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CULTURAL THEORY AND MANAGERIAL VALUES:
EXAMINING TRUST AS A MOTIVATION FOR
COLLABORATION

THADDIEUS W. CONNER, MATTHEW C. NOWLIN, THOMAS RABOVSKY
AND JOSEPH T. RIPBERGER

Public administration theorists have long argued that values of administrative actors fundamentally
shape the quality and nature of the public services they provide. While there has been some work
in recent years to measure values in the public sector like Public Service Motivation, we know rela-
tively little about the role that other (more basic) values play in shaping managerial behaviour. To fill
this gap, we argue that Cultural Theory (CT), a prominent theory within research on risk and public
opinion, provides a general framework for operationalizing and measuring the values of public man-
agers, which (if pursued) allows scholars to directly test important yet untested hypotheses about
the relationship between values and managerial decision-making. To explore this proposition, we
use data from a recent survey of American Indian education directors in public school districts to
examine the relationship between cultural worldviews and managerial motivation to engage actors
in collaborative arrangements.

INTRODUCTION

Public managers play a vital role in the connection between policy and outcomes, with
policy-making authority typically diffused across multiple institutions and actors. The
importance of public managers arises, at least in part, from the authority and autonomy
(discretion) granted to them by other policy actors (Mayhew 2004). Public managers are
often able to leverage this discretion to improve policy and/or agency outcomes. For
instance, public managers who are looking to solve a complex problem that cannot be
solved by their organization alone may decide to collaborate with actors outside of their
organization who share a common interest and/or goal. This decision to collaborate can
significantly impact policy outcomes and organizational performance (Meier and O’Toole
2003; Meier and Krause 2003).1 In the US, for example, school principals and other admin-
istrators are responsible for student achievement. However, student achievement is a com-
plex phenomenon that is driven by a number of factors within and beyond the walls of the
school. Thus, if school administrators want to meaningfully improve student achievement,
they may have to engage a variety of external stakeholders, such as parent-teacher associ-
ations, local business leaders and non-profit organizations that provide social services to
student-aged populations (Meier and O’Toole 2006). Given the proliferation of third party
actors in policy implementation throughout the public sector (Frederickson and Freder-
ickson 2006), managers in many countries are increasingly faced with complex problems
such as these that require networking and collaboration.

Because of this, scholars have examined some factors that may lead to more (less)
collaboration. Several theories of collaboration, including public choice, resource depen-
dency theory and transaction cost theory, suggest that public managers are rational actors
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who will collaborate in an effort to gain resources or reduce the transaction costs associ-
ated with performing the duties of the agency (Williamson 1975; Alter and Hage 1993;
Bardach 1998; Bryson et al. 2006; Thomson and Perry 2006). Sociological explanations
of multi-organizational partnerships argue that such perspectives overlook key factors
including the importance of social context, trust, group dynamics and institutional norms
and values that shape interactions among interconnected players (Granovetter 1985; Berry
et al. 2004). In recent years, scholars have pushed beyond organizational factors to explore
the individual-level predictors of collaboration and other kinds of managerial activity.
Public administration theorists have long argued that the values of administrative actors
fundamentally shape the quality and nature of the public services they provide. While
there has been considerable work in recent years to measure values in the public sector like
Public Service Motivation (e.g. Perry 1996; Anderfuhren-Biget et al. 2014; Jacobsen et al.
2014; Vandenabeele et al. 2014), we know relatively little about the role that other values
play in shaping managerial behaviour in areas such as networking and collaboration.

In this manuscript we attempt to fill this lacuna by developing a theoretical framework
of managerial values, with a particular focus on the link between cultural values and col-
laboration. Specifically, we use Cultural Theory (CT) – a prominent theory of values in
multiple disciplines – to examine how public managers’ motivations to collaborate are
influenced by their deeply held values. Before doing so, we take a closer look at the role
of values in the study of public administration. Then we briefly outline CT as a theoreti-
cal framework to explore and measure the value systems of individuals. Next, we discuss
the literature on collaborative public management and outline a framework that uses CT
to develop theoretical propositions regarding intrinsic motivations behind collaboration.
Using data collected from surveys of American Indian education directors in New Mex-
ico, Oklahoma and Montana, we conduct exploratory empirical work on the relationship
between cultural worldviews and the motivations to collaborate. Finally, we conclude with
a discussion of the implications of our preliminary findings and areas for future research.

MANAGERIAL VALUES AND THE STUDY OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

Managerial discretion is ubiquitous in the policy-making process. For a variety of reasons,
politicians (particularly in the US, but also in other advanced nations) often expend con-
siderable energy on making public speeches and appearances to debate the importance
of a given policy, but ultimately craft relatively vague legislation with several impor-
tant aspects of implementation left undefined (Lindblom 1959; Epstein and O’Halloran
1999; Mayhew 2004). Additionally, the complexity and uncertainty surrounding the
task environment in many policy areas (such as education, crime and anti-terrorism,
social welfare, natural disasters, etc.) necessitates that managers have the capacity to be
flexible and adaptable so they can respond to conditions ‘on the ground’. As a result,
public managers often have considerable capacity to alter the effectiveness of public
policy (for both good and bad), depending on the decisions they make on a daily basis
(Meier 2009).

This dynamic creates a number of important questions that public administration theo-
rists have struggled with for decades – when, how and why do managers choose to lever-
age their discretion and, more importantly, what factors influence the decisions they make?
As shown in previous research, some of the factors that influence the decisions made by
managers may include a manager’s knowledge, expertise, experience and/or the mission
of a manager’s organization (see Rainey 2009 for a more extensive discussion). While these
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variables are certainly important, we contend that a manager’s values also shape the deci-
sions they make when wielding their discretion.

At the centre of managerial decision-making are a variety of important values that shape
perceptions about things such as policy goals, the cause–effect mechanisms that govern
problems and their solutions, the importance of due process and rule of law, the value of
diversity and equity, the deservingness of client populations and the importance of net-
working with other organizations and external stakeholders, among others. While public
management research has long recognized the critical role that values play in administra-
tion and implementation (Friedrich 1940; Frederickson 1980; Rosenbloom 1983; Bertelli
and Lynn 2006), our understanding of the kinds of values that managers hold or the
impacts that such values have on decision-making and behaviour continues to evolve (see
Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; Sørenson and Torfing 2009). With the exception of Public
Service Motivation (PSM) research (Perry 1996; Houston 2000; Jin 2013; Anderfuhren-Biget
et al. 2014; Jacobsen et al. 2014; Meyer et al. 2014) and a smaller collection of recent studies
on partisanship and political ideology (e.g. Bertelli and Grose 2011; Clinton et al. 2012;
Lavertu et al. 2013), the vast majority of work on values in public administration has been
normative in nature, rather than empirical (Meier and Krause 2003).

Furthermore, while PSM and political ideology are valuable constructs that can, to vary-
ing degrees, help explain managerial decision-making, they are also limited in important
ways. PSM is primarily oriented toward understanding how values related to altruism
and public service influence goal setting and goal attainment (Perry and Wise 1990). As
a result, it is not always clear how we would expect managers to behave when there are
multiple actions that could potentially contribute to the public good, depending on how
one perceives the situation (see Bozeman and Su 2014 for a more extensive review of PSM
research, as well as Vandenabeele et al. 2014).2 Similarly conventional measures of ideol-
ogy typically collapse value structures onto a single left–right dimension, which can be at
odds with the multi-dimensional ways in which people view reality (Wildavsky 1987). For
example, some people identify as liberal with respect to social or moral issues (i.e. gener-
ally favour progressive policies aimed at promoting personal liberty), but are conservative
when it comes to economic issues (i.e. generally favour reduced government intervention
in the marketplace).

Given these limitations, we argue that research on values and public management can
benefit from alternative approaches. Indeed, research on political psychology and opinion
formation within mass publics draws on a wide range of theoretical frameworks and per-
spectives (Sears et al. 2003). Recently, a number of scholars have begun to explore a series
of more broadly based cognitive and psychological value constructs in public administra-
tion (Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007; van der Wal and van Hout 2009; Witesman and Walters
2014). Drawing on the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), we argue that values can
be best understood through a three-tier structure of deep core values, policy core beliefs
and secondary beliefs (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993). Deep core values are the most
fundamental, and therefore the broadest in scope and applicable across a wide array of
decision-making contexts. These values entail basic predispositions to moral and norma-
tive questions about social organization and collective action. They serve as the foundation
upon which other, more specific preferences and opinions are formed, and as a result are
relatively stable across time and context. However, Fischer (2003) raises an important cri-
tique of the ACF and, more specifically, the assumptions underlying policy change and the
importance of core values, in that it ‘… neglects the social and historical context in which
such change takes place’ (p. 101). We acknowledge this critical point and firmly situate the
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present investigation within the US historical and political context (a point to which we
return in the conclusion).

Nonetheless, policy core beliefs are constrained by deep core values and centred on
specific policy problems and contexts. For instance, policy core beliefs might contain a
manager’s general opinions about policies or programmes in a general policy domain,
such as education policy, the environment or fiscal/tax policy. Finally, secondary beliefs
are the narrowest and are often focused on specific mechanisms for achieving the goals of
the policy core. Examples of these would include beliefs about the efficacy of a particular
programme or policy intervention.

While the ACF seeks to leverage the structure of belief systems to explain the align-
ment and behaviour of policy actors in advocacy coalitions, we draw on the notion of
deep core values to explore the extent to which these values influence the decisions that
public managers make and the cognitive forces that motivate these decisions. Specifically,
we apply CT, which has been prominent within literatures on risk perception and pol-
icy preferences, as a measure of deep core values that can provide useful insights for a
variety of topics relevant to public management (Jenkins-Smith et al. 2014; Ripberger et al.
2014). The following sections outline the major elements of CT and its potential benefits for
understanding a topic that has received considerable attention within the field of public
administration: managerial collaboration and networking activities.

CULTURAL THEORY

CT was developed in the 1970s by British anthropologist Mary Douglas to explain societal
conflict over risk (see e.g. Douglas 1970, 1978). Since then, CT has been used across the
social sciences to explain a wide variety of social phenomena at multiple levels of analy-
sis, ranging from the relationship between states in the international system (e.g. Verweij
1995), to organizational structure and behaviour (e.g. Gross and Rayner 1985; Thompson
and Wildavsky 1986; Hood 1995, 1998) and individual perceptions, values and preferences
(e.g. Wildavsky 1987; Wildavsky and Dake 1990; Jenkins-Smith and Smith 1994; Grendstad
and Selle 2000; Jones 2011; Kahan et al. 2011; Ripberger et al. 2011).

A basic proposition that unites this diverse scholarship is the idea that social relations
fundamentally affect the way in which individuals and groups organize and interact
with one another. More importantly, advocates of CT argue that two dimensions of
sociality – ‘group’ and ‘grid’ – define the extent of this social organization and interaction.
They define who interacts with whom and how this interaction takes place.

The group dimension of sociality taps the degree to which ‘the individual’s life is
absorbed in and sustained by group membership’ (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982, p. 202).
Individuals who find themselves at the low end of the group dimension stand out-
side group boundaries and are identified (by themselves and others) as individualistic,
autonomous actors who rely upon their own devices when making decisions. Individuals
at the high end of the group dimension, by comparison, define themselves according to
their group affiliations and allow the group to determine what they do and when they do it.

The grid dimension, by comparison, demarcates the degree to which individual deci-
sions and actions are constrained by externally imposed prescriptions, such as rules,
norms, laws and traditions. Like the group dimension, the grid dimension is best con-
ceived as a continuum. Individuals at the low end of the grid continuum are bound by
few (if any) societally imposed prescriptions. Their decisions and actions are guided
by a logic that is internal to the individual or group, rather than external rules, norms,
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FIGURE 1 Cultural theory worldviews

laws, etc. People at the high end of the grid continuum, by contrast, accept a number of
externally imposed prescriptions. They appeal to external rules, laws and norms when
making decisions, rather than internal logic or reason.

When the grid and group dimensions are overlaid, they produce the finite set of social
environments depicted in figure 1 (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982; Thompson et al. 1990).
The individualist environment is characterized by weak group boundaries and weak regu-
lation. In this environment, social relationships are subject to negotiation and resources are
subject to competition. The prototypical hierarchic environment, by contrast, is defined by
strong group boundaries and strong regulation. In this environment, social relationships
are governed by binding prescriptions and resources are allocated by authority figures to
those with rank and status. The egalitarian environment is characterized by strong group
membership but relatively few rules and regulations. In such an environment, social rela-
tionships are defined by group membership and resources are allocated by way of group
deliberation because power is shared equally across group members. The fatalist environ-
ment is characterized by strong external prescriptions but little, if any, group membership.
In this environment, individual autonomy is limited by an external authority that is unaf-
fected by the wants or needs of those who inhabit this environment. As these perceptions
and preferences solidify, individuals begin to develop a cultural bias or worldview that
orients their interaction with other individuals and groups, and these worldviews become
the basis for normative values about how social interactions ‘should’ be structured.

We hypothesize that CT can provide valuable insights for understanding how public
managers approach collaborative interactions with external actors. If, as suggested by CT,
public managers vary in the extent to which they subscribe to these different worldviews, it
is possible that they will structure their interaction with other managers and stakeholders
in noticeably different yet predicable ways. Managers who prefer egalitarian environ-
ments, for example, will look for opportunities to collaborate as often as possible, believing
that everyone is better off when groups work as a team. Managers who prefer individualist
environments, by comparison, will take a default position against collaboration unless
it is clear that a collaborative arrangement will benefit their organization in some way
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or another. Managers who hold hierarchic worldviews will position themselves some-
where in the middle – they will collaborate with other organizations as long as they believe
that collaboration is one of their duties or responsibilities. Unlike their egalitarian-leaning
counterparts, they will not ‘collaborate for the sake of collaboration’. As argued in the next
section, these motivations to collaborate are consequential because they influence when
and how managers decide to collaborate, which, in turn, influences the structure of the
networks they build and, ultimately, the quality of services they provide.

COLLABORATIVE PUBLIC MANAGEMENT

Today’s public manager regularly engages in a number of activities both internal and
external to the organization. One such activity that has gained increasing attention in
the public administration literature concerns networking and collaboration with external
stakeholders to provide joint solutions to common problems (Agranoff 2007; Ansell and
Gash 2008; O’Leary and Bingham 2009). Given the ubiquitous nature of networks in the
delivery of public services (Agranoff and McGuire 2003), research suggests that the time
committed to managing multi-organizational arrangements has steadily increased across
a number of policy areas (see, for instance, Nylén 2007; Bellamy et al. 2008; Moynihan 2009;
Jacobs 2010). Thus, collaborative behaviour is seen as a deliberate and strategic decision
on the part of public managers and organizations (Kettl 2002). Understanding what drives
public managers to engage, or not engage, external actors in collaborative partnerships
provides an ideal setting in which to explore and test how cultural worldviews impact
managerial behaviour.

Considerable research has investigated the impacts of such complex networks and col-
laborative partnerships, with the expectation that such activity will result in more efficient
and effective public services (Meier and O’Toole 2003; Dickinson and Sullivan 2014). Few
public management studies, however, have examined the underlying motivations behind
collaborative behaviour and how such motivations are determined by individual values.
There are various reasons why public managers choose to initiate collaborative partner-
ships with different stakeholders, including the need for greater resources, the desire to
foster greater trust with external stakeholders, a drive to improve organizational out-
comes and performance or simply an intrinsic desire to involve various stakeholders in
more participatory and democratic decision-making processes (Williamson 1975; Pfeffer
and Salancik 1978; Kickert et al. 1997; 6 et al. 2003, 2006; Agranoff 2007; O’Leary and Bing-
ham 2009). As a result, our understanding of collaboration draws from a wide pool of
competing theoretical perspectives, ranging from economic and public choice perspec-
tives to sociological critiques that emphasize the importance of institutional norms and
social contexts in shaping networking behaviour (Berry et al. 2004).

Such underlying motivations – and the value dispositions that drive them – are vitally
important to understanding collaborative behaviour, network structure and policy out-
comes. As Meier and O’Toole (2003) argue, public managers play a key role in the nature
and design of policy networks; deciding whether to collaborate, how to collaborate, for
what purpose and with whom. This is not to diminish the importance of institutional and
organizational-level factors in understanding cross-boundary collaboration, which studies
have explored extensively over the past several decades (6 et al. 2007; Bellamy et al. 2008;
Røiseland 2011).3 However, individuals within these organizations play a non-trivial role
in building and sustaining meaningful partnerships that is the primary area of interest in
this investigation. We argue that the decisions public officials make about collaboration are
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guided by their core values, which has larger practical implications for both the structure
and effectiveness of collaborative arrangements.

To better illustrate this connection, we present our logic in figure 2. As figure 2 illus-
trates, the individual values of public managers serve as the foundation for managerial
decision-making on matters where they possess authority and discretion (such as engag-
ing actors in collaborative activities). We argue that an individual’s deep core values, such
as those identified by CT, shape their motivations to collaborate. Such motivations then
translate into actual managerial behaviour, including how much time is dedicated to net-
working activities compared to internal management, the way in which managers collabo-
rate and whom public officials choose to involve in networks. Public officials, for instance,
who are motivated to engage external actors by the lure of additional resources, may strate-
gically target stakeholders that can provide such support. Conversely, other officials may
seek to include all groups impacted by the organization’s decisions, regardless of expected
material benefit, because they perceive intangible aspects such as building trust and under-
standing as important goals for collaborative activities.

Such differences in individual motivation and behaviour can have important implica-
tions for the access and involvement of various societal groups in decision-making pro-
cesses, shaping the very composition and outcomes of collaborative networks. As a large
body of evidence suggests, it follows that both overall levels of collaboration and the very
structure of networks themselves have major implications for improving policy outcomes
and organizational effectiveness, as reflected in figure 2 (Milward and Provan 2000; Meier
and O’Toole 2003; Nylén 2007). In sum, our theoretical argument begins with the idea that
values drive motivations, which in turn determine managerial behaviour that then trans-
lates into actual policy outcomes. Thus, testing the link between values and motivations is
a critical first step in broadening our understanding of collaborative behaviour in public
management literature.

In the following section, we provide a brief empirical demonstration of how scholars
in public administration might view collaborative motivation through the lens of indi-
vidual values by embracing CT. Specifically, we explore the extent to which managerial
preferences for the different cultural environments affect the likelihood that they selected
‘fostering trust and mutual understanding among actors in the surrounding community’
as their primary motivation for collaboration. If our theory is correct, then managers who
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hold egalitarian values will strongly identify with this motivation because trust, fairness,
inclusion and equality are essential elements of the social environment they endeavour to
create and inhabit. Managers who tend toward individualistic values, by contrast, will
be less compelled by ‘trust and mutual understanding’ as a motivation to collaborate
in costly social arrangements. They will hold off until they are sure that the benefits of
the collaborative relationship will outweigh the costs. Managers who hold hierarchic val-
ues, due to their strong affinity for group attachments, will likely see fostering trust and
mutual understanding as a motivation to collaborate with multiple stakeholders. How-
ever, it is also likely that those holding hierarchic values would prefer demarcated lines of
authority among these stakeholders and clear responsibility for decision-making, whereas
for those holding egalitarian values consensus among stakeholders is more important for
decision-making.

As we develop this demonstration, it is important to recognize that trust is a complex
and multi-dimensional concept (see, for instance, 6 et al. 2003, 2006). First, trust can be
seen as a by-product of networks, created through the act of collaborating among differ-
ent organizations and individuals that serve to strengthen the bonds among actors and
increase participation. This understanding of trust in the collaborative process is seen as
a phenomenon that emerges over time as a result of repeated interactions between actors
that helps in attaining some other larger objective. On the other hand, trust can also be
seen as a goal in and of itself, existing a priori as a motivating factor to collaborate with
external actors to help build better relationships with stakeholders and boost confidence
in an organization. While some individuals may use the trust produced from partnerships
as a way to achieve a much larger goal, others see fostering trust with stakeholders, such
as parents of children enrolled in public schools, as something desirable in its own right
for serving the public interest. We adopt the latter understanding of trust as a concept that
prompts individuals to involve external actors in collaborative arrangements.

DATA AND METHODS

We empirically explore the relationship between cultural worldviews and collaborative
motivation using data from a survey of 474 directors who oversee American Indian edu-
cation programmes in New Mexico, Oklahoma and Montana public school districts. Amer-
ican Indian education directors are responsible for designing and overseeing programmes
geared toward American Indian students served in local education agencies that receive
federal Indian Education Improvement Grants as part of Title VII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1964. Not only do these directors manage various cul-
tural and education programmes designed to meet the unique needs of American Indian
students, but directors also actively build and manage collaborative partnerships with
external stakeholders, including American Indian parents and surrounding tribal gov-
ernments. Thus, American Indian education directors play a pivotal role in representing
the school district in its relationship with American Indian and non-American Indian
communities, which includes building and sustaining partnerships seen as important to
improving student outcomes (Lomawaima and McCarty 2006). Studies suggest consid-
erable variation in the extent to which directors actively engage American Indian and
non-American Indian actors in collaborative arrangements, which we argue can be under-
stood through the lens of CT.

The survey was administered online and by mail in two waves beginning in May
2013.4 The survey instrument contained a battery of questions related to the frequency
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TABLE 1 Mean differences between respondents and non-respondents on school district characteristics

Respondents Non-respondents Difference T-score
Variables (N=) (N=)

Percent free lunch 67.7% 69.1% −1.4% 0.62
(79) (375)

Student/teacher ratio 14.4 14.9 −0.5 0.59
(79) (375)

Percent state revenue 52.3% 53.5% −1.2% 0.89
(79) (375)

Revenue per pupil $9,800.14 $9,745.53 $54.61 −0.08
(79) (375)

Percent American Indian students 39.8% 33.9% 5.9% −2.06
(79) (375)

Source: National Center for Education Statistics (2013).

and type of collaboration that directors maintain with external stakeholders, their moti-
vations to collaborate, their expectations about the impact of collaboration and questions
about their individual background and cultural worldviews. Of the 474 public school
districts surveyed, 84 responded, reflecting approximately 18 per cent of the population.
Given the relatively small sample size, we explored the possibility of non-response bias
by comparing school districts that participated in the survey to those that did not on
several district-level measures. Table 1 shows mean differences between respondents
and non-respondents on indicators such as percentage of students receiving free lunch,
student–teacher ratio, the percentage of district revenues from state appropriations,
revenue per pupil and the percentage of American Indian students in the district. There
is little difference between respondents and non-respondents in the dataset, as evidenced
by the lack of significant differences on all but one of the characteristics (percentage of
American Indian students is approximately 6 per cent higher for districts that partici-
pated in the survey). While we cannot observe differences at the individual level on such
measures as values and motivation, the evidence provides some support that the sample
is representative of the population at large.

The primary dependent variables of interest in this preliminary analysis are motiva-
tions to collaborate. As mentioned earlier, public managers are known to collaborate
for a number of reasons, including the attainment of resources and information, the
construction of more participatory and inclusive processes among stakeholders and the
desire to improve organizational outcomes (Ansell and Gash 2008). To capture this aspect
of collaborative management, respondents were asked to rank, from 1 (highest priority
for collaboration) to 6 (lowest priority for collaboration), the following motivations
for engaging with various stakeholders. The results of these rankings are presented in
figure 3.

• To acquire greater resources
• To foster an environment of trust and mutual understanding among stakeholders
• To promote collective decision-making/joint problem-solving
• Because it is expected of me in my current position
• To improve organizational performance and outcomes
• To decrease risk and prevent conflict
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FIGURE 3 Rankings of the motivations for collaboration

As figure 3 indicates, most respondents ranked fostering trust and mutual understand-
ing as the number one motivation for collaboration, with 40 ranking it as the highest prior-
ity. Improving outcomes was ranked first by 22 respondents, followed by more resources
(21), joint decision-making (18), ’to decrease conflict’ (6), and ‘it is expected’ (5). Given our
expectations about the importance of trust within education policy and the fact that trust
was ranked most important by a larger number of respondents, we examine the relation-
ship between cultural type and the likelihood of choosing fostering trust as the primary
motivation for collaboration. The ‘fostering trust’ variable was coded as dichotomous,
with a 1 indicating that it was ranked first and 0 otherwise.5

The primary independent variables in this analysis are values as captured by individ-
ual biases or worldviews with respect to the different cultural environments.6 To measure
these values, we construct three indices capturing egalitarian, individualist and hierarchic
worldviews from nine survey items that have been developed over time by several schol-
ars and are commonly used in studies of CT (e.g. Jones 2011; Ripberger et al. 2011).7 These
items asked respondents whether they strongly disagreed (1) to strongly agreed (7) with
various statements about social interactions that are consistent with the different cultural
environments. The items, along with mean values, are listed in table 2. Responses were
then averaged across the items, resulting in three cultural worldview scales with scores
ranging from 1 to 7. The Cronbach’s alpha score for the egalitarianism scale was 0.69, for
individualism it was 0.64 and for the hierarchism scale it was 0.69. Based on these alpha
scores, given the n size of the sample and the number of questions, these scales can be
considered consistent and reliable. The distribution of each cultural worldview index, as
well as the mean and standard deviation for each index, is presented in figure 4.

As the figure indicates, the hierarchical index had the highest mean, at 4.32, followed
by egalitarianism and individualism at 3.78 and 3.63, respectively. In addition to cultural
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TABLE 2 Measures of cultural orientation

Survey Item (1=Strongly disagree; 7=Strongly agree) Mean

Egal1 What society needs is a fairness revolution to make the distribution of goods more
equal.

3.73

Indiv1 Even if some people are at a disadvantage, it is best for society to let people succeed
or fail on their own.

3.45

Hier1 The best way to get ahead in life is to work hard to do what you are told to do. 4.5
Egal2 Society works best if power is shared equally. 4.26
Indiv2 Even the disadvantaged should have to make their own way in the world. 3.90
Hier2 Society is in trouble because people do not obey those in authority. 4.17
Egal3 It is our responsibility to reduce differences in income between the rich and the poor. 3.30
Indiv3 We are all better off when we compete as individuals. 3.56
Hier3 Society would be much better off if we imposed strict and swift punishment on those

who break the rules.
4.3
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FIGURE 4 Distribution of cultural worldviews

worldviews, we include controls for the number of years that the respondent has been
at their current school (mean= 14.34) and for their level of education. On the issue of
experience and tenure, Grimm and Smith (1991) find that public managers with longer
tenure within their organizations are less likely to begin new collaborative endeavours,
while managers who are new to the organization are more driven to engage stakehold-
ers in the environment to better establish meaningful networks (see also Brudney et al.
2005). Education also influences collaborative behaviour. Managers with higher levels of
formal education, according to more recent research, are more likely to collaborate in
light of their enhanced skills and confidence in managing complex interorganizational
arrangements, as well as their openness to change within the organization (Esteve et al.
2013). The education variable ranged from 1, which indicates some high school, to 7, indi-
cating a PhD (mean= 5.3, which indicates some post-graduate education).

ANALYSIS: CULTURAL THEORY AND MOTIVATION

We explore the importance of managerial values as measured by cultural worldview
on motivations to collaborate using logistic regression, which we employ because our
dependent variable is dichotomous. As previously discussed, we expect the motivation
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TABLE 3 Logit estimates for trust as a motivation to collaborate by cultural type

Foster trust ranked 1st

Intercept −3.44*
(1.78)

Egalitarian 0.36*
(0.20)

Individualist −0.17
(0.27)

Hierarch 0.39*
(0.24)

Years at current school 0.04*
(0.02)

Education 0.06
(0.22)

AIC 102.34
BIC 116.08
Log likelihood −45.17
Deviance 90.34
Num. obs. 73

*p< 0.1.

to collaborate to be driven, at least in part, by the worldview held by the public man-
ager. The results of the logit analysis are shown in table 3, and there are several notable
findings.

As expected, respondents who score higher on the egalitarian index were more likely
to rank fostering trust as an important motivation for collaboration than respondents
who scored lower on the egalitarian scale, significant with a p value of<0.10. The same
is true for respondents who scored relatively high on the hierarchic index as compared to
respondents who scored lower on that index. Individualism, on the other hand, is not a
significant predictor of fostering trust as a motivation to collaborate, but is in the expected,
negative, direction. Thus, as respondents score higher on the individualist index, they
are less likely to be motivated by trust when engaging external stakeholders. Finally, the
longer a respondent has been at their current school, the more likely they are to rank
fostering trust as most important.

To better illustrate the relationship between values and motivations to collaborate,
figure 5 presents the predicted probabilities for ranking trust as the top priority for each of
the three cultural types. For those who scored high on the egalitarianism index (index= 7),
the predicted probability of selecting fostering trust as the most important motivation was
0.74. This is in contrast to a predicted probability of just over .20 for those who scored low
on the egalitarian scale. The relationship between hierarchical worldview and likelihood
of ranking trust as a primary motivating factor follows a similar trend in the analysis.
For directors who identified strongly with more hierarchical forms of social organization
(index= 7), the predicted probability was 0.72 for ranking trust as a top priority. Although
it is not statistically significant, the overall trend when moving from a low to a high score
on the individualist index is in the complete opposite direction when compared to the
other worldviews, which, again, is consistent with our expectations.

Although preliminary and tentative given the sample size, these findings point to
connections between the values held by managers and their intrinsic motivations to
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FIGURE 5 Predicted probabilities of cultural worldview and trust as a motivation to collaborate

engage in collaborative behaviour. It is important to note that these findings may not be
generalizable to other cultures, countries or contexts, and that the relationships we observe
here may change over time as administrators face new challenges or burdens related to
collaboration. Future research, particularly in a comparative setting, is warranted to
understand how widely applicable our findings are, and whether there are important
nuances in other policy settings or cultural environments. Nevertheless, our findings
underscore the utility of CT as a tool for exploring the relationship between a manager’s
values, motivations and (potentially) behaviours.

DISCUSSION AND AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Values play an important role in guiding the actions and decisions of public managers on
a daily basis. Scholars of public administration from across the globe have spent consider-
able time and energy attempting to measure and classify these values, and to understand
how they might impact organizational performance and policy outcomes. One aspect
of public management that has gained increasing attention is the importance of collab-
oration and network management, which provides an ideal setting in which to test the
relationship between managerial values and motivation. Previous work has demonstrated
that by engaging in collaborative behaviour with external stakeholders, public managers
can improve policy outcomes across multiple policy-making contexts. However, little
work has examined how the values of public managers might influence collaborative
motivations and behaviour.

Using CT as a measure of deep core values, we developed a promising framework for
understanding collaborative public management that posited that collaborative behaviour
by public managers could, in part, be explained by individual values such as those exem-
plified by cultural biases and worldviews. Using a small data set of American Indian
education directors in three states, we demonstrated that CT provides useful guidance
about why public managers engage in collaborative behaviour. In particular, our results
show that managers with an affinity for egalitarianism and/or hierarchy were more likely
than managers who did not identify with those values to rank ‘fostering trust’ as an
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important motivation for collaboration, whereas managers who identified with individu-
alistic values were less motivated by trust as a cause for collaboration.

While preliminary, these findings are consistent with the expectations posited by CT,
and, more importantly, suggest that core values may orient the way in which managers
approach decisions about collaboration. Nevertheless, there are a number of important
limitations that should be addressed in future work. Most importantly, the relationship
between deep core values, as measured by CT, needs to be examined across a wider range
of public managers and across multiple policy contexts. While our results are promis-
ing, we explored the plausibility of our hypotheses using a small dataset and a narrowly
defined sample of public managers. Future research should look to replicate and expand
upon our findings using more data that are collected across a wider sample of managers
in different contexts, cultures and countries. In addition to validating our preliminary
findings, this expansion would provide interesting insight about the extent to which the
relationship between values, collaboration and managerial behaviour (in general) varies
across contexts, cultures and countries, as emphasized by the post-positivist perspective
(Fischer 2003). Are values always important, or are there some contexts, cultures and coun-
tries in which the values of an individual manager are less influential or take on new
meaning? Given the multi-dimensional nature of CT, we feel that this theoretical lens offers
a versatile approach to measuring values that can help address these important questions
and contribute greatly to the development of theory in multiple areas of public adminis-
tration.

Additionally, future work should consider exploring the mechanisms by which values
change over time. In particular, we think that the relationship between cultural values
at the individual and organizational levels deserves greater attention. Such avenues for
future research could make important contributions to new institutionalism in under-
standing the dynamic relationship between actors and institutions (Meyer 2010). For
instance, how do organizational cultures or norms shape or influence the values of indi-
vidual actors, and vice versa? What implications does a mismatch between the cultural
values of an individual manager and the cultural disposition of their organization have for
programme management and policy implementation? How does diversity (or uniformity)
in individual values within a single organization impact organizational performance?

Finally, additional research is needed to complete the causal chain from motivations to
collaborative behaviours and from behaviours to outcomes of interest. Establishing the
link between values and motivations is a crucial first step, but understanding the link-
ages between values and behaviours is equally important. We hypothesize that there is a
link between cultural values and behaviours (even if only indirectly through motivations);
however, the extent to which values affect outcomes is likely a function of the amount of
discretion afforded to public managers, which varies across contexts, cultures and coun-
tries. In an environment where discretion is limited, the majority of a manager’s behaviour
is prescribed and values may not play a major part in the decision-making process. As we
complete this causal chain, we hope to outline a broader framework of managerial val-
ues that accounts for all types of managerial actions. While collaboration with external
stakeholders is vital, managers also engage in the internal management of their organi-
zation, and it is likely that cultural values influence how managers deal with those inter-
nal dynamics. We believe that specifying and empirically testing such a framework will
bring us one step closer to understanding when, how and why managers choose to lever-
age their discretion and, more importantly, the individual-level factors influencing the
decisions they make.
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NOTES
1 Terms such as interagency collaboration (Nylen 2007), governance networks (Sørensen and Torfing 2009), and ‘joined up’ gov-

ernment (6 2004) have been used to describe the concept of ‘collaboration’. We use O’Leary and Bingham’s (2009, p. 7) definition
of collaboration as ‘the process of facilitating and operating in multi-organizational arrangements to solve problems that cannot
be solved or easily solved by single organizations’.

2 A recent Special Issue on PSM in Public Administration makes considerable progress in this area. For instance, Anderfuhren-Biget
et al. (2014) demonstrate how different policy contexts shape different types of motivation. The authors build on earlier work
by Perry (1996) that identifies four areas of PSM including compassion, commitment to the public interest, self-sacrifice and
attraction to politics. The authors find that employees in positions that deal with welfare policy, for example, are more likely
to be motivated by compassion than other types of motivation. We feel that this research presents interesting opportunities to
explore the diverse landscape of motivations in the public sector that could incorporate theories of cultural worldview.

3 For instance, Bellamy et al. (2008) use neo-Durkheimian institutional theory to understand how different social environments
impact information-sharing practices across a wide range of multi-agency arrangements. They conceptualize different institu-
tional forms based on the degree of social integration and social regulation present in a particular setting similar in nature to
the grid/group dimensions used in this investigation.

4 Using a bi-modal approach to collecting survey data introduces potential threats to validity, as documented in the literature
on survey methodology (see de Leeuw 2005). To test for the potential presence of bias in the results, we ran the models using a
control variable for whether or not a respondent completed the survey online or by mail. The control variable for survey mode
was not significant in the models, which indicates that the survey modes did not influence respondent answers.

5 A number of respondents, 13, gave the same rankings to one or more of the choices. Given that we are considering whether
the respondents ranked fostering trust as first or not, we included those respondents since they provided an indication of what
motivations they considered to be important.

6 We also recognize the concern for common source bias in the present study given that both the primary dependent and inde-
pendent variables of interest are derived from the same survey instrument. However, gathering information on deep core
values and collaborative motivations is rather difficult using alternative methods such as direct observation for comparison.
For these reasons we rely on survey responses to observe the relationships of interest and stress an admonishment of caution
when interpreting the results.

7 As with previous studies on CT using survey data, we exclude fatalists because they compose a relatively small portion of the
population. In fact, the mean score on the fatalist index was 2.63, representing the lowest mean score out of all four worldviews.
For these reasons we focus on three cultural worldviews: egalitarianism, individualism and hierarchism.
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