0.3079 to both Factor 

2 and Factor 3. I chose not to load Q-sort for EKM772 to any of the factors due to the 

fairly even split of the loadings across the three factors.  
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I also checked the three-factor solution using Humphrey’s rule. Humphrey’s rule 

states that “a factor is significant if the cross product of its two highest loadings (ignoring 

the sign) exceeds twice the standard error” (S. R. Brown, 1980, p. 223). Recall that the 

standard error for this study is 0.1667 and therefore twice the standard error is 0.334. The 

three factors satisfied Humphrey’s rule and are significant as shown in Table 32, 

providing further justification for the three-factor solution.  

Table 32 

Humphrey’s Rule Calculation for Significance  

 Highest  

loadings  

(Q-sort) 

Highest  

loadings 

Cross product of  

the two highest  

loadings 

Does the cross  

product exceed  

2*SE (>0.334) 

Factor 1 AGT970 0.7996 0.5548 Yes 

DQB435 0.6939 

Factor 2 GJM949 0.7204 0.4866 Yes 

VIM454 0.6755 

Factor 3 KNH746 0.7982 0.5579 Yes 

OLP808 0.6989 

 

Factor Array Compilation. The factor array is the composite Q-sort representing 

each of the three factors (S. E. Ramlo, 2023; Stenner et al., 2017). By presenting a 

composite Q-sort for each factor, the distinguishing statements for each factor become 

visible and help to distinguish uniqueness between viewpoints. Factor arrays were created 

by calculating z-scores for individual statements in the Q-sample within each factor and 

then using the z-scores to rank the items into a composite Q-sort. The two highest z-

scores were placed into the +4 position of the composite grid. The next three highest z-

scores were placed into the +3 position of the composite grid. This process of using the z-

scores to place the statements continued until all statements for that factor were included 
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in the composite Q-sort. This placement within the composite Q-sort was called the factor 

score.  

The KADE analysis software calculated the z-scores and the composite Q-sorts. 

Appendix J shows the calculations behind the KADE analysis, presenting the calculations 

using Factor 1 as the example. In this section, I provide the full results for all three 

factors as produced from the KADE analysis software.  

I performed the calculations in MS Excel for Factor 1 and verified the output from 

the KADE analysis software. Additionally, I ran the analysis using the Qmethod 

software, which I used to capture the Q-sorts. I found KADE easier to use for analysis but 

chose to also verify the results using the Qmethod software. The results for the Qmethod 

software and KADE were the same, providing another verification check of the 

quantitative data analysis. Next, using the results from the KADE output, I provide the 

full results for the factor array compilation.  

Table 33 displays the factor characteristics for the three factors, including 

composite reliability and standard error of factor scores. Recall that the composite 

reliability is calculated from the number of Q-sorts loaded to the factor. As a result, 

Factor 2 had the strongest composite reliability at 0.96, with Factor 1 slightly lower at 

0.952 and Factor 3 slightly lower at 0.941. Correspondingly, the SE was larger for Factor 

3 than for Factors 1 or 2. 
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Table 33 

Factor Characteristics 

Characteristic Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Number of Q-sorts loading to the factor 5 6 4 

Composite Reliability 0.952 0.96 0.941 

S.E. of Factor Z-scores 0.219 0.2 0.243 

 

The factor arrays described the arrangement of the 36 Q-sample statements for 

each factor. In other words, the array showed the location where a statement was placed 

within each factor on the distribution grid, from most unimportant (-4) to most important 

(+4). There were three factor arrays in the three-factor solution for this study, which are 

reported in Chapter 4. The KADE analysis software output included the z-scores for the 

individual statements in the Q-sample for each factor, as well as the composite Q-sort. 

The factor arrays were the result of statistical composite score calculations using the z-

scores derived from the Q-sorts within each factor as discussed in the previous section. 

Each z-score represented the relative location of the Q-sample statement for the 

participants within that factor. The z-score was translated to the placement of the 

statement within the composite Q-sort by reordering the z-scores from highest to lowest 

and assigning the factor score starting with the two highest z-scores assigned +4. The 

next three highest z-scores were assigned +3. This continued until all Q-sample 

statements were placed within the composite Q-sort. 

Consensus Statements (Quantitative Analysis). The statements within the Q-

sample that are generally agreed upon are referred to as consensus statements. These 

statements can uncover the commonly held beliefs among all participants in the study. 

Watts and Stenner (2012) explained the consensus statements as “the items whose 



127 

rankings do not distinguish between any pair of factors” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p. 218). 

In terms of the composite Q-sort, consensus means that a particular statement is scored 

similarly across all three factors. Because research shows that the core ideas from across 

the governance paradigms are blended into hybrid forms of governance, consensus 

statements were expected. For consensus statements, I looked for nonsignificant 

statements, as the null hypothesis for statistical significance is that no relationship exists. 

This means that statements for p < 0.05 (95% confidence level) were more in consensus 

than those statistically significant at p < 0.01 (99% confidence level). The KADE 

analysis software calculated seven consensus statements as not statistically significant at 

the 99% confidence level, with three of those statements not statistically significant at the 

95% confidence level. All seven statements are shown in Table 34 with their factor 

scores within the composite Q-sort for each factor.  

Table 34 

Consensus Statements That Were Not Statistically Significant 

Q-sample 

statement 

number Statement 

Factor score 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

1 It is important to have standardized processes +1 +2 +1 

14* It is important for a civil servant to be a public 

entrepreneur 

-1 -2 -2 

15* It is important for a civil servant to be a network 

manager engaging a network of experts 

0 0 0 

21* It is important to view citizens as collaborators -1 0 0 

23 It is important to seek and respond to customers in 

the delivery of services 

+2 +3 +3 

24 It is important to seek citizen input through direct 

citizen involvement before, during, and after policy 

development 

-1 0 -2 

25 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

research and analysis of multiple alternatives 

+3 +4 +2 

*Not statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. 
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Aggregated Data Canvas for Each Factor. After generating the factor array 

and the composite Q-sorts, I began constructing an aggregated data canvas for each of 

the three factors. Watts and Stenner (2012) described the process of producing a “crib 

sheet” to view each factor in its entirety and ensure an abductive interpretation of the 

data. I used the “crib sheet” as described by Watts and Stenner as a model and 

included additional information to answer the research questions. My version, which I 

called the aggregated data canvas, included governance paradigms, demographic 

information, and qualitative data as well as insights that I noted as I engaged with the 

data. Using the aggregated data canvas facilitated an abductive process and allowed 

interpretation of the factors to emerge as I engaged with both the quantitative and 

qualitative data.  

Constructing the aggregated data canvas began by adding the quantitative data. 

Using MS Excel, I constructed an individual worksheet for each factor. I will use Factor 

1 as an example to explain the process of constructing the aggregated data canvas for the 

quantitative data. First, I populated the composite Q-sort for the factor by using the same 

MS Excel functions that I used to capture the Q-sort data in reverse to build the 

composite Q-sort graphic. Following the composite Q-sort, I added the first indicator. I 

used the indicators to structure the data into multiple views. Through the multiple views, 

I analyzed the data looking for trends and uniqueness to aid in interpreting the viewpoint. 

The indicators served as signals that I could further evaluate for insights and 

interpretation.  

The first indicator that I added was the alignment of the composite Q-sort to the 

governance paradigms. The Q-sample statements within the composite Q-sort aligned 
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with a governance paradigm. I incorporated this governance paradigm view of the 

composite Q-sort into the aggregated data canvas as Indicator 1. I used the VLOOKUP 

function to show which statements aligned with which governance paradigms, and I 

created a graphic highlighting the paradigms for each composite Q-sort. Figure 13 shows 

a screenshot of the area within the aggregated data canvas for Factor 1 with the 

composite Q-sort and Indicator 1, the alignment of the composite Q-sort to the three 

governance paradigms. I used red to show areas related to TPA, white to show areas 

related to NPM, and blue to show areas related to EPS.  

Figure 13 

Composite Q-Sort and Indicator 1 Within the Aggregated Data Canvas for Factor 1 
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Next, I populated the aggregated data canvas with the individual Q-sorts for each 

participant within the factor. I also aligned the individual Q-sorts to the three paradigms 

so I could look for visual patterns while engaging with the data. The portion of the 

aggregated data canvas for Factor 1 dedicated to the individual Q-sorts aligned with the 

three paradigms is shown in Figure 14. When I added the governance paradigm to both 

the composite Q-sort and the individual Q-sorts, the first thing I noticed was that the TPA 

governance paradigm (shown in red in both graphics) was where both statements with 

factor scores of +4 in the composite Q-sort originated. I noted this and continued 

constructing the aggregated data canvas. As I incorporated the governance paradigm 

alignment into all three factors, the initial observation carried forward, and TPA was 

more represented in Factor 1 for the statements with factor scores of +4 and +3. Next, I 

focused on additional indicators, which I will explain in the following sections.  

Next, I incorporated five more indicators to structure the data into five additional 

views. The next five indicators, derived from the quantitative data, are described below. 

• Indicator 2: Distinguishing statements as calculated by the KADE analysis 

software. 

• Indicator 3: Statements with factor scores of +4 and +3 in the composite Q-

sort. 

•  Indicator 4: Statements with factor scores of -4 and -3 in the composite Q-

sort. 

• Indicator 5: Statements with higher factor scores than found in either of the 

other two factors. 
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• Indicator 6: Statements with lower factor scores than found in either of the 

other two factors.  

 

Figure 14 

Individual Q-Sort Area of the Aggregated Data Canvas for Factor 1 
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Indicator 2, distinguishing statements, are those statements within the Q-sample 

that participants ranked significantly on one factor as compared to other factors. 

Analyzing the distinguishing statements provided another look at the data by highlighting 

the Q-sample statements that were prominent within each factor as derived 

mathematically. The KADE analysis software calculated the distinguishing statements for 

each of the three factors. For significance, I chose to include distinguishing statements 

only at p < 0.01. By merging the five Q-sorts together and performing the statistical 

analysis identified in this chapter, commonalities become prominent. These prominent 

statements are the distinguishing statements for each factor. 

The distinguishing statements provided further evidence of what is important and 

unimportant to the participants in each of the factors. Table 35 presents the 11 

distinguishing statements for Factor 1 where p < 0.01. I also added the governance 

paradigm in which the distinguishing statements originated to see if I could begin to see 

patterns in the data. The last column in Tables 35, 36, and 37 corresponds to the 

governance paradigm where the statement originated. For Factor 1, the two statements 

with factor scores of +4 in the composite Q-sort were both distinguishing statements 

originating in the TPA governance paradigm. Likewise, one of the distinguishing 

statements in Factor 1 had a factor score of -4, and in that case the statement originated in 

NPM.  
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Table 35 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 1  

Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement 

Factor  

score: 

Factor 1 z-score 

Governance  

paradigm 

16 The most important defining qualities of a 

civil servant are impartiality, accurateness, 

and integrity 

+4 2.25 TPA 

10 Political neutrality is critical in public 

organizations 

+4 1.84 TPA 

9 It is important that public organizations 

represent and consider all citizens 

+3 1.32 EPS 

13 It is important for a civil servant to be a 

nonpartisan expert 

+2 0.92 TPA 

3 It is important that citizens be prioritized 

over processes 

+1 0.24 EPS 

28 Public organizations receive direction from 

elected officials 

0 0.18 TPA 

8 It is important to have clear performance 

criteria 

0 -0.16 NPM 

4 Ideally, public organizations should have 

enough personnel to administer services 

without contractors 

-1 -0.45 TPA 

11 Contracting is critical to government 

operations 

-2 -0.62 NPM 

5 Contractors provide essential expertise and 

support to public organizations 

-2 -1.06 NPM 

2 It is important to use private-sector practices -4 -1.86 NPM 

 

Table 36 includes the 14 distinguishing statements for Factor 2, where p < 0.01. 

Factor 2 contrasted with the distinguishing statements in Factor 1, with one 

distinguishing statement with a factor score of +4 aligning with EPS. I was curious to 

know more about the second statement in Factor 2 with a factor score of +4 (“It is 

important that decision-making incorporate research and analysis of multiple 

alternatives”) and returned to the analysis spreadsheets. The second statement for Factor 

2, with a factor score of +4, was not significant at the 99% confidence level, but was 
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significant at the 95% confidence level. Additionally, this statement originated in the 

TPA governance paradigm. I noted this on the aggregated data canvas for Factor 2. There 

were no distinguishing statements in Factor 2 with factor scores of -4. The distinguishing 

statement in Factor 2 with a factor score of -3 originated in the TPA governance 

paradigm. I noted these observations on the aggregated data canvas and continued to 

construct the canvases for the three factors. 

Table 36 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 2 

Q-sample 

statement  

number Statement 

Factor 

score: 

Factor 2 

z-

score 

Governance  

paradigm 

27 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

multiple views through deliberation 

+4 1.64 EPS 

30 Public organizations should partner with 

stakeholders in and out of government 

+3 1.37 EPS 

32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

+3 1.24 NPM 

3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over 

processes 

+2 1.06 EPS 

5 Contractors provide essential expertise and 

support to public organizations 

+1 0.59 NPM 

11 Contracting is critical to government operations +1 0.58 NPM 

9 It is important that public organizations represent 

and consider all citizens 

+1 0.53 EPS 

33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable 0 0 EPS 

10 Political neutrality is critical in public 

organizations 

-1 -0.48 TPA 

17 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are results-driven, customer awareness, 

and a drive for effectiveness and efficiency 

-1 -0.59 NPM 

6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

-1 -0.66 EPS 

35 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

performance targets are met 

-1 -0.73 NPM 

2 It is important to use private-sector practices -2 -0.9 NPM 

22 Direct citizen involvement on policy should be 

limited to public comment periods 

-3 -1.76 TPA 
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Table 37 presents the 13 distinguishing statements for Factor 3 where p < 0.01. 

For Factor 3, two distinguishing statements had factor scores of +4. These two statements 

differed from both Factor 1 and Factor 2 in that they originated in the NPM governance 

paradigm. Neither of the statements with factor scores of -4 were distinguishing 

statements in Factor 3. One distinguishing statement in Factor 3 had a factor score of -3. 

This statement originated in the EPS governance paradigm. 

Table 37 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 3 

Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement 

Factor  

score: 

Factor 3 z-score 

Governance  

paradigm 

11 Contracting is critical to government 

operations 

+4 2 NPM 

5 Contractors provide essential expertise and 

support to public organizations 

+4 1.87 NPM 

19 It is important for citizens to participate in 

elections to make their voices heard 

+3 1.56 TPA 

26 It is important that decision-making 

incorporate market research to identify 

market drivers 

+2 0.87 NPM 

31 Elected officials hold civil servants 

accountable 

+1 0.68 TPA 

10 Political neutrality is critical in public 

organizations 

+1 0.48 TPA 

2 It is important to use private-sector practices +1 0.22 NPM 

29 A public organization should run like a 

business 

0 -0.01 NPM 

20 It is important to view citizens as customers -1 -0.38 NPM 

9 It is important that public organizations 

represent and consider all citizens 

-1 -0.4 EPS 

18 The most important defining qualities of a 

civil servant are external focus, 

responsiveness, and an openness that invites 

collaboration 

-1 -0.49 EPS 

3 It is important that citizens be prioritized 

over processes 

-2 -0.85 EPS 

36 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment 

when civil servants and citizens work 

together in local communities 

-3 -1.31 EPS 
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I will discuss the distinguishing statements in more detail in Chapter 4. The intent 

of providing observations at this point is for the reader to understand the process used in 

constructing the aggregated data canvas and types of notes I included.  

I used the factor scores for each Q-sample statement within the composite Q-sort 

for the remainder of the indicators and populated the aggregated data canvas, noting 

observations as I proceeded. For each of the indicators I also aligned the statements to the 

paradigm from which they originated. The data in the aggregated data canvas for each 

factor are included in Appendix K. 

In my observations and general notes, I included patterns or ideas that began to 

emerge from the aggregated data canvas. In some cases, these hunches were confirmed, 

and in other instances, the hunches contained in the notes were disproven. Regardless of 

whether the hunch was confirmed or disproven, this abductive process provided an 

iterative way to engage with the quantitative data to better understand what was behind 

each factor. Through this process, I began to see that Factor 1 favored the statements 

originating in TPA while also including a blending of statements from all three 

paradigms. Additionally, I observed a general lower ranking for those statements 

originating in NPM for Factor 1. I also noted that the two contracting statements were 

ranked lower in Factor 1 than the other two factors. These notes were not findings at this 

point, but I provide them here as examples of the process.  

Additionally, I was curious if I could gain insights from the dimension in which 

each of the statements originated. Recall that five dimensions emerged from the literature 

review and were used to build the Q-sample (Table 25):  
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• Function of the civil service 

• Role of the civil servant 

• Role of citizens and stakeholders 

• Approach to decision-making and problem-solving 

• Conceptions of democracy, accountability, and legitimacy 

These dimensions offered another view of the composite sort. I observed trends 

for the dimensions and added notes to the canvas. I designated this data as Indicator 7. 

The dimension tables for each factor are in Appendix K. Factor 1 included two 

statements aligned with Dimension B (role of the civil servant) and two statements 

aligned with Dimension A (function of the civil service). This contrasted with Factor 2, 

where neither of these dimensions was evident. Factor 2 included three statements 

aligned with Dimension D (approach to decision-making and problem-solving). Factor 3 

included two statements aligned with Dimension A (function of the civil service), similar 

to Factor 1, while also aligned with Dimension C (role of citizens and stakeholders).  

During this process of constructing the aggregated data canvas with the 

quantitative data, I became curious if the demographic data provided any insight into the 

factors. As such, next I added the demographic data to the canvas, including the answers 

to the initial screening questions. The demographic and screening question information 

sorted into the factors is included in Table 38. 
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Table 38 

Demographic and Screening Information by Factor  

Demographic and  

screening question Answers Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Years as an SES 5 years–14 years 11 months 4 5 4 

15 years–24 years 11 months 1 1 0 

Years as a career civil  

servant 

15 years–24 years 11 months 0 1 1 

Over 25 years 5 5 3 

Gender Male 2 3 1 

Female 3 3 3 

Question 6. Given the 

following three 

statements, select the 

ONE you prioritize as 

most important. 

a. Political neutrality is critical to 

public organizations 

3 3 2 

b. Contractors provide essential 

expertise and support to public 

organizations 

1 2 1 

c. It is important that citizens be 

prioritized over processes 

1 1 1 

Question 7. Given the 

following three 

statements, select the 

ONE you prioritize as 

most important. 

a. It is important that public 

organizations represent and 

consider all citizens 

4 5 2 

b. Public organizations should run like 

a business 

1 1 2 

c. Ideally, public organizations should 

have enough personnel to 

administer services without 

contractors 

0 0 0 

 

There were no insights to be gained from the demographic information or the 

answers to the initial screening questions. All three factors included a mix of participants, 

and the answers to the screening questions were spread across factors.  

As part of the demographic information, participants also self-reported their 

organization as part of the contact information. I returned to this data to see if the self-

reported information could be constructed into the number of federal agencies or 

departments represented. Participants were from six cabinet departments and one 

independent agency. Because only one independent agency was represented, I chose to 

report only the number of cabinet departments by factor. I added these data to the canvas 

(Table 39). Three of the cabinet departments were represented by two or more 
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participants. In all three cases, the participants from these three departments were spread 

across two or more factors.  

Table 39 

Number of Cabinet Departments Represented in Each Factor  

 

Factor 

Cabinet departments  

represented 

1 4 

2 3 

3 2 

I completed the same process of adding indicators and data (Table 40) to 

construct the aggregated data canvas for Factors 2 and 3. The full results of the 

aggregated data canvases are included in Appendix K. I provide further detail on how I 

used the aggregated data canvases to interpret the data in Chapter 4.  

 

Table 40 

Indicators and Data Included on the Aggregated Data Canvas  

Indicator or  

data 

 

Definition 

Data Composite Q-sort 

Data Individual Q-sorts within the factor 

Indicator 1 Alignment of the composite Q-sort to the governance paradigms 

Indicator 2 Distinguishing statements as calculated by the KADE analysis software 

Indicator 3 Statements with factor scores of +4 and +3 in the composite Q-sort 

Indicator 4  Statements with factor scores of -4 and -3 in the composite Q-sort 

Indicator 5  Statements with higher factor scores than found in either of the other two factors 

Indicator 6  Statements with lower factor scores than found in either of the other two factors 

Indicator 7 Alignment to the dimensions 

Data  Demographic and screening information by factor 

Data  Number of cabinet agencies represented by factor 

The observations from the quantitative data provided insights, but it was not until 

layering the qualitative data that I could interpret the three factors into the three 

viewpoints that emerged in this study and the commonality across participants.  
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So far in this chapter, I have provided details on the quantitative aspects of this 

study. This included correlation, the factor analysis, and the compilation of the factor arrays 

with both the calculation details and the results from the KADE analysis software. These 

findings explained how I arrived at the three-factor solution and provided a glimpse into the 

viewpoints. I also provided the quantitative data for the consensus statements, showing 

those statements that were not statistically significant for any factor. Lastly, I outlined the 

process I used to incorporate the quantitative data into the aggregated data canvas for each 

factor. In the next section of this chapter, I describe the qualitative data analysis and how I 

incorporated these data into the aggregated data canvas. 

Qualitative Data Analysis  

I gathered the qualitative data for this study through postsorting interviews with 

all 16 participants. The semi-structured interviews were conducted virtually immediately 

following the sorting exercise. I recorded the interview on Zoom and used the Zoom 

transcription services. Following each of the Q-sorting exercises and postsorting 

interviews, I downloaded the digital files, which constituted the raw qualitative data.  

I conducted two data preparation activities. First, I edited the transcript while 

reviewing the audio and video recordings to ensure that it matched the audio of what 

transpired during the interviews. Additionally, I recognized the need for a second data 

preparation activity. While reviewing the first transcript, I realized that participants were 

speaking to individual or collective Q-sample statements. The statements being discussed 

were evident in the video file, but I could not ascertain which statements the participant 

was referencing from the transcript alone. As a result, I inserted statement numbers and 

full statements into the transcript files in bold font when a participant spoke to specific Q-

sample statements.  
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As I completed the participant engagements, I completed the data preparation and 

the initial coding of the transcripts. According to Saldaña (2021), “a code in qualitative 

analysis is most often a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, 

salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or 

visual data” (p. 5). I took a hybrid approach to analyzing the qualitative data using both 

structural codes and a priori codes. I began the coding process with structural coding to 

look for codes in the data that were not only aligned with the statements in the Q-sample. 

I next coded the transcripts using the 36 statements in the Q-sample as a priori codes. I 

used the analysis from both in interpreting the results.  

Structural and Pattern Coding. I used structural coding to code all 16 transcripts. 

According to Saldaña (2021), “Structural Coding both codes and initially categorizes the 

data corpus to examine comparable segments’ commonalities, differences, and 

relationships” (Saldaña, 2021, p. 130). The structural coding was part of the inductive 

process of reviewing the interview data in which the Q-sample statements were not 

foregrounded. I also completed the first coding cycle for the 16 participants before I 

completed the factor analysis and therefore did not know which participants were loaded to 

which factor when completing the first coding cycle for all 16 participants. This provided 

additional information about the participants beyond the viewpoints that emerged in the 

quantitative analysis and emphasizes the uniqueness of Q-methodologies in intertwining 

qualitative and quantitative data. The initial structural coding resulted in 46 codes.  

After the initial coding, I reviewed the 46 codes, looking for ideas that were 

similar and reviewing infrequently used codes. I oscillated between looking at the codes 

and looking at the coded transcript sections. The goal was to look for similar ideas and 
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for codes that should be dropped or combined into a more comprehensive code. The 

second pass at coding resulted in 21 codes. The 21 codes and code definitions resulting 

from my first coding cycle are included in Table 41. The code mapping used is included 

in Appendix K. 

Table 41 

Codes and Code Definitions Resulting from First-Cycle Coding  

Code Code definition 

Accountability Responses reflecting on accountability within the civil service 

Balance Responses indicating the importance of balance across different 

priorities 

Citizens Responses speaking to citizens and the role of the citizen 

Civil service in the republic 

and democracy 

Responses with a strategic view of democracy in a republic and 

the role of the civil service 

Collaboration Responses that speak to collaboration 

Congress and appropriations Responses speaking to the federal appropriation process and the 

role of Congress in constraints, such as funding  

Contractors Responses speaking to the role of contractors 

Customers Responses reflecting on customers and the role of customers 

Decision-making Responses articulating how and with what criteria they make 

decisions 

Diversity Responses speaking to diversity and inclusion 

Doing the right things Responses articulating the need to do the right thing and not 

always following the processes 

Fair and equitable Responses articulating the need for fair and equitable treatment 

and how to achieve it 

Following processes Responses specific to process and the role of processes 

Government is different than 

business 

Responses articulating the differences between government and 

the private sector 

Impartiality Responses articulating the need for political neutrality, 

impartiality, and nonpartisanship in the civil service 

Integrity Responses articulating the need for integrity 

Leadership in civil service Responses speaking to leadership in the civil service more 

strategically 

Mission Responses articulating the role of the organization’s mission in 

prioritizing 

Neutral zone Responses specific to the middle part of the grid  

Serving Responses speaking to the oath civil servants make and the 

motivation for serving citizens 

Trust Responses speaking to trust 
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In addition to coding, I prepared memos for each participant after reading and 

rereading individual transcripts. In these memos, I articulated my impressions from the 

interview, as well as insights the participants shared as they engaged in the exercise and 

reflected during the postsorting interview.  

I performed a second cycle of coding to reevaluate, reorganize, and revisit the 

data and codes produced in the first cycle of coding (Saldaña, 2021). I used pattern 

coding as the second-cycle coding method. Pattern coding organized and combined the 

codes into categories (Saldaña, 2021). The goal of my second cycle of coding was to 

explore patterns across all participants, regardless of the factor in which they were 

loaded. Pattern coding allowed me to look for themes and explanations. Through factor 

analysis, I explored differences that could also be grouped into categories. Through 

pattern coding, I explored similarities that could be grouped into categories. Both were 

necessary to answer my research questions. The results are reported in Chapter 4. 

A Priori Coding. I used both structural coding and a deductive approach to 

analyze the qualitative data. I used a template of a priori codes consisting of the 36 

statements in the Q-sample. Saldaña (2021) referred to a priori coding as provisional 

coding. The intent of the a priori codes aligned with the 36 statements was to aid in 

analyzing across participants along a single statement. I used this coding to incorporate 

quotes into the aggregated data canvas. The participant quotes aligned with the 

statements that were prominent in each of the factors. The inclusion of quotes in the 

aggregated data canvas aided in the factor interpretation. 
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I soon realized that I also needed to add four additional a priori codes to the 

transcripts. The first was the code “most important.” This code was used for the 

statements with factor scores of +4 and +3, as well as the discussions surrounding those 

statements. Likewise, I added a “most unimportant” a priori code for statements with 

factor scores of -4 and -3 and the discussions about those statements. I also added the 

codes “difficult to place” and “easy to place” corresponding to those questions in the 

postsorting interview. Most participants indicated that the statements they placed on the 

far right and far left of the grid were the easiest to place.  

Qualitative Data Analysis for Interpreting Factors. This study’s qualitative 

data analysis took two paths. The first was to integrate the qualitative data with the 

quantitative data into a comprehensive look at the factors, allowing viewpoints to emerge. 

In this path, the quantitative data and analysis provided the structure for the study, 

leading to the three-factor solution and the composite Q-sorts. The qualitative data 

analysis provided voices and rich data to be used in understanding the viewpoints. For 

this path of the analysis, I grouped the participants into the factors and analyzed the data 

by factor. I incorporated quotations from participants within each of the factors into the 

aggregated data canvas for the participants that loaded into each factor. I reread the 

transcripts as a factor group, looking for patterns within the factors. I added notes into the 

aggregated data canvas with observations.  

Qualitative Data Analysis for Identifying Commonalities. The second path for 

the qualitative data analysis led to commonalities across all participants. Interpreting the 

qualitative data in this manner is not typical of Q-methodology studies. Typically, a Q-
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study is interested only in illustrating the existence of shared viewpoints. I wanted to 

know more about what the participants had in common across the viewpoints.  

As a result, I completed a qualitative analysis across all participants without 

regard to the viewpoint to allow commonalities to emerge from the themes of the pattern 

coding. This also allowed me to incorporate the qualitative data from the participant that 

did not load to any of the factors in the factor analysis. Three commonalities emerged 

from the data:  

• Serving in the public interest 

• Navigating the complexities of fairness, efficiency, standard processes, and 

flexibility 

• Government as different than business 

The quantitative data also revealed seven statements of commonality or consensus 

statements that were not statistically significant (Table 34). Of the seven statements, only 

Statement 1 (“It is important to have standardized processes”) was evident in the 

qualitative analysis across participants. In Chapter 4, I provide the findings associated 

with these commonalities. 

Summary of Data Analysis Stage 

I analyzed the data using both quantitative and qualitative methods. This section 

began with a description of the quantitative analysis to group multiple Q-sorts through 

statistical analysis. Next, I described the qualitative analysis in which the data collected 

during the interviews were analyzed qualitatively. 
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Stage 5. Interpret Results 

The transition to interpretation signals the move to a comprehensive view of each 

factor using both the qualitative and quantitative data. This holistic use of the quantitative 

and qualitative data to interpret each factor is the hallmark of Q-studies. The quantitative 

data and analysis provided the structure for the study. It was through the quantitative data 

analysis that I identified the three-factor solution and the ranking of statements within the 

composite Q-sorts for the three factors. The qualitative data analysis provided the voices 

and rich data that could be used to understand the viewpoints. Additionally, the 

qualitative analysis provided the commonalities across participants, allowing the data 

from the participant not loading to any one factor to be incorporated into the study.  

In Chapter 4, I provide the results for interpreting the data. To answer the first 

research question, I summarized each of the three viewpoints using the aggregated data 

canvas, knowledge gained through the literature review, and my own experience. There 

are no specific procedures for interpreting the factors; rather, the goal is to fully explain 

the viewpoints presented in the factors and add meaning to the viewpoints in the factor 

arrays. Interpreting the data is more subjective and involves producing “a series of 

summarizing accounts, each of which explicates the viewpoint being expressed by a 

particular factor” (Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 82). 

To answer the second research question, I reviewed the combinations of 

governance paradigms included in each of the viewpoints. Lastly, I used the qualitative 

data analysis to interpret the commonalities across all participants to answer the third 

research question. The results of the interpretation are included in Chapter 4.  
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Human Participant and Ethics Precautions 

This section summarizes the risks to human participants and the ethical 

precautions and actions I used to minimize the risk. Participating in this study involved 

no physical activity, and the tasks asked of participants would not typically elicit any 

negative response. Overall, the study posed a low likelihood of threat to participants. 

Further, participants were advised that they could withdraw from the study at any time as 

well as choose not to answer interview questions. 

Informed Consent 

This study was submitted to and approved by the George Washington University 

Institutional Review Board (IRB). Participants were sent the informed consent form when 

invited to participate in the study (Appendix E). Participants acknowledged informed 

consent verbally at the beginning of the recorded engagement.  

Participant Confidentiality 

Participation in the research was confidential. As a result, there was a risk to 

participants that confidentiality could be breached. I maintained participant 

confidentiality through data collection and analysis of viewpoints by replacing participant 

names with UniqueIDs, which also corresponded to their Q-sort. Notes taken during the 

postsorting interview used the same UniqueID associated with the Q-sort to easily 

correlate the responses to the Q-sort and to maintain confidentiality. The key linking the 

UniqueIDs and the pseudonyms to the study participants was kept in a separate file and 

location from the remaining study data. I was the only one with access to the computer 

and the file. Participants were advised that this research was being conducted as part of a 



148 

dissertation and that the information collected would not be attributed to an individual or 

to an organization. Participants were advised they could decline to answer specific 

questions and that they could withdraw from the study at any time. Research results will 

be made available to participants upon request and provided in a manner of their 

choosing.  

Trustworthiness 

Different approaches to trustworthiness in quantitative and qualitative studies 

complicate trustworthiness in mixed-methods studies. In this section, I first describe the 

differences and then describe the measures I took to demonstrate trustworthiness in this 

study.  

Trustworthiness in Quantitative Studies 

Reliability, validity, and generalizability are critical to trustworthiness in R-

methodology quantitative studies (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Watts & Stenner, 2012). 

Validity refers to how well the research measures what it was intended to measure, while 

reliability refers to how well the research results can be reproduced over time (Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). Generalizability refers to applying the study’s findings to other contexts 

or across a broad population.  

Trustworthiness in Qualitative Studies 

Qualitative studies use four areas of trustworthiness: credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020). 

Credibility in qualitative studies is analogous to validity in quantitative studies (Lincoln 

& Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020) and focuses on how accurately the research reflects 
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the experiences and points of view of the participants. A researcher enhances credibility 

with prolonged engagement, persistent observation, triangulation, member checking, and 

peer debriefing (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020). Credibility aims to ensure 

the findings resonate with the realities of the participants. 

Transferability is analogous to generalizability in quantitative studies (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020). In qualitative research, transferability depends on rich 

descriptions and context. Transferability is not the goal of a qualitative study, but “a 

suggestion that must itself be researched for its applicability to a new context” (Stahl & 

King, 2020, p. 27). A researcher establishes transferability by ensuring that the research 

design, data collection, data analysis, and interpretation are transparent and consistent 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020). 

Dependability is analogous to reliability in quantitative research (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020). Dependability refers to the consistency of the research 

process. It involves demonstrating that the findings are stable and could be replicated if 

the study were conducted under similar conditions (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 

2020). Dependability emphasizes the importance of a documented research design with a 

transparent research process. A researcher enhances dependability through transparency, 

reflexivity, and peer debriefing (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020).  

Confirmability is analogous to objectivity in quantitative research (Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985; Stahl & King, 2020). It is the pursuit of grounding the study’s results in the 

data, rather than biases, motivations, or points of view introduced by the researcher. It is 

accepted in qualitative research that subjectivity cannot be removed from a study. 
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Therefore, to establish confirmability, a researcher uses audit trails, reflexivity, and 

triangulation. 

Trustworthiness in This Q-Methodology Study 

In this section I address the techniques I used to enhance the various elements of 

trustworthiness in this study. To recap, quantitative research uses reliability, validity, and 

generalizability in its approach to trustworthiness. Qualitative research uses credibility, 

transferability, dependability, and confirmability in its approach to trustworthiness.  

The findings of this study were shaped by research design and implementation, 

concourse, Q-sample, data collection, data analysis, and interpretation, all of which 

included approaches to trustworthiness.  

Trustworthiness Approaches in Research Design and Implementation 

Starting with the research design, I designed this Q-study to be transparent to 

enhance dependability. I maintained detailed documentation of the research process and 

incorporated reflexivity into the design to enhance both dependability and confirmability. 

I involved and debriefed peer informants to enhance credibility (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Stahl & King, 2020) by maintaining regular communication with my dissertation chair, 

committee members, and advisors to verify my interpretation of the research design, data, 

and interpretation.  

Lastly, Q-methodology is a well-established approach. I designed the research and 

the Q-sample to balance across the governance paradigms. Other researchers could use 

the same research design, condition of instruction, and Q-sample with different 

participants to establish if this research is transferable.  
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Trustworthiness Approaches in Developing the Concourse and Generating the  

Q-Sample 

I used data triangulation to enhance credibility when developing the concourse. I 

derived 185 statements by triangulating between news articles, peer-reviewed journals, 

books, and personal informal conversations. I included a reflexivity statement as part of 

the study design to provide transparency into generating the concourse and enhance 

dependability and confirmability. The reflexivity statement was included in this chapter.  

I incorporated peer debriefings while generating the Q-sample by reviewing the 

Q-sample statements with experts who previously served in senior positions within the 

federal government to enhance credibility and dependability. I enhanced the validity of 

the Q-sample by presenting the experts with 39 statements and asking them to review the 

statements and recommend three to be removed in the final Q-sample. I piloted the Q-

sample statements with three current career civil servants to enhance validity and 

credibility. The pilot participants provided input on statement wording and identified 

statements they felt were unclear. By engaging experts with broad experience across 

federal organizations and piloting the Q-sample with current career federal employees, I 

enhanced the validity of the Q-sample statements to ensure representation and variation, 

and I enhanced credibility by minimizing the potential for any inadvertent alteration 

using Excel functions and error checking. Lastly, I incorporated validation into 

generating the Q-sample by following a process of structuring the statements by 

dimension, with an equal number of statements from each governance paradigm within 

each dimension (Jeffares & Skelcher, 2011).  
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Trustworthiness Approaches in Collecting, Analyzing, and Interpreting Data  

Through data collection, analysis, and interpretation, I regularly met with my 

dissertation chair, incorporating informants to enhance credibility (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985; Stahl & King, 2020). I worked with my committee and advisors on specific aspects 

of this dissertation as it progressed through data collection, analysis, and interpretation 

also as a measure to enhance the credibility of this study.  

I also used triangulation, audit trails, transparency, and reflexivity to enhance 

credibility, dependability, and confirmability. Further, I used data validation and 

verification techniques specific to the quantitative data to enhance validity and reliability. 

Triangulation approaches included collecting both the Q-sort data and the 

interview data, providing both a quantitative and qualitative look at governance 

paradigms. Gathering data in this manner helps enhance the consistency of findings. I 

maintained detailed notes, reflected throughout the process, and used a structured 

approach to storing the data to provide an audit trail throughout the study. The audit trail 

extended to the way I structured the data as I received it, which included creating the 

aggregated data canvas. I was able to more easily triangulate the data through the 

aggregated data canvas, as I stored the quantitative data, qualitative data, indicators, 

demographics, and source data from the participants in one place.  

During data collection, I performed the data validation and verification checks 

discussed in the data collection section of this chapter, further enhancing the validity and 

reliability of the quantitative data. I used established software and an established 

methodology to enhance consistency and reliability in data collection and data analysis. 
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I used several quantitative techniques to enhance reliability and validity during 

data analysis. They are detailed in the data analysis section of this chapter to provide 

transparency to the reader, as well as to apply recognized quantitative analysis techniques 

to the data.  

Finally, during the interpretation, I provided rich descriptions of the viewpoints to 

provide the study with context. By including participant quotes, I aimed to capture the 

meaning and complexity of the data, going beyond the surface-level details afforded by 

only the quantitative approaches. This depth of description helps future researchers 

determine the transferability of the findings to other contexts. I did not use an approach 

for generalizability in this study and rather relied on the transferability measure of 

trustworthiness. The aim of a Q-study is to illustrate the existence of particular shared 

viewpoints (S. R. Brown, 1980; Stenner, 2008) and not to generalize the results (S. R. 

Brown, 1980; Stenner, 2008).  

As previously mentioned, transparency and reflexivity were integral parts of the 

design of this study to enhance credibility, dependability, and confirmability. In this 

chapter’s subjectivity statement, I reflect on the data collection, analysis, and 

interpretation to provide the reader with transparency into my subjectivity. In summary, I 

used techniques originating from both qualitative and quantitative approaches to enhance 

the trustworthiness of this study. Next, I provide my subjectivity statement so that the 

readers can understand my subjectivity in more detail. 

Subjectivity Statement 

In conducting this study, I acknowledge the impact of my background and 

experience on the research design, data collection, and interpretation of results. As a 
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former U.S. federal government senior executive with 19 years of experience as a career 

civil servant, I bring a point of view to governance paradigms that is grounded in 

experience. This provided me with firsthand knowledge, which undoubtedly influenced 

my approach to this study. 

My professional background shaped the research focus. Throughout the literature 

review and concourse development, I remained aware of my beliefs and preconceptions 

about governance paradigms, striving to represent a diverse range of statements 

representing the core ideas beyond my personal experiences. 

In constructing the concourse, I relied on subjective statements from existing 

literature and informal communications. I used an inductive process to allow groupings to 

emerge, categorizing them into five dimensions. While editing and selecting statements 

for the concourse, I was conscious of my own biases and aimed for inclusivity and 

comprehensiveness. However, my role in developing the concourse and selecting the Q-

sample inevitably involved subjective judgment, influenced by my views on the 

governance paradigms. 

During data collection, I recognized both positive and negative aspects of sharing 

a professional background with the study participants. On the positive side, my shared 

experience allowed me to understand government jargon and context more quickly. This 

common ground helped me identify with participants. Several participants expressed that 

this shared background made them feel more comfortable during our conversations, 

perceiving the conversations to be in a safe and trusted space for sharing personal stories 

and beliefs. 
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I also noted potential challenges. I admit I felt the urge to interject my own 

experiences or move on when I believed I already understood what was being 

communicated. To mitigate this, I reminded myself of my subjectivity and tried to refrain 

from inserting my point of view or experience into the discussion. I paraphrased 

participants’ responses as much as possible and asked them to clarify and elaborate so I 

had their words captured in the transcripts.  

During the data analysis and interpretation phase, I found myself navigating 

between my inclination for structured, deductive approaches rooted in my engineering 

background and the open-ended exploration of participants’ experiences. The quantitative 

data appealed to my desire for a systematic, objective framework. The structured nature 

of the analysis aligned with the statistical methodologies I was trained to use, offering a 

clear and measurable view of patterns and relationships within the data. However, I also 

recognized that this approach alone could not capture the richness of participants’ 

individual experiences that I heard during the interviews. 

Conversely, the qualitative data offered insights into participants’ prioritizations, 

revealing context and beliefs. This deeper understanding was critical for interpreting the 

Q-sorts and factor analysis. While quantitative analysis provided a structured overview, 

the qualitative analysis allowed me to uncover the context and complexities that purely 

numerical data might overlook. 

Throughout this oscillation between qualitative and quantitative data analysis, I 

remained acutely aware of my subjectivity. My engineering background made me 

naturally inclined to seek definitive answers and patterns. However, I reminded myself 

that in life and my own experiences, human behavior and viewpoints often resist such 
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tidy categorization. To address this, I consciously approached the qualitative data with 

openness, resisting the temptation to impose a mindset that sought structure. 

I took deliberate steps to document my thoughts, biases, and evolving 

interpretations during the analysis process. By noting observations and reflecting 

throughout the process, I tracked when my engineering-oriented preference for 

quantitative data analysis might influence my interpretation of the qualitative findings. 

This practice helped me strike a balance, allowing both types of data to inform and 

enhance each other. 

Ultimately, this abductive approach, which combined the perceived precision of 

quantitative analysis with the depth of qualitative insights, enabled me to document a 

more comprehensive understanding of the study’s results. Recognizing the potential for 

my own biases to shape the analysis, I used a reflection process to ensure that my 

interpretation of the data was guided not just by my background but by a commitment to 

accurately representing the participants’ points of view. 

Throughout the study, I relied on the literature from noted Q-methodologists to 

guide the study process. However, I acknowledge that my personal understanding of the 

governance paradigms likely shaped the entire study. In Q-methodology, the researcher’s 

subjectivity plays an integral role in the study’s direction. I embraced this as an 

opportunity to leverage my insights while remaining aware of my influence. The nature 

of Q-methodology allowed me to investigate a range of viewpoints, but the initial 

framing and selection of statements inherently carry the imprint of my point of view as a 

civil service leader.  
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Chapter Summary 

This chapter outlined the methodology and research procedures used to answer 

the research questions. Q-methodology is a mixed-methods approach to studying 

viewpoints. In this chapter, I first described my research orientation, which influenced 

both the framing of the study and the decision to use Q-methodology for the research 

design. This was followed by a rationale for the appropriateness of using Q-methodology 

to answer the research questions. Next, I provided an overview of Q-methodology, 

followed by the detailed research procedures used in this study. Through factor analysis I 

explored differences that could be grouped into categories. Through pattern coding, I 

examined similarities that could be grouped into categories. Both were necessary to 

answer my research questions. I concluded the chapter by addressing ethical 

considerations, trustworthiness, and my subjectivity in the study.  
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CHAPTER 4: 

RESULTS 

In Chapter 3, I outlined the quantitative data analysis resulting in the three-factor 

solution and the qualitative analysis resulting in commonalities across civil service 

leaders. As a quick aside, mixed-methods studies report results, similar to quantitative 

studies, while qualitative studies report findings (Bradley et al., 2020). In this chapter, I 

provide the results of the study to answer the research questions posed in Chapter 1: 

• What are the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended approaches? 

• What are the combinations of governance paradigms in the viewpoints? 

• What are the commonalities across the civil service leaders? 

Additionally, I provide a summary of the participants’ views on completing the  

Q-sorting exercise. To answer the first research question, I used a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative data. I answered the second research question primarily using 

the quantitative data and the third research question, primarily using the qualitative data. 

Summary of Quantitative Analysis Results 

In Chapter 3, I outlined the quantitative data analysis resulting in the three-factor 

solution. I concluded that the three-factor solution best represented the data in this study. 

Table 42 contains the summary of the Q-sorts loaded into each of the three factors. Factor 

1 loaded five Q-sorts. Factor 2 loaded six Q-sorts. Factor 3 loaded four Q-sorts.  
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Table 42 

Summary of Participants’ Q-Sorts Loading to Each Factor  

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

AGT970 

DQB435 

ZDF756 

IPA738 

WRO336 

GJM949 VIM454 

IQC125 AUH687 

JCR942  

XZU440 

KNH746 

OLP808 

NVL706 

CTM755 

Table 43 contains the factor loadings table. Fifteen Q-sort loadings exceeded the 

99% confidence level (p = 0.01) of +0.43. The Q-sort for EKM772 did not load 

significantly to any factor, so it is not included in the remaining quantitative analysis. The 

Q-sort for EKM772 was retained within the qualitative data analysis discussed later in 

this chapter. The three factors accounted for 18%, 18%, and 15% of the explained total 

study variance, resulting in a cumulative total study variance of 51%. 

Table 43 

Factor Loadings Table  

Q-sort Factor 1 

Q-sorts 

loaded to  

Factor 1 Factor 2 

Q-sorts  

loaded to  

Factor 2 Factor 3 

Q-sorts  

loaded to  

Factor 3 

AGT970 0.781 X 0.1104  -0.0243  

DQB435 0.7306 X 0.0658  -0.009  

ZDF756 0.6462 X 0.1691  0.4126  

IPA738 0.6229 X 0.2483  0.0289  

WRO336 0.5573 X 0.1178  0.28  

GJM949 -0.4401  0.7179 X 0.065  

VIM454 0.0727  0.7027 X -0.0798  

IQC125 0.2519  0.6692 X -0.0304  

AUH687 0.286  0.6447 X 0.3506  

JCR942 0.1504  0.6097 X 0.017  

XZU440 0.2337  0.5924 X 0.1843  

KNH746 0.0212  0.1024  0.8194 X 

OLP808 0.3349  0.0214  0.7333 X 

NVL706 0.0616  0.3234  0.6014 X 

CTM755 -0.0562  -0.1751  0.5134 X 

EKM772 0.2595  0.3079  0.3079  

% explained total variance 18  18  15  

Cumulative % explained  

total variance 

18  36  51  
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There were three factor arrays in the three-factor solution. Table 44 includes the 

factor arrays for all three factors, with a column for each factor. The factor score is the 

placement within the composite Q-sort for that factor.  

Table 44 

Placement of Each Q-Sample Statement in the Composite Q-Sort  

Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement 

Factor scores  

Factor  

1 

Factor 

 2 

Factor 

 3 

1 It is important to have standardized processes +1 +2 +1 

2 It is important to use private-sector practices -4 -2 +1 

3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over processes +1 +2 -2 

4 Ideally, public organizations should have enough 

personnel to administer services without contractors 

-1 -4 -4 

5 Contractors provide essential expertise and support to 

public organizations 

-2 +1 +4 

6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for delivering 

public services 

-3 -1 -4 

7 It is important for civil servants to comply with standard 

operating procedures 

0 -2 -1 

8 It is important to have clear performance criteria 0 +2 +2 

9 It is important that public organizations represent and 

consider all citizens 

+3 +1 -1 

10 Political neutrality is critical in public organizations +4 -1 +1 

11 Contracting is critical to government operations -2 +1 +4 

12 Citizen involvement is critical to government operations -1 0 -2 

13 It is important for a civil servant to be a nonpartisan 

expert 

+2 -2 0 

14 It is important for a civil servant to be a public 

entrepreneur 

-1 -2 -2 

15 It is important for a civil servant to be a network manager 

engaging a network of experts 

0 0 0 

16 The most important defining qualities of a civil servant 

are impartiality, accurateness, and integrity 

+4 +1 +2 

17 The most important defining qualities of a civil servant 

are results-driven, customer awareness, and a drive for 

effectiveness and efficiency 

+3 -1 +3 

18 The most important defining qualities of a civil servant 

are external focus, responsiveness, and an openness that 

invites collaboration 

+2 +1 -1 

19 It is important for citizens to participate in elections to 

make their voices heard 

0 -1 +3 

20 It is important to view citizens as customers +1 +2 -1 

21 It is important to view citizens as collaborators -1 0 0 
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Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement 

Factor scores  

Factor  

1 

Factor 

 2 

Factor 

 3 

22 Direct citizen involvement on policy should be limited to 

public comment periods 

-2 -3 -1 

23 It is important to seek and respond to customers in the 

delivery of services 

+2 +3 +3 

24 It is important to seek citizen input through direct citizen 

involvement before, during, and after policy development 

-1 0 -2 

25 It is important that decision-making incorporate research 

and analysis of multiple alternatives 

+3 +4 +2 

26 It is important that decision-making incorporate market 

research to identify market drivers 

-1 -1 +2 

27 It is important that decision-making incorporate multiple 

views through deliberation 

0 +4 0 

28 Public organizations receive direction from elected 

officials 

0 -3 -1 

29 A public organization should run like a business -4 -4 0 

30 Public organizations should partner with stakeholders in 

and out of government 

+1 +3 0 

31 Elected officials hold civil servants accountable -2 -3 +1 

32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

-3 +3 -3 

33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable -3 0 -3 

34 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when civil 

servants adhere to processes and procedures 

+2 0 +1 

35 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

performance targets are met 

+1 -1 +1 

36 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when civil 

servants and citizens work together in local communities 

+1 +1 -3 

 

The factor arrays showed the relative importance of a statement across factors. 

For example, as shown in Table 44, Q-sample Statement 2, “It is important to use private-

sector practices,” was ranked unimportant by the participants in Factor 1, as it received a 

factor score of -4 in the composite Q-sort. The same statement was relatively unimportant 

to the participants in Factor 2, as evident from the -2 factor score in the composite Q-sort. 

In Factor 3, this same statement had a factor score of +1 in the composite Q-sort, making 

it slightly more important than in Factor 2.  
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The factor arrays were depicted graphically through three composite Q-sorts 

aligning with each of the three factors. The numbers within the composite Q-sort 

correspond to the statement number within the Q-sample. Figure 15 is the composite Q-

sort for Factor 1. Figure 16 is the composite Q-sort for Factor 2. Figure 17 is the 

composite Q-sort for Factor 3.  

Figure 15 

Composite Q-Sort for Factor 1 

 

Figure 16 

Composite Q-Sort for Factor 2 

 

+10-4 -3 -2 -1 +4+3+2

161734201512113329

10913367242262

25233528263132

18119215

3084

32714

+10-4 -3 -2 -1 +4+3+2

2523851219143129

273031815107284

3211134261322

20933172

36246

162135
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Figure 17 

Composite Q-Sort for Factor 3 

 

Interpreting the Viewpoints That Emerged 

Interpreting the viewpoints included aggregating and integrating the quantitative 

and qualitative data. The quantitative data and analysis provided the structure for the 

study, leading to the three-factor solution and the composite Q-sorts. The qualitative data 

analysis provided the voices and rich data to understand the viewpoints. In this section, I 

address the first research question: What are the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the 

blended approaches? 

I used the aggregated data canvas and returned to the qualitative data to review 

the transcripts by factor. In keeping with the use of a short, descriptive naming 

convention typical in Q-studies, I named each viewpoint using the characteristics that 

emerged within the viewpoints. Three viewpoints emerged from the consolidated 

quantitative and qualitative data: 

• Modern Traditionalists 

• Connectivists 

• Adaptive Solutionists 

+10-4 -3 -2 -1 +4+3+2

1119163115724366

517253530203334

238102991432

261272212

21318

342128
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In the next three sections, I present each viewpoint. Within each viewpoint, I 

include three subsections (overview, signals, and narrative). The overview introduces the 

viewpoint and provides general information. In the signals section, I first create a profile 

for each viewpoint, presenting the indicators and data (Table 40) from the aggregated 

data canvas. Using the profile, I provide a series of graphics illustrating the quantitative 

data and identifying the signals and insights. A signal is an observation that may indicate 

something about the data. Finally, in the narrative section, I layer the qualitative data with 

the profile and signals to interpret the viewpoint. It is the narrative that entangles the 

quantitative and qualitative data and answers the first research question. The colors in the 

graphics align with the governance paradigms. I used red to show areas related to TPA, 

white to show areas related to NPM, and blue to show areas related to EPS. The 

governance paradigm is also shown in parentheses.  

Recall that TPA refers to the traditional public administration paradigm. In TPA, 

several core ideas center around elected officials formulating public policy goals that 

represent the preferences of the public, with civil servants implementing the policies 

(Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom, 

1983, 2013; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016; Valdez, 2017; van der 

Steen et al., 2018; Warsen et al., 2020). In TPA, civil service is viewed as a business 

administration function, separated from the political processes, and focused on 

maximizing the efficiency and effectiveness of delivering public services through 

standardization and hierarchy (Kim, 2021; Li & Cao, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; 

Rosenbloom, 1983, 2013; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Valdez, 2017; van der Steen et al., 

2018; Warsen et al., 2020).  
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NPM refers to the new public management paradigm. NPM is the market-oriented 

paradigm (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Kim, 2021; 

Theodoulou & Roy, 2016) underscored by economic theory, public choice theory, and 

principal-agent theory (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Warsen et al., 2020). 

Contracting, privatization, and private-sector performance indicators figure prominently 

in the core ideas of NPM (Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022).  

EPS refers to the emerging public service paradigm. The core ideas in EPS align 

with public value, adaptability, inclusion, and collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2008; 

Bozeman & Moulton, 2011; Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. 

B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Osborne, 2006; Stoker, 2006). 

Modern Traditionalists 

“Impartiality, integrity, and keeping politics out of what we do are paramount to 

have trust” (AGT970).  

The Modern Traditionalists placed great emphasis on trust between citizens and 

government, underscoring trust as a guiding principle. They stressed that trust is built and 

maintained through integrity, neutrality, impartiality, fairness, and avoiding political 

biases or motivations. There were five Modern Traditionalists in this study representing 

four cabinet departments. Three were women and two were men. All five were seasoned 

civil servants with over 25 years as career federal employees. One participant was in the 

Senior Executive Service (SES) for over 15 years, while the remaining four were in the 

SES between 5 and 15 years.  
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The Modern Traditionalist Signals 

Using the aggregated data canvas, I built the profile for the Modern Traditionalists to analyze and 

evaluate the data for signals and insights. The profile begins with Indicator 1.  

Figure 18 (Indicator 1) aligns the composite Q-sort of the Modern Traditionalists 

with the governance paradigms. The number in the figure is the Q-sample statement 

number in the composite Q-sort. Table 45 includes the aggregated Q-sample statements 

for Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. Table 40 in Chapter 3 defines each of the indicators.  

 

Figure 18 

Indicator 1: Modern Traditionalist Full Composite Q-Sort with Q-Sample Number and 

Governance Paradigms 
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Table 45 

Summary of Indicators for the Modern Traditionalists  

Factor 

score 

Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 

+4 16 The most important defining qualities of a 

civil servant are impartiality, accurateness, 

and integrity 

TPA x x  x  

+4 10 Political neutrality is critical in public 

organizations 

TPA x x  x  

+3 17 The most important defining qualities of a 

civil servant are results-driven, customer 

awareness, and a drive for effectiveness and 

efficiency 

NPM  x    

+3 9 It is important that public organizations 

represent and consider all citizens 

EPS x x  x  

+3 25 It is important that decision-making 

incorporate research and analysis of multiple 

alternatives 

TPA  x    

+2 13 It is important for a civil servant to be a 

nonpartisan expert 

TPA x     

+1 3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over 

processes 

EPS x     

0 28 Public organizations receive direction from 

elected officials 

TPA x     

0 8 It is important to have clear performance 

criteria 

NPM x     

-1 4 Ideally, public organizations should have 

enough personnel to administer services 

without contractors 

TPA x     

-2 11 Contracting is critical to government 

operations 

NPM x     

-2 5 Contractors provide essential expertise and 

support to public organizations 

NPM x     

-3 33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable EPS   x   

-3 6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

EPS   x   

-3 32 Customers of public services hold civil 

servants accountable 

NPM   x   

-4 29 A public organization should run like a 

business 

NPM   x   

-4 2 It is important to use private-sector practices NPM x  x  x 

 

From the profile, I looked for signals to use in building the narrative. Figure 18 

shows the Modern Traditionalists favoring TPA for both the statements with factor scores 
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of +4. Additionally, three of the five statements with factor scores of +3 or +4 align with 

TPA. On the other end of the spectrum, the Modern Traditionalists prioritized two NPM 

statements for the factor scores of -4, with three of the five statements with factor scores 

of -3 or -4 aligning with NPM. The EPS paradigm showed up in eight of the 18 

statements with factor scores of -1, 0, or +1. This signaled that the Modern Traditionalists 

may favor the TPA paradigm as more important than the NPM paradigm or the EPS 

paradigm.  

The next graphic shows the statements with factor scores of +4 and +3 and the 

governance paradigms represented (Indicator 3). This graphic signaled that the Modern 

Traditionalists may foreground impartiality, accuracy, integrity, and neutrality aligned 

with TPA as indicated in the first graphic. The third TPA statement incorporated research 

and analysis as a component of decision-making, which by itself does not appear to 

signal anything, but does appear to confirm that the Modern Traditionalists favor TPA. 

Reviewing the final two statements, which aligned with NPM and EPS, I observed that 

the NPM statement is a defining qualities statement. This meant that the Modern 

Traditionalists prioritized two defining quality statements into factor scores of +4 or +3 

and may signal that Modern Traditionalists place importance on the defining qualities of 

civil servants. The last statement aligned with EPS and may signal that the Modern 

Traditionalists place importance on representing all citizens.  
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Figure 19 

Modern Traditionalist Statements with Factor Scores of +4 and +3 Aligned to the Governance 

Paradigms (Indicator 3) 

 

 

Figure 20 shows the statements on the other end of the spectrum with factor 

scores of -4 and -3, also with the governance paradigms represented (Indicator 4). This 

graphic showed that both statements with factor scores of -4 aligned with NPM and were 

related to the relationship between private-sector and public-sector methods. This may 

signal that the Modern Traditionalists do not prioritize private-sector methods. For the 

statements with factor scores of -3, two of the statements focused on accountability and 

the third related to citizens being the source of expertise. The only conclusion I could 

draw from these statements was that Modern Traditionalists gave them a lower priority.  
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Figure 20 

Modern Traditionalist Statements with Factor Scores of -4 and -3 Aligned with the Governance 

Paradigms (Indicator 4) 

 

 

Continuing to analyze the data for the Modern Traditionalists, Figure 21 shows 

the alignment of Indicator 2 with factor scores of -2, -1, 0, +1, and +2. Two contracting 

statements were identified with factor scores of -2, signaling that contractors and 

contracting may be less important to the Modern Traditionalists. The importance of being 

a nonpartisan expert received a factor score of +2, further signaling that the Modern 

Traditionalists may place importance on nonpartisanship and neutrality, as also seen in 

the signals for Indicator 3.  
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Figure 21 

Modern Traditionalist Indicators with Factor Scores of -2, -1, 0, +1, and +2 

 

 

Once I had reviewed the data for signals, I began an iterative process of reviewing 

the signals and the transcripts for additional insights. I marked the quotes that appeared to 

relate to the signals, and I reread the transcripts as a group to better understand if there 

were nuances beyond the signals from the quantitative data. Through this iterative and 

inductive process of engaging with both the quantitative and qualitative data, the 

narrative for the Modern Traditionalists emerged.  

The Modern Traditionalist Narrative 

The five Modern Traditionalists in this study placed great importance on trust in 

government, emphasizing trust as a guiding principle for civil servants.  

The trust between citizens and government is the most important thing that guided 

my answers. Trust in government is paramount. Some agencies have more direct 

involvement with citizens. Some agencies have less direct involvement. In all 

cases, citizens need to trust government to be fair and do the right thing. 

(AGT970) 

Modern Traditionalists represented four cabinet-level departments across the 

federal government and served in roles ranging from direct interaction with the public to 
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no interaction with the public. Trust in government served as a foundational principle, 

and they were driven to build and sustain trust in government. As expressed by one 

participant, “Impartiality, integrity, and keeping politics out of what we do are paramount 

to have trust” (AGT970). Modern Traditionalists foregrounded integrity, neutrality, 

impartiality, and fairness. The role civil servants play in building and maintaining trust 

figured prominently in what was important to Modern Traditionalists, as was evident 

from the prioritization of two of the statements around the qualities of civil servants.  

What struck me on the impartiality, accurateness, and integrity and why that 

defined qualities of a civil servant is at the end there has to be trust in the 

government. And the only way there’s trust in the government is the people who 

are the government behave in a certain way and with the utmost integrity. 

(ZDF756) 

The Modern Traditionalists spoke passionately about the important qualities of 

civil servants, expecting these qualities to be exhibited by others and expecting 

themselves to be role models.  

Accountability along with integrity and following processes is really important. I 

lead my team in a way to maintain integrity and transparency. This includes 

having the expertise to know how to do things properly and where we need to 

question our political appointees. (DBQ435) 

The most important things are about the institution of government, and less about 

process and the way we do things. They are more about how we do things and the 

values that a civil servant brings to the role. (ZDF756) 

In addition to values and qualities, Modern Traditionalists emphasized 

impartiality, nonpartisanship, and neutrality. As one Modern Traditionalist explained, 

“One of the things that degrades trust is politics. We just need to keep it out of what we 

do as civil servants” (AGT970). Others were just as adamant about this critical 

importance. 
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I think it’s really important for civil servants to leave their personal preferences at 

home and deliver, regardless of who’s sitting in the White House or who’s 

Congress at the moment. (ZDF756) 

Partisanship doesn’t have a place when it has to do with being a public servant. 

(IPA738) 

It’s really important to bear in mind that you serve the American people, and that 

the American people chose this leader. It would be beyond arrogance to question 

that. So if you do question it, you need to resign. (DBQ435) 

Modern Traditionalists stressed the importance of prioritizing the needs of 

citizens over bureaucratic processes and treating everyone fairly. This extended to those 

who did not serve in roles with direct citizen interaction. This constituted one of the items 

that identified the Modern Traditionalist as modern and not just traditionalists. A pure 

traditionalist would have prioritized adhering to processes without prioritizing the needs 

of citizens.  

It’s important to prioritize citizens over the processes and remember why you are 

coming to work every day.… If you start with a person who can be nonpartisan at 

work and put anything like that aside, then combine that with someone who is 

focusing on the citizen in their actions, that’s a pretty solid civil servant right 

there. (IPA738) 

The second item that veered from a pure traditionalist perspective was the 

emphasis the Modern Traditionalists placed on fairness and equity, going beyond the 

TPA focus on equality only.  

Impartiality, accurateness, and integrity are probably the most important 

characteristics to have. You must have the utmost integrity and impartiality so 

people will be treated fairly regardless of their situation or status. If you don’t 

have integrity, you shouldn’t be working for us. (WRO336) 

On the other side of the spectrum, Modern Traditionalists stressed that 

government was very different from the private sector and saw running government like a 
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business and using private-sector practices as counter to the things they viewed as 

important.  

Running things like a business and private-sector motivation would be bad for 

some of those important things on the right-hand side of the spectrum, and it 

would be bad for trust. (AGT970) 

For the two statements around running the government like a business and using 

private-sector practices, I think we cover that through things like effectiveness 

and efficiency. (ZDF756) 

Continuing on this side of the spectrum, the views surrounding contractors 

became clearer. As one participant explained it, “I value contractors greatly, but I think of 

them as just another asset” (DQB435). Modern Traditionalists did not put great emphasis 

on contractors or contracting, which aligned with deprioritizing the NPM governance 

paradigm.  

The contracting that I have seen throughout my experience in government has 

been on very technical things. It’s effective and it allows us to get some expertise 

that we don’t otherwise have. But on general day-to-day work, I see a lot of 

duplication of what’s already being done or should be done internally. (IPA738) 

Modern Traditionalists held themselves accountable and in return did not place 

emphasis on others holding them accountable. “Our customers don’t really hold us 

accountable; we hold ourselves accountable” (WRO336). One participant also linked 

accountability to the expertise of citizens. This participant was one of two Modern 

Traditionalists who engaged directly with citizens.  

I have been the recipient of a lot of advice from citizens at various town halls and 

whatnot, and what I have discovered is they are not experts.…They come to it 

from a very personal point of view, which is understandable, but that doesn’t 

always lead to fair accountability. (IPA738) 

I don’t find customers holding us accountable important. We don’t have real 

mechanisms for it; unlike a business, people can’t vote with their dollars. They 

can’t just walk away from certain public services because they stink. They are 
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stuck with them because usually we have a monopoly. There are other 

mechanisms in place through Congress and through elections that allow people to 

change who’s running the government if they don’t like how the government’s 

being run. (ZDF756) 

Lastly, Modern Traditionalists were dedicated to serving citizens and working for 

the greater good. They were committed to treating all citizens equitably and remaining 

nonpartisan in their duties. One participant looked across his federal career at the 

transition from a focus on compliance to a focus on efficiency and performance to where 

the civil service is now. His quote summed up the evolution to the modern civil service 

and therefore to the Modern Traditionalist. The Modern Traditionalist blends a traditional 

public administration approach with more modern thinking.  

The performance stuff, that’s from 1993. We’ve evolved so much since then. We 

weren’t very equitable back then and we were unfair. People wouldn’t talk about 

diversity and equity, but we’re talking about today. We are trying to earn the 

citizens’ trust and act with integrity and treat citizens fairly and equitably. That’s 

a much better government than one only focused on performance. (AGT970) 

To summarize, Modern Traditionalists place great importance on trust, 

emphasizing that trust should be the guiding principle for civil servants. This trust is built 

and maintained through impartiality, integrity, and fairness, avoiding political biases or 

motivations. Running government operations like a private business, with a focus solely 

on efficiency and performance, can undermine these values and the trust citizens place in 

their government. Instead, government actions should prioritize serving citizens, 

upholding constitutional oaths, and maintaining neutrality. Modern Traditionalists strive 

to treat all citizens equitably, ensuring that civil servants are viewed as working for the 

greater good and remaining nonpartisan in their duties. 
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Connectivists 

“Government is an interesting balance.” —VIM454 

The Connectivists emphasized integrating and balancing competing interests and 

priorities to find workable solutions addressing the needs of various stakeholders. I chose 

“Connectivist” to describe this viewpoint as the data continually pointed to a viewpoint 

that connected and synthesized various perspectives and information into solutions. The 

Connectivists reflected a desire to synthesize customer feedback, stakeholder interests, 

and regulatory requirements into real-world outcomes and effectiveness. There were six 

Connectivists in this study representing three cabinet departments. Three were women 

and three were men. All six were seasoned civil servants, with five of the six having over 

25 years as career federal employees. They were all SES between 5 and 15 years. The 

Connectivists blended the TPA, NPM, and EPS governance paradigms on the more 

important side of the grid. The lesser importance side of the grid was primarily TPA, with 

a few statements originating in NPM. 

The Connectivist Signals 

Using the aggregated data canvas, I created the profile for the Connectivists to 

analyze and evaluate the data for signals and insights. The profile begins with Indicator 1. 

Figure 22 aligns the composite Q-sort of the Connectivists with the governance 

paradigms. The number in the figure is the Q-sample statement number in the composite 

Q-sort. Table 46 includes the aggregated Q-sample statements for Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 

and 6.  
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Figure 22 

Indicator 1: Connectivists’ Full Composite Q-Sort with Q-Sample Number and Governance 

Paradigms 

 

 

Table 46 

Summary of Indicators for the Connectivists  

Factor  

score 

Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 

+4 25 It is important that decision-making 

incorporate research and analysis of 

multiple alternatives 

TPA x x  x  

+4 27 It is important that decision-making 

incorporate multiple views through 

deliberation 

EPS x x  x  

+3 23 It is important to seek and respond to 

customers in the delivery of services 

NPM  x    

+3 30 Public organizations should partner with 

stakeholders in and out of government 

EPS x x  x  

+3 32 Customers of public services hold civil 

servants accountable 

NPM x x  x  

+2 3 It is important that citizens be prioritized 

over processes 

EPS x   x  

+1 5 Contractors provide essential expertise 

and support to public organizations 

NPM x     

+1 11 Contracting is critical to government 

operations 

NPM x     

+1 9 It is important that public organizations 

represent and consider all citizens 

EPS x     

0 33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable EPS x   x  
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Factor  

score 

Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 

-1 10 Political neutrality is critical in public 

organizations 

TPA x    x 

-1 17 The most important defining qualities of 

a civil servant are results-driven, 

customer awareness, and a drive for 

effectiveness and efficiency 

NPM x    x 

-1 6 Citizens are the best source of expertise 

for delivering public services 

EPS x   x  

-1 35 Citizens receive fair and equitable 

treatment when performance targets are 

met 

NPM x    x 

-2 2 It is important to use private-sector 

practices 

NPM x     

-3 31 Elected officials hold civil servants 

accountable 

TPA   x  x 

-3 28 Public organizations receive direction 

from elected officials 

TPA   x  x 

-3 22 Direct citizen involvement on policy 

should be limited to public comment 

periods 

TPA x  x  x 

-4 29 A public organization should run like a 

business 

NPM   x   

-4 4 Ideally, public organizations should 

have enough personnel to administer 

services without contractors 

TPA   x   

 

From the profile, I looked for signals in the data for the Connectivists to build the 

narrative.  

Figure 22 showed the Connectivists blended TPA, NPM, and EPS governance 

paradigms within the columns with factor scores of +2, +3, and +4. On the opposite end 

of the spectrum, the statements with factor scores of -2, -3, and -4 were primarily the 

TPA governance paradigm, with six of the nine statements originating in TPA and three 

of the nine originating in NPM. The EPS paradigm showed up in nine of the 18 

statements with factor scores of -1, 0, or +1. This may signal that the Connectivists 
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balanced the more important statements across paradigms and tended to view the TPA 

paradigm as less important.  

Figure 23 shows the statements with factor scores of +4 and +3 and the 

governance paradigms represented (Indicator 3). This graphic signaled that the 

Connectivists may have foregrounded decision-making by prioritizing both the need for 

multiple alternatives and multiple views. This also seems to align with Statement 30, with 

a factor score of +3, that public organizations should partner with stakeholders in and out 

of government. The two remaining statements with factor scores of +3 are both related to 

customers and linked the importance of seeking and responding to customers with the 

customers holding civil servants accountable. There was no discernible pattern in the 

alignment with governance paradigms. One statement aligned with TPA; two statements 

aligned with EPS; and two statements aligned with NPM. 

Figure 23 

Connectivist Statements with Factor Scores of +4 and +3 Aligned with the Governance 

Paradigms (Indicator 3) 
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Figure 24 shows the statements on the other end of the spectrum with factor 

scores of -4 and -3, with the governance paradigms represented (Indicator 4). This 

graphic shows a strong correlation between the TPA paradigm and statements with factor 

scores of -4 and -3. This may signal that the Connectivists are rejecting some of the core 

ideas from TPA. For example, receiving direction from elected officials and elected 

officials holding civil servants accountable both had factor scores of -3. The statement 

that public organizations should have enough personnel to administer services without 

contractors was prioritized low, along with limiting citizen involvement to public 

comment periods. This may signal that Connectivists do not value the TPA paradigm. 

The Connectivists reacted unfavorably to public organizations being run like businesses, 

which is similar to the Modern Traditionalists.  

Figure 24 

Statements with Factor Scores of -4 and -3 Aligned with the Governance Paradigms for 

Connectivists (Indicator 4) 

 

 

Continuing to analyze the data for the Connectivists, Figure 25 shows the 

alignment of Indicator 2 with factor scores of -2, -1, 0, +1, and +2. Interestingly, the two 

additional contracting statements have factor scores of +2, making contracting more 
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important to the Connectivists than to the Modern Traditionalists, but still within the 

neutral portion of the grid. Statement 10 on political neutrality had a factor score of -1 

compared to the Modern Traditionalists, where the same statement had a factor score of 

+4. This may be a signal of a different view on impartiality and neutrality than in the 

other viewpoints.  

Figure 25 

Connectivist Indicators with Factor Scores of -2, -1, 0, +1, and +2 

 

 

The Connectivist Narrative 

The six Connectivists in this study placed great importance on balance. They 

emphasized integrating and balancing competing interests and priorities to find workable 

solutions addressing the needs of various stakeholders. They foregrounded decision-

making, customers, and partnerships. The Connectivists reflected a desire to synthesize 

customer feedback, stakeholder interests, and regulatory requirements into real-world 

outcomes and effectiveness.  
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The Connectivists saw decision-making as a key method for integrating and 

balancing the competing interests. They underscored the importance of considering 

diverse views and inputs in decision-making. This reflected a belief in inclusivity, where 

different professional opinions and citizen perspectives were valued to create more 

holistic and effective policies. 

It is important to analyze multiple alternatives to have a greater understanding. 

There is no one right way to do business when you’re dealing with so many 

different varying customers. (AUH687) 

Decision-making needs to incorporate multiple views and different professional 

opinions. You have to make sure that you are taking into account all aspects and 

you know the diverse opinions that can influence a decision. (IQC125) 

There is not only one opinion on how something needs to work or operate. There 

are varying opinions: I like that policy, or I should be able to do this or I want it 

this way. You are constantly balancing competing views. (XZU440) 

I find value in multiple views and building the courses of actions for a decision or 

alternatives. (GJM949) 

The Connectivists used partnering, both within government and with external 

partners, as an avenue to gather information on the diverse and competing interests for 

their decision-making. They valued collaboration and viewed it as a way to enhance their 

ability to serve their customers. As a result, they sought diverse viewpoints and 

emphasized partnership and collaboration. 

It’s important for me to listen to those organizations that are representing the 

services we provide and the ways that our services are not meeting expectations 

for them. (VIM454) 

Being able to partner with a whole bunch of people inside and outside of 

government is important to accomplishing our mission. (AUH687) 

Partnering. Everything we do is it tends to be complex. Partnering is a way to get 

input and expertise, but you also get support, whether that is elsewhere in 

government or outside in industry. Partnering is always very important. 

(XZU440) 
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Customers and citizens were central to the Connectivists. This viewpoint more 

than the others emphasized that government services should meet the needs of customers 

and citizens. The Connectivists sought feedback to enhance their impact. They 

emphasized a commitment to listening and receiving feedback. Simultaneously, they 

stressed the importance of balance when receiving feedback.  

I think we have to be listening to the citizens. We don’t always have to agree, but 

working together, we can come up with the best product. (IQC125) 

I care deeply about citizens and their input. But just like direct input from parts of 

my organization, it’s not always useful … to the problem you’re trying to solve. 

(VIM454) 

We have consumer advocates come in and talk to us and make suggestions. Some 

of them will be fabulously useful for consumers. Some of them would be 

exceptionally disruptive to the market. They have their own vision of utopia, and 

we don’t manage utopia.… Our job is to balance these views and deliver 

solutions. (JCR942) 

As for citizen input, it goes back to the balance. You must balance all the 

competing demands that may show up. What I find is that you tend to get the 

feedback from that same key external stakeholder groups you work with. It’s not 

coming from the citizenry in general. It’s coming from people who truly are 

stakeholders, or customers or partners. They may let you know how something 

you are proposing is going to affect them. (XZU440) 

The Connectivists greatly emphasized the balance of receiving input from citizens 

and acting on it. They viewed it as their role to synthesize multiple sources of 

information. They also viewed their role as the experts able to understand the impacts of 

acting upon the feedback.  

The citizens are our primary customer. There’s a balancing act though. It doesn’t 

mean you just take input from the citizens and do whatever they say they want 

done. You have to consider whether or not they see the full picture. You’re 

balancing input with the best outcome for the people you are trying to serve. 

(JCR942) 

I look a little schizophrenic on citizen input because I didn’t put all citizen things 

on the far right. There are reasons and purposes and times that make sense. It all is 
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the balance. I want the feedback. I want that input. But they do not get to vote on 

the prioritization of the work because they may not understand that in order for 

me to make that thing happen, there are 47 second- and third-order impacted 

things that need to be worked and are going to take time. (VIM454) 

The Connectivists emphasized the importance of citizens holding governments 

accountable. They expressed a commitment to listening to citizens and using their 

feedback to gauge performance, which highlighted a commitment to being responsive 

and accountable. They saw citizens as their primary customers and believed in listening 

to feedback to improve services and ensure that government actions meet citizens’ needs 

and expectations. 

It’s the public that should be holding us accountable. They should be righteously 

angry and frustrated if we’re not delivering on our promises, and we should be 

listening to that. That’s what matters more than the flavor of the month of the 

politics that come and go on either side of whatever spectrum. (VIM454) 

Customers holding us accountable is important. If I start a business that no one 

wants, then I’m going to go out of business. I don’t think government should be 

different in that regard. We should meet a need. If we want government to do 

something as a nation, we need to do it well. That’s where customers need to help 

us decide if we’re doing it well. (GJM949) 

The impact of citizens’ perception of how well we’re doing our mission is super 

important. (AUH687) 

The Connectivists valued treating citizens as if they mattered. They recognized 

that standard operating procedures are important but stressed the flexibility to adjust the 

processes. The Connectivists stressed that achieving the citizen goal is much more 

important than rigid compliance.  

We need to really understand what the citizen is trying to achieve and help them 

achieve it. That should be driving everything from system design to how we 

interact with the public. We need to put that at the forefront instead of turning 

inward, with “you didn’t fill out this form.” Turning inward just breeds hostility 

and is dissatisfying. It’s awful. (VIM454) 
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I think it’s important to have standard processes, but there’s always reason to 

adjust a process if it leads to a better outcome. I don’t like to lean toward absolute 

compliance. If there are better ways to do something, let’s do them. (AUH687) 

We provide service to citizens. There are times that saying you have a process 

means you are not listening to the citizens. You always want to have a process. I 

value having standard operating procedures, but you have to listen. You can have 

a pretty good system or a process that works for most people, but it consistently 

does not work well for some group of people. The answer can’t be, well, that’s 

how the system works. (JCR942) 

The Connectivists continued to stress the need for balance even for those 

statements they prioritized as less important. They expressed caution in adopting business 

practices without understanding the government context. At the same time, they 

acknowledged that some private-sector practices could inform government operations. 

The Connectivists stressed the need to maximize for the citizenry and the greater good 

rather than profit.  

The Connectivists struggled with where to place the contracting statements, with 

three of the six Connectivists noting that these statements were the hardest to place. 

I think contractors are essential. If that means the statement is third from the right 

or fourth to the right or second to the right, it was hard to say where they fit, but I 

think they’re very important. (GJM949) 

I believe that contractor expertise is critical to a functioning organization. We 

don’t have to develop all the public personnel to administer the services without 

contractors, because we may only need contractors for a certain expertise. Why 

would we increase the staff and use of government dollars to pay somebody that 

we only need their expertise for a short period of time. (IQC125) 

To summarize, the Connectivists were driven by the need to balance multiple, 

often competing interests and perspectives. They stressed a holistic approach. “Balancing 

fair and equitable treatment of citizens, meeting performance targets, and being results-

driven are all important and need to be managed together rather than prioritized 

separately” (XZU440). The Connectivists were focused on citizens. “I think it’s really 
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important for us to understand what is it that the citizen is trying to accomplish” 

(VIM454). They stressed seeking out and integrating feedback to enhance impact and 

outcomes. They emphasized the importance of considering the needs of different 

stakeholders, including citizens, elected officials, and contractors, and finding effective 

solutions. The Connectivists focused on navigating and balancing competing interests 

and priorities, and they were committed to finding solutions that benefited citizens and 

addressed the needs of various stakeholders.  

Adaptive Solutionists  

“The ability to go outside the government hiring to bring in the right expertise is a 

pretty huge part of getting things done right.”—OLP808 

The Adaptive Solutionists emphasized the need for contractors to bring specific 

expertise and provide a flexible approach to resourcing. I chose “Adaptive Solutionist” to 

describe this viewpoint, as the data pointed to a perspective that was flexible, resourceful, 

and made use of available tools. The Adaptive Solutionists emphasized “getting things 

done” in support of their organizations’ missions. They stressed the importance of being 

fiscally responsible and looking beyond individual preferences to the needs of the 

missions they supported. There were four Adaptive Solutionists in this study representing 

two cabinet departments. Two were from one cabinet department and two were from a 

second. Within these two departments, they served in different roles. Three were women 

and one was a man. All four were seasoned civil servants, with three of the four having 

over 25 years’ experience as career federal employees. They all were SES between 5 and 

15 years. The Adaptive Solutionists favored the NPM governance paradigm on the grid’s 

more important side. The lesser important side of the grid was primarily EPS.  
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The Adaptive Solutionist Signals 

Using the aggregated data canvas, I built the profile for the Adaptive Solutionists 

to analyze and evaluate the data for signals and insights. The profile begins with Indicator 

1. Figure 26 aligns the composite Q-sort of the Adaptive Solutionists to the governance 

paradigms. The number in the figure is the Q-sample statement number in the composite 

Q-sort. Table 47 includes the combined Q-sample statements for Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 

and 6.  

 

Figure 26 

Full Composite Q-Sort with Q-Sample Number and Governance Paradigms for the Adaptive 

Solutionists 
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Table 47 

Summary of Indicators for the Adaptive Solutionists  

Factor  

score 

Q-sample  

statement  

number Statement I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 

4 11 Contracting is critical to government 

operations 

NPM x x  x  

4 5 Contractors provide essential expertise and 

support to public organizations 

NPM x x  x  

3 19 It is important for citizens to participate in 

elections to make their voices heard 

TPA x x  x  

3 17 The most important defining qualities of a 

civil servant are results-driven, customer 

awareness, and a drive for effectiveness and 

efficiency 

NPM  x    

3 23 It is important to seek and respond to 

customers in the delivery of services 

NPM  x    

2 26 It is important that decision-making 

incorporate market research to identify 

market drivers 

NPM x   x  

1 31 Elected officials hold civil servants 

accountable 

TPA x   x  

1 10 Political neutrality is critical in public 

organizations 

TPA x     

1 2 It is important to use private-sector practices NPM x   x  

0 29 A public organization should run like a 

business 

NPM x   x  

-1 20 It is important to view citizens as customers NPM x    x 

-1 9 It is important that public organizations 

represent and consider all citizens 

EPS x    x 

-1 18 The most important defining qualities of a 

civil servant are external focus, 

responsiveness, and an openness that invites 

collaboration 

EPS x    x 

-2 3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over 

processes 

EPS x    x 

-3 36 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment 

when civil servants and citizens work 

together in local communities 

EPS x  x  x 

-3 33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable EPS   x   

-3 32 Customers of public services hold civil 

servants accountable 

NPM   x   

-4 6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

EPS   x  x 

-4 4 Ideally, public organizations should have 

enough personnel to administer services 

without contractors 

TPA   x   
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From the profile, I looked for signals in the data for the Adaptive Solutionists to 

build the narrative. Figure 26 showed that Adaptive Solutionists generally viewed NPM 

as important. This contrasted with both the Modern Traditionalists and the Connectivists. 

On the opposite end of the spectrum, the statements with factor scores of -2, -3, and -4 

were primarily from the EPS governance paradigm, with six of the nine statements 

originating in EPS. The middle section of the grid, with factor scores of -1, 0, and +1, 

was a blend of EPS, TPA, and NPM paradigms, with TPA statements in eight of the 18 

grid locations, EPS statements in six of the 18, and NPM statements in four of the 18. 

This may signal that the Connectivists favored the NPM paradigm and tended to view the 

EPS paradigm as less important.  

Figure 27 shows the statements with factor scores of +4 and +3 and the 

governance paradigms represented (Indicator 3). This graphic showed the Adaptive 

Solutionists prioritizing the two contracting statements with factor scores of +4. This may 

signal that the Adaptive Solutionists viewed contracting as the primary way to 

accomplish the work and get things accomplished. The Adaptive Solutionists also 

prioritized the statement related to seeking and responding to customers, with a factor 

score of +3. This same statement also had a factor score of +3 with the Connectivists. 

The defining qualities statement specific to NPM also had a factor score of +3 with the 

Adaptive Solutionists. This is the same placement as the Modern Traditionalists. The 

overlap in the placement of two statements with factor scores of +3 with the other 

viewpoints may signal a mix of views among the Adaptive Solutionists. The last 

statement with a factor score of +3 was about the importance of citizens participating in 
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elections. This statement stands out due to its uniqueness of not being aligned with NPM. 

It was aligned with TPA.  

Figure 27 

Adaptive Solutionist Statements with Factor Scores of +4 and +3 Aligned with the Governance 

Paradigms (Indicator 3) 

 

 

Figure 28 shows the statements on the other end of the spectrum, with factor 

scores of -4 and -3, with the governance paradigms represented (Indicator 4). The two 

statements with factor scores of -4 also showed an alignment with one of the viewpoints. 

The statement of having enough personnel without the need for contractors also had a 

factor score of -4. The second statement, specific to citizens as the best source of 

expertise, received a factor score of -3 from the Modern Traditionalists. Upon closer 

examination, three of the five statements with factor scores of -3 or -4 overlapped 

between the Modern Traditionalists and the Adaptive Solutionists. This may signal that 

these two viewpoints agree on what is not prioritized and have different views on what is 

prioritized.  
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Figure 28 

Adaptive Solutionist Statements with Factor Scores of -4 and -3 Aligned with the Governance 

Paradigms (Indicator 4) 

 

 

Continuing to analyze the data for the Adaptive Solutionists, Figure 29 shows the 

alignment of Indicator 2 with factor scores of -2, -1, 0, +1, and +2. The Adaptive 

Solutionists have a mix of statements originating in the three paradigms.  

Figure 29 

Adaptive Solutionists Indicators with Factor Scores of -2, -1, 0, +1, and +2 
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The Adaptive Solutionist Narrative 

Adding the qualitative data, the narrative for the Adaptive Solutionists emerged. 

The Adaptive Solutionists emphasized the need for contractors to bring in specific 

expertise and provide a flexible approach to resourcing without committing to long-term 

in-house staffing. The Adaptive Solutionists were flexible, resourceful, and used all the 

tools available to them. They emphasized “getting things done” in support of their 

organizations’ missions. They were results-driven and stressed the importance of being 

fiscally responsible. The Adaptive Solutionists were committed to looking beyond 

individual preferences to the greater good and the needs of the missions they support. 

The Adaptive Solutionists placed great importance on contractors. “I don’t think 

agencies could function without contractors. Every time I read those statements, I kept 

thinking this is so important” (KHN746). Adaptive Solutionists viewed contracting as 

essential for bringing in expertise that might not be readily available within the 

government, or for scaling up efforts quickly and getting things done. The reliance on 

contractors was portrayed as a practical response to staffing and expertise challenges. 

Contracting was one tool in the Adaptive Solutionists’ toolbox. 

There are services that contracting brings that we just can’t organically grow in 

the government. There’s some expertise out there that certainly is so rare and so 

valuable that, quite frankly, you couldn’t get them at a government salary. But it’s 

worth it, the money, and those are where your contractors come in.…We could 

not function without contractors. We couldn’t deliver. (KHN746) 

A problem in the government framework can sometimes be cumbersome, slow, or 

impractical. One tool we have is the ability to contract for resources. As long as 

it’s done right and as long as it’s used to either execute with the speed or for a 

skill that you cannot get through the government, it’s a great tool. (OLP808) 

Historically, contractors were sometimes seen as replacements for government 

jobs, which might have been a concern. However, nowadays, contractors play a 

crucial role in areas where we lack expertise or face staffing challenges. Instead of 
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viewing contractors as adversaries, we should consider them as partners who help 

fill gaps and provide essential services that are hard to staff internally. It’s 

important to view contractors as part of a collaborative effort rather than as 

competitors. They should be held accountable, but their expertise is crucial for 

handling complex challenges and supporting government operations effectively. 

(NVL706) 

Contracting is critical to government operations. That really is a key enabler. 

(CTM755) 

The Adaptive Solutionists emphasized the importance of setting aside personal 

biases and feelings to focus on the mission and the greater good. They stressed 

accomplishing the mission rather than personal preferences. 

We’re human and we take pride in what we’re doing in our work. We should. We 

care. I think caring is good and worry if folks don’t care, but it’s that caring that 

sometimes drives us to have preferences and prioritize what we’re already 

working on over a new tool, a new idea, or a political change.… We have to let 

that go and step back and look at the data. We can’t take it personally. It’s not that 

we weren’t doing our jobs. It’s not that what we were doing wasn’t important. 

Sometimes there are other things that are more important than what we were 

doing. It takes folks a little bit to accept that and my job is help folks through the 

changes and new priorities and continue to focus on the mission. (KHN746) 

I see a lot more competition than collaboration, which I think is unfortunate and 

oftentimes counterproductive. Folks can be in stovepipes and want to optimize for 

their particular organization. They are not thinking strategic enough and need to 

be thinking what’s the greater good for the nation. (CTM755) 

The Adaptive Solutionists emphasized spending taxpayer money wisely and 

maintaining transparency. This reflected the underlying value of integrity and 

accountability, ensuring that resources are used effectively and ethically. 

I never viewed the budget as I’m spending my money. I’m spending taxpayer 

dollars, which means it’s about achieving efficiencies and being impartial. It is 

not about what I personally want. It must be about what’s best for the agency and 

right for the taxpayer. So, you look at the mission, you look at the data, and you 

remove your personal preferences. (KHN746) 
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The Adaptive Solutionists were the only viewpoint to give participating in 

elections the highest priority area with factor scores of +3 or +4. The Adaptive 

Solutionists individually prioritized this statement with a factor score of +2 or higher, 

leading to the statement ranking. This statement aligns with the Adaptive Solutionists’ 

way of thinking about getting things done and working in support of the greater good. 

Political neutrality in public organizations and citizens participating in elections 

are the underpinnings of our society. Elections are the way our society is designed 

to set our direction. It’s in place for our society to last as a democratic society. We 

must reinforce and support those bedrock assumptions. For a democratic society, 

elections are the feedback loop. (OLP808) 

On the opposite end of the spectrum, Adaptive Solutionists were pragmatic in 

their belief that citizens likely did not have the expertise to be the best source.  

The word expertise is having deep knowledge in a thing. I don’t know how to fix 

my car but there are millions of people who do. Many of the public services we 

deliver are at a deep level of expertise that the average citizen would not be the 

best source of that expertise. (OLP808) 

As for citizens being a good source of expertise, there are certain things the public 

doesn’t know. You couldn’t lean on citizens from an expertise perspective.… If 

we went straight to the citizens, we would get very polar, opposing views of what 

we should be doing. I think we would constantly be in this cycle of yes, no, north, 

south, east, west. The views are just complete opposites, and I don’t think we’d 

make progress in any kind of direction. (KHN746) 

Adaptive Solutionists disagreed that public organizations should have enough 

personnel without contractors. This aligns with the Adaptive Solutionists’ thinking that 

should this statement come to pass, it would limit the tools available to them to get things 

done.  

If we just fast forward in the movie and say we got rid of contractors and it was 

all federal employees, it would seriously disrupt public and private 

organizations.… I’m not just looking at it from a work perspective. I’m also 

thinking about how the country runs and the economics, government-wide. That’s 

a really bad movie. (KHN746) 
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I don’t believe that we should chase a no-contractor goal. We should be clear and 

transparent about when we use them to maintain trust. (OLP808) 

In summary, the Adaptive Solutionists were flexible, resourceful, and used all the 

tools available to them. They emphasized “getting things done” in support of their 

organizations’ missions. They reflected adaptability in their willingness to apply different 

methods and approaches depending on the situation. The Adaptive Solutionists 

emphasized the need for contractors to bring in specific expertise and provide a flexible 

approach to resourcing without committing to long-term in-house staffing. This view 

exemplifies an adaptive approach of using available resources to solve problems. They 

were results-driven and stressed the importance of being fiscally responsible. The 

Adaptive Solutionists were committed to looking beyond individual preferences to the 

greater good and the needs of the missions they support.  

Summary  

In this section, I aggregated and integrated the quantitative and qualitative data to 

answer the first research question. I presented the three viewpoints that emerged from the 

data.  

• Modern Traditionalists 

• Connectivists 

• Adaptive Solutionists 
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Interpreting the Governance Paradigms Within the Viewpoints 

In this section, I present the alignment of the viewpoints with the governance 

paradigms to answer the second research question: What are the combinations of 

governance paradigms in the viewpoints? 

The Modern Traditionalists 

Indicator 1 (Figure 30) demonstrated the alignment of the composite Q-sort of the 

Modern Traditionalists with the governance paradigms. The Modern Traditionalists 

favored the TPA governance paradigm and blended this with a recognition of the 

complexity of problems in our modern society. They placed far less emphasis on NPM 

and anchored the blended approach with EPS, which was more represented in the neutral 

portion of the grid. 

Figure 30 

Indicator 1: Composite Q-Sort for Modern Traditionalists Showing the Governance Paradigms 

 

The Connectivists 

Indicator 1 (Figure 31) demonstrated the alignment of the composite Q-sort of the 

Connectivists with the governance paradigms. The Connectivists blended the TPA, NPM, 

and EPS governance paradigms on the more important side of the grid. The lesser 
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important side of the grid was primarily TPA, with a few statements originating in NPM. 

The Connectivists balanced the more important statements across paradigms and tended 

to view the TPA paradigm as less important.  

Figure 31 

Indicator 1: Composite Q-Sort for Connectivists Showing the Governance Paradigms 

 

 

The Adaptive Solutionists 

Indicator 1 (Figure 32) demonstrated the alignment of the composite Q-sort of the 

Adaptive Solutionists with the governance paradigms. The Adaptive Solutionists favored 

the NPM paradigm on the more important side of grid. The lesser importance side of the 

grid was primarily EPS.  

Figure 32 

Indicator 1: Composite Q-Sort for the Adaptive Solutionists Showing the Governance Paradigms 
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In this section, I presented the alignment of the Modern Traditionalists, 

Connectivists, and Adaptive Solutionists to the governance paradigms to answer the 

second research question.  

Interpreting Commonality Across All Participants 

In this section, I present commonality across participants to answer the third 

research question: What commonalities exist across the civil service leaders? 

While the first two research questions aimed to distinguish patterns of differences, 

the third research question aimed to see if commonalities emerged. I began interpreting 

commonality with the results of the pattern coding for all participants, including the 

participant who did not load significantly to a factor, as detailed in Chapter 3. Three 

patterns emerged from the data: 

• Serving in the public interest 

• Navigating the complexities of fairness, efficiency, standard processes, and 

flexibility 

• Government as different than business 

I also reviewed the seven statements of commonality in the quantitative data that 

were not statistically significant (Table 34). Of the seven statements, only Statement 1 

(“It is important to have standardized processes”) was evident in the qualitative analysis 

across participants. As a result, I chose to use the qualitative data to interpret 

commonality. Although typically qualitative research would include pseudonyms and 

identifying information, I made the decision in this study to retain the same UniqueID for 

participants as was used in the previous section.  
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Serving in the Public Interest 

Participants in this study were guided by serving in the public interest, meaning 

keeping citizens at the forefront, rather than advancing individual interests. The theme of 

serving in the public interest started with the importance of elections.  

Elections are the way our society is designed to set our direction. It’s in place for 

our society to last as a democratic society.… Elections are the feedback loop to 

determine are we going in the right direction? Are we picking the people to 

represent the direction we want our society to go? (OLP808) 

It’s important for citizens to participate in elections to make their voices heard. 

(IQC125) 

The representatives that the public elects are important.… It’s exceedingly 

important for the Republic to function effectively that the will of the public be 

telegraphed through the representatives that they elect. It important that … career 

officials be responsive to that. (EKM772) 

If our society has said this is the way we go, there must be a trust in the executive 

branch that we will listen to those citizens and do what they have said. We all take 

the oath and political neutrality, and elections are part of the oath that we take. 

(OLP808) 

The oath to the Constitution was a commitment to impartiality and neutrality. 

Participants expressed a promise to treat citizens fairly and impartially, ensuring their 

actions aligned with the oath they took to uphold the Constitution. Regardless of personal 

political views, participants expressed that it was their duty to serve impartially, even in a 

politically charged environment. As a result, impartiality and neutrality were additional 

underpinnings for serving in the public interest. 

My oath is not to only do things that I personally agree with or like. My oath is to 

be part of a mechanism that is responsive to the overall will of the populace 

expressed through a republic. (EKM772) 

It can be so easy to get caught up in “the win” if everything is a competition. We 

cannot. We must maintain integrity and remind ourselves of the oath. (DQB435) 
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Everyone has a different view on fair and equitable. I think fair and equitable 

treatment comes through doing what’s right for the mission of the agency and 

doing what’s right for the whole versus pockets of local government and citizens. 

(KNH746) 

Serving in the public interest also meant working with political appointees within 

the executive branch. Participants stressed the importance of implementing the agendas 

of those in charge of the executive branch, even if they did not personally agree. 

Participants emphasized the balance that is inherent in implementing laws, implementing 

political agendas, and working for the greater good.  

Our work has consequences. We give our best advice by maintaining expertise 

and including multiple perspectives. This while recognizing over and over again 

that we have an oath to the Constitution that we took when we entered the civil 

service. We are serving the people. (DQB435) 

Political neutrality does not mean that everybody in the organization hold the 

same middle ground political beliefs. It’s that members of an organization do not 

allow their actions to be affected by the political philosophy that they hold. 

(EKM772) 

There is a balance between supporting the political policies of an administration 

while maintaining the integrity of the federal government’s laws and regulations. 

Oftentimes, political appointees expect things to just get done because they say 

it’s their policy and they want it implemented immediately. It is your job to figure 

out how to balance the rules and regulations with the policy goals and recommend 

ways that a policy can be implemented. (AUH687) 

I think it is important that we are just subject-matter experts, and we keep politics 

out of it. (CTM755) 

The character of the public servant and the values a person brings to a public 

service job are very important. You have to be in this for the greater good. 

(ZDF756) 

The legislative branch is creating the laws by which we are to carry that out. The 

question is how much flexibility do agencies have in carrying it out. There is a lot 

of uncertainty around roles and responsibilities, and the lines are often very 

blurred. (XZU440) 
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At its core, serving in the public interest was about contributing to the common 

good and enhancing the quality of life for all. Participants in this study were driven to 

serve in the public interest through ensuring policies and services benefit the broader 

citizenry.  

Navigating the Complexities of Fairness, Efficiency, Standard Processes, and 

Flexibility 

Participants spoke to the difficulties of navigating the complexities of fairness, 

efficiency, standard processes, and flexibility. It was described as a delicate balancing 

act, often with competing priorities. Promoting efficiency by streamlining operations or 

reducing costs can lead to overlooking individual circumstances or groups of people. 

Standard processes provide structure and predictability, fostering uniformity. Yet, too 

much rigidity can stifle flexibility, which is essential for adapting to unique or changing 

situations or facilitating what a citizen is trying to accomplish. Balancing these elements 

requires thoughtful judgment and a nuanced approach to achieve the best possible 

outcome in a given context. In terms of maintaining fairness, participants saw the 

objective of government as optimizing equality of treatment rather than maximizing 

efficiency.  

I think it’s very important to optimize equality of treatment and ensure you are not 

trampling upon the rights of citizens, which requires being less efficient than you 

could otherwise be. So, while we should strive for efficiency where possible, we 

must recognize that efficiency isn’t the ultimate goal. (EKM772) 

It’s your job to think about all the people that you are serving, not just say, well, 

95% of the time it works. That 5% may be a particular demographic and you’re 

causing grave harm to them. It’s your job to look at the problems your system or 

process might be creating and take care of those. (JCR942) 
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When we set performance targets, they should result in equitable and fair 

treatment for our citizens. We shouldn’t have a performance target that 

disadvantages a portion of our population. Here’s an example of a bad policy and 

a bad performance target that broke that trust.… McNamara’s 100,000, where the 

Department of Defense needed to meet draft targets during the Vietnam War. 

They drafted people who would never have been considered eligible for military 

service. They targeted a segment of our population, and that segment got 

inequitable treatment to make draft goals. That should not happen, ever. 

(OLP808) 

Once you have the trust, it’s about the citizens and treating everyone fairly and 

equitably. (AGT970) 

Participants articulated a tension between following standard processes and 

prioritizing citizens’ needs. While processes were necessary to prevent misuse and 

inefficiency, processes shouldn’t overshadow the importance of serving citizens 

effectively. One participant summed this up with “cadence of operations versus a clarity 

of intent” (OLP808). In cadence of operations, the trains run exactly on time. This means 

the train closes the doors and leaves exactly when it is supposed to leave. In clarity of 

intent, the idea is that people must get where they are going. With clarity of intent, the 

conductor looks to the platform to make sure everyone is safely on the train, and no one 

is running for the door. This sums up the balance between process and flexibility.  

“It is important for civil servants to comply with standard operating procedures” 

sounds like we really have to comply, and compliance is all we’re about. You’re 

not actually thinking about the person. Therein lies an adversarial relationship 

between the public and the organization. (VIM454) 

On the notion of the relationship between process adherence and good outcomes 

or fairness, I think it’s important to have standardized processes because 

otherwise it is just chaos and impossible to treat citizens equally. The process 

defines what you think is optimal or fair treatment.… It’s really important to have 

a starting process because without it you have no hope.… On the other hand, if 

you’re so rigidly applying your process, that doesn’t work either. No process is 

perfect and cannot take into account all possible circumstances. (EKM772) 

I was conflicted on the statement about citizens prioritized over processes. I think 

the citizen is important, and that’s why we’re here as civil servants. But I think, I 
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think the processes are put in place to protect the citizen from misuse of funds or 

just arbitrary ad hoc decisions in spending their money. Without the processes, I 

would think that the citizens would be upset because we could be carelessness. If 

we didn’t follow processes, I don’t think it would be helping citizens. (KNH746) 

The decisions and balance between when to follow the processes and when to 

deviate from them are delicate. Deviation could introduce inequality if based on improper 

influences like wealth or status, while not deviating can also introduce inequality if a 

process is already not treating a group of citizens fairly. “This whole notion of the 

relationship between the imperative to have a process but yet when to deviate from the 

process I think is an area of difficulty in functioning as a government leader” (EKM772). 

Participants viewed it as their job to navigate this complexity, ensuring the nuances and 

context were specific to the decisions.  

Government as Different Than Business 

Participants continually emphasized that government was very different from 

business. At the core of this distinction was the idea that businesses aim to maximize 

efficiency and profit, whereas the government strives to provide equitable services, often 

requiring decisions that intentionally embrace inefficiency to protect fairness and citizen 

rights. In many cases, this means inefficiency to protect the rights and freedoms of all 

citizens. 

Fundamentally, the government is not a business. Its objectives are not corporate 

objectives. This becomes a conflict when the government starts delivering 

services that are very close to those that a business might deliver. There is an 

expectation that the government should operate like a business, but businesses 

prioritize efficiency over equality. That’s their nature. (EKM772) 

A public organization shouldn’t run like a business because we are civil servants 

responsible and accountable to Congress and to the public. I think that’s 

countercurrent to being run like a business. (IQC125) 
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If you look at the way Congress allocates money, they have it expire and 

nonexpire. Businesses don’t do that. Congress does it to avoid fraud over 

efficiency and making a profit. So don’t expect me, as a civil servant, to have a 

financial management capability as efficient as IBM’s. The two organizations are 

totally different. (EKM772) 

It’s hard to apply the same metrics and practices because we aren’t profit 

motivated. So, while I think a lot of principles of private-sector organizations are 

helpful in the government, and we do try to use them as much as it makes sense, 

they’re not terribly important. (ZDF756) 

Using private-sector practices takes having an awareness of the context. I don’t 

want to dominate a market. I, instead, want to fill a need in the citizenry for a 

particular service. (VIM454) 

While civil servants should serve with courtesy and respect, the dynamic between 

government and citizens is more complex than a business-customer model. A business 

aims to maximize profit and therefore can differentiate between customers. For example, 

airlines may treat frequent flyers differently based on their status, while the government 

must treat all citizens equally regardless of their status or wealth.  

Businesses don’t treat all customers the same. For instance, if you are a frequent 

flyer with a million miles, United Airlines will treat you differently than they treat 

me. The purpose of a business is to generate a profit. I’m not criticizing that; I 

love business and was part of it. However, the purpose of government is 

absolutely not that, at least at its core. (EKM772) 

Participants expressed that private-sector practices must be evaluated individually 

in a government context to determine if they were useful.  

I think there are things the private sector does really well. They are also different 

than the federal government. For example, the government has gates or approvals 

in place. We had a vendor come in and recommend to create a bot that would 

automatically pay invoices. I said, no, we don’t do that. The government doesn’t 

do that. The government has checks and balances. The same person that bought 

something cannot be the same person who approves payment to ensure we are 

being stewards of the taxpayer dollar. (KNH746) 

If you can switch in your mind maximizing shareholder value to maximizing the 

public good or the impact on citizens, then sometimes private-sector models can 
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translate, and you can get valuable insights that help you run a government 

organization more efficiently or more effectively. (VIM454) 

The government strives to serve all citizens, often at the expense of efficiency, 

while businesses emphasize profitability and efficiency. Participants expressed 

challenges related to congressional budging, adhering to processes, and political 

constraints that they emphasized made their focus different than their private-sector 

counterparts. These differences underscored why expecting the government to operate 

like a business was often problematic. 

Summary of Commonalities 

Commonality emerged from the qualitative data across participants. The 

participants emphasized the principle of serving in the public interest, guided by their 

oath to the Constitution, and a focus on citizens rather than personal interests. They 

expressed that civil servants must remain politically neutral while implementing policies. 

Their duty was to act impartially even in politically charged environments. 

Another theme was the challenge of balancing fairness, efficiency, standard 

processes, and flexibility. Fairness is central to civil service, but often conflicts with 

efficiency. While standard processes provide structure, rigidity can stifle flexibility, 

which is needed to address specific citizen needs. Civil servants must carefully navigate 

when to adhere to or deviate from these processes without compromising fairness or 

efficiency. 

Finally, participants highlighted how government differs from business. Unlike 

businesses that prioritize profit and efficiency, the government must provide equitable 

services, even if that means being less efficient. While private-sector practices can offer 
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insights, the government’s mission requires ensuring fairness, adherence to laws, and 

accountability to the public, which often conflicts with private-sector practices. 

Participant Views on the Q-Sorting Exercise 

As I wrapped up the engagement with participants, it became evident that many 

were intrigued by the Q-sorting exercise and found the process to be both engaging and 

thought-provoking. “I thought it was great exercise. I’ll just say that. It does cause you to 

think a bit about what’s more important than something else” (ZDF756). 

Although this study was not designed to specifically examine Q-methodology, a 

recurring theme emerged during the participant interviews. They noted that this exercise 

was distinctly different from other prioritization methods they had encountered and that 

the exercise was both challenging and interesting.  

It was kind of fun. Oh, my goodness. (UAH687) 

This was challenging. It was good to reflect. (IPA738) 

I think this is very interesting. (GJM949) 

My current role and your study are in the same mental space. So this has been 

fascinating for me. (OLP808) 

Several participants indicated that the sorting process prompted them to pause and 

assess not only which items they considered most important but also the broader context 

in which those items were significant. “I’m hitting more important on a lot.… This is 

hard” (AGT970). Many participants commented that placing the statements at the far 

right and far left ends of the grid was relatively straightforward. These statements at the 

ends tended to align closely with their core beliefs. However, the statements that fell into 

the neutral area presented more of a challenge. Participants engaged in a deeper level of 
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reflection, contextualizing the meaning of the statements in relation to each other, and 

often found themselves debating internally about statements’ placement. This process of 

reflection and deliberation kept them actively engaged and encouraged a more nuanced 

understanding of statements. 

I think the ones that I put on the far left and far right were just easy because I have 

a mental framework that placed them there from the beginning. There’s stuff in 

the middle that its importance varies in context.… It becomes interesting, and it 

depends. (VIM454) 

Overall, participants expressed that the exercise was not only a unique experience 

but also an effective tool for helping them clarify their thoughts and priorities. Their 

feedback suggests that the Q-sorting process warrants further investigation, as it appears 

to offer valuable insights into how individuals prioritize complex governance issues. “I 

can’t wait to see the results” (UAH687). 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter provided the results and findings from the analysis to inform the 

three research questions. To address the first research question about the viewpoints of 

civil service leaders on the blended approaches, I provided the results for the three 

viewpoints that emerged from aggregating and integrating the quantitative and qualitative 

data: 

• Modern Traditionalists 

• Connectivists 

• Adaptive Solutionists 
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Next, I presented the alignment of the viewpoints to the governance paradigms to 

address the second research question related to the combinations of governance 

paradigms in the viewpoints. 

Next, I provided the findings for the commonalities across participants from the 

qualitative data to address the third research question regarding commonalities across the 

civil service leaders. Three areas of commonality emerged:  

• Serving in the public interest 

• Navigating the complexities of fairness, efficiency, standard processes, and 

flexibility 

• Government as different than business 

Finally, I observed that participants were particularly interested in the sorting 

exercise and found it both challenging and intriguing. In Chapter 5, I use the results from 

this chapter to present the interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 5: 

INTERPRETATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter discusses the interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations 

emerging from this study. First, I summarize and interpret the results reported in Chapter 

4 to contextualize the results within the existing literature. Recall that mixed-methods 

studies report results, similar to quantitative studies, while qualitative studies report 

findings (Bradley et al., 2020). Using the interpretation of results, I draw five 

conclusions. The conclusions are broader and more encompassing than the specific 

interpretation of results. The conclusions are: 

• Civil service leaders enact hybrid governance by blending coexisting 

governance paradigms in different ways (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; 

Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et 

al., 2020). 

• At least three distinct patterns of hybrid governance exist, each representing a 

unique viewpoint (Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & 

Roy, 2016). 

• Q-methodology provides a comprehensive framework to capture diverse 

viewpoints on governance and understand the complexity of blended 

governance approaches. 

• A novel, cross-factor understanding of underlying patterns and relationships 

between different viewpoints is possible through analyzing the qualitative 

interview data across all participants. 
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• The application of Q-methodology may provide an effective tool for 

facilitating discussions on competing priorities. 

Following the interpretation of results and conclusions, I provide 12 

recommendations to further hybrid governance research and practice, as well as 

recommendations for practitioners.  

Interpretations and Conclusions 

This study investigated civil service leaders’ viewpoints on the blended 

approaches in hybrid forms of governance. I grounded the study in three governance 

paradigms, where a governance paradigm is an interrelated core set of ideas about how 

public organizations and civil servants approach organization, governance, and 

management (Carstensen et al., 2023; Torfing et al., 2020). The literature review 

identified a gap in the existing literature regarding the core ideas civil service leaders 

enact (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023). Additionally, the 

literature review revealed a scarcity of governance Q-methodology studies conducted in 

the United States. This study posed three research questions.  

• What are the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the blended approaches? 

• What are the combinations of governance paradigms in the viewpoints? 

• What are the commonalities across the civil service leaders? 

To answer the research questions, I asked participants to sort core ideas 

originating in one of the three governance paradigms from most important to most 

unimportant through a Q-sorting exercise. The completed Q-sorting exercise resulted in a 

single Q-sort for each participant. The Q-sort was the participant’s point of view on the 

blended approach that they enacted. In this study, I use point of view to describe the 
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views of an individual participant and viewpoint to describe the patterns of participants’ 

points of view. I analyzed the participants’ points of view for patterns to answer the first 

research question. I related these viewpoints back to the original governance paradigms 

to answer the second research question. Further, I used qualitative methods to analyze the 

interview data for commonalities across participants to answer the third research 

question.  

Although the study did not set out to investigate Q-methodology, I observed a 

recurring theme related to the methodology during the interviews. Participants noted that 

the Q-sorting exercise was distinctly different from other prioritization methods they had 

encountered and that the exercise was both challenging and interesting. I used this 

information to draw conclusions regarding the methodology. 

Research Question 1: What Are the Viewpoints of Civil Service Leaders on the 

Blended Approaches? 

I grounded the study in three governance paradigms: traditional public 

administration (TPA), new public management (NPM), and emerging public service 

(EPS). In TPA, elected officials formulate public policy goals representing the 

preferences of the public, and in turn civil servants implement the policies (Kim, 2021; Li 

& Cao, 2022; Nederhand et al., 2019; Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom, 1983, 2013; 

Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016; Valdez, 2017; van der Steen et al., 

2018; Warsen et al., 2020). NPM is the market-oriented paradigm (Bryson et al., 2014; J. 

V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Kim, 2021; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). Contracting, 

privatization, and private-sector performance indicators figure prominently in the core 

ideas of NPM (Rahaman, 2017; Rosenbloom et al., 2022). In EPS, the core ideas align 
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with public value, adaptability, inclusion, and collaboration (Ansell & Gash, 2008; 

Bozeman & Moulton, 2011; Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. 

B. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Osborne, 2006; Stoker, 2006). 

These paradigms were introduced into the federal government at various points in 

history (Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022) reflecting public sentiment and ideologies of their 

time. While each new paradigm introduced its own ideas, many core ideas from previous 

paradigms persisted, leading to the coexistence of multiple paradigms and their core ideas 

in practice (Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; van der Meer et al., 2023). In the literature, 

this was called hybrid forms of governance (Carstensen et al., 2023; Sørensen & Torfing, 

2019; Torfing et al., 2020), hybridity (Carstensen et al., 2023; Kuitert et al., 2023), hybrid 

democracy (Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019), hybridization of governance 

(Chan, 2022), hybridized governance (Chan, 2022), and multiparadigmatic governance 

(Carstensen et al., 2023). These terms are used interchangeably, often in the same article. 

In this study, I used hybrid forms of governance, hybrid governance, and blended 

approaches interchangeably when describing the blending of core ideas from across 

governance paradigms. Civil service leaders blend the core ideas from across paradigms 

to enact hybrid governance (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; 

Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020).  

This study validated the coexistence of multiple governance paradigms, aligning 

with the work of Chan (2022), Kuitert et al. (2023), and van der Meer et al. (2023). 

Additionally, this study confirmed that civil service leaders enact hybrid governance by 

blending the core ideas from across the coexisting paradigms (Carstensen et al., 2023; 
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Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et 

al., 2020).  

Further, the literature review revealed no studies investigating what ideas 

combine into blended approaches of hybrid governance in the United States. This study 

serves as the first, extending the research on hybrid governance in this country. Three 

viewpoints emerged from the data. Each embodied a distinct group of participants 

sharing a pattern of the relative importance of specific core ideas from across the 

governance paradigms. These viewpoints form the blended approaches of hybrid 

governance for these participants at the time of the data collection. The three viewpoints 

found in this study were as follows (Figure 33):  

• The Modern Traditionalists. The Modern Traditionalists placed great 

emphasis on trust between citizens and government, underscoring trust as a 

guiding principle. They stressed that trust is built and maintained through 

integrity, neutrality, impartiality, fairness, and avoiding political biases or 

motivations.  

• The Connectivists. The Connectivists emphasized navigating and balancing 

competing interests and priorities, and they were committed to finding 

solutions that benefited citizens and addressed the needs of various 

stakeholders. They stressed seeking out and integrating feedback to enhance 

impact and outcomes.  

• The Adaptive Solutionists. The Adaptive Solutionists emphasized “getting 

things done” in support of their organizations’ missions. They reflected 

adaptability in their willingness to apply different methods and approaches 
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depending on the situation. The Adaptive Solutionists demonstrated 

commitment to prioritizing the greater good and the needs of the missions 

they support over individual preferences.  

Figure 33 

Summary of Three Viewpoints from Research Question 1 

 

 

This study showed that Q-methodology offers an effective way to capture diverse 

viewpoints on governance and understand the complexity of blended governance 

approaches. The literature review revealed no studies on hybrid governance or 

governance paradigms using Q-methodology conducted in the United States. My study 

was the first to use this approach to successfully investigate the viewpoints of civil 

service leaders on the blended approaches of hybrid governance. This suggests that Q-

methodology is a valuable tool for understanding the blended approaches of hybrid 

governance and revealing how different paradigms interact and blend together.  

Table 48 summarizes the interpretation of results from the first research question.  
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What are the viewpoints of civil service 
leaders on the blended approaches?

Modern Traditionalists
This viewpoint placed great emphasis on trust between citizens and government. They 
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preference for traditional forms of public administration while giving less importance to NPM.
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Table 48 

Interpretation of Results for Research Question 1  

Interpretation of results situated within existing literature 

• This study confirms the coexistence of multiple governance paradigms and hybrid governance 

(Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; van der Meer et al., 2023). 

• This study confirms that civil service leaders enact hybrid governance by blending the core 

ideas from across paradigms (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et 

al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

• This study extends the research on hybrid governance by identifying three distinct patterns, 

each representing a unique viewpoint on what core ideas are blended in hybrid governance 

(Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 

2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). 

• This study demonstrates that the application of Q-methodology provides a comprehensive 

framework for understanding blended governance approaches. 

 

The first research question answered what core ideas civil service leaders blended 

by identifying viewpoints of the patterns of specific core ideas. The second research 

question related these viewpoints more generally back to the governance paradigms. 

Research Question 2: What Are the Combinations of Governance Paradigms in the 

Viewpoints? 

Scholars generally agree on two established governance paradigms, TPA and 

NPM, and the emergence of a new governance paradigm beginning in the early 2000s 

(Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2000; Peters et al., 2022). There is little consensus as to what to call the third 

paradigm (Bryson et al., 2014). The emerging paradigm democratizes public governance 

and includes a focus on public value, public values, service, and direct involvement of 

citizens and stakeholders in collaborative efforts to address issues in the public sector 

(Bryson et al., 2014; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a, 2015b; R. B. Denhardt & 
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Denhardt, 2000; Liddle, 2018; Peters et al., 2022; Ropret & Aristovnik, 2019; 

Theodoulou & Roy, 2016).  

Scholars have agreed that the blended approaches from the paradigms depend on 

the context, and each paradigm can be more or less beneficial in different situations 

(Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et 

al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). The literature review 

found no studies describing the blended approaches resulting from the governance 

paradigms. This is the first study to investigate the viewpoints on what core ideas are 

within the blended approaches and relate these viewpoints back to the governance 

paradigms.  

As shown in Figure 34, the specific blending of the governance paradigms that 

emerged from the participants in this study is as follows. 

• The Modern Traditionalists predominantly favored the TPA paradigm, 

reflecting a preference for traditional forms of public administration. NPM 

was given much less emphasis, suggesting that Modern Traditionalists were 

less inclined toward market-driven governance approaches. EPS was present, 

but mostly in a neutral portion of the sorting grid. 

• The Connectivists blended all three paradigms but placed more importance on 

NPM and EPS. TPA was regarded as less important in this viewpoint, 

suggesting a stronger preference for newer governance approaches over 

traditional public administration practices.  

• The Adaptive Solutionists primarily favored the NPM paradigm, placing it as 

most important in their Q-sorting exercise. EPS received less emphasis 
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compared to NPM, suggesting a preference for efficiency-driven, market-like 

approaches. TPA appeared to be of limited importance, showing a clear 

departure from traditional governance in favor of more modern, performance-

based paradigms.  

Figure 34 

Summary of Relationship to the Governance Paradigm in Research Question 2 

 

Note: Red signifies core ideas originating in TPA. White signifies core ideas originating in NPM. 

Blue signifies core ideas originating in EPS. 
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approaches. My results align with the thinking of Carstensen et al. (2023), who advocated 

bricolage and bricoleurs to combine ideas, tools, and practices from across existing 

paradigms to find robust solutions.  

The Modern Traditionalist viewpoint also confirmed Kuitert et al.’s (2023) 

findings that TPA ideas were deeply embedded in government structures. The Modern 

Traditionalists strongly favored the TPA governance paradigm and blended this with a 

recognition of the complexity of problems in our modern society. Additionally, Kuitert et 

al. (2023) found that civil servants experienced conflict due to coexisting paradigms, 

creating vertical and horizontal tensions. The participants in this study also articulated the 

tension and conflict between coexisting paradigms. In several interviews, participants 

pointed to political transitions as highlighting tension between governance paradigms. 

This suggests that polarized ideologies and new political appointees placing importance 

on core ideas from different governance paradigms may create tension between political 

appointees and career civil servants.  

Furthermore, my study extended the work of Chan (2022), who concluded that the 

success of transitioning between governance paradigms was influenced by how well 

competing and complementary practices were integrated. My study adds granularity by 

identifying three viewpoints that successfully integrated competing and complementary 

ideas across governance paradigms.  

Table 49 summarizes the interpretation of results from the second research 

question.  
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Table 49 

Interpretation of Results for Research Question 2  

Interpretation of results situated within existing literature 

• This study confirms that governance paradigms are blended into hybrid forms of governance 

(Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & 

Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

• This study extends the research on governance paradigms by identifying three distinct and 

flexible ways the governance paradigms are blended (Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 

2023; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; 

Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). 

• This study confirms Kuitert et al.’s (2023) findings that TPA ideas are deeply embedded in 

government structures and that civil servants experience conflict due to coexisting paradigms, 

creating vertical and horizontal tensions. 

• This study suggests that the viewpoints of political appointees may be different than those of 

career civil servants.  

• This study extends the work of Chan (2022) by adding granularity to ways in which competing 

and complementary ideas across governance paradigms can be combined successfully.  

• This study does not support the proposal by Ansell et al. (2023) for a new governance 

paradigm. 

 

The first research question answered what core ideas civil service leaders blended 

by identifying viewpoints of the patterns of specific core ideas. The second research 

question related these viewpoints more generally to the governance paradigms. The third 

research question used qualitative methods to analyze the interview data for 

commonalities across participants. 

Research Question 3: What Are the Commonalities Across the Civil Service 

Leaders? 

As a result of the third research question, I offer a novel approach to advance Q-

studies. While the first two research questions used both qualitative and quantitative data 

to answer the questions, the third research question analyzed the interview data with 

limited use of quantitative data.  
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As I viewed the participant qualitative data in aggregate after completing the 

factor analysis and interpretation, an interesting phenomenon emerged. From the factors, 

I discovered three patterns of viewpoints with varying emphasis on different ideas. In 

other words, the emphasis for both the first and second research questions was on the 

patterns of differences. The emphasis for the third research question was on patterns of 

similarity, which became evident when analyzing the participants in aggregate through 

the interview data.  

I knew the participants shared commonality given the correlation between factors 

(Table 30 in Chapter 3). In Table 30, I provide the correlation between the three factors. 

Revisiting the correlation after considering the results, Table 50 provides the correlation 

between viewpoints. The correlation between the Modern Traditionalists and the 

Connectivists was 0.27, whereas the correlation between the Modern Traditionalists and 

the Adaptive Solutionists was 0.29. The correlation between the Connectivists and the 

Adaptive Solutionists was 0.23. This implies that the three viewpoints share some 

commonality.  

 

Table 50 

Correlation Between Viewpoints  

 

Modern 

Traditionalists Connectivists 

Adaptive  

Solutionists 

Modern Traditionalists 1.00   

Connectivists 0.27 1.00  

Adaptive Solutionists 0.29 0.23 1.00 
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The quantitative data revealed seven statements of commonality that were not 

statistically significant (Table 34). However, the interview data and the quantitative data 

were not completely in alignment. Of the seven statements of commonality revealed 

quantitatively, only Statement 1 (“It is important to have standardized processes”) was 

evident in the interview data across participants. This suggests that qualitative analysis 

across all the participants provided greater insight and understanding by revealing 

underlying patterns and relationships between different viewpoints. 

This cross-factor qualitative analysis provided a more nuanced understanding of 

the commonality between the participants. Analyzing the interview data qualitatively 

allowed me to include the qualitative data of the participant that did not load significantly 

to any one factor. A comprehensive description of each commonality is included in 

Chapter 4. The three areas of commonality were as follows (Figure 35):  

• Serving in the public interest. Participants expressed a strong commitment 

to contributing to the common good and enhancing the quality of life for all. 

Participants in this study were driven to serve in the public interest by 

ensuring that policies and services benefit the broader citizenry.  

• Navigating the complexities of fairness, efficiency, standard processes, 

and flexibility. Participants acknowledged the difficulties and complexities of 

balancing these competing priorities. They stressed the need for thoughtful 

judgment to achieve the best possible outcome in a given context.  

• Government as different than business. Participants highlighted that 

government was fundamentally different from business. While businesses aim 

to maximize efficiency and profit, government strives to provide equitable 
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services, often requiring decisions that intentionally embrace inefficiency to 

protect fairness and citizen rights. 

Figure 35 

Summary of Commonality Found in Research Question 3 

 

 

Each of the three areas of commonality embodies a pattern or theme that was 

common across the factors and across the participants. These three themes align with a 

variety of different research efforts. The aim of this study was not to enter the discourse 

on similarities across participants. However, for completeness, I offer current research 

efforts where the findings may be applicable.  

The first commonality may be related to public service motivation (PSM). Perry 

and Wise (1990), who are credited with coining the term, defined PSM as “an 

individual’s predisposition to respond to motives grounded primarily or uniquely in 

public institutions and organizations” (p. 368). Perry’s (1996) scale is widely used to 

describe the dimensions of PSM: 
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• Attraction to public policy-making 

• Commitment to civic duty and public interest 

• Compassion 

• Self-sacrifice 

PSM is an individual conceptualization that has used numerous constructs in its 

30-year research history, including influences on behavior and retention of public-sector 

employees as well as implications for recruitment and policy-making in public 

administration (Perry et al., 2010). This study suggests that participants aligned with the 

dimensions of PSM (Perry, 1996; Perry et al., 2010; Perry & Wise, 1990).  

The second commonality described the delicate balancing of competing priorities. 

Promoting efficiency by streamlining operations or reducing costs can lead to 

overlooking individual circumstances or groups of people. Standard processes provide 

structure and predictability, fostering uniformity. Yet too much rigidity can stifle 

flexibility, which is essential for adapting to unique or changing situations or facilitating 

what a citizen is trying to accomplish. Balancing these elements requires thoughtful 

judgment and nuanced approaches. Collaborative governance research is investigating 

this balance through a paradox lens (Peters, 2020; Qi & Ran, 2023; Talbot, 2011; 

Waardenburg et al., 2020). This study confirmed the existence of paradoxical ideas that 

civil service leaders must navigate. The discourse on the differences between government 

and business is vast (Ansell et al., 2020; Capano et al., 2023; Murphy et al., 2017; Neo et 

al., 2023; Nolte & Lindenmeier, 2023) and will continue long beyond this dissertation. 

This study affirmed the need for further investigation into the distinctions between 
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government and business in order to enhance our understanding and better articulate the 

differences. 

Table 51 summarizes the interpretation of results from the third research  

question.  

 

Table 51 

Interpretation of Results for Research Question 3  

Interpretation of results situated within existing literature 

• This study reveals the possibility of a novel, cross-factor understanding of blended 

governance approaches. Analyzing the qualitative interview data across all 

participants provides greater insight and understanding by revealing underlying 

patterns and relationships between different viewpoints. 

• This study suggests that participants of this study aligned with the dimensions of 

public service motivation (Perry, 1996; Perry et al., 2010; Perry & Wise, 1990). 

• This study confirms the existence of paradoxical ideas that civil service leaders must 

navigate (Peters, 2020; Qi & Ran, 2023; Talbot, 2011; Waardenburg et al., 2020). 

 

Participant Comments on the Q-Sorting Exercise 

Although this study was not designed to specifically examine Q-methodology, a 

recurring theme emerged during the participant interviews. Participants noted that the  

Q-sorting exercise was distinctly different from other prioritization methods they had 

encountered and that the exercise was both challenging and interesting. Overall, 

participants expressed that the exercise was not only a unique experience but also an 

effective tool for helping them think through and clarify priorities.  

Q-methodologists often speak to the value of the qualitative data in interpreting 

the factors (Stenner et al., 2017; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Additionally, Q-

methodologists have adapted the methodology to more explicitly use the qualitative 

data through direct interaction with participants. InQuiry (Militello et al., 2016) is one 
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example in which participants are invited back when the analysis is complete to engage 

in dialogue about the results with other participants aligned with the same factors. 

Through engaging with participants, they are given a voice. In return, participants 

assist in interpreting and naming the factors (Militello et al., 2016). This study suggests 

that engaging participants collectively following the quantitative analysis (Militello et 

al., 2016) may assist in identifying and resolving conflicting ideas and lead to better 

collaboration outcomes.  

Table 52 summarizes the interpretation of results from participant  

comments.  

Table 52 

Interpretation of Results from Participant Comments on the Q-Sorting Exercise  

Interpretation of results  

• This study suggests that the application of Q-methodology may provide an effective 

tool for assisting participants to think through and clarify priorities. 

• This study suggests that engaging participants collectively through facilitated sessions 

following the quantitative analysis may assist in identifying and resolving conflicting 

ideas.  

 

Summary of Interpretation of Results 

Table 53 summarizes the interpretation of results from this study. 
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Table 53 

Summary of the Interpretation of Results from the Study  

Interpretation of results situated within existing literature 

• This study confirms the coexistence of multiple governance paradigms and hybrid governance 

(Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; van der Meer et al., 2023). 

• This study confirms that civil service leaders enact hybrid governance by blending the core 

ideas from across paradigms (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et 

al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

• This study extends the research on hybrid governance by identifying three distinct patterns, 

each representing a unique viewpoint on what core ideas are blended in hybrid governance 

(Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 

2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & Roy, 2016).  

• This study demonstrates that the application of Q-methodology provides a comprehensive 

framework for understanding blended governance approaches. 

• This study confirms that governance paradigms are blended into hybrid forms of governance 

(Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & 

Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

• This study extends the research on governance paradigms by identifying three distinct and 

flexible ways the governance paradigms are blended (Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 

2023; J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; 

Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). 

• This study confirms Kuitert et al.’s (2023) findings that TPA ideas are deeply embedded in 

government structures and that civil servants experience conflict due to coexisting paradigms, 

creating vertical and horizontal tensions. 

• This study suggests that the viewpoints of political appointees may be different than those of 

career civil servants. 

• This study extends the work of Chan (2022) by adding granularity to the ways in which 

competing and complementary ideas across governance paradigms can be combined 

successfully.  

• This study does not support the proposal by Ansell et al. (2023) for a new governance 

paradigm. 

• This study reveals the possibility of a novel, cross-factor understanding of blended governance 

approaches. Analyzing the qualitative interview data across all participants provides greater 

insight and understanding by revealing underlying patterns and relationships between different 

viewpoints. 

• This study suggests that participants in this study align with the dimensions of PSM (Perry, 

1996; Perry et al., 2010; Perry & Wise, 1990). 

• This study confirms the existence of paradoxical ideas that civil service leaders must navigate 

(Peters, 2020; Qi & Ran, 2023; Talbot, 2011; Waardenburg et al., 2020). 

• This study suggests that the application of Q-methodology may provide an effective tool for 

assisting participants to think through and clarify priorities. 

• This study suggests that engaging participants collectively through facilitated sessions 
following the quantitative analysis may assist in identifying and resolving conflicting ideas. 
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Conclusions 

Based on the interpretation of the results, I drew five conclusions (Table 54), 

which form the basis for the recommendations in the next section.  

Table 54 

Conclusions  

Conclusion Description 

Conclusion 1 Civil service leaders enact hybrid governance by blending coexisting governance 

paradigms in different ways (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et al., 

2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

Conclusion 2 At least three distinct patterns of hybrid governance exist, each representing a 

unique viewpoint (Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; J. V. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; Theodoulou & 

Roy, 2016). 

Conclusion 3 Q-methodology provides a comprehensive framework to capture diverse 

viewpoints on governance and understand the complexity of blended governance 

approaches. 

Conclusion 4 A novel, cross-factor understanding of underlying patterns and relationships 

between different viewpoints is possible through analyzing the qualitative 

interview data across all participants. 

Conclusion 5 The application of Q-methodology may provide an effective tool for facilitating 

discussions on competing priorities.  

 

Recommendations 

Using the results, interpretations, and conclusions of this Q-methodology study on 

hybrid governance, I offer recommendations for both researchers and practitioners. In 

this section, I outline recommendations to improve the understanding and application of 

hybrid governance and to advance the use of Q-methodology as a research tool. The 

recommendations should be interpreted within the scope of this research, which was 

limited to 16 participants from a variety of federal organizations in a variety of roles. This 

means that the results of this study cannot be generalized across the federal government 
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or across roles. The results are limited to these 16 participants at this point in time. The 

salience of these research results depended on the specific context and time in which the 

research was conducted. Societal, technological, and environmental factors can 

significantly influence their relevance and applicability. For example, the 2024 

Presidential election took place after the data collection was completed for this study. The 

election is a societal factor that is likely to contribute to the context of future studies. 

However, the study does offer a launching point for further research into hybrid 

governance and additional Q-studies in the United States.  

Recommendations for Hybrid Governance Research and Theory 

This study demonstrated that civil service leaders enact hybrid governance by 

integrating core ideas from multiple governance paradigms in distinct and flexible ways. 

It identified three distinct patterns of hybrid governance, each representing a unique 

viewpoint. Future empirical studies are needed to investigate and explore the combination 

of ideas and practices from different governance paradigms. This study found that the 

governance paradigms were the ideals and did find exist independently. There was 

always a mix of what specific statements were deemed important and unimportant. I 

recommend future endeavors explore a theory specific to hybrid governance.    

I recommend that future studies target additional career civil service participants 

to provide deeper insight into enacting hybrid governance in different settings and 

contexts. This could be accomplished in several ways. First, additional participants could 

include Senior Executive Service (SES) members selected after October 2019. Second, 

participants could be targeted for specific roles, such as those with direct interaction with 

citizens or those creating regulations. They could be SES or career civil servants who are 
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not SES. Role-specific participants may offer more granularity on role-specific hybrid 

approaches. Third, participants could be targeted within a specific federal organization. 

These additional participants may provide more insight into the effects of organizational 

culture on viewpoints. Although this study does not lend itself to recommendations for 

specific targeted interventions, I recommend research that focuses on a single initiative 

through a case study, where conflicting ideas and targeted interventions could be 

explored further.  

The participants in this study also suggested another category of participants 

worthy of future study: political appointees. In several interviews, participants discussed 

how political transitions often created situations where the conflicts between the core 

ideas were more apparent. Political appointees, regardless of political party, bring 

different experiences, which may or may not include experience in government. This 

suggests that political appointees may have different viewpoints on the blended 

approaches. The differing priorities and agendas of political appointees may create 

tension between the varying approaches of career civil servants and political appointees. 

Future research with political appointees would provide additional insight to assist in 

targeted interventions during political transitions and the execution of new policies and 

agendas. 

Future studies expanding the participants in the ways just described will continue 

to advance our understanding of ‘what’ core ideas are blended in hybrid forms of 

governance. This study can also serve as a launching point to further understand ‘how’ 

civil service leaders successfully blend the governance paradigms. Kuitert et al. (2023) 

called for more research into creating a successful mix of governance paradigms. Future 
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research investigating ‘how’ would be qualitative in nature and provide additional insight 

into the complexity of successfully blending governance paradigms.  

Additionally, there is an intersection between hybrid forms of governance and 

decision-making. Future research should explore this intersection and expand this 

research beyond the context of ‘what’ core ideas are prioritized to ‘how’ does the 

prioritization impact decision-making.  

Lastly, there is an opportunity to explore possible transference of the results to 

different contexts beyond the federal government. The viewpoints themselves, Modern 

Traditionalists, Connectivists, and Adaptive Solutionists, may be relevant in additional 

sectors such as non-profit, higher education, or even business. Modified or different core 

idea statements may be needed, but additional research could explore if the viewpoints 

offer possible transference. Potential transference could also be explored in context 

beyond the United States, such as through alliances with other countries.   

In terms of methodology, this study demonstrated that Q-methodology 

provides a comprehensive framework to capture diverse viewpoints on governance 

and understand the complexity of blended governance approaches. This suggests that 

Q-methodology is a valuable tool for understanding the blended approaches of hybrid 

governance and revealing how different paradigms interact and blend together. The 

literature review revealed no studies on hybrid governance or governance paradigms 

using Q-methodology in the United States. This study was the first to use this 

approach to successfully investigate the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the 

blended approaches of hybrid governance. I recommend that future studies be 
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conducted in the United States to confirm the applicability of Q-methodology as a 

means of investigating hybrid governance.  

Additionally, I offer a novel approach to advance Q-studies. This study 

demonstrated that cross-factor understanding of underlying patterns and relationships 

between different viewpoints is possible through analyzing the qualitative interview 

data across all participants. This cross-factor analysis provided a more nuanced 

understanding of the commonality among the participants. I recommend that future 

research use a similar approach to investigate the intricate ways in which 

governance paradigms can be combined and applied across different sectors and 

contexts. 

Although the results of this study are based on a small sample of 16 

participants, they offer a starting point for future research into hybrid governance. 

I provide recommendations for hybrid governance research and theory in  

Table 55. 

  



232 

Table 55 

Recommendations for Hybrid Governance Research and Theory  

Recommendations  

• Future research should consider a theory of hybrid governance. 

• Future studies should confirm or modify the three hybrid governance viewpoints found in this 

study. 

• Future studies should expand to include additional career civil service participants to provide 

deeper insight into enacting hybrid governance in different settings and different contexts. For 

example, studies may target those selected as SES after October 2019, those in specific roles, 

or those at specific federal organizations. 

• Future single case studies are needed to explore conflicting core ideas in different contexts to 

advance the research in targeted interventions. 

• Future studies should target political appointees as participants, which may lead to a different 

set of viewpoints and new opportunities for understanding hybrid governance. 

• Future studies should investigate hybrid governance qualitatively with ‘how’ questions for a 

more nuanced understanding. 

• Future studies should use Q-methodology in the United States to investigate hybrid governance 

and governance paradigms to confirm the applicability of Q-methodology as a means for 

investigating hybrid governance.  

• Future studies should use cross-factor qualitative analysis as part of Q-methodology. By doing 

so, researchers can better understand how different governance models interact, advancing both 

theoretical and applied knowledge of governance. 

 

Recommendations for Hybrid Governance Practice 

This study revealed that participants enacted hybrid governance by blending 

coexisting governance paradigms in different ways (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; 

Kuitert et al., 2023; Peters et al., 2022; Sørensen & Torfing, 2019; Torfing et al., 2020). 

None of the governance paradigms, TPA, NPM, or EPS, were enacted in isolation. 

Instead, core ideas from each paradigm were combined in various ways, reflecting the 

reality that modern governance is a mixture of multiple approaches rather than a singular 

framework. This suggests that civil service leaders are adaptive in enacting and blending 

the core ideas.  
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The question then becomes: Do civil service leaders blend approaches collectively 

during collaborations to meet the needs of complex, real-world challenges? This study 

did not foreground collaboration or the turbulent challenges addressed through effective 

collaboration. However, this study suggests that a deeper understanding of blended 

governance approaches may lead to more successful collaborative outcomes through the 

blending of ideas. By promoting governance practices that effectively blend the core 

ideas from the governance paradigms and quickly identify conflicting ideas, civil service 

leaders can resolve conflicts more effectively and increase the likelihood of achieving 

success. To achieve these outcomes, more emphasis should be placed on training civil 

service leaders to recognize different governance paradigms and viewpoints. I 

recommend further education and training for civil service leaders on the practices and 

ideas that each paradigm offers, as well as tools for effectively integrating and blending 

conflicting ideas. This training, which could be offered through institutions such as the 

Federal Executive Institute, could improve civil service leaders’ ability to balance 

competing ideas and foster more effective collaboration. This may lead to exploring a 

broader range of alternatives or employing targeted intervention when conflicting ideas 

arise.  

Similarly, career civil servants and political appointees must blend core ideas to 

implement new policies during political transitions. Further education and training during 

political transitions may help blend the approaches. I recommend that political appointees 

receive structured training on hybrid governance to better understand the differences in 

governance paradigms to ensure that government operations remain functional and 

effective amid political shifts.  
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Lastly, although this study was not designed to specifically examine Q-

methodology, participants noted that the Q-sorting exercise was distinctly different from 

other prioritization methods they had encountered and that the exercise was both 

challenging and interesting. Overall, participants expressed that the exercise was not only 

a unique experience but also effective in helping them think through and clarify priorities. 

This suggests that Q-methodology may be an effective tool for facilitating discussions on 

competing priorities. I recommend using a process similar to InQuiry (Militello et al., 

2016) to facilitate conversations on hybrid governance. This approach could provide a 

way to resolve conflicting ideas, focusing on facilitated conversations around statements 

instead of individual beliefs.  

Although the results of this study are based on a small sample of 16 participants, 

they offer ideas for practitioners. I provide recommendations for hybrid governance 

practitioners in Table 56. 

Table 56 

Recommendations for Hybrid Governance Practitioners  

Recommendations  

• Civil service leaders should receive structured training on hybrid governance. This training, 

which could be offered through institutions such as the Federal Executive Institute, could 

improve civil service leaders’ ability to balance competing ideas and foster more effective 

collaboration. 

• Political appointees should receive structured training on hybrid governance to better 

understand the differences in governance paradigms. This may assist in more rapid 

implementation of new policies. 

• Civil service leaders and political appointees within the same organization should engage in 

facilitated sessions using Q-methodology or InQuiry (Militello et al., 2016) to identify areas of 

conflict in blended approaches to governance. This would help ensure that government 

operations remain functional and effective amid political shifts. 

• Practitioners should explore Q-methodology or InQuiry (Militello et al., 2016) as a way to 

facilitate conversations around competing priorities in hybrid governance. This could improve 

collaboration by identifying specific areas of conflict and therefore enable targeted 

intervention. 

• Practitioners should employ Q-methodology or InQuiry (Militello et al., 2016) at the start of 
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collaborative efforts to identify areas of conflict and engage collaborators in discussions 

around areas of conflict likely to arise during the collaboration.  

 

Revisiting the Conceptual Framework 

I also reviewed the conceptual framework in light of the results. This study found 

that none of the governance paradigms existed independently. Each paradigm forms from 

an a different theoretical foundation, but in practice there are no hard lines between the 

paradigms. I updated the conceptual framework to more explicitly show that the 

paradigms are blended in practice and do not exist independently. The updated 

conceptualization and results are illustrated in Figure 36. 

Figure 36 

Updated Conceptual Framework with the Results of the Study 

 

Summary of Recommendations  

Table 57 summarizes the recommendations. 
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Table 57 

Summary of Recommendations  

Summary of Recommendations 

• Future research should consider a theory of hybrid governance. 

• Future studies should confirm or modify the three hybrid governance viewpoints found in this 

study. 

• Future studies should expand to include additional career civil service participants to provide 

deeper insight into enacting hybrid governance in different settings and different contexts. For 

example, studies may target those selected as SES after October 2019, those in specific roles, 

or those at specific federal organizations. 

• Future single case studies are needed to explore conflicting core ideas in different contexts to 

advance the research in targeted interventions. 

• Future studies should target political appointees as participants, which may lead to a different 

set of viewpoints and new opportunities for understanding hybrid governance. 

• Future studies should investigate hybrid governance qualitatively with ‘how’ questions for a 

more nuanced understanding. 

• Future studies should use Q-methodology in the United States to investigate hybrid governance 

and governance paradigms to confirm the applicability of Q-methodology as a means for 

investigating hybrid governance.  

• Future studies should use cross-factor qualitative analysis as part of Q-methodology. By doing 

so, researchers can better understand how different governance models interact, advancing 

both theoretical and applied knowledge of governance. 

• Civil service leaders should receive structured training on hybrid governance. This training, 

which could be offered through institutions such as the Federal Executive Institute, could 

improve civil service leaders’ ability to balance competing ideas and foster more effective 

collaboration. 

• Political appointees should receive structured training on hybrid governance to better 

understand the differences in governance paradigms. This may assist in more rapid 

implementation of new policies. 

• Civil service leaders and political appointees within the same organization should engage in 

facilitated sessions using Q-methodology or InQuiry (Militello et al., 2016) to identify areas of 

conflict in blended approaches to governance. This would help ensure that government 

operations remain functional and effective amid political shifts. 

• Practitioners should explore Q-methodology or InQuiry (Militello et al., 2016) as a way to 

facilitate conversations around competing priorities in hybrid governance. This could improve 

collaboration by identifying specific areas of conflict and therefore enable targeted 

intervention. 

• Practitioners should employ Q-methodology or InQuiry (Militello et al., 2016) at the start of 

collaborative efforts to identify areas of conflict and engage collaborators in discussions 

around areas of conflict likely to arise during the collaboration.  

 



237 

Summary 

This dissertation investigated the viewpoints of civil service leaders on the 

blended approaches in hybrid forms of governance. The research reviewed existing 

literature on governance paradigms and hybrid forms of governance, identifying a gap in 

what core ideas civil service leaders enact (Carstensen et al., 2023; Chan, 2022; Kuitert et 

al., 2023), as well as the use of Q-methodology in the United States to study governance 

paradigms. In this study, participants prioritized core ideas from three governance 

paradigms using a Q-sorting exercise. The results of this study revealed the participants’ 

viewpoints on blended governance approaches (Appe et al., 2021; Carstensen et al., 2023; 

J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; Peters et al., 2022; Rosenbloom et al., 2022; 

Theodoulou & Roy, 2016). I then analyzed these viewpoints for patterns, linking them 

back to the original governance paradigms. Three distinct viewpoints on hybrid 

governance emerged:  

• The Modern Traditionalists. The Modern Traditionalists placed great emphasis 

on trust between citizens and government, underscoring trust as a guiding 

principle. They stressed that trust is built and maintained through integrity, 

neutrality, impartiality, fairness, and avoiding political biases or motivations. 

This viewpoint favored the TPA paradigm, showing a preference for traditional 

forms of public administration while giving less importance to NPM.  

• The Connectivists. The Connectivists emphasized navigating and balancing 

competing interests and priorities, and they were committed to finding 

solutions that benefited citizens and addressed the needs of various 

stakeholders. They stressed seeking out and integrating feedback to enhance 
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impact and outcomes. This viewpoint blended all three paradigms as 

important but regarded more TPA ideas as less important. This suggested a 

stronger preference for newer governance approaches over traditional public 

administration practices.  

• The Adaptive Solutionists. The Adaptive Solutionists emphasized “getting 

things done” in support of their organizations’ missions. They reflected 

adaptability in their willingness to apply different methods and approaches 

depending on the situation. The Adaptive Solutionists demonstrated 

commitment to prioritizing the greater good and the needs of the missions 

they support over individual preferences. This viewpoint favored the NPM 

paradigm and placed less emphasis on TPA, suggesting a preference for 

efficiency-driven, market-like approaches.  

Additionally, three key commonalities emerged across all participants: 

• Serving in the public interest. Participants expressed a strong commitment 

to contributing to the common good and enhancing the quality of life for all. 

Participants in this study were driven to serve in the public interest by 

ensuring policies and services benefit the broader citizenry.  

• Navigating the complexities of fairness, efficiency, standard processes, 

and flexibility. Participants acknowledged the difficulties and complexity of 

balancing these competing priorities. They stressed the need for thoughtful 

judgment to achieve the best possible outcome in a given context.  

• Government as different than business. Participants highlighted that 

government was fundamentally different from business. While businesses aim 

to maximize efficiency and profit, government strives to provide equitable 
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services, often requiring decisions that intentionally embrace inefficiency to 

protect fairness and citizen rights. 

Though limited to 16 participants, the study highlights key insights and 

recommendations for both researchers and civil service leaders. I hope this study 

becomes the launch pad for additional Q-methodology studies on hybrid governance in 

the United States. For researchers, I recommend expanding the participant pool to include 

additional career civil servants and political appointees to confirm and advance the results 

found in this study. I also recommend future single case studies to delve deeper into 

conflicting ideas and drive the research toward targeted interventions. Lastly, I 

recommend that researchers continue using Q-methodology and the innovative 

qualitative approach I employed in this study to further the use of Q-methodology in the 

United States.  

For practitioners, I recommend training and education on governance paradigms 

and hybrid governance as a way to improve collaboration. I also provide three 

recommendations for facilitated sessions using Q-methodology to identify areas of 

conflict and the necessary targeted interventions. 

Concluding Thoughts 

It is hard to be a civil service leader today. The work is politically charged, public 

scrutiny is intense, and turbulence dominates the environment. The complexity of the 

work has never been greater, and I applaud civil service leaders who continue to serve. 

The 16 participants in this study were committed, principled, and unwavering in their 

dedication to the public good. To all of you and to your counterparts: thank you. Your 

work matters, and your contributions are immeasurable. 
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APPENDIX A: 

CONCOURSE 

Table 58 

Concourse 

Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

TPA Civil service is a business administration function 

separate from the political processes  

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is important for civil service to be separate from the 

political process 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Civil service is politically neutral, valuing expertise and 

neutrality 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is important to be politically neutral Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is important for political officials to define public 

policy (adapted from Nederhand et al., 2019) 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is important to maintain impartiality (adapted from 

Nederhand et al., 2019) 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA The function of the civil service is to administer laws 

and public policy 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is my job to administer law and public policy Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Civil service requires strictly adhering to documented 

procedures and processes 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is important for civil servants to adhere to all policies 

and procedures 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Civil service is nonpartisan, leaving the politics to the 

politicians 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is important for civil servants to be nonpartisan, 

leaving the politics to the politicians 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Politicians formulate public policy goals, which are 

implemented by the civil servants 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is my responsibility to implement the public policy 

goals of the political appointees and politicians 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA It is important to have clear, objective standards to 

measure success toward public policy goals 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA The function of the civil service is to “row”  Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Civil service maximizes efficiency and effectiveness of 

delivering public services through standardization and 

procedures  

Function of the civil 

service 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

TPA It is important to have standardization and documented 

procedures 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Maximizing efficiency means standardization and 

documented procedures 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA The focus of the executive branch is direct delivery of 

services 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Impartiality and acting in the public interest are the most 

important values (adapted from Warsen et al., 2020) 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Policies and procedures should never be neglected or 

disobeyed (adapted from van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Civil servants should always follow the standardized 

processes 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Fair and equitable treatment results from adhering to 

processes and procedures 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Fair and equitable service delivery is a result of 

standardized processes that are followed 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Command and control hierarchy facilitates efficient and 

uniform delivery of government services 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA The best organizational structure is a centralized 

bureaucracy 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Hierarchy facilitates efficiency Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Organizations operate as closed systems and limit 

stakeholder and citizen involvement 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Public comment periods and elections are best for 

receiving citizen input. Direct citizen involvement in 

policy decisions should be limited 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA The instruments used to achieve public policy goals are 

policies, procedures, rules, and regulations (Kim, 2021; 

Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 2020)  

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA Achieving public policy goals requires standardized 

procedures 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service requires demonstrating impact by meeting 

performance targets  

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM The function of the civil service is to find innovative 

ways to achieve policy goals  

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service requires acquiring and monitoring contracts  Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Delivery of services to citizens requires acquiring and 

monitoring contracts 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service is apolitical Function of the civil 

service 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

NPM Performance goals drive civil service  Function of the civil 

service 

NPM The function of the civil service is to “steer”  Function of the civil 

service 

NPM The function of the civil service is to manage Function of the civil 

service 

NPM An important aspect of my job is to adequately monitor 

contracts to deliver services 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service maximizes efficiency and effectiveness 

through exposing public service delivery to market 

drivers  

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service maximizes efficiency and effectiveness 

through contracting services 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM To accomplish civil service functions, contractors are 

needed 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Contracting is critical to delivering public services Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service requires acting as a catalyst to expose 

public service delivery to market forces 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service requires breaking through bureaucratic red 

tape and operating more like a business 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Focusing on performance indicators and targets 

improves efficiency and cost-effectiveness 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM It is important to focus on performance targets and 

measures to improve efficiency and cost-effectiveness 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Government should run like a business Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Private-sector practices improve governance processes Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service focuses first on the mission of the 

organization, with budgeting, human resources, and 

other systems designed to meet the mission 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service strives for prevention of problems rather 

than solutions 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Civil service aims to shape the environment to allow 

market forces to operate most effectively, thus ensuring 

quality of life and economic opportunity 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM It is important to use incentives in contracts to drive 

performance (adapted from Nederhand et al., 2019) 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM It is important to outline clear performance criteria to 

hold contractors and grantees accountable (adapted from 

Nederhand et al., 2019) 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM It is important to form business-like relationships with 

contractors and grantees 

Function of the civil 

service 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

NPM Policies and procedures should never interfere with the 

realization of public value (adapted from van der Steen 

et al., 2018) 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Decentralized organizations promote innovation Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Decentralized organizations provide flexibility to 

innovate  

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Decentralized organizations have latitude to implement 

innovative solutions to meet policy goals 

Function of the civil 

service 

NPM Achieving public policy requires contracts Function of the civil 

service 

NPM The instruments used to achieve public policy goals are 

incentive structures and business instruments, such as 

contracts, grants, and performance goals aimed at 

engaging the private and nonprofit sectors (J. V. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015a; R. B. Denhardt & 

Denhardt, 2000; Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 

2020) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service goes beyond government and includes 

engaging directly with public, private, and nonprofit 

sectors (Bryson et al., 2014) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service requires direct engagement with citizens in 

the pursuit of public policy 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service is in service to the common good, which is 

determined through inclusive dialogue and deliberation 

(Bryson et al., 2014) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service requires brokering interest among citizens 

and community groups creating shared goals (J. V. 

Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service requires improved collaboration and shared 

responsibility between public, private, and nonprofit 

sectors to delivery services 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS It is important for the achievement of public policy to 

have collaboration and shared responsibility between 

public, private, and nonprofit sectors 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service requires building relationships with 

stakeholders holding numerous opinions 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service requires a focus on relationships and 

transparency  

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Civil service requires relationships and transparency 

with citizens 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS It is important to engage public, private, and nonprofit 

sectors to deliver public services 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS 
 

It is important to partner with the public, private, and 
nonprofit sectors to deliver public services 

Function of the civil 
service 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

EPS It is important to broker interest among citizens and 

community groups, creating shared goals (J. V. Denhardt 

& Denhardt, 2015b) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Policies and procedures should never become 

disconnected from the interests of citizens and 

stakeholders (adapted from van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Public, private, and nonprofit sector organizations are 

expected to collaborate and share responsibility in the 

delivery of public services (Kim, 2021) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS The instruments used to achieve public policy goals are 

ongoing collaboration, negotiations and network 

management (Nederhand et al., 2019; Warsen et al., 

2020) 

Function of the civil 

service 

EPS Organizing events and connecting stakeholders is a way 

to achieve public policy goals (Nederhand et al., 2019; 

Warsen et al., 2020) 

Function of the civil 

service 

TPA A civil servant is a nonpartisan expert Role of the civil servant 

TPA “A civil servant is a bureaucrat who serves the common 

interests” (van der Steen et al., 2018)  

Role of the civil servant 

TPA A civil servant is a neutral bureaucrat (Nederhand et al., 

2019) 

Role of the civil servant 

TPA Civil servants do not play a central role in policy-

making, but are charged with efficient implementation of 

policy objectives 

Role of the civil servant 

TPA In collaborative efforts, it is important for civil servants 

to ensure that nothing conflicts with existing policies or 

procedures (Warsen et al., 2020) 

Role of the civil servant 

TPA “Defining qualities of a civil servant are impartiality, 

accurateness, and integrity” (van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Role of the civil servant 

TPA Civil servants use policies and procedures as 

management techniques (Warsen et al., 2020) 

Role of the civil servant 

NPM A civil servant is a public entrepreneur Role of the civil servant 

NPM A civil servant is both a monitor of contracts and a 

public entrepreneur (adapted from Nederhand et al., 

2019) 

Role of the civil servant 

NPM “A civil servant is an entrepreneur who seeks to realize 

public value” (van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Role of the civil servant 

NPM A civil servant is an apolitical expert monitoring 

contracts and grants  

Role of the civil servant 

NPM Public entrepreneurs move beyond existing policy 

options, serving instead as catalysts to generate 

alternative courses of action 

Role of the civil servant 

NPM Civil servants are expected to innovate Role of the civil servant 

NPM Civil servants are expected to do more with less through 

innovation 

Role of the civil servant 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

NPM It is important for civil servants to hold contractors and 

grantees accountable for delivering on the contract 

requirements and apply sanctions if performance falls 

short (Warsen et al., 2020) 

Role of the civil servant 

NPM “Defining qualities of a civil servant are results-driven, 

customer awareness, and a drive for effectiveness and 

efficiency” (van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Role of the civil servant 

NPM Civil servants use business instruments, such as 

contracts and performance indicators, as management 

techniques (Warsen et al., 2020) 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS A civil servant is a partner actively engaged with 

citizens and communities 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS A civil servant is a network manager engaging a network 

of experts  

Role of the civil servant 

EPS A civil servant is a collaborator working across the 

public and private sectors 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS A civil servant is a boundary spanner reaching across 

boundaries to engage a diverse set of citizens and 

stakeholders 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS “A civil servant is a networker who connects the 

different interests of stakeholders in a network” (van der 

Steen et al., 2018) 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS A civil servant serves as a connector of organizations, 

people, and ideas 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS It is important for a civil servant to work collaboratively 

with citizens and stakeholders beyond government 

(adapted from Nederhand et al., 2019) 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS “Defining qualities of a civil servant are external focus, 

responsiveness, and an openness that invites 

collaboration” (van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Role of the civil servant 

EPS Civil servants use collaboration and facilitation as a 

management technique (Warsen et al., 2020) 

Role of the civil servant 

TPA A citizen is a voter who exercises influence through 

elections 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

TPA Citizens have a responsibility to vote in elections  Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

TPA Citizens influence public policy goals through the 

political election process 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

TPA Stakeholder involvement is structured through formal 

mechanisms if needed 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

TPA Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when civil 

servants adhere to processes and procedures 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

TPA Public organizations operate most efficiently when 

citizen input and involvement is the responsibility of 

elections and elected officials 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

TPA Citizens influence public policy goals through 

participating in elections 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

TPA Acting in the public interest means acting on guidance 

received from political leaders 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM A citizen is a customer who provides feedback through 

customer satisfaction surveys and complaints 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Citizens’ decisions are based on self-interest Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Citizens are customers Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Citizens are consumers of public services  Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Citizens improve delivery of public services through 

feedback and complaints 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Citizens are empowered to be the solutions to local 

issues 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when civil 

servants adhere to processes and procedures 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Service providers engage in market-driven competition 

to deliver efficient and cost-effective services to citizen 

customers 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

NPM Acting in the public interest means acting on the 

interests of aggregated groups of citizens 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

EPS A citizen is a collaborator and partner  Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

EPS Citizens have a responsibility to participate in local 

governance on decisions that impact their well-being 

(Kim, 2021) 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

EPS Citizens and civil servants work together in local 

communities to determine resolutions to local issues 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

EPS Civil servants seek out a diverse set of citizen opinions 

and experiences (J. V. Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015b) 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

EPS Acting in the public interest means direct dialogue with 

citizens to inform actions 

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

EPS Public interest is best served through networks of public, 

private, and nonprofit organizations  

Role of citizens and 

stakeholders 

TPA Decision-making is controlled through command and 
control mechanisms, limiting discretion of subordinates 

Approach to decision-
making and problem-

solving 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

TPA Civil servants are empowered to make decisions within a 

set of parameters defined in policies and procedures 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Decision-making is centralized, rational, and cost 

minimizing 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Decisions are best made with evidence-based research 

and analysis 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA It is important for decisions to be made based on 

research and analysis 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Decisions are communicated through the chain of 

command 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Decisions are centralized to ensure fair and equitable 

treatments 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Decision-making at lower levels is driven by rules and 

procedures, which define the available choices 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Decisions on public policy goals are a function of the 

political process 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Problem-solving is rational and uses cost-benefit 

analysis and trade-offs (Rosenbloom et al., 2022) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Problem-solving requires analyzing multiple alternatives 

to arrive at the best solution 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Problem-solving requires objective analysis based on 

logic 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Decision-making is nonhierarchical and focused on 

efficiency and cost effectiveness 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Decision-making is rational and cost minimizing Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Decisions require input from market drivers Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Decentralized decision-making provides wide latitude to 

local decision-makers 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Decentralized decision-making allows policy 

entrepreneurs to develop and implement innovative 

solutions to meet policy goals 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

NPM Decision-making needs to be with those who can 

innovate and understand the issues best 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Decentralized decision-making is important so those 

who understand the issue best can innovate 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Similar to TPA, problem-solving is rational and uses 

cost-benefit analysis and trade-offs (Rosenbloom et al., 

2022) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Problem-solving analyzes alternatives to minimize waste 

in a system 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Problem-solving requires analyzing multiple alternatives 

to arrive at the best solution 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Problem-solving requires objective analysis based on 

logic 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

NPM Problem-solving requires market research and 

establishing performance targets 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Decision-making is iterative, accepting of incomplete 

and uncertain information (Ansell & Boin, 2019) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Decision-making is informed by evidence and 

democratic and constitutional values (Bryson et al., 

2014) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Decision-making is shared between the government and 

organizations beyond government 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Partnerships of public, private, and nonprofit 

organizations make joint decisions on approaches to 

delivering public value 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Proliferation of contracting with private and nonprofit 

organizations has blurred the decision-making 

boundaries between public and private sector work 

(Kim, 2021) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Decisions are driven by collaboration and transparency 

(Kim, 2021) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Decision-making requires acceptance of uncertainty of 

information 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Decision-making uses a pragmatic approach in which 

the uncertainty of information is accepted and decision-

making is iterative and included within a feedback loop 

(Ansell & Boin, 2019; Cristofoli et al., 2023) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

EPS Problem-solving involves understanding and 

incorporating numerous views to engage in collaborative 

decision making and action (Kim, 2021) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS It is important that decision-making be iterative and 

incorporate feedback 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Problem-solving involves engaging in continuous 

improvement and learning (Kim, 2021) 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

EPS Problem-solving requires deliberation to understand and 

incorporate numerous viewpoints in collaborative 

decision making and action 

Approach to decision-

making and problem-

solving 

TPA Civil servants are held accountable by the elected 
officials who formulate the public policy goals 

Conceptions of 
democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

TPA Civil servants are accountable to democratically elected 

political leaders in both Congress and the executive 

branch 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

TPA “Political accountability is about determining whether or 

not the government is operating within the bounds of 

law and democratic checks and balances” (van der Steen 

et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

TPA Elected officials establish public policy agendas and 

provide resources to meet citizen needs 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

TPA Transparency of government is about democratic control 

(adapted from van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

TPA Elected officials translate citizen needs into rules, laws, 

procedures and other policy instruments (adapted from 

van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

NPM Civil servants are held accountable by customers of 

public services  

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

NPM Civil servants are held accountable to executive branch 

leadership through the use of performance targets 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

NPM “Political accountability is about determining whether or 

not the government is generating contracted outputs and 

realizing public value” (van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 
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Paradigm Concourse statement Dimension 

NPM Achieving public service goals provides confidence to 

citizens that government is working 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

NPM “Transparency of government is about taking 

responsibility for organizational achievements” (van der 

Steen et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

NPM Elected officials translate citizen needs into performance 

targets (van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

EPS Civil servants are held accountable by the principles and 

ethics of the civil service profession 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

EPS Civil servants are held accountable by their peers when 

engaged in collaborative efforts with other federal 

organizations 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

EPS Civil servants are accountable to both elected officials 

and to their peers when engaged in collaborative efforts 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

EPS “Political accountability is about determining whether or 

not the government is being supported by the different 

stakeholders in a network” (adapted from van der Steen 

et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

EPS Citizen and stakeholder involvement in public policy 

through partnerships achieves citizen needs 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

EPS Transparency of government is about creating support in 

a network of citizens and stakeholders (adapted from van 

der Steen et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 

EPS Citizen needs and stakeholder interests are served 

through networks and collaborative arrangements with 

government (adapted from van der Steen et al., 2018) 

Conceptions of 

democracy, 

accountability, and 

legitimacy 
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APPENDIX B: 

IRB APPROVAL 

 

  

  

  

Date:               June 11, 2024 

To:                  Storberg-Walker, Julia, PhD  

From:             The George Washington University Committee on Human Research, 

                        Institutional Review Board (IRB), FWA00005945 

Subject:          IRB# NCR245742 , "Mixing and Matching. A Q-methodology Study of Civil 

Service Leader Perspectives on Hybrid Forms of Governance" 
                                                                        

  

Exempt Determination Date: 06/11/2024     

  

The request for an exemption determination for the above-referenced study has been completed.  

The study was determined to be research that is exempt from IRB review under DHHS 

regulatory category 3.  The project as described in the application may proceed without further 

oversight by the OHR.  

The exemption determination applies only to the project described in your IRB Application.  

Any changes that may alter in any way the risks to participants, type of information to be 

accessed, addition of new populations, or change in PI may not be instituted without submission 

of a Modification within the iRIS system and further review by the OHR prior to implementation 

of the changes. Please note, it is the responsibility of the GW research team to ensure all 

approved research personnel have up-to-date CITI training at all times in order to conduct human 

subjects/participants research. 

Questions or concerns regarding the exemption determination made for the study should be 

directed to the GW Office of Human Research at ohrirb@gwu.edu or (202) 994-2715.
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APPENDIX C: 

PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT 

Sample Email Message 

 

Subject: Seeking SES for Dissertation Research on Conflicting Operational Priorities 

Greetings! 

Are you struggling with conflicting priorities in your organization’s operations? Does 

working together with other organizations make challenges even harder to tackle? 

I’m seeking SES trailblazers who are passionate about improving collaboration within the 

federal government for dissertation research at George Washington University. 

In public organizations, there are three main ways of operating, each with its own ideas 

and principles. In practice, leaders often mix ideas to create new blended approaches. 

However, when collaborating, blended approaches with conflicting ideas can impede 

progress. 

Through my research, I want to understand which ideas you prioritize when creating a 

blended approach. Subsequently, I’ll analyze these priorities for common patterns across 

participants. Together, we’ll explore what these patterns signify. 

Do You Qualify? I am looking for SES selected before October 2019 with diverse views 

on ways of operating public organizations. A brief screening survey, taking about 10 

minutes, will determine if you qualify.  

Survey Link: [survey home page link here]  

What is Being Asked of You? If you qualify, you’ll engage in two activities over the 

next 2 to 3 months. The first activity lasts 60 to 90 minutes and includes an electronic 

sorting exercise followed by a short interview. For the sorting exercise, you’ll prioritize 

36 statements reflecting the ideas from the three main ways of operating. Then, we’ll 

discuss your prioritization in a short interview. 

The second activity is a 45-minute interview where we’ll go over the patterns resulting 

from the analysis across all participants and explore what these patterns mean based on 

your experience. [NOTE: This activity was removed from the study. Additional detail is 

included in Chapter 3.] 

Help Me Spread the Word: If you know of other SES who would be willing to speak 

with me, please forward this information. Additionally, I would also appreciate 

suggestions of forums where I could post this request.  
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Contact Information: If you have any questions about participating, please contact me 

at dmbontempo@gwu.edu. 

I appreciate your assistance and look forward to connecting. 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Bontempo 

George Washington University Doctoral Candidate  

 

Sample Social Media Message 

 

Are you struggling with conflicting priorities in your organization’s operations? Does 

working together with other organizations make challenges even harder to tackle? 

I’m seeking SES trailblazers who are passionate about improving collaboration within the 

federal government for dissertation research at George Washington University. 

In public organizations, there are three main ways of operating, each with its own ideas 

and principles. In practice, leaders often mix ideas to create new blended approaches. 

However, when collaborating, blended approaches with conflicting ideas can impede 

progress. 

Through my research, I want to understand which ideas you prioritize when creating a 

blended approach. Subsequently, I’ll analyze these priorities for common patterns across 

participants. Together, we’ll explore what these patterns signify. 

Your insights and experience are instrumental in shaping this research, understanding 

conflicting operational priorities, and ultimately enhancing federal collaboration. I would 

love to hear from you! 

Learn more here: If you are interested in participating, I invite you to complete this 

survey [survey home page link here] or contact me at dmbontempo@gwu.edu. 
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APPENDIX D: 

SCREENING TOOL 

Introduction 

Thank you for your interest in learning more about my research into conflicting 

operational priorities! 

I’m seeking SES trailblazers who are passionate about improving collaboration within the 

federal government for dissertation research at George Washington University. 

The purpose of this study is to explore the viewpoints of members of the U.S. federal 

government Senior Executive Service (SES) on conflicting operational priorities and the 

impact on collaboration. In public organizations, there are three main ways of operating, 

each with its own ideas and principles. In practice, leaders often mix ideas to create new 

blended approaches. However, when collaborating, blended approaches with conflicting 

ideas can impede progress. 

Through my research, I want to understand which ideas you prioritize when creating a 

blended approach. Subsequently, I’ll analyze these priorities for common patterns across 

participants. Together, we’ll explore what these patterns signify. 

Criteria to qualify: I am looking for SES selected before October 2019 with diverse 

views on ways of operating public organizations. This brief screening survey, taking 

about 10 minutes, will determine if you qualify. 

What’s Required of You: If you qualify, you’ll engage in two activities over the next 2 

to 3 months. The first activity lasts 60 to 90 minutes and includes an electronic sorting 

exercise followed by a short interview. For the sorting exercise, you’ll prioritize 36 

statements reflecting the ideas from the three main ways of operating. Then, we’ll discuss 

your prioritization in a short interview. 

The second activity is a 45-minute interview where we’ll go over the patterns resulting 

from the analysis across all participants and explore what these patterns mean based on 

your experience. [NOTE: This activity was removed from the study. Additional detail is 

included in Chapter 3.] 

Both activities will be virtual.  

Benefits: Participating in this research will help us understand how SES create blended 

operational approaches and if there are any patterns across participants. Through your 

insights and experience, we can identify conflicting ideas and priorities that may be 

hindering successful collaborations or successful responses to complex issues. 

Ultimately, your participation can help enhance federal collaboration.  
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Voluntary Participation: Taking part in any or all parts of this research is completely 

voluntary. You can stop participating at any time. 

Contact Information: If you have any questions about participating, please contact me 

at dmbontempo@gwu.edu 

Screening Survey 

Screening Information 

The following questions will determine if you qualify for this study. You can contact the 

Student Investigator, Dawn Bontempo, at dmbontempo@gwu.edu if you have any 

questions. 

1. Are you a member of the Senior Executive Service?  

Yes/No 

 

2. Was your SES package approved by the Office of Personnel Management (OPM)?  

Yes/No 

 

3. Were you selected as an SES prior to October 2019?  

Yes/No 

 

4. How many years have you been an SES? 

 Zero – 4 years 11 months 

 5 years – 14 years 11 months 

 15 years – 24 years 11 months  

 Over 25 years 

 

5. How many years have you been a career civil servant? 

 Zero – 4 years 11 months 

 5 years – 9 years 11 months 

 10 years – 14 years 11 months 

 15 years – 19 years 11 months 

 20 years – 24 years 11 months  

 Over 25 years 

 

6. Given the following three statements, select the ONE you prioritize as most important. 

 Political neutrality is critical to government operations 

 Contracting is critical to government operations 

 Citizen involvement is critical to government operations 

 

7. Given the following three statements, select the ONE you prioritize as most important. 

 Public organizations should prioritize administering services 

 Public organizations should prioritize creating and managing good contracts 

 Public organizations should prioritize partnering with stakeholders in and out of 

government 
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Demographic Information 

 

1. Race/Ethnicity (check all that apply):  

 American Indian/Alaska Native  

 Asian  

 Black/African American/not of Hispanic origin  

 Hispanic  

 White/not of Hispanic origin  

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  

 Prefer not to specify 

 

2. Gender (select one): 

 Female 

 Male  

 Nonbinary 

 Prefer not to specify  

Contact Information 

 

Please provide your: 

Name: 

Organization: 

Email:  

Phone number: 
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Post Screening Communication 

Post-Screening Emails 

The sample emails to send post-screening are included below. The messages may be updated 

or customized depending on the recipient (e.g., starting an email with an opening such as 

“John Doe recommended that I reach out to you…”). 

Invitation to Participate 

 

Subject: Welcome to the study of conflicting operational priorities 

[Name], 

Thank you for completing the screening survey and expressing interest in taking part in the 
study of conflicting operational priorities and the impact on collaboration. Based on the 

screening survey, I am pleased to share that you meet the qualifications, and I invite you to 

participate in the study.  

In public organizations, there are three main ways of operating, each with its own ideas and 

principles. In practice, leaders often mix ideas to create new blended approaches. However, 

when collaborating, blended approaches with conflicting ideas can impede progress. 

The study will collect data through two activities over the next 2 to 3 months. The first 

activity lasts 60 to 90 minutes and includes an electronic sorting exercise followed by a short 

interview. For the sorting exercise, you’ll prioritize 36 statements reflecting the ideas from 

the three main ways of operating. Then, we’ll discuss your prioritization in a short interview. 

The second activity is a 45-minute interview where we’ll go over the patterns resulting from 

the analysis across all participants and explore what these patterns mean based on your 

experience. [NOTE: This activity was removed from the study. Additional detail is included 

in Chapter 3.] 

The George Washington University Institutional Review Board has approved this study. You 

do not have to answer any questions you do not want to answer, and you may withdraw your 

participation at any time. 

Attached to this email is an informed consent form. If you are willing to participate in this 

study, I ask that you sign the informed consent form and return it to me. When returning the 
form, please let me know when you are available to meet virtually for 90 minutes for the first 

activity.  

Thanks again for your interest in participating in this study! 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Bontempo 

Doctoral Candidate 

George Washington University, Graduate School of Education and Human Development 

email: dmbontempo@gwu.edu 

mobile: 703-655-4283 

 

mailto:dmbontempo@gwu.edu
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Addition to Waiting List  

 

Subject: Waiting list for the study of conflicting operational priorities 

 
[Name], 

 

Thank you for completing the screening survey and expressing interest in taking part in the 

study of conflicting operational priorities and the impact on collaboration. You meet the 

qualifications to participate; however, more people have volunteered than time allows, and 

your name has been added to a waiting list. It is possible participants may be unable to 

participate. If that is the case, I will be back in touch to see if you are still interested. If you 

are interested in receiving the results of the study, please let me know and I can be sure to 

include you on the list receiving a summary of the results. Thank you again for your offer to 

help! 
 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Bontempo 

Doctoral Candidate 

George Washington University, Graduate School of Education and Human Development 

email: dmbontempo@gwu.edu 

mobile: 703-655-4283 

 

 
Notice of Declination to Participate 

 

Subject: Waiting list for the study of conflicting operational priorities 

 

[Name], 

 

Thank you for completing the screening survey and expressing interest in taking part in the 

study of conflicting operational priorities and the impact on collaboration. Unfortunately, you 

did not meet the criteria to proceed with participating in the study. If you are interested in 

receiving the results of the study, please let me know and I can be sure to include you on the 
list receiving a summary of the results. Thank you again for your offer to help! 

 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Bontempo 

Doctoral Candidate 

George Washington University, Graduate School of Education and Human Development 

email: dmbontempo@gwu.edu 

mobile: 703-655-4283  

  

mailto:dmbontempo@gwu.edu
mailto:dmbontempo@gwu.edu
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APPENDIX E: 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Student Investigator: Dawn Bontempo 

Introduction 

You are invited to take part in a research study being conducted by Dawn Bontempo in 

pursuit of a doctorate at The George Washington University. You are being asked if you 

want to take part in this study because you have identified yourself as a member of Senior 

Executive Service (SES) selected prior to October 2019 with diverse views on ways of 

operating public organizations. Please read this form and ask the student investigator any 

questions that will help you decide if you want to be in the study. Taking part is 

completely voluntary. You can stop participating at any time. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to explore the viewpoints of members of the U.S. federal 

government Senior Executive Service (SES) on conflicting operational priorities and the 

impact on collaboration. In public organizations, there are three main ways of operating, 

each with its own ideas and principles. In practice, leaders often mix ideas to create new 

blended approaches. However, when collaborating, blended approaches with conflicting 

ideas can impede progress. 

Procedures: What’s Required of You 

The study will collect data through two activities over the next 2 to 3 months. The first 

activity lasts 60 to 90 minutes and includes an electronic sorting exercise followed by a 

short interview. The second activity is a follow-on interview lasting 45 to 60 minutes 

where we’ll go over the patterns resulting from the analysis across all participants and 

explore what these patterns mean based on your experience. 

• Activity 1: An electronic sorting exercise and a short interview designed to last 

between 60 to 90 minutes.  

• The sorting exercise will be facilitated electronically. You will be asked to 

electronically sort and prioritize 36 statements of the ideas from the three primary 

ways of operating into a distribution grid ranging from most important to most 

unimportant (30-45 minutes duration). 

• The short interview will consist of a limited number of questions (15-30 minutes 

duration). 

• Activity 2: Follow-on interview [NOTE: This activity was removed from the study. 

Additional detail is included in Chapter 3.] 

• In the activity 2 follow-on interview, I will provide results from the analysis 

across participants and together we will explore what the results mean based on 

your experience (45-60 minutes duration). 
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Both activities will be virtual.  

Risks and Confidentiality 

Please check all the boxes to acknowledge you understand the risks associated with 

participating and your rights to withdraw at any time: 

Taking part in any or all parts of this research is completely voluntary. You can stop 

participating at any time. 

You might feel uncomfortable when prioritizing the importance of statements relating to 

the topic of this dissertation and answering questions in the interview following the 

sorting process. If this occurs, you have the autonomy to stop the engagement or not 

answer a question in the interview.  

You might feel uncomfortable when answering questions in the second interview when 

reviewing the results across participants. If this occurs, you have the autonomy to stop the 

engagement or not answer a question in the interview. 

While minimal, the study cannot guarantee your anonymity, but these steps will be taken 

to protect your confidentiality: (1) Keeping all data on an encrypted, password-protected 

computer, (2) Using a participant coding system instead of names for all data files and 

password protecting the file that links the names and codes, and (3) Removing the name 

of your federal organization or other potential identifying data from transcripts. 

The records of this study will be kept private, though they may be reviewed by 

departments of the University responsible for overseeing research safety and compliance. 

Direct quotes you provide may be published as part of this dissertation or other 

publications that result from this research. The dissertation and any published articles or 

presentations resulting from this research will remove any identifying information that 

will make it possible to identify you as a subject.  

Benefits 

Participating in this research will help us understand how SES create blended operational 

approaches and if there are any patterns across participants. Through your insights and 

experience, we can identify conflicting ideas and priorities that may be hindering 

successful collaborations or successful responses to complex issues. Ultimately, your 

participation can help enhance federal collaboration.  

Questions 

Please talk to the research team if you have questions, concerns, complaints, or think you 

have been harmed. You can contact the Principal Investigator, Julia Storberg-Walker, at 

jswalker@gwu.edu. The Student Investigator is Dawn Bontempo, who can be reached at 

dmbontempo@gwu.edu. For questions regarding your rights as a participant in human 

research, call the GWU Office of Human Research at 202-994-2715. 

Documentation of Consent 

I agree to take part in this study. 
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APPENDIX F: 

PARTICIPANT ENGAGEMENT GUIDE 

Participants selected for data collection as a result of the screening survey will be asked 

to participate in two activities over the next 2 to 3 months.  

 

The first activity, Engagement 1, is designed to last 60 to 90 minutes and will collect data 

on participant viewpoints through a Q-sorting exercise and a short post-sorting interview. 

The second activity, Engagement 2, is designed to last 45 to 60 minutes and will collect 

data through a follow-up interview. [NOTE: This activity was removed from the study. 

Additional detail is included in Chapter 3.] Both activities will be virtual using GW 

Zoom.  

 

This Participant Engagement Guide documents the protocols for the two activities and 

follow-up emails. The document is arranged as follows: 

 

• Engagement 1 protocol: Q-sorting and post-sorting interview 

• Actions to be completed 

• Sample scripts  

• Engagement 2 protocol: Follow-up interview 

• Actions to be completed 

• Sample scripts  

• Sample post-participation email messages 

 

Engagement 1 Protocol 

 

Engagement 1 is designed to last 60 to 90 minutes and follows the format of an 

introduction/overview, a Q-sorting exercise, and a short post-sorting interview.  

 

Actions to be Completed 

 

The actions to be completed during Engagement 1 are included in Table 59. 
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Table 59 

 

Checklist of Actions To Be Completed During Engagement 1 

 

Segment Actions to be completed  

Pre-

engagement  

 Invite participant to join the study 

 Receive signed informed consent form 

 Schedule 60-minute virtual engagement  

 Provide link to the Q-sorting exercise with unique studyID 

code as the participation code in the invitation for the 

engagement 

Introduction  

overview 

 Ask participant to change the name to the unique studyID code 

(see below Sample Script: Introduction/Overview) 

 Start recording  

 Ask participant for permission to record 

 Introduce the participant to the study and confirm informed 

consent (see below Sample Script: Introduction/Overview) 

Q-sorting  

exercise 

 Provide an overview of the Q-sorting exercise (see below 

Sample Script: Q-Sorting Exercise) 

 Ask participant to share screen (student investigator 

observation of the Q-sorting exercise) 

 Ask participant to go off camera (student investigator also to 

go off camera) 

 Observe Q-sorting and answer questions that may arise 

 Participant signals Q-sorting is complete 

Post-sorting  

interview 

 Ask participant to turn on camera (student investigator goes on 

camera) 

 Provide an overview of the interview (see below: Sample 

Script: Post-sorting Interview) 

 Share screen and show participant’s final sort 

 Conduct interview (see below: Sample Script: Post-sorting 

Interview) 

 Thank participant 

 Stop recording 

 Show participant how to change the name within Zoom back 

to their name  

Post  

Engagement 1 

 Review Zoom transcript and edit to remove names/ 

organizations 

 Review Zoom recording to confirm observations during the Q-

sorting exercise 

 Delete Zoom files 

 File and store transcript and observation notes with unique 

studyID code on password-protected computer 

 Send thank you email (see below: Sample email: Email 

Following Engagement 1) 
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Sample Scripts 

 

Sample Script: Introduction/Overview  

 

Thank you for meeting with me. Before we begin, I would like to ask you to change your 

name on the Zoom recording. I will show you how to change it back once we complete 

this meeting. This is one of the ways I am protecting your privacy and the confidentiality 

of the data during this process. 

 

1. At the bottom of the screen you will see participants. Please click on participants. 

2. A list of participants is now on the left side of your Zoom screen. 

3. Roll your mouse over the participants. 

4. You will see a ‘more’ button come up. Please click on ‘more.’ 

5. When you click on ‘more,’ you will see rename. Please click on rename. 

6. A new box opens. Please type [provide unique studyID code] into the space for name. 

7. Please click on rename. 

 

Thank you! I would like to record this session. I will need to ask your permission to 

record once I start. Ready? [Start recording]. Do I have your permission to record? 

 

Introduction: Thank you for taking the time to participate in my doctoral dissertation 

research. I am interested in understanding more about conflicting operational priorities 

and the impact on collaboration in the federal government.  

 

Informed Consent: Just a reminder that when we were scheduling our time together 

today, I asked you to sign and return the informed consent form. This consent form 

outlined your rights as a participant, including that you are free to stop the engagement at 

any time or skip any questions in the post-sorting interview. I will be taking precautions 

to protect your privacy and the confidentiality of the data throughout this process. Any 

questions or concerns? 

 

Overview of the Study: The purpose of this study is to explore the SES viewpoints on 

conflicting operational priorities and the impact on collaboration.  

 

Our time today will focus on how you prioritize conflicting operational priorities, and in 

our second meeting we will explore the impact on collaboration. 

As background, in public organizations, there are three main ways of operating, each with 

its own ideas and principles. In practice, leaders often mix ideas from all three of these 

ways of operating to create new blended approaches. This requires prioritization of the 

ideas.  

In the first part of today, you will complete an electronic sorting exercise, which will ask 

you to prioritize many conflicting ideas. The second part of today will be a short post-

sorting interview.  

Do you have any questions before I provide more detail on the sorting exercise? 

 



288 

Sample Script: Q-sorting Exercise  

 

In this sorting exercise, you will rank a set of 36 statements into a grid like the one I am 

showing you now (Figure 1). This will be done electronically. A reminder, there is no 

right or wrong way to place the statements in the electronic grid. 

 

In this calendar invite, there is a link to the electronic sorting tool and your unique 

studyID code for the sorting exercise. Please click on the link. 

 

The software will now ask you to enter your participation code. Please enter the code that 

was provided in the calendar invite and click submit. 

 

If you are in the software, I would now like to request that we go off camera and that you 

begin sharing just the part of your screen that includes the software.  

 

I will first walk you through how to share just the software and then we will go off 

camera. 

 

At the bottom of the Zoom meeting, you will see ‘share screen.’ Please click on share 

screen. Depending on how many windows you have open on your desktop, a lot of 

windows may open. I’d like you to locate the one with the browser you are using and 

“Online Q-Methodology Software.”  

 

Please click on that window. 

 

Excellent. I can see the software, but not the remainder of your screen. 

 

Next, I ask that we both go off camera. 

 

The screen you see now includes the instructions for the sorting exercise.  

 

In this sorting exercise, you will rank a set of 36 statements into a grid on the screen. This 

is accomplished in two steps.  

 

Step 1: Pre-sorting, which allows you to electronically sort the statements into three piles: 

more important, less important, neutral. 

 

Step 2. Sorting the statements into the grid, which involves dragging the statements from 

the three piles into the grid.  

 

There is no right or wrong way to sort the statements into the grid. 

 

Please click on begin pre-sorting. 

 

Please read the instructions at the top of this page. You will see all 36 statements on this 

page.  
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Please read through the statements and organize them into three electronic piles. At the 

bottom of each electronic card, you will notice: 

 

A “Down Arrow” with the words less important 

A “Dash” with the word neutral 

An “Up Arrow” with the words more important 

 

a. Click on the “Up Arrow” at the bottom of the card to electronically place the card in 

the pile with the statements you feel are most important, corresponding to the right 

side of the grid. 

b. Click on the “Down Arrow” at the bottom of the card to electronically place the cards 

in the pile with the statements you feel are most unimportant, corresponding to the 

left side of the grid.  

c. Use the “Dash” to electronically place the cards in the middle, corresponding to the 

statements that are neither important nor unimportant.  

 

When finished, click Next and you will see the instructions for the sorting exercise.  

 

The piles you just created are there to assist, but you are free to drag the card to any 

placement on the grid.  

 

Let me know when you are finished and click submit. 

 

I will be off camera observing as you go through this process. 

 

 
Figure 1 

 

Grid Supporting Sorting Exercise 

 

Most 

important

Most 

unimportant
Neutral

+10-4 -3 -2 -1 +4+3+2

Please sort the provided statements from those you view as most important to 

most unimportant in governance. 
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Sample Script: Post-sorting Interview  

 

Thank you! Let’s go back on camera. I am going to share my screen and pull up your sort 

so you can see the submitted grid.  

 

1. What were you thinking about in terms of context when you completed this exercise?  

Potential follow-on: Was there a specific example or situation that helped you with 

the sorting? Please tell me about it and how it helped you with the prioritization.  

2. Consider the two statements you placed in the +4 “Most Important” column. What 

did ‘most important’ mean to you?  

Potential follow-on: Why did you place those statements as most important? What do 

those statements mean to you?  

3. Consider the two statements you placed in the -4 “Most Unimportant” column. What 

did ‘most unimportant’ mean to you?  

Potential follow-on: Why did you place them there? What do those statements mean 

to you?  

4. Which statements were the most difficult to place? Why?  

5. Which statements were the easiest to place? Why? 

6. As you sorted the cards, did you find any statements missing? What were they? 

Where would you place that card and why? 

7. Is there anything else that you would like to share? 

 

We are done with the questions.  

 

As for next steps, I will be conducting this same engagement with 10 to 12 other 

participants as part of the study. This will be followed by the data analysis to see where 

there are similarities and differences on where participants placed the statements. 

I will then request a second meeting. In our second meeting, I will bring the results of the 

analysis and we will explore what the results mean based on your experience.  

Do you have any additional comments or thoughts for me?  

Thank you so much for your time today. I will stop the recording now.  

 

Conclusion 

 

[Stop recording]. Now that we’ve finished, let’s change your name back.  

1. At the bottom of the screen you will see participants. Please click on participants. 

2. A list of participants is now on the left side of your Zoom screen. 

3. Roll your mouse over the participants. 

4. You will see a ‘more’ button come up; please click on ‘more.’ 

5. When you click on ‘more,’ you will see rename. Please click on rename. 

6. A new box opens. Please type your name into the space for name. 

7. Please click on rename. 

 

Thank you!  
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Sample Email: Email Following Engagement 1  

 

Subject: Thank you so much for meeting with me on conflicting operational priorities  

 

[Name], 

 

Thank you so much for meeting with me and participating in my research study on 

conflicting operational priorities and the impacts to collaboration. I very much appreciate 

your time and willingness to contribute.  

 

Over the next few weeks, I will complete similar exercises with other SES and analyze 

the results. You will hear from me following the analysis to schedule a follow-on 

interview where we will go over the patterns resulting from the analysis across all 

participants and explore what these patterns mean based on your experience. [NOTE: 

This activity was removed from the study. Additional detail is included in Chapter 3.] 

 

Thank you again and I look forward to meeting with you to learn more! 

 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Bontempo  

 

 

Engagement 2 Protocol 

 

Engagement 2 is an interview designed to last 45 to 60 minutes. [NOTE: This activity 

was removed from the study. Additional detail is included in Chapter 3.] 
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APPENDIX G: 

SCREENSHOTS FROM THE CONFIGURED SOFTWARE 

Figures 37 to 41 show sample screenshots of the configured software used to capture the 

participant Q-sorts.  

 

Figure 37 

Screenshot of the Login Page Where Participants Entered Their UniqueID  

 
 

 

Figure 38 

Screenshot of the Instructions Displayed Before Beginning the Presorting of the Q-Sample  
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Figure 39 

Screenshot of the Presorting Page Where Participants Presorted the Statements into Less 

Important, Neutral, and More Important Electronic Piles  

 

 
 

 

Figure 40 

Screenshot of Instructions Displayed Before Beginning the Sorting 

 
 



294 

Figure 41 

 

Screenshot of the Sorting Page Where Participants Dragged the Statements to the Placement in 

the Grid  
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APPENDIX H: 

Q-SORT DATA SORTED BY Q-SAMPLE NUMBER 

Table 60 shows the raw data for all Q-sorts sorted by Q-sample statement number.  

Table 60 

 

Participant Q-Sorts Arranged by Q-Sample Statement Number  

  G
JM

949 

D
Q

B
435 

K
N

H
746 

C
T

M
755 

V
IM

454 

Z
D

F
756 

JC
R

942 

IP
A

738 

X
Z

U
440 

IQ
C

125 

W
R

O
336 

A
G

T
970 

O
L

P
808 

A
U

H
687 

N
V

L
706 

E
K

M
772 

1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 0 4 -2 0 3 -2 1 

2 0 -4 0 2 -2 -3 -2 -2 -1 -3 -4 -2 1 0 -1 -4 
3 3 -2 -3 -3 4 1 3 4 -1 0 -2 1 1 -1 0 0 

4 -4 -1 -4 0 -1 -4 -4 1 -2 -4 -2 1 -4 -4 -2 -1 
5 1 -3 4 0 1 0 0 -2 1 1 0 -2 3 1 3 -1 

6 0 -3 -4 0 -1 1 -2 -3 0 -1 -2 -4 -4 -2 1 1 
7 -1 -1 0 -1 -4 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 -1 -1 0 -1 

8 1 -2 0 3 4 -1 0 3 2 2 2 -1 2 0 4 1 

9 -3 2 -1 0 3 4 3 -1 -2 2 1 3 1 2 -3 1 
10 -2 1 0 -4 -1 4 -2 3 4 -1 2 4 4 -1 1 3 

11 2 -1 4 4 0 1 1 -3 1 0 -1 -1 2 1 3 3 
12 3 0 -2 -2 -1 -1 0 -1 -2 -1 -3 1 -3 2 1 0 

13 -3 3 -1 4 -1 3 -3 4 3 -2 -1 -1 1 0 -3 1 
14 -3 0 -2 1 0 -2 4 -4 -3 -3 1 0 -1 -1 -3 -3 

15 -4 0 0 2 0 0 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 -1 
16 -2 4 1 3 2 3 -1 2 0 4 4 4 3 0 1 1 

17 -1 3 3 -3 -3 2 1 3 1 -1 2 2 2 -1 3 -3 

18 -2 2 -1 -3 1 2 1 -1 1 2 1 1 0 3 0 0 
19 1 -1 2 2 0 3 -1 0 -1 -3 0 -1 4 1 2 2 

20 2 0 -1 -2 0 2 4 -1 2 -2 1 2 -1 1 2 -2 
21 -1 1 -1 2 1 -2 -1 -1 -1 -2 0 -1 -1 2 1 0 

22 -1 -2 1 -1 -3 0 -3 0 -3 -2 -1 -2 -3 -4 -1 2 
23 1 -1 2 3 3 2 2 1 3 1 3 2 0 4 4 2 

24 2 -2 0 -1 -2 -1 0 0 -1 1 -1 1 -2 -2 -4 0 
25 4 4 3 -2 1 1 2 2 0 3 -1 1 2 4 0 4 

26 0 0 3 0 0 -1 -1 -2 -3 -1 0 0 1 -1 -1 -2 

27 3 1 1 1 2 -1 2 1 2 4 -2 -1 -1 1 -2 4 
28 -2 2 -2 1 -2 1 0 0 -4 0 -3 0 -1 -2 -1 2 

29 -1 -4 1 -1 -3 -3 -3 -2 -2 -4 0 -3 0 -3 -2 -4 
30 2 0 1 -1 -1 0 2 2 4 3 1 0 -2 3 2 0 

31 -1 3 2 1 -2 0 -1 -4 -4 1 -4 -3 1 -3 -1 3 
32 4 -3 -3 -4 3 -3 1 -1 3 1 -3 -3 -2 -2 -1 -2 

33 0 1 -2 -1 2 -4 -1 -3 -1 2 1 -4 -2 -3 -4 -3 

34 0 2 1 -2 1 -1 1 1 0 -1 3 2 0 0 1 -1 
35 0 -1 -1 1 -4 -2 -2 0 0 0 2 3 3 0 2 -2 

36 1 1 -3 0 1 -2 -4 0 1 3 -1 3 -3 1 0 -1 
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APPENDIX I: 

Q-SORT DATA SORTED BY DATA SCORE 

Table 61 includes the raw data for all Q-sorts sorted by data score. 

Table 61 

 

Participant Q-Sorts Arranged by Data Score  
 

G
JM

949 

D
Q

B
435 

K
N

H
746 

C
T

M
755 

V
IM

454 

Z
D

F
756 

JC
R

942 

IP
A

738 

X
Z

U
440 

IQ
C

125 

W
R

O
336 

A
G

T
970 

O
L

P
808 

A
U

H
687 

N
V

L
706 

E
K

M
772 

+4 25 25 5 11 8 9 20 3 10 16 1 16 10 23 23 27 

+4 32 16 11 13 3 10 14 13 30 27 16 10 19 25 8 25 
+3 3 13 26 16 23 13 9 17 13 36 7 36 35 1 5 10 

+3 27 17 17 23 32 19 15 8 32 25 34 9 5 18 17 11 
+3 12 31 25 8 9 16 3 10 23 30 23 35 16 30 11 31 

+2 30 9 23 15 33 23 23 30 27 18 10 34 25 15 35 19 
+2 11 34 31 2 27 20 30 15 1 9 35 17 11 9 30 23 

+2 24 28 19 21 16 17 27 25 8 8 17 20 8 21 20 28 

+2 20 18 1 19 1 18 25 16 20 33 8 23 17 12 19 22 
+1 1 36 34 27 34 3 18 27 11 24 18 24 26 11 6 13 

+1 8 21 16 14 25 6 11 34 18 15 33 4 2 27 12 1 
+1 36 1 30 31 21 11 1 7 17 32 9 3 3 19 34 8 

+1 5 10 27 28 18 1 17 1 36 23 20 18 9 36 21 6 
+1 19 27 29 35 5 28 34 4 5 31 14 25 31 5 16 9 

+1 23 33 22 1 36 25 32 23 15 5 30 12 13 20 10 16 
0 35 20 8 6 19 15 7 24 7 35 29 7 1 13 25 21 

0 2 26 7 4 11 30 8 36 25 11 21 30 18 8 15 12 

0 33 30 15 5 15 5 5 35 34 1 26 15 23 34 7 18 
0 34 14 24 36 26 7 24 19 35 7 19 14 29 16 3 30 

0 6 15 2 9 14 31 28 22 6 28 5 26 15 35 18 24 
0 26 12 10 26 20 22 12 28 16 3 15 28 34 2 36 3 

-1 29 4 13 33 12 27 21 20 2 17 13 13 7 14 31 15 
-1 21 35 9 29 6 34 19 21 21 12 24 11 28 17 22 36 

-1 17 11 35 22 30 24 33 32 24 26 36 8 21 7 28 7 
-1 22 7 20 24 13 26 16 12 3 10 11 19 14 26 2 34 

-1 7 23 18 30 10 8 31 9 33 34 22 27 20 3 32 4 

-1 31 19 21 7 4 12 26 18 19 6 25 21 27 10 26 5 
-2 28 3 33 20 28 21 10 2 29 13 3 1 32 24 27 26 

-2 10 8 14 34 24 35 2 26 12 21 6 2 30 6 4 35 
-2 16 24 12 12 31 14 6 5 9 22 4 5 33 32 1 20 

-2 18 22 28 25 2 36 35 29 4 20 27 22 24 28 29 32 
-3 14 6 32 17 22 29 13 33 14 19 12 29 36 33 13 17 

-3 13 5 36 3 17 2 22 6 26 14 28 31 22 31 9 33 

-3 9 32 3 18 29 32 29 11 22 2 32 32 12 29 14 14 
-4 15 29 6 10 35 4 36 14 31 29 2 33 4 22 24 29 

-4 4 2 4 32 7 33 4 31 28 4 31 6 6 4 33 2 
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APPENDIX J: 

UNDERSTANDING THE CALCULATIONS 

IN FACTOR ARRAY COMPILATION 

 This appendix is provided to assist the reader in understanding the calculations 

behind the KADE analysis software. I used Brown (1980) as the guide to show the 

calculations used to compile the factor arrays. Each of the factors represents a viewpoint 

on blending the core ideas into hybrid government models from the Q-sorts that loaded 

significantly to that factor. The purpose of calculating the z-scores is to explore the scores 

from the individual Q-sorts in aggregate, in other words as a composite of the Q-sorts 

loading to that factor (S. R. Brown, 1980). Using Factor 1 as the example, there are five 

Q-sorts with significant loadings to Factor 1.  

 The raw data scores for each of the Q-sorts in Factor 1 are included in Table 62. 

The raw data score reflects the placement of each Q-sample statement in the Q-sort grid. 

The number corresponds to the column number in which the statement was placed, 

ranging from -4 to +4. 

 

Table 62 

 

Raw Data Scores for Each of the Q-Sorts in Factor 1  

Q-Sample  

statement  

number 

AGT970  

raw data  

scores 

DBQ435  

raw data  

scores 

ZDF756  

raw data  

scores 

IPA738  

raw data  

scores 

WRO336  

raw data  

scores 

1 -2 +1 +1 +1 +4 

2 -2 -4 -3 -2 -4 

3 +1 -2 +1 +4 -2 

4 +1 -1 -4 +1 -2 

5 -2 -3 0 -2 0 

6 -4 -3 +1 -3 -2 

7 0 -1 0 +1 +3 

8 -1 -2 -1 +3 +2 

9 +3 +2 +4 -1 +1 

10 +4 +1 +4 +3 +2 

11 -1 -1 1 -3 -1 

12 +1 0 -1 -1 -3 

13 -1 +3 +3 +4 -1 

14 0 0 -2 -4 +1 

15 0 0 0 +2 0 

16 +4 +4 +3 +2 +4 

17 +2 +3 +2 +3 +2 

18 +1 +2 +2 -1 +1 

19 -1 -1 +3 0 0 

20 +2 0 +2 -1 +1 

21 -1 +1 -2 -1 0 
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Q-Sample  

statement  

number 

AGT970  

raw data  

scores 

DBQ435  

raw data  

scores 

ZDF756  

raw data  

scores 

IPA738  

raw data  

scores 

WRO336  

raw data  

scores 

22 -2 -2 0 0 -1 

23 +2 -1 +2 +1 +3 

24 +1 -2 -1 0 -1 

25 +1 +4 +1 +2 -1 

26 0 0 -1 -2 0 

27 -1 +1 -1 +1 -2 

28 0 +2 +1 0 -3 

29 -3 -4 -3 -2 0 

30 0 0 0 +2 +1 

31 -3 3 0 -4 -4 

32 -3 -3 -3 -1 -3 

33 -4 +1 -4 -3 +1 

34 +2 +2 -1 +1 +3 

35 +3 -1 -2 0 +2 

36 +3 +1 -2 0 -1 

 

 

The factor leading table for Factor 1 (Table 63) illustrates that each Q-sort has a 

distinct loading for Factor 1. The higher the loading, the more significant the Q-sort is to 

the factor. As a result, each Q-sort in Factor 1 does not equally contribute to the factor. 

To account for these differences, a weight must be assigned to each Q-sort to show the 

relative weight of a particular Q-sort in reflecting Factor 1. Starting with the factor 

loading for each of the Q-sorts within Factor 1, I calculated the weight for each Q-sort 

using the equation below (S. R. Brown, 1980), where w is the weight and f is the factor 

loading. 

 

• 𝑤 = 𝑓/(1 − 𝑓2) 

• 𝑤𝐴𝐺𝑇970 = 0.7996/(1 − (0.7996)2 = 1.25 

 

I then calculated the absolute value of the reciprocal of the largest weight (S. R. 

Brown, 1980). This was the Q-sort for participant AGT970.  

 

• 𝑎𝑏𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑢𝑡𝑒 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 𝑜𝑓 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑤 =
1

𝑤𝐴𝐺𝑇970
= 0.45 

 

I multiplied each of the weights by this absolute value of the reciprocal of the 

largest weight. This calculated value was then multiplied by 10 to give the final factor 

weight for the five Q-sorts in Factor 1. The Q-sort for participant AGT970 therefore had 

a calculated factor weight of 10, and the remaining Q-sorts had a calculated factor weight 

relative to the Q-sort for participant AGT970 as the highest loading Q-sort. The results of 

the factor weight calculations for Factor 1 are in Table 63. These are the same values 

returned in the KADE analysis software.  



299 

Table 63 

 

Factor Weight Calculations for Factor 1  

Q-sort 

Factor  

loading Weight (w) 

Absolute value 

of the reciprocal  

of the largest w 

Absolute 

value * w 

Factor 

weight 

AGT970 0.781 2.00 0.50 1 10 

DQB435 0.7306 1.57 0.50 0.78 7.826 

ZDF756 0.6462 1.11 0.50 0.55 5.541 

IPA738 0.6229 1.02 0.50 0.51 5.083 

WRO336 0.5573 0.81 0.50 0.40 4.037 

 

 

Using the factor weight for each Q-sort, I calculated the weighted score for each 

Q-sample statement in each Q-sort by multiplying the raw data scores (Table 62) by the 

factor weight. The weighted scores for each Q-sort are included in Table 64.  

I next calculated the sum of all the weighted scores by individual statements in the Q-

sample for Factor 1. The totals are reflected in the column “Total” in Table 64. Using the 

totals for each Q-sample statement, I calculated the standard deviation for the weighted 

scores (standard deviation = 50.68).  

I calculated the z-score next. The z-score represented the merger of the weighted 

scores across Factor 1 into the composite Q-sort spanning the Q-sample statements. The 

z-score was calculated using the formula below: 

 

• 𝑧 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = (𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 − 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛)/𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑑𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 

 

The mean for the data remains zero, aligning with the original Q-sort grid. The z-score 

for each Q-sample statement is presented in the column “z-score” in Table 64. 

. 
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Table 64 

 

Weighted Scores for Each of the Q-Sorts in Factor 1  

 

Q-Sample 

Statement 

Number 

AGT970 

weighted 

scores 

DBQ435 

weighted 

scores 

ZDF756 

weighted 

scores 

IPA738 

weighted 

scores 

WRO336 

weighted 

scores 

Total z-score 

1 -20 7.83 5.54 5.08 16.15 14.60 0.288 

2 -20 -31.3 -16.62 -10.17 -16.15 -94.24 -1.859 

3 10 -15.7 5.54 20.33 -8.07 12.15 0.240 

4 10 -7.8 -22.16 5.08 -8.07 -22.98 -0.453 

5 -20 -23.5 0.00 -10.17 0.00 -53.64 -1.058 

6 -40 -23.5 5.54 -15.25 -8.07 -81.26 -1.603 

7 0 -7.8 0.00 5.08 12.11 9.37 0.185 

8 -10 -15.7 -5.54 15.25 8.07 -7.87 -0.155 

9 30 15.7 22.16 -5.08 4.04 66.77 1.317 

10 40 7.8 22.16 15.25 8.07 93.31 1.841 

11 -10 -7.8 5.54 -15.25 -4.04 -31.57 -0.623 

12 10 0.0 -5.54 -5.08 -12.11 -12.74 -0.251 

13 -10 23.5 16.62 20.33 -4.04 46.40 0.915 

14 0 0.0 -11.08 -20.33 4.04 -27.38 -0.540 

15 0 0.0 0.00 10.17 0.00 10.17 0.201 

16 40 31.3 16.62 10.17 16.15 114.24 2.254 

17 20 23.5 11.08 15.25 8.07 77.88 1.537 

18 10 15.7 11.08 -5.08 4.04 35.69 0.704 

19 -10 -7.8 16.62 0.00 0.00 -1.20 -0.024 

20 20 0.0 11.08 -5.08 4.04 30.04 0.593 

21 -10 7.8 -11.08 -5.08 0.00 -18.34 -0.362 

22 -20 -15.7 0.00 0.00 -4.04 -39.69 -0.783 

23 20 -7.8 11.08 5.08 12.11 40.45 0.798 

24 10 -15.7 -5.54 0.00 -4.04 -15.23 -0.301 

25 10 31.3 5.54 10.17 -4.04 52.97 1.045 

26 0 0.0 -5.54 -10.17 0.00 -15.71 -0.310 

27 -10 7.8 -5.54 5.08 -8.07 -10.71 -0.211 

28 0 15.7 5.54 0.00 -12.11 9.08 0.179 

29 -30 -31.3 -16.62 -10.17 0.00 -88.09 -1.738 

30 0 0.0 0.00 10.17 4.04 14.20 0.280 

31 -30 23.5 0.00 -20.33 -16.15 -43.00 -0.848 

32 -30 -23.5 -16.62 -5.08 -12.11 -87.30 -1.722 

33 -40 7.8 -22.16 -15.25 4.04 -65.55 -1.293 

34 20 15.7 -5.54 5.08 12.11 47.31 0.933 

35 30 -7.8 -11.08 0.00 8.07 19.17 0.378 

36 30 7.8 -11.08 0.00 -4.04 22.71 0.448 

Standard deviation 50.68  
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I then sorted the z-score from highest z-score to lowest z-score and assigned the 

Q-sample statement to a column in the composite Q-sort grid for Factor 1, as shown in 

Table 65. The resorting results in the factor score for each Q-sample statement in the 

composite Q-sort. 

 

Table 65 

 

Placement of Each Q-Sample Statement in the Composite Q-Sort  

z-score sorted highest 

to lowest values 

Corresponding Q-sample  

statement number 

Factor score (Placement  

in the Composite Q-sort) 

2.254 16 +4 

1.841 10 +4 

1.537 17 +3 

1.317 9 +3 

1.045 25 +3 

0.933 34 +2 

0.915 13 +2 

0.798 23 +2 

0.704 18 +2 

0.593 20 +1 

0.448 36 +1 

0.378 35 +1 

0.288 1 +1 

0.280 30 +1 

0.240 3 +1 

0.201 15 0 

0.185 7 0 

0.179 28 0 

-0.024 19 0 

-0.155 8 0 

-0.211 27 0 

-0.251 12 -1 

-0.301 24 -1 

-0.310 26 -1 

-0.362 21 -1 

-0.453 4 -1 

-0.540 14 -1 

-0.623 11 -2 

-0.783 22 -2 

-0.848 31 -2 

-1.058 5 -2 

-1.293 33 -3 

-1.603 6 -3 

-1.722 32 -3 

-1.738 29 -4 

-1.859 2 -4 
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To understand the factors, two additional calculations were needed. The first is 

the composite reliability and the second is the standard error for the factor z-scores. 

Composite reliability is a quantification of the stability. It measures the reliability that a 

similar factor score for a statement will be produced if the same Q-sample statements are 

administered through another Q-sort. According to Brown (1980), it is the extent that the 

factor will be “regarded as reliable and the errors associated with the scores minimal” (S. 

R. Brown, 1980, p. 244). The reliability coefficient for a person sorting the statements 

again in the same manner is 0.80 (Brown, 1980). As a result, the calculation for 

composite reliability can be found below, where p is the number of participants in the 

factor. 

 

• 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 (𝑟𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟) = (0.80 ∗ 𝑝)/(1 +
(𝑝 − 1) ∗ 0.80)  
 

For Factor 1, this equates to 0.952 composite reliability. The standard error for the 

factor scores uses the composite reliability and the standard deviation of the forced 

distribution of the sorting grid. Since the scores were normalized, the standard deviation 

is 1.00. The standard error for the factor scores is calculated as 

 

• 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝐸𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑟 (𝑆𝐸𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟) = 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑑𝑒𝑣𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 ∗ √(1 − 𝑟𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟) 

• 𝑆𝐸𝐹𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 1 = 1.0 ∗ √1 − 0.952 = 0.219  
 

This appendix explained the calculations performed in compiling the factor array using 

Factor 1 as an example. 
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APPENDIX K: 

AGGREGATED DATA CANVAS 

This appendix includes the indicators in the Aggregated Data Canvas for each 

factor.  

Table 66 includes the map of the data in the aggregated data canvas for each factor. 

 

Table 66 

 

Map of the Data Included on the Aggregated Data Canvas  

Indicator or 

Data 

Definition 

Data Composite Q-sort 

Data Individual Q-sorts within the factor 

Indicator 1 Alignment of the composite Q-sort to the governance paradigms 

Indicator 2 Distinguishing statements as calculated by the KADE analysis software 

Indicator 3 Statements with factor scores of +4 and +3 in the composite Q-sort 

Indicator 4  Statements with factor scores of -4 and -3 in the composite Q-sort 

Indicator 5  Statements with higher factor scores than found in either of the other two factors 

Indicator 6  Statements with lower factor scores than found in either of the other two factors 

Indicator 7 Alignment to the dimensions 

Data  Demographic and screening information by factor 

Data  Number of cabinet agencies represented by factor 

 

The code mapping from initial coding to the 21 codes resulting from the first 

cycle of coding is included in Table 67. 

 

Table 67 

Codes, Code Definitions, and Code Mapping from First-Cycle Coding  

Code Resulting 

from First-Cycle 

Coding 

Code definition Codes from initial coding 

mapped to first-cycle 

coding 

Accountability Responses reflecting on accountability within 

the civil service 

Accountability 

Balance Responses indicating the importance of balance 

across different priorities 

Balance 

Citizens Responses speaking to citizens and the role of 

the citizen 

Citizens, Engagement 

with citizens 

Civil service in 
the republic and 

democracy 

Responses with a strategic view of democracy 
in a republic and the role of the civil service 

Civil service in 
democracy, Republic 

Collaboration Responses that speak to collaboration Collaboration, 
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Code Resulting 

from First-Cycle 

Coding 

Code definition Codes from initial coding 

mapped to first-cycle 

coding 

Competition vs 

collaboration 

Congress and 

appropriations 

Responses speaking to the federal appropriation 

process and the role of Congress in constraints, 

such as funding  

Appropriations, Costs and 

benefits, Impact of 

Congress 

Contractors Responses speaking to the role of contractors Contractors 

Customers Responses reflecting on customers and the role 

of customers 

Customers 

Decision-making Responses articulating how and with what 

criteria they make decisions 

Decision-making 

Diversity Responses speaking to diversity and inclusion Diversity 

Doing the right 

things 

Responses articulating the need to do the right 

thing and not always following the processes 

Clarity of Intent, Doing 

the right things 

Fair and equitable Responses articulating the need for fair and 

equitable treatment and how to achieve it 

Equity, Fairness 

Following 

processes 

Responses specific to process and the role of 

processes 

Cadence of operations, 

Disadvantageous, 

Process, Risk, Market 

research 

Government is 

different than 

business 

Responses articulating the differences between 

government and the private sector 

Government is different 

than business 

Impartiality Responses articulating the need for political 

neutrality, impartiality, and nonpartisanship in 

the civil service 

Impartiality, Neutrality, 

Nonpartisanship, Politics 

Integrity Responses articulating the need for integrity Integrity 

Leadership in 

civil service 

Responses speaking to leadership in the civil 

service more strategically 

Leadership in civil 

service, Serving in 

multiple agencies, 

Reinventing government 

Mission Responses articulating the role of the 

organization’s mission in prioritizing 

Mission, Spectrum of 

agency interaction, 

Regulatory 

Neutral zone Responses specific to the middle part of the grid  Neutral zone 

Serving Responses speaking to the oath civil servants 

make and the motivation for serving citizens 

Oath to the Constitution, 

Service motivation, 

Serving citizens, serving 

Trust Responses speaking to trust Trust 
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The consolidated demographic information and cabinet information is provided 

here with the remaining data in the aggregated data canvas included by factor next.  
 

Table 68 

 

Demographic and Screening Information by Factor  

Demographic and 

screening question 

Answers Factor 

1 

Factor 

2 

Factor 

3 

Years as an SES 5 years – 14 years 11 months 4 5 4 

15 years – 24 years 11 months 1 1 0 

Years as a Career Civil 

Servant 

15 years – 24 years 11 months 0 1 1 

Over 25 years 5 5 3 

Gender Male 2 3 1 

Female 3 3 3 

Question 6. Given the 

following three 

statements, select the 

ONE you prioritize as 

most important. 

a. Political neutrality is critical to 

public organizations 

3 3 2 

b. Contractors provide essential 

expertise and support to public 

organizations 

1 2 1 

c. It is important that citizens be 

prioritized over processes 

1 1 1 

Question 7. Given the 

following three 

statements, select the 

ONE you prioritize as 

most important. 

a. It is important that public 

organizations represent and consider 

all citizens 

4 5 2 

b. Public organizations should run like 

a business 

1 1 2 

c. Ideally, public organizations should 

have enough personnel to administer 

services without contractors 

0 0 0 

 

Factor 1 

Composite Q-Sort 

Figure 42 

 

Composite Q-Sort for Factor 1 
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Individual Q-Sorts Within the Factor 

 

Table 69 

 

Participant Q-Sorts Within the Factor  

Sort Value AGT970 DQB435 ZDF756 IPA738 WRO336 

+4 16 25 9 3 1 

+4 10 16 10 13 16 

+3 36 13 13 17 7 

+3 9 17 19 8 34 

+3 35 31 16 10 23 

+2 34 9 23 30 10 

+2 17 34 20 15 35 

+2 20 28 17 25 17 

+2 23 18 18 16 8 

+1 24 36 3 27 18 

+1 4 21 6 34 33 

+1 3 1 11 7 9 

+1 18 10 1 1 20 

+1 25 27 28 4 14 

+1 12 33 25 23 30 

0 7 20 15 24 29 

0 30 26 30 36 21 

0 15 30 5 35 26 

0 14 14 7 19 19 

0 26 15 31 22 5 

0 28 12 22 28 15 

-1 13 4 27 20 13 

-1 11 35 34 21 24 

-1 8 11 24 32 36 

-1 19 7 26 12 11 

+10-4 -3 -2 -1 +4+3+2

161734201512113329

10913367242262

25233528263132

18119215

3084

32714
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-1 27 23 8 9 22 

-1 21 19 12 18 25 

-2 1 3 21 2 3 

-2 2 8 35 26 6 

-2 5 24 14 5 4 

-2 22 22 36 29 27 

-3 29 6 29 33 12 

-3 31 5 2 6 28 

-3 32 32 32 11 32 

-4 33 29 4 14 2 

-4 6 2 33 31 31 

 

Indicator 1: Alignment of the Composite Q-Sort to the Governance Paradigms 

Figure 43 

 

Indicator 1: Full Composite Q-Sort with Q-Sample Number and Governance Paradigms 

 
 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements as Calculated by the KADE Analysis 

Software 

Table 70 

 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 1  

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Factor 

Score 

Factor 1 

z-score Governance 

Paradigm 

16 The most important defining qualities of a 

civil servant are impartiality, accurateness, 

and integrity 

4 2.25 TPA 

10 Political neutrality is critical in public 

organizations 

4 1.84 TPA 

9 It is important that public organizations 

represent and consider all citizens 

3 1.32 EPS 

13 It is important for a civil servant to be a 2 0.92 TPA 
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nonpartisan expert 

3 It is important that citizens be prioritized 

over processes 

1 0.24 EPS 

28 Public organizations receive direction from 

elected officials 

0 0.18 TPA 

8 It is important to have clear performance 

criteria 

0 -0.16 NPM 

4 Ideally, public organizations should have 

enough personnel to administer services 

without contractors 

-1 -0.45 TPA 

11 Contracting is critical to government 

operations 

-2 -0.62 NPM 

5 Contractors provide essential expertise and 

support to public organizations 

-2 -1.06 NPM 

2 It is important to use private-sector practices -4 -1.86 NPM 

Indicator 3: Statements with Factor Scores of +4 and +3 in the Composite Q-Sort 

Table 71 

 

Indicator 3: Statements with Factor Scores of +4, +3 of the Composite Q-Sort for Factor 1  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 1 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

+4 16 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are impartiality, accurateness, and integrity 

TPA 

+4 10 Political neutrality is critical in public organizations TPA 

+3 17 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are results-driven, customer awareness, and a 

drive for effectiveness and efficiency 

NPM 

+3 9 It is important that public organizations represent and 

consider all citizens 

EPS 

+3 25 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

research and analysis of multiple alternatives 

TPA 

 

Indicator 4: Statements with Factor Scores of -4 and -3 in the Composite Q-Sort 

Table 72 

 

Indicator 4: Statements with Factor Scores of -4, -3 of the Composite Q-Sort for Factor 1  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 1 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

-4 2 It is important to use private-sector practices NPM 

-4 29 A public organization should run like a business NPM 

-3 32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

NPM 
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-3 6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

EPS 

-3 33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable EPS 

 

Indicator 5: Statements with Higher Factor Scores Than Found in Either of the 

Other Two Factors 

Table 73 

 

Indicator 5: Ten Statements with Higher Factor Scores in Factor 1 Than in Either Factor 2 or 

Factor 3  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 1 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

-1 4 Ideally, public organizations should have enough 

personnel to administer services without contractors 

TPA 

0 7 It is important for civil servants to comply with 

standard operating procedures 

TPA 

+3 9 It is important that public organizations represent and 

consider all citizens 

EPS 

+4 10 Political neutrality is critical in public organizations TPA 

+2 13 It is important for a civil servant to be a nonpartisan 

expert 

TPA 

-1 14 It is important for a civil servant to be a public 

entrepreneur 

NPM 

+4 16 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are impartiality, accurateness, and integrity 

TPA 

+2 18 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are external focus, responsiveness, and an 

openness that invites collaboration 

EPS 

0 28 Public organizations receive direction from elected 

officials 

TPA 

+2 34 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

civil servants adhere to processes and procedures 

TPA 

 

Indicator 6: Statements with Lower Factor Scores than Found in Either of the 

Other Two Factors 

Table 74 

 

Indicator 6: Five Statements with Lower Factor Scores in Factor 1 Than in Either Factor 2 or 

Factor 3  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 1 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

-4 2 It is important to use private-sector practices NPM 

-2 5 Contractors provide essential expertise and support to NPM 
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public organizations 

0 8 It is important to have clear performance criteria NPM 

-2 11 Contracting is critical to government operations NPM 

-1 21 It is important to view citizens as collaborators EPS 

Indicator 7: Alignment to the Dimensions 

Table 75 

 

Indicator 7: Alignment to the Dimensions Factor 1 

Factor 

Score 

Statement Number Dimension 

+4 16 B - Role of the civil servant 

+4 10 A - Function of the civil service 

+3 17 B - Role of the civil servant 

+3 9 A - Function of the civil service 

+3 25 D - Approach to decision-making and problem-

solving 

 

Factor 2 

Composite Q-sort 

Figure 44 

 

Composite Q-Sort for Factor 2 

 
  

+10-4 -3 -2 -1 +4+3+2

2523851219143129

273031815107284

3211134261322

20933172

36246

162135
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Individual Q-Sorts Within the Factor 

Table 76 

 

Participant Q-Sorts Within the Factor  

Sort Value GJM949 VIM454 IQC125 AUH687 JCR942 XZU440 

+4 25 8 16 23 20 10 

+4 32 3 27 25 14 30 

+3 3 23 36 1 9 13 

+3 27 32 25 18 15 32 

+3 12 9 30 30 3 23 

+2 30 33 18 15 23 27 

+2 11 27 9 9 30 1 

+2 24 16 8 21 27 8 

+2 20 1 33 12 25 20 

+1 1 34 24 11 18 11 

+1 8 25 15 27 11 18 

+1 36 21 32 19 1 17 

+1 5 18 23 36 17 36 

+1 19 5 31 5 34 5 

+1 23 36 5 20 32 15 

0 35 19 35 13 7 7 

0 2 11 11 8 8 25 

0 33 15 1 34 5 34 

0 34 26 7 16 24 35 

0 6 14 28 35 28 6 

0 26 20 3 2 12 16 

-1 29 12 17 14 21 2 

-1 21 6 12 17 19 21 

-1 17 30 26 7 33 24 

-1 22 13 10 26 16 3 

-1 7 10 34 3 31 33 

-1 31 4 6 10 26 19 

-2 28 28 13 24 10 29 

-2 10 24 21 6 2 12 

-2 16 31 22 32 6 9 

-2 18 2 20 28 35 4 

-3 14 22 19 33 13 14 

-3 13 17 14 31 22 26 

-3 9 29 2 29 29 22 

-4 15 35 29 22 36 31 

-4 4 7 4 4 4 28 
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Indicator 1: Alignment of the Composite Q-Sort to the Governance Paradigms 

Figure 45 

 

Indicator 1: Full Composite Q-Sort with Q-Sample Number and Governance Paradigms 

 
 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements as Calculated by the KADE Analysis 

Software 

Table 77 

 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 2 

Q-sample  

statement  

number 

Statement Factor 

Score  

Factor 2 

z-

score 

Governance  

paradigm 

27 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

multiple views through deliberation 

4 1.64 EPS 

30 Public organizations should partner with stakeholders in 

and out of government 

3 1.37 EPS 

32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

3 1.24 NPM 

3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over processes 2 1.06 EPS 

5 Contractors provide essential expertise and support to 

public organizations 

1 0.59 NPM 

11 Contracting is critical to government operations 1 0.58 NPM 

9 It is important that public organizations represent and 

consider all citizens 

1 0.53 EPS 

33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable 0 0 EPS 

10 Political neutrality is critical in public organizations -1 -0.48 TPA 

17 The most important defining qualities of a civil servant 

are results-driven, customer awareness, and a drive for 

effectiveness and efficiency 

-1 -0.59 NPM 

6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for delivering 

public services 

-1 -0.66 EPS 

35 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

performance targets are met 

-1 -0.73 NPM 

2 It is important to use private-sector practices -2 -0.9 NPM 

22 Direct citizen involvement on policy should be limited 

to public comment periods 

-3 -1.76 TPA 
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Indicator 3: Statements with Factor Scores of +4 and +3 in the Composite Q-Sort 

Table 78 

 

Indicator 3: Statements with Factor Scores of +4, +3 of the Composite Q-Sort for Factor 2  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 2 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

+4 25 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

research and analysis of multiple alternatives 

TPA 

+4 27 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

multiple views through deliberation 

EPS 

+3 23 It is important to seek and respond to customers in 

the delivery of services 

NPM 

+3 30 Public organizations should partner with stakeholders 

in and out of government 

EPS 

+3 32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

NPM 

 

Indicator 4: Statements with Factor Scores of -4 and -3 in the Composite Q-Sort 

Table 79 

 

Indicator 4: Statements with Factor Scores of -4, -3 of the Composite Q-Sort for Factor 2  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 2 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

-4 4 Ideally, public organizations should have enough 

personnel to administer services without contractors 

TPA 

-4 29 A public organization should run like a business NPM 

-3 22 Direct citizen involvement on policy should be 

limited to public comment periods 

TPA 

-3 28 Public organizations receive direction from elected 

officials 

TPA 

-3 31 Elected officials hold civil servants accountable TPA 
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Indicator 5: Statements with Higher Factor Scores than Found in Either of the 

Other Two Factors 

Table 80 

 

Indicator 5: Eleven Statements with Higher Factor Scores in Factor 2 Than in Either Factor 1 or 

Factor 3  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 2 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

+2 1 It is important to have standardized processes TPA 

+2 3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over 

processes 

EPS 

-1 6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

EPS 

0 12 Citizen involvement is critical to government 

operations 

EPS 

+2 20 It is important to view citizens as customers NPM 

0 24 It is important to seek citizen input through direct 

citizen involvement before, during, and after policy 

development 

EPS 

+4 25 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

research and analysis of multiple alternatives 

TPA 

+4 27 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

multiple views through deliberation 

EPS 

+3 30 Public organizations should partner with stakeholders 

in and out of government 

EPS 

+3 32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

NPM 

0 33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable EPS 
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Indicator 6: Statements with Lower Factor Scores than Found in Either of the 

Other Two Factors 

Table 81 

 

Indicator 6: Eleven Statements with Lower Factor Scores in Factor 2 Than in Either Factor 1 or 

Factor 3  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 2 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

-2 7 It is important for civil servants to comply with 

standard operating procedures 

TPA 

-1 10 Political neutrality is critical in public organizations TPA 

-2 13 It is important for a civil servant to be a nonpartisan 

expert 

TPA 

+1 16 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are impartiality, accurateness, and integrity 

TPA 

-1 17 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are results-driven, customer awareness, and a 

drive for effectiveness and efficiency 

NPM 

-1 19 It is important for citizens to participate in elections 

to make their voices heard 

TPA 

-3 22 Direct citizen involvement on policy should be 

limited to public comment periods 

TPA 

-3 28 Public organizations receive direction from elected 

officials 

TPA 

-3 31 Elected officials hold civil servants accountable TPA 

0 34 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

civil servants adhere to processes and procedures 

TPA 

-1 35 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

performance targets are met 

NPM 
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Indicator 7: Alignment to the Dimensions 

Table 82 

Indicator 7: Alignment to the Dimensions Factor 2 

Factor 

Score 

Statement Number Dimension 

+4 25 D - Approach to decision-making and problem-

solving 

+4 27 D - Approach to decision-making and problem-

solving 

+3 23 C - Role of citizens and stakeholders 

+3 30 D - Approach to decision-making and problem-

solving 

+3 32 E - Conceptions of democracy, accountability, and 

legitimacy 

 

Factor 3 

Composite Q-Sort 

Figure 46 

 

Composite Q-Sort for Factor 3 
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Individual Q-Sorts Within the Factor 

Table 83 

 

Participant Q-Sorts Within the Factor  

Sort Value KNH746 OLP808 NVL706 CTM755 

+4 5 10 23 11 

+4 11 19 8 13 

+3 26 35 5 16 

+3 17 5 17 23 

+3 25 16 11 8 

+2 23 25 35 15 

+2 31 11 30 2 

+2 19 8 20 21 

+2 1 17 19 19 

+1 34 26 6 27 

+1 16 2 12 14 

+1 30 3 34 31 

+1 27 9 21 28 

+1 29 31 16 35 

+1 22 13 10 1 

0 8 1 25 6 

0 7 18 15 4 

0 15 23 7 5 

0 24 29 3 36 

0 2 15 18 9 

0 10 34 36 26 

-1 13 7 31 33 

-1 9 28 22 29 

-1 35 21 28 22 

-1 20 14 2 24 

-1 18 20 32 30 

-1 21 27 26 7 

-2 33 32 27 20 

-2 14 30 4 34 

-2 12 33 1 12 

-2 28 24 29 25 

-3 32 36 13 17 

-3 36 22 9 3 

-3 3 12 14 18 

-4 6 4 24 10 

-4 4 6 33 32 
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Indicator 1: Alignment of the Composite Q-Sort to the Governance Paradigms 

Figure 47 

 

Full Composite Q-Sort with Q-Sample Number and Governance Paradigms  

 
 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements as Calculated by the KADE Analysis 

Software 

Table 84 

 

Indicator 2: Distinguishing Statements for Factor 3 

Q-

sample  

statement  

number 

Statement Factor  

score  

Factor 3 

z-

score 

Governance  

Paradigm 

11 Contracting is critical to government operations 4 2 NPM 

5 Contractors provide essential expertise and support to 

public organizations 

4 1.87 NPM 

19 It is important for citizens to participate in elections to 

make their voices heard 

3 1.56 TPA 

26 It is important that decision-making incorporate market 

research to identify market drivers 

2 0.87 NPM 

31 Elected officials hold civil servants accountable 1 0.68 TPA 

10 Political neutrality is critical in public organizations 1 0.48 TPA 

2 It is important to use private-sector practices 1 0.22 NPM 

29 A public organization should run like a business 0 -0.01 NPM 

20 It is important to view citizens as customers -1 -0.38 NPM 

9 It is important that public organizations represent and 

consider all citizens 

-1 -0.4 EPS 

18 The most important defining qualities of a civil servant 

are external focus, responsiveness, and an openness that 

invites collaboration 

-1 -0.49 EPS 

3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over processes -2 -0.85 EPS 

36 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when civil 

servants and citizens work together in local 

communities 

-3 -1.31 EPS 
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Indicator 3: Statements with Factor Scores of +4 and +3 in the Composite Q-Sort 

Table 85 

 

Indicator 3: Statements with Factor Scores of +4, +3 of the Composite Q-Sort for Factor 3  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 3 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

+4 11 Contracting is critical to government operations NPM 

+4 5 Contractors provide essential expertise and support to 

public organizations 

NPM 

+3 19 It is important for citizens to participate in elections 

to make their voices heard 

TPA 

+3 17 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are results-driven, customer awareness, and a 

drive for effectiveness and efficiency 

NPM 

+3 32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

NPM 

 

Indicator 4: Statements with Factor Scores of -4 and -3 in the Composite Q-Sort 

Table 86 

 

Indicator 4: Statements with Factor Scores of -4, -3 of the Composite Q-Sort for Factor 3  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 3 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

-4 4 Ideally, public organizations should have enough 

personnel to administer services without contractors 

TPA 

-4 6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

EPS 

-3 32 Customers of public services hold civil servants 

accountable 

NPM 

-3 33 Citizens hold civil servants accountable EPS 

-3 36 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

civil servants and citizens work together in local 

communities 

EPS 
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Indicator 5: Statements with Higher Factor Scores Than Found in Either of the 

Other Two Factors 

Table 87 

 

Indicator 5: Eight Statements with Higher Factor Scores in Factor 3 Than in Either Factor 1 or 

Factor 2  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 3 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

+1 2 It is important to use private-sector practices NPM 

+4 5 Contractors provide essential expertise and support to 

public organizations 

NPM 

+4 11 Contracting is critical to government operations NPM 

+3 19 It is important for citizens to participate in elections 

to make their voices heard 

TPA 

-1 22 Direct citizen involvement on policy should be 

limited to public comment periods 

TPA 

+2 26 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

market research to identify market drivers 

NPM 

0 29 A public organization should run like a business NPM 

+1 31 Elected officials hold civil servants accountable TPA 
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Indicator 6: Statements with Lower Factor Scores Than Found in Either of the 

Other Two Factors 

Table 88 

 

Indicator 6: Ten Statements with Lower Factor Scores in Factor 3 Than in Either Factor 1 or 

Factor 2  

Factor 

Score 

Factor 2 

Q-sample 

Statement 

Number 

Statement Governance 

Paradigm 

-2 3 It is important that citizens be prioritized over 

processes 

EPS 

-4 6 Citizens are the best source of expertise for 

delivering public services 

EPS 

-1 9 It is important that public organizations represent and 

consider all citizens 

EPS 

-2 12 Citizen involvement is critical to government 

operations 

EPS 

-1 18 The most important defining qualities of a civil 

servant are external focus, responsiveness, and an 

openness that invites collaboration 

EPS 

-1 20 It is important to view citizens as customers NPM 

-2 24 It is important to seek citizen input through direct 

citizen involvement before, during, and after policy 

development 

EPS 

2 25 It is important that decision-making incorporate 

research and analysis of multiple alternatives 

TPA 

0 30 Public organizations should partner with stakeholders 

in and out of government 

EPS 

-3 36 Citizens receive fair and equitable treatment when 

civil servants and citizens work together in local 

communities 

EPS 

 

Indicator 7: Alignment to the Dimensions 

Table 89 

 

Indicator 7: Alignment to the Dimensions Factor 3 

Factor 

Score 

Statement Number Dimension 

+4 11 A - Function of the civil service 

+4 5 A - Function of the civil service 

+3 19 C - Role of citizens and stakeholders 

+3 17 B - Role of the civil servant 

+3 23 C - Role of citizens and stakeholders 
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