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THE EFFECT OF ORGANIZATIONAL VALUE CONGRUENCE ON
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MINISTRIES AND QUANGOS

ABSTRACT

In this paper we investigate differences between the organizational values of
ministries and semi-autonomous executive agencies (quangos) that operate at arms’
length. Quangos are expected to operate more business-like, hence they can be
expected to value profitability and other NPM-related values higher than ministries.
Value incongruence between quangos and ministries is hypothesized to decrease their
level of trust. These hypotheses are tested, using combined data from two Dutch
surveys (n=324). The results confirm the expectations, although different types of
guangos have different degrees of value (in)congruence, which may lead to variations
in the quality of the relationship with their parent ministry.
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INTRODUCTION

Most studies into organizational values contrast the public and private domain, but do
not investigate differences within the public sector (van der Wal & van Hout, 2009). It
IS, however, questionable to presuppose that values will be shared throughout the
entire public sector, which consists of many different levels and organizational
structures. Indeed, there is some evidence of differences between the value
preferences of core public organizations such as federal ministries on the one hand
and parapublic organizations such as hospitals and schools on the other (e.g., Lyons,
Duxbury & Higgins, 2006).

This study aims to investigate value congruence within the public domain. We
will focus our analysis on the relationship between core government organizations
(i.e., ministries) and so-called quangos; semi-autonomous bodies that operate at arm’s
length of the government, carrying out a variety of executive and/or regulatory public
tasks (Greve et al. 1999). Investigating value congruence between ministries and their
quangos is highly relevant for two reasons.

First, the number of quangos has increased strongly as a result of the rise of
New Public Management (Pollitt & Talbot, 2004; Christensen & Laegreid, 2003;
OECD, 2002). In line with the NPM philosophy, quangos were designed on the basis
of specific values, such as efficiency, economy and effectiveness because it was
believed that executing policy on the basis of such business-like values could not be
realized within the traditional government bureaucracy. In theoretical terms, business-
like or NPM values are therefore expected to be valued higher in quangos than in
ministries (van der Wal, de Graaf & Lasthuizen, 2008; Maesschalk, 2004; James,
2001; Hood 1991, 1995). We will test this expected difference.

Second, the rise of quangos has led to a series of new questions about
governance and steering by their political and administrative principals (e.g., Rommel
& Christiaens, 2009; Christensen & Laegreid, 2006; van Thiel, 2006; Pollitt, 2005;
Pollit et al. 2004; James, 2003; Veenswijk & Hakvoort, 2002; Kickert, 2001, 2004).
This is also known as the delegation or principal-agent problem; ministries cannot
always be certain (or trust) that quangos will perform in accordance with the contract.
Therefore, ministries will try to steer or control quangos. Pollitt’s (2005) review of the
literature on this topic shows that there are many factors that influence how (well)
ministries can steer quangos, ranging from functional characteristics (size of the
organization in budget and personnel), the type of task (e.g. the required expertise and
observability of outputs), political saliency, and the previous behaviour or relationship
between quangos and agencies (‘cultural’ factors in Pollit’s words). The capacity of a
ministry to steer an agency is highly contingent on these different factors but we know
very little about how this works. Recent evaluation studies report incidents of conflict
and distrust, and deficits in the steering capacity of parent ministries (e.g., Rommel &
Christiaens, 2009; van Thiel & Pollitt, 2007; ‘t Hart & Wille, 2006; Boyne et al.,
2003). A problematic relationship between quangos and ministries, can affect both the
effectiveness of policy implementation as well as the possibilities for ministerial
accountability. We will argue below why value congruence could contribute to a
good, trusting relationship between quangos and (parent) ministries, and test this
claim in the remainder of this article. If found to be true, value congruence could be
used to improve the steering capacity of ministries.



The main research questions are therefore: What is the degree of congruence
between the organizational values of ministries and quangos in the Netherlands, and
what is the effect of value congruence on the trust between ministries and quangos?
First, an overview is presented of the current literature on public values, trust and
departmental relations with agencies. Then hypotheses will be generated with regard
to value congruence and its relationship with trust. After describing the methodology
and samples that were used — the data for this study come from two separate surveys
that were conducted in the Netherlands — the results of our analysis will be presented.
We conclude with a discussion of the results and by presenting a number of issues
that merit attention in future research.

DIFFERENT VALUE ORIENTATIONS WITHIN THE PUBLIC SECTOR

There is a steadily growing body of empirical research on the ethics and values of
public sector organizations and employees in the US and Canada (e.g., Bowman and
Connolly Knox, 2008; Goss, 2003; Kernaghan, 2003; Kim, 2001), as well as in
different countries in Europe (e.g., Beck Jgrgensen and Bozeman, 2007; van den
Heuvel et al. 2002; van der Wal & Huberts, 2008; Vrangbaek, 2009). What has fueled
the recent wave of publications on public values is the assumed influence of
businesslike or managerial approaches to government, such as New Public
Management (NPM; Hood 1991), and management by measurement (Noordegraaf
and Abma, 2003) on traditional public sector values such as ‘impartiality,’
‘lawfulness,” and ‘neutrality’ (e.g., Eikenberry and Kluwer 2004; Frederickson, 2005;
Kernaghan, 2000, 2003; Lane 2000).

Public management reforms in a majority of OECD countries during the last
two decades have infused doubts, concerns and confusion about the state of public
service values in those countries (Van Wart 1998; Kernaghan 2000, 2003), and about
the ability to safeguard classical public values amidst the wave of privatization and
liberalization in the last two decades (Beck Jargensen & Bozeman 2002; De Bruijn &
Dicke, 2006). Or, as Beck Jgrgensen and Bozeman (2007:357) conclude in their
review study on public values: “In particular, much of the literature praises recent
reforms such as New Public Management and Reinventing Government. However,
there is an emerging literature that, as a reaction, praises the old virtues of classic
administration or, alternatively, launches new progressive models such as “new public
governance” or “new public service”.” Such sets of values often include values with a
more general public or social character (humaneness, social justice), or in the
typology of Beck Jargensen and Bozeman (2007: 360-361) refer to “transformation of
interests to decisions” and “relationship to public administration and the citizens,”
while others (‘expertise,” ‘efficiency’) are specific professional and organizational
values, or, values referring to “behavior of public-sector employees” and “intra-
organizational aspects of public administration” (ibid. 361).

Research findings on the actual rise of NPM values in the public domain are
however scarce and contradictory. For example, Posner and Schmidt (1986: 448)
discovered that government managers consider values like effectiveness, efficiency,
reputation and service to the public equally important, in a survey that was conducted
before the beginning of the NPM-era! Similarly, a Danish survey shows that next to
more traditional public service values, ‘innovation’ and ‘renewal’ are considered most



important (Beck Jargensen, 2006; Vrangbaek, 2009). On the other hand, van der Wal
et al. (2008) show a fairly traditional and consistent value pattern, in this case for the
Netherlands. The most important public sector values, (‘accountability,” ‘lawfulness,’
‘incorruptibility,” ‘expertise,” ‘effectiveness,” ‘impartiality,” and ‘efficiency’) are
consistent with often-mentioned crucial public sector values in administrative ethics
literature (e.g. Kaptein & Wempe, 2002: 237-46; Kernaghan, 2003: 712), both in
earlier research among Dutch civil servants (van den Heuvel et al., 2002) and in
Dutch public sector codes of conduct (Ethicon, 2003).

Not only do different empirical studies show different sets of public values, it
is in itself not undisputed which values belong to which sector and organization, and
why. For example, within the NPM debate, values are classified as ‘old’ or
‘traditional,” on the one hand, and ‘new’ or ‘emerging,” on the other (e.g., Lane and
Bachmann, 1996; Kernaghan, 2003). Thus, van den Heuvel et al. (2002) conclude in
their empirical study on public sector values that ‘efficiency’ is an NPM value (as
opposed to values characterized as Weberian), while Weber’s ideal bureaucracy
specifically “stresses the importance of functional specialization for efficiency”
(Rosenbloom, 1983: 447). Nevertheless, in most studies and scholarly writings the
increased emphasis on the efficiency and effectiveness of public service delivery is
considered to be part of a more business-like philosophy (e.g., Lane and Bachmann,
1996; Frederickson, 2005).

Evidence on differences in value orientations between core government
organizations and quangos — organizations that function at arm’s length of the public
sector core — is even more limited and less consistent than evidence on public values
in general. A small number of studies as well as common government discourse
during the last two decades seem to indicate that quangos are designed on the basis of
specific values, such as ‘efficiency,” ‘economy,” and ‘effectiveness,” because it is
believed that executing policy on the basis of such business-like values cannot be
realized within the traditional government bureaucracy (e.g., Christensen & Laegreid,
2003; Pollitt & Talbot, 2004; van Thiel, 2004; Hood, 1991). More specifically, a
recent study by Lyons et al. (2006) shows work value differences between employees
from core public and parapublic organizations, especially for the health care and
educational sector. Findings of van der Wal (2008) also indicate that managers from
executive agencies and parapublic organizations attribute more importance to
businesslike values, and portray a strong desire to operate even more businesslike in
the near future. Finally, de Bruijn and Dicke (2006) and Beck Jgrgensen and Bozeman
(2002) indicate that market-like values may be appreciated at the expense of classical
public values in parts of the public sector that have been autonomized, liberalized or
privatized.

It therefore appears to follow that the following business-like or NPM values
would be expected to be valued higher in quangos than in their parent ministries (van
der Wal & Huberts, 2008; Maesschalk, 2004; Hood 1991, 1995):

Hi1 In quangos ‘business-like’ values, such as ‘efficiency,’
‘effectiveness,” ‘innovativeness,” ‘profitability’, ‘serviceability’
and ‘sustainability’ will be rated higher than in parent
ministries



SHARED VALUES, TRUST AND THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
MINISTRIES AND QUANGOS

In the Dutch political system,! the management and control of quangos is carried out
by ‘parent ministries’ i.e. the ministry in charge of the policy sector in which a
quango operates (Yesilkagit & van Thiel, 2008; ‘t Hart & Wille, 2006; Kickert, 2001).
There is no direct communication between parliament and quango because
(individual) ministerial accountability is dominant; a quango is accountable to the
minister, and the minister is accountable to parliament.? As a result, the most
important relationship is that between a quango and its parent ministry (Yesilkagit &
van Thiel, 2008, cf. also Rommel & Christiaens, 2009; Pollitt, 2005).

Shared values, i.e., value congruence, are pivotal to a trusting relationship,
both within organizations (between employees) as well as between organizations
(Reed, 2001; Lane & Bachmann, 1996). We posit that this can also apply to the
relationship between ministries and quangos (Yesilkagit & van Thiel, 2008; Rommel
& Christaens, 2009).

Trust is generally defined as having expectations about the behavior of others,
and the willingness to behave according to those expectations without having any
guarantee that the other party will indeed act as expected (‘risktaking’). Trust reduces
the uncertainty of the principal (ministry) about the agent’s (quango) performance; it
reduces transaction costs and lubricates relations and cooperation; it leads to
obedience, compliance and commitment; and it increases the motivation and
performance of employees and organizations (Edelenbos & Kilijn, 2007; Koivumaki
& Mamia, 2006; Nooteboom, 2002; Kramer, 1999; Davis et al. 1997). Because of all
these benefits, a trusting relationship will facilitate ministerial accountability and
improve the relationship between ministries and quangos (van Thiel & Yesilkagit,
2007).

Trust is also a reciprocal matter; giving trust is rewarded with trust, giving
distrust is sanctioned with distrust (Koivumaki & Mamia, 2006; Langfred, 2004;
Kramer, 1999). Trust is built up over time, and through interactions between actors
(individuals and organizations). It is one of the few commodities whose value
increases with use (Dasgupta, 1998). Because of its reciprocity, value congruence
(‘sharing”) is expected to increase trust between quangos and ministries:

H2 The higher the degree of organizational value congruence
between parent ministries and quangos, the higher quangos will
rate the level of trust between themselves and the ministries

Or, alternatively, value incongruence is expected to lead to lower levels of

! The Netherlands are a decentralized unitary state, headed by the Queen. Parliament consists of two
chambers, of which only the second chamber is directly elected through a system of proportional repre-
sentation without a threshold. As a result, the Netherlands are always governed by two or three party
coalitions (consensus seeking; see Andeweg & Irwin, 2005).

2 For some quangos ministerial accountability is limited to (1) the policy being implemented by the
quango, (2) the decision to establish a quango and (3) supervision. Daily operations are formally no
longer the responsibility of the minister. However, parliament retains the right to ask questions and
does so on occasion. In some incidents this has led to interventions on matters which are formally no
longer the minister’s responsibility (cf. van Thiel, 2001).



trust (as we will use value incongruence in our analyses, it is important to state this
expectation explicitly here).

METHODOLOGY

To be able to compare the public values of ministries and their quangos, we have
merged two data sets: one containing data predominantly from parent ministries (and
some quangos), and one from quangos only. Operationalizations from the first data set
were used as the basis for comparison between quangos and ministries; data from the
second set were matched as much as possible. All data were analyzed using SPSS
16.0.

Data set 1

The first data set is the result of a survey among 231 top officials of the Dutch federal
government (sample of 778 members of the Senior Civil Service; response rate of 30
percent). Almost 65 percent of the respondents are working in a ministry; the other 35
percent in a quango, in particular executive agencies (see the explanation of quango
types later in this section). With regard to gender and age, the sample closely
resembled the population (van der Wal, 2008).

Respondents were asked to rate how important certain values were in
organizational decision-making, on a scale from 1 (least important) to 10 (most
important). Because the objective was to paint a broad picture of the prominence of all
20 values, the rating method seemed the most suitable instrument. Advocates of rating
state that in actual decision-making situations, agents attribute equal importance to
several different values at once without being aware of possible conflicts between
those values (cf. Hitlin & Pavilian, 2004; Schwartz, 1999). Making such conflicts
transparent is an interesting element of the rating method. Rating is also easier to
analyze (statistically) than ranking. It was explicitly stated that the respondents were
supposed to rate those values that were considered “most important when decisions
are being made within the unit or organization that you supervise,” emphasizing
values that guide organizational decision making rather than managers’ individual
moral opinions. By doing this, consideration of actual daily decision-making behavior
was emphasized. The total set of 20 values that was listed in the survey was derived
through a content analysis (Krippendorf, 1981) of recent Public Administration
literature (see van der Wal et al., 2006). Each value was given a clear definition to
reduce the effect of individual respondent perceptions and interpretations (shown in
Table 2).

Data set 2

The second data set resulted from a survey among officials of 219 Dutch public sector
organizations. From this dataset we have selected the respondents from the two best
known types of quango (see below); executive agencies (n=16, response rate 44%)
and ZBOs (n=84, response rate 43%). The samples proved to be representative for the
different types of quangos, policy sectors and tasks (van Thiel & Yesilkagit 2006).
The questionnaire consisted of 50 questions on different topics, regarding for example



the financial system in use, audit and accountability, organizational culture, influence
on the development of new policies, position and role of the board, and the use of a
large number of management techniques like performance indicators, HRM and
quality care.®> All questions relate to characteristics of the organization; respondents
were not asked for individual opinions but to answer the questionnaire on behalf of
the organization — just like in the first survey. In most cases (69 percent), the
questionnaire was answered by either the director (46 percent) or secretary of the
board (23 percent).

Types of quangos that participated

There are many different types of organizations that can be labeled quango. Each
country has its own types, forms and labels (see e.g., Greve et al., 1999; Pollitt et al.,
2004; Allix & Van Thiel, 2005). For this study, we have selected the two best-known
types of Dutch quangos: executive agencies and ZBOs.

Executive agencies (in Dutch: agentschappen) have no legal personality and
all their decisions are subject to full ministerial accountability. They are former
directorates of ministries. Their autonomy is restricted to managerial decisions, within
legal and financial boundaries. The executive agency model became popular in The
Netherlands from 1994 on and is coordinated by the Ministry of Finance (for more
information see van Thiel & Pollitt, 2007; Pollitt et al., 2004).

ZBOs are independent administrative bodies (in Dutch: zelfstandige bestuurs-
organen). They have more autonomy than executive agencies. Almost all ZBOs have
legal personality (with about 60% based on public and 40% on private law). ZBO
performance is only in part subject to ministerial accountability (see footnote 2).
Performance agreements are laid down in annual contracts or other documents (van
Thiel, 2001).

Joint data set

The joint set contains data from 324 respondents, almost equally divided between
ministries (45 percent, n=145) on the one hand, and between the two types of quangos
on the other hand (executive agencies 29% [n=94] and ZBOs 26% [n=85]) Table 1
shows the distribution of respondents.

Table 1. Distribution of respondents between ministries (n=324)

Ministry Executive ZBO Total

Agency
General Affairs 1 1 0 2
Foreign Affairs 3 1 1 5
Interior and Kingdom Relations 14 2 12 28
Finance 12 4 3 19
Defense 6 0 0 6
Economic Affairs 12 7 17 36
Justice 13 15 8 36

3 The survey is part of an international project (see www.soc.kuleuven.be/io/cost for more infor-
mation).



Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality 11 7 16 34
Education, Culture and Science 15 1 9 25
Social Affairs and Employment 15 4 2 21
Transport, Public Works and Water Management 12 27 4 43
Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment 15 6 7 28
Health, Welfare and Sports 16 19 6 41
Total 145 94 85 324

All thirteen Dutch ministries are present in the joint data set. 27 executive
agencies are present, out of the 40 agencies that currently exist in The Netherlands. 84
ZBOs are included in the joint data set, out of the 195 organizations that were invited
to participate in the second survey. However, some ZBOs belong to the same cluster,
such as the police authorities (9 ZBOs in the sample), the chambers of commerce (10)
and the commissions for land attribution (2). A cluster of ZBOs shares the same legal
basis, but each organization is a separate entity. Hence they will not be considered as
one and the same quango, as they may rate values differently depending on local
circumstances.

The number of respondents varies per type of organization; for ministries the
range is between 1 and 16 respondents, for executive agencies between 1 and 22
respondents, and for ZBOs between 1 and 2. We have taken several precautions to
ensure that the different numbers of respondents per organization did not lead to
problems for our analyses. For example, we have checked the variance in value
ratings between respondents from the same organization (ministry or quango). There
were no (statistically) significant deviant scores; hence we can use the mean ratings as
representative for the organization.

Organizational values

Value definitions from the first survey were used as the basis for comparison. To
match these, questions were used from the second survey with regard to:

- The culture of the organization (“how typical is this characteristic for your
organization,” recoded from a scale 1-7 to 1-10);

- The use of management techniques, originally measured on a 3 point scale
(seldom, often, frequent) and recoded to 1-10 (by multiplication);

- Self-assessment of the performance of the organization (on a scale 1-10); and

- Frequencies of interactions with the parent ministry and third parties (on different
scales, all recoded to 1-10).

Table 2 shows the measurements that were selected for the comparison. For
some organizational values, equivalents were readily available (see e.g., ‘honesty,’
‘integrity,” and ‘dedication’). For others, variables were merged (see e.g.,
‘lawfulness,” ‘collegiality,” and ‘serviceability’) or a negative indicator had to be
recoded (e.g., ‘impartiality’ and ‘obedience’). These operationalizations are based on
the assumption that if a particular characteristic is considered important, it will be
reflected in the organizational conduct. For example, the use of a management
technique like benchmarking is an indication of the organization’s willingness to



account for its performance and learn how to improve (‘accountability’). Only in one
case were we unable to find a matching measurement. Because this concerned a value
(‘social justice’) that was not considered very important by respondents in the first
survey we decided to use only the data from dataset 1 (i.e., for that specific value,
missing data for organizations is included only in data set 2).

Table 2. Measurement of public values

Values

Definition in survey on top officials
(dataset 1)

Measurements from survey on quangos
(dataset 2)

Accountability

Collegiality

Dedication
Effectiveness
Efficiency
Expertise
Honesty
Impartiality
Incorruptibility

Innovativeness

Lawfulness

Obedience

Profitability
Reliability
Responsiveness

Self-fulfillment

Serviceability

Social justice
Sustainability

Transparency

Act willingly to justify and explain
actions to the relevant stakeholders

Act loyally and show solidarity towards
colleagues

Act with diligence, enthusiasm and
perseverance

Act to achieve the desired results

Act to achieve results with minimal
means

Act  with
knowledge

competence, skill and

Act truthfully and comply with promises
Act without prejudice or bias toward
specific group interests

Act without prejudice and bias toward
private interests

Act with initiative and creativity (to
invent or introduce new policies or
products)

Act in accordance with existing laws and
rules

Act in compliance with the instructions
and policies (of superiors and the
organization)

Act to achieve gain (financial or other)

Act in a trustworthy and consistent way
towards relevant stakeholders

Act in accordance with the preferences of
citizens and customers
Act to stimulate the
development  and
employees

(professional)
well-being  of

Act helpfully and offer quality and
service towards citizens and customers

Act out of commitment to a just society
Act out of commitment to nature and the
environment

Act openly, visibly and controllably

Use of techniques for benchmarking with other
organizations, and public accountability

Team oriented culture (i.e. cooperation with
colleagues, team spirit, team work, cooperation
within the organization

Working hard

Being a goal oriented and results oriented
organization

Results oriented allocation of means, and
development/use of cost-prices

Performing feasibility tests for the parent
ministry, i.e. ex ante evaluation of new policy
proposals

Honesty

Degree of influence by third parties, ranging
from parent ministry, clients, personnel,
parliament, to media and private companies (-)
Integrity

Innovativeness, and development of innovative
products and services

Detail oriented culture (i.e. attention for detail,
accuracy, precision and exactness)
Involvement in policy making (-)

Expansion of market activities (working for
third parties)
Keeping promises

Assessment of responsiveness

Development employees culture (i.e. attention
for training of staff, possibilities for internal
promotion,  personal  career  planning,
possibilities for advancement)

Customer oriented culture (i.e. put emphasis on
quality of customer service, respect for clients,
relation  management, meeting  customer
demands

Use of quality standards, and use of instruments
for quality care

Frequency of reporting to the parent ministry,
and frequency of audit by self and others




To test that the operationalizations we used from the second dataset were
indeed comparable to the measurements from the first data set, we used the partial
overlap in respondents (see Table 1) to check for significant differences in ratings. We
used t-testing in sub-samples (per organization with more than 5 respondents) and
encountered no statistically significant differences (i.e., respondents from the same
organization in data set 1 and 2 rate the same value orientations on average).
Therefore, we assume that the operationalizations are indeed matching and can be
used for comparison.

Trust

For the operationalization of ‘level of trust” we use a question from the second data
set. Quangos were asked to rate the level of trust between their organization and the
parent ministry on a scale from 1 (least) to 10 (most). Note that this question was
posed only to quangos, and not to parent ministries.

This is admittedly a rather crude measure of a subtle concept such as trust.
Trust is contingent upon interpersonal relationships. Respondents’ perceptions may
therefore have affected their answer — even though they were asked not to give their
personal opinions in the survey and answer on behalf of the organization. Moreover,
trust may change over time as ministries and quangos are served by new officials.
More (qualitative) research would be necessary to get more in-depth information, but
that could not be done within the time and resource constraints of the original two
surveys. Moreover, we would like to stress the innovative nature of our study; the
merger of our two databases provides a unique opportunity to study differences in
value orientations within the public sector. Therefore, taking into account the
aforementioned constraints, we will use the respondents’ answer to the question about
trust.

Control variables

Two control variables were included. the number of ZBOs operating for the same
parent ministry and the age of the quango. Both variables are related to interactions, a
condition that helps to build trust (Koivumaki & Mamia, 2006; Nooteboom, 2002;
Kramer, 1999; Dasgupta, 1998). As quangos age they may have had more time to
build up a relation with the parent ministry, and hence have more trust. However, as
ZBOs have more (formal) autonomy they might have less frequent interactions and
therefore less trust (Van Thiel & Yesilkagit, 2007). Therefore we have decided to
include the number of ZBOs subordinate to the same ministry as well.*

4 One can think of another line of reasoning as well. The presence of many quangos/ZBOs within the
domain of a specific ministry could be conducive to trust — because ministries become more experi-
enced in maintaining relationships — but could also threaten the level of trust — because quangos have to
share the ministries’ attention. We have no a priori expectation about these effects, except a general
expectation that these control variables might play a role and therefore need to be included into the
analyses.



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Differences in value ratings
Table 3 shows the rankings of organizational values by Dutch ministries and quangos.

Table 3. Organizational value ratings by ministries and quangos, on a scale from 1-10 and
ranking 1-20 in brackets, (n=324). ANOVA testing of different ratings

Quangos (N=179) Ministries (n=145)
EA (n=94) ZBOs (n=85) Total
Incorruptibility 8.99 [1] 9.07 [1] 9.02 [1] 8.91[1]
Accountability 8.30 [2] 8.29 [3] 8.30 [3] 8.44 [2]
Honesty 8.24 [3] 8.66 [2] 8.40 [2] 8.27 [3]
Lawfulness 7.98 [5] 8.26 [4] 8.09 [4] 8.12 [4]
Transparency 8.10 [4] 7.12 [11] 7.73[717 8.08 [5]
Reliability 7.98 [5] 7.75 8] 7.89 [5] 8.06 [6]
Impartiality 7.60 [10] 5.28 [17] 6.70 [16] ™ 7.91[7]
Effectiveness 7.78 [8] 8.02 [5] 7.87 [6] 7.86 [8]
Expertise 7.91[7] 6.11[15] 7.22 [11]™ 7.84 [9]
Dedication 7.61[9] 7.66 [9] 7.63[8] 7.61 [10]
Serviceability 7.37 [11] 7.92 [6] 7.58 [9] 7.25[11]
Efficiency 7.21[12] 6.41[14] 6.91[13]™ 7.06 [12]
Collegiality 7.06 [13] 7.66 [9] 7.29 [10]™ 6.97 [13]
Innovation 6.76 [15] 7.05[12] 6.87 [15] 6.74 [14]
Responsiveness 6.82 [14] 7.04 [13] 6.90 [14] 6.67 [15]
Social Justice 6.57 [16] n.a. [20] 6.53 [17] 6.63 [16]
Self-fulfillment 6.22 [18] 6.01 [16] 6.14 [18] 6.30 [17]
Obedience 6.11 [19] 2.60 [19] 4,78 [19]1™ 6.27 [18]
Sustainability 6.51 [17] 7.81[7] 7.00 [12] ™ 5.72[19]
Profitability 3.80 [20] 4.87 [18] 4.20 [20] ™" 3.14 [20]
™ p<.001 “p<.01 “p<.05

Clearly, no differences of opinion existed with regard to the top 3 of the most
important values: ‘incorruptibility,” ‘accountability,” and ‘honesty’ (albeit in slightly
different orders). However, there are important and statistically significant differences
regarding nine values (based on ANOVA). ‘Transparency,’” ‘impartiality,” ‘expertise,’
and ‘obedience’ are rated higher by ministries than quangos. Particularly with regard
to ‘impartiality’ the difference is striking; ministries list it as the 7" most important
value, while quangos list it at a 16" position. ‘Obedience’ is also considered more
important to ministries, but was placed at the bottom of the list by both parties.

As expected, ‘profitability,” ‘effectiveness,” ‘innovativeness,’ serviceability,’
and ‘sustainability’ are all rated higher by quangos — in particular ZBOs — than
ministries. This would confirm hypothesis 1. However, there is one important
exception: the value of ‘efficiency’ is not rated higher by quangos; in fact it is the
opposite. And while both types of organizations do not rate this value as very
important, this finding is somewhat puzzling. Two alternative explanations come to
mind — but warrant further investigation. First, the definition of ‘efficiency’ as ‘act to
achieve result with minimal means’ may refer more to bureaucratic efficiency rather
than the business-like operating by decreasing cost-prices and inefficiency. Such a
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difference in interpretation might explain the difference in preferences for this value.
Second, ministries and quangos may differ in the number of other values they rank
higher than ‘efficiency’. Quangos rate ‘serviceability,” ‘collegiality,” and
‘sustainability’ higher than ‘efficiency’ while ministries prefer ‘transparency,’
‘impartiality,” and ‘expertise’ to ‘efficiency’. Such a difference in rating could imply
that ministries and quangos make different trade-offs between (important)
organizational values.

Table 4 summarizes the main differences between value ratings. It should be
noted that executive agencies differ much less from ministries than ZBOs do. Most of
the statistically significant differences between quangos and ministries are in fact
differences between ministries and ZBOs. This result could be explained by the fact
that executive agencies are always former ministerial units, while ZBOs have
different origins; including a private legal status. Moreover, ZBOs have more formal
autonomy and operate at greater arms’ length. We will return to this explanation later
on.

Table 4. Differences between value ratings by ministries and quangos (ANOVA)

Values rated higher by Ministries: Values rated higher by Quangos:
Accountability Incorruptibility
Lawfulness Effectiveness
Expertise™ Serviceability”
Reliability Dedication
Impartiality™ Collegiality™
Efficiency™ Honesty
Transparency™ Innovativeness
Obedience™ Responsiveness
Self-fulfillment Sustainability™™
Profitability™
“*p<.001 p<.01™ *p<.05

A factor analysis was applied to find out whether certain groups of values
could be identified. The question of whether specific values coincide and appear
together or are contradictory or even conflicting, and thus whether certain clusters or
systems of values can be distinguished, is often addressed in the literature. Beck
Jargensen and Bozeman (2007: 370) talk in this context about nodal values, values
with a large number of related values, and neighbor values (370); values that are in
close proximity to one another and related in meaning but certainly not synonymous.
The problem, however, with distinctions such as that of Beck Jgrgensen and Bozeman
(2007) is that they are often arbitrary and rather randomly configured. For instance, to
empirically determine whether a value is a nodal or a neighbor value, one would need
to apply advanced network analyses, and that has not been done so far.

We have replicated a factor analysis which was already applied to the data
from the first data set (see van der Wal, 2008). Four factors were discerned, shown in
Table 5: the ethical responsible dimension, (‘accountability,” ‘honesty,” ‘impartiality,’
‘incorruptibility,” ‘reliability’ and ‘transparency’), the HRM work ethos dimension,
(‘collegiality,” ‘dedication’ and ‘self-fulfillment’), the businesslike-managerial
dimension, (‘effectiveness,” ‘efficiency,” ‘innovativeness,” ‘profitability’ and

12



‘sustainability’), and the justice/loyalty dimension (‘obedience’ and ‘social justice’)

(van der Wal, 2008: 72).

Table 5. Factor analysis of organizational value ratings by ministries and quangos (n=324).
Anova of differences between ministries and quangos on factors (F).

Factor Values Test statistics
Factor 1: Accountability (.545) Eigenvalue: 2.676
Ethical responsibility Honesty (.749) R%=44.6%
dimension Impartiality (.561) F=4.114*

Factor 2:
HRM work ethos
dimension

Factor 3:
Businesslike-managerial
dimension

Incorruptibility (.736)
Reliability (.717)
Transparency (.668)
Collegiality (.805)
Dedication (.761)
Self-fulfillment (.714)

Effectiveness (.590)
Efficiency (.675)
Innovation (.709)
Profitability (.596)
Sustainability (.631)

(Cronbach’s o = 0.728)

Eigenvalue: 1.736
R?=57.9%

F=.323"

(Cronbach’s o = 0.629)
Eigenvalue: 2.059
R?=41.2%
F=17.803""
(Cronbach’s o= 0.627)

Factor 4: Obedience (.791) Eigenvalue: 1.25
Justice/loyalty Social Justice (.791) R2 = 62.5%
dimension F=.145
(Cronbach’s o = 0.395)
“p<.001 Tp<.0l “p<.05

The factor analysis confirms the coherence between the business-like or
managerial variables, as this is the ‘strongest’ factor. Moreover, quangos and
ministries rate statistically significantly different on this factor (see Table 4). This
result offers more support in favor of hypothesis 1. Furthermore, there are significant
differences regarding factor 1 (ethical responsibility), which consists mainly of values
that are appreciated more by ministries (cf. Table 4). The results suggest that a
factorial design could be useful to compare, or contrast, those values that are rated
most differently by ministries on the one hand and quangos on the other.

However, overall the coherence within the factors and the discriminatory
power between them is moderate; respondents seem to rate almost all values as
important (confirmed by correlations, overall factor and scale analyses on all 20
values, for example: Cronbach’s alpha 0.86, F 176.897, p<.001). This can in part be
attributed to the way in which the values have been selected; based on an extensive
content analysis of recent administrative literature, the 20 most important values
already were selected out of a total number of more than 500 (see van der Wal et al.,
2006). Therefore, we will continue our analyses with all twenty variables rather than
with the four factors.

Value (in)congruence

As we expect value (in)congruence to be of influence on the level of trust between
quangos and ministries (hypothesis 2), we now move to the level of specific
ministries. Because of their low numbers of quangos, the ministries of Defense,
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Foreign Affairs, and General Affairs (the Cabinet of the Prime Minister) are excluded
from the analysis. Table 6 shows on how many and for which values ratings differ
statistically between the ministry and its quangos (non-significant ratings are not
listed).

Differences in value ratings are indicative of value incongruence: the more
statistically significant different ratings, the higher the incongruence. The Ministries
of the Interior and Kingdom Relations, Economic Affairs, and Housing, Spatial
Planning, and the Environment have the highest degrees of value incongruence with
their respective quangos; they have statistically different ratings on four or five
different values. The Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment is the only parent
ministry that shows full value congruence with its quangos.

When we further examined which values show incongruence, we discovered
that in the case of the Ministries of the Interior, Housing, and Agriculture
incongruence is caused by values that are considered more important by the ministries
(‘impartiality’, ‘obedience’, ‘expertise’, ‘efficiency’ and ‘transparency’). The
incongruence for the ministries of Finance, Education, and Health concerned values
that are considered more important by quangos (‘sustainability’, ‘responsibility’,
‘effectiveness’, ‘profitability’ and ‘serviceability’). The Ministry of Economics shows
a tie between values rated higher by the ministry or its quangos. Overall, the
incongruence of values which were rated higher by quangos, turns out to be more
frequent than the incongruence of values that were rated higher by ministries.

Interestingly, the findings in Table 4 and 6 do not entirely show the same
patterns of incongruence. For example, ‘collegiality’ was considered more important
by guangos than parent ministries but this difference is not replicated when looking at
separate ministries. Another difference in the findings concerns two values
(‘responsiveness’ and ‘effectiveness’), which are considered more important by
guangos than ministries, but only between some quangos and their ministries. Such
specific differences could be pivotal to the quality of the relationship between specific
ministries and their quangos. Interpretation of such patterns falls outside the scope of
this paper but some tentative ideas can be offered. For example, in the Dutch health
sector quangos are usually based on private law, operating in an internal market that
increasingly is becoming subject to commerce (van Hout, 2007). Hence, in that
specific sector values like ‘profitability’ will be important, as well as (internal and
external) quality assessment (‘accountability’). In the Dutch education sector, the
constitutionally based freedom of education might explain a difference in appreciation
between ministries and quangos of ‘obedience,” while the orientation of such quangos
on students, teachers and parents may account for a stronger emphasis on
‘responsiveness’ and ‘serviceability’. However, such explanations are somewhat
opportunistic; further exploration of differences would be necessary to substantiate
them. In the concluding section we will present some recommendations as to how to
conduct such an exploration.

Effect of value congruence on trust
We can now use value incongruence, as measured in Table 6, to create a new variable

and analyze its effect on the level of trust between quangos and ministries. To this
end, we have created a dummy variable, which rates 1 if there is a significant
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incongruence on three or more values and 0 in all other cases.® We will use this
dummy in the regression analyses (OLS) reported below. In these analyses we have
also included the two aforementioned control variables: (1) the number of ZBOs
belonging to the same ministry and (2) the age of the quango. The analysis so far has
provided an additional argument to include these control variables, as we have learned
that ZBOs have larger value incongruences than executive agencies.

We will begin this analysis with establishing the existing levels of trust; see
Table 7. Quangos rate the level of trust between themselves and their parent ministry
as 7.3 on a scale from 1 to 10. Executive agencies are more positive than ZBOs, but
this difference is not statistically significant (t-test).

Table 7. Level of trust between Dutch quangos and their parent ministries, rated by the
quangos on a scale 1-10 (n=67)

Executive agencies ZBOs Total average

(N=12) (N=55) (N=67)

Interior (N=8) - 7.13 7.13
Finance (N=4) 8.00 (N=1) 8.67 (N=3) 8.50
Economic Affairs (N=12) 7.00 (N=3) 6.44 (N=9) 6.58
Justice (N=5) 8.00 (N=1) 8.00 (N=4) 8.00
Agriculture (N=9) 7.00 (N=1) 7.75 (N=8) 7.67
Education (N=7) - 7.14 7.14
Social Affairs (N=2) - 7.00 7.00
Transport (N=4) - 8.00 8.00
Housing (N=6) 7.00 (N=1) 5.80 (N=5) 6.00
Health (N=8) 8.00 (N=3) 7.20 (N=5) 7.50
Total average (N=67) 7.76 7.21 7.30

(partly based on Van Thiel & Yesilkagit, 2006: 33)

As the level of trust was only measured by asking quangos, the number of
observations for the regression analyses reported in Table 8 is lower than in previous
analyses. However, imputation of trust scores for the whole dataset did not render
different results, so we have decided to stick with the original data as much as
possible. Also, a separate analysis was carried out using the factor scores in Table 5,
but that did not render any statistically significant effects either and therefore is not
reported here.

Table 8. The effect of organizational value incongruence on the level of trust between
ministries and quangos (N=67, OLS regression analysis, beta in brackets)

Model 1 Model 2

Value incongruence -.842" -.686
(-.266) (-.212)

Number of ZBOs -.028
(-.087)

Age of quango -.007
(-.190)

5> A scale variable was also tested (high, medium, low) but did not lead to different results than reported
here.
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Intercept 7.7677 8.104™

DF 67 63
R square 071 127
“ p<.001 " p<.01" p<.05 1 p<.10

Table 8 (model 1) shows that value incongruence leads to less trust, which
corroborates hypothesis 2 (note that because the dummy variable measures value
incongruence, the parameters in Table 8 should be reversed when interpreting the
effects). However, when the control variables are included (model 2) this effect is no
longer statistically significant. As stated before, ZBOs have higher value
incongruence than executive agencies. The findings now seem to suggest that ZBOs
have less trust, regardless of value incongruences. Further research is necessary to
disentangle these effects (see also van Thiel & Yesilkagit, 2008).

CONCLUSIONS

There are but few empirical studies into value orientations in different parts of the
(para)public sector (e.g., Lyons et al., 2006). Despite the shortcomings in our
methodology — such as the matching of some operationalizations, the measurement of
trust and the moderate response rates — the merger of our two data sets has offered us
a unique opportunity to compare the organizational values of Dutch ministries and
guangos, and examine the effects of value congruence on inter-organizational trust.
More research on this topic is warranted, for two reasons. First, more knowledge
needs to be obtained with regard to how, why, and to what extent values differ
between different parts of the (para)public sector, because this has important
implications for attempts to infuse more public sector value congruence, for instance
through mandatory codes of conduct (cf. Lyons et al., 2006; Maesschalck et al. 2008)
Second, trust can be expected to play an important role in the relationship between
ministries and quangos (Rommel & Christiaens, 2009; van Thiel & Yesilkagit, 2008;
Pollitt, 2005). It is important that ministries build and maintain good relationships
with the ever-growing number of quangos that carry out tasks on their behalf, which
are considered a major source of information for the development of new policies and
the ministerial accountability to parliament (‘t Hart & Wille, 2006; Pollitt et al., 2004;
OECD, 2002; Kickert, 2001).

So, what did we find? The central question of this study was: What is the
degree of congruence between the organizational values of ministries and their
qguangos in the Netherlands, and what is the effect of value congruence on the trust
between ministries and quangos?

Our findings show that parent ministries and quangos do not differ in their
appreciation of what they consider to be the most important values: ‘incorruptibility’,
‘accountability’ and ‘honesty’. Therefore, ministries and quangos are to a large extent
‘birds of a feather’. However, there are also (significant) different value ratings, in
particular with regard to ‘business-like’ values such as ‘serviceability’, ‘profitability’,
‘sustainability’ and ‘innovativeness’. All in all, hypothesis 1 — presupposing a higher
appreciation of NPM or businesslike values by quangos — is confirmed by our
findings, although the effects are not the same for all hypothesized values or for both
types of quangos. In particular, the appreciation of ‘efficiency’ merits further
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explanation.

Clearly, there is not one single conclusion as to whether there is value
congruence between parent ministries and their — more or less — independent bodies:
in fact, the results show ‘degrees of value congruence.” Although the maximum
number of values that show significant differences is 5, the data show different
patterns with respect to incongruence on specific values, which leads to the
conclusion that additional studies into the value congruence between specific
departments and their quangos are paramount.

Our analyses were somewhat hindered by the fact that almost all values listed
in Table 2 were considered important by the respondents. Further analysis of the
relations between values is necessary — perhaps by using the type of network analysis
as suggested by Beck Jgrgensen and Bozeman (2007), or by extending and improving
the factor analysis we presented in Table 5. This holds in particular for the specific
role different types of values play in different types of decision making. Because our
sample consisted mainly of high-level managers and executives, it can be expected
that they had important, strategic decisions in mind when prioritizing the importance
of values in those decisions. However, this might not automatically be the case for
other groups of respondents, so the operationalizations of values and decisions is an
issue that merits consideration in future research endeavors.

Second, value congruence and the level of trust reported by quangos clearly
coincide, confirming hypothesis 2. This effect is most strong for executive agencies
which are closest to parent ministries (less formal autonomy, always originating from
a ministry). It makes sense that quangos which are at less distance share more values
with ministries, and therefore report more trust, because frequent interactions are
predicted to induce more trust (Koivumaki & Mamia, 2006; Nooteboom, 2002; Reed,
2001; Lane & Bachmann, 1996; Kramer, 1999). Thus, ministries and executive
agencies are more ‘birds of a feather’ than ministries and ZBOs, or agencies and
ZBOs for that matter. Moreover, executive agencies and ministries also ‘flock
together’ more than ministries and ZBOs.

Trust is expected to improve the quality and effectiveness of relationships
between ministries and quangos. The quality of the relationship can in turn be
expected to contribute to the ability of parent ministries to steer or control quangos
and ultimately achieve policy outcomes (Rommel & Christiaens, 2009; Pollitt, 2005).
Therefore, both value incongruence and trust should be studied more in-depth. Such
(qualitative) analysis at the meso-level could help to explain not only that differences
exist but also why, when and how these differences become manifest (cf. Boyne 2002;
van der Wal 2010). In turn, such knowledge could help to explain — or improve —
existing problems in ministry-quango relationships.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
Noncommercial License which permits any noncommercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original author(s) and source are credited.
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