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 Article Info   Abstract  

Article History : Effective leadership requires a close relationship between leaders 

Received 13 Oct - 2024 (L) and followers (F), with LF exchanges occurring both internally 

Accepted 11 Nov - 2024 and externally to the organization. This study compares effective 
Available Online leadership in in-group and out-group LF dyads in a public 

15 Dec – 2024 organization, namely the Tax Service Office. This study applies 
 quantitative research methods and Structural Equation Modeling 
 (SEM) to 774 respondents who have leader-follower dyadic 
 relationships. The results of the study indicate that: (i) there are 
 differences in leader and follower perceptions regarding 
 turbulence, adaptive behavior, responsive behavior, and 
 transactional leadership in directly influencing performance; (ii) 
 adaptive behavior mediates performance in in-group relationships, 
 while responsive behavior mediates performance in out-group 
 relationships; and (iii) transactional leadership has a direct 
 influence on performance in in-group relationships, while in out- 
 group relationships it does not have a direct influence on 
 performance. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Today's organizations are becoming more 

complex, changing faster, and interdependent 

(Hargrove and Sitkin 2011), requiring effective 

leadership to support them. Therefore, the 

existing leadership issues will continue to be 

explored from generation to generation to find 

more current and appropriate formulations to 

be applied in each era (Hargrove and Sitkin 

2011). Leadership is a complex and universal 

human phenomenon (Mumford et al. 2017). 

And effectiveness leadership can measured with 

achievement objective organization , 

stakeholder decisions and increasing mark 

organization . ( Amrulloh , 2021) If supported 

by a competent leader in implementing systems 

and strategies to achieve goals, the 

organization or company will develop and be 

able to survive in a competitive environment 

and under the pressure of change (Kharub, 

Mor, and Sharma 2019). In an organization, 

leaders not only influence their subordinates or 

followers, but also become a source of 

inspiration and motivation for them (Redmond 

and Dolan 2016). The many functions of 

leadership have resulted in increasingly diverse 

and developing definitions and interpretations 

of leadership itself, and an in-depth study of the 

various definitions, concepts, and functions of 

leadership will encourage the creation of more 

effective leadership. An effective leader is a 

leader who is able to influence and encourage 

his subordinates or followers to achieve goals 

and utilize the various potentials around him 

(Northouse 2018). 

Many studies on leadership use a leader- 

centered approach (Antonakis and House 

2014; Nguyen et al. 2017; Prochazka et al. 

2018; Jankelová et al. 2020; Katsaros, 

Tsirikas, and Kosta 2020) that ignores the role 
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of followers in improving organizational 

performance. However, on the other hand, 

previous studies on this topic with an emphasis 

on a follower-centered approach have also 

been conducted (Lyubovnikova et al. 2017; 

Alzghoul et al. 2018) in an effort to improve 

organizational performance. Therefore, this 

study focuses on a leadership approach that 

explores the unique interactions between 

leaders and their followers that impact 

organizational effectiveness, with the leader- 

follower approach being more appropriately 

applied in examining the performance of the 

Tax Service Office (KPP; hereinafter referred 

to as KPP). 

There are various approaches in leadership 

studies, including trait approaches, situational 

approaches, behavioral approaches, skills 

approaches, and relational approaches 

(Northouse 2018). This study uses a relational 

approach between the performance of the 

organization of leaders and followers. While 

several previous studies on leadership used a 

dyadic relationship approach by looking at 

leader-follower interactions (Muterera et al. 

2018; Shafi et al. 2020; Li et al. 2018), studies 

related to dyadic relationships and group 

dynamics (in-group & out-group) that apply the 

Leader Member Exchange (LMX) theory 

(Anand et al. 2011) are still very limited, 

especially those in the context of public 

organizations such as KPP units. To address 

this research gap, this study seeks to compare 

effective leadership in KPP in in-group FL 

interactions with out-group FL interactions. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND 

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

 

As mentioned earlier, this study uses a 

dyadic relationship approach based on LMX 

theory to examine the relationship between 

leaders (L) and followers (F) that forms 

effective leadership, which is characterized by 

the increasing quality of LF exchanges. In 

addition, this study also describes the dyadic 

relationship between the in-group (KPP unit 

leaders-employees) and the out-group (KPP 

unit leaders-taxpayers). Previous studies on 

dyadic relationships between LF have been 

conducted in the Pakistani software industry by 

Shafi et al. (2020), in the Taiwanese hospitality 

industry by C.-J. Wang, Tsai, and Tsai (2014), 

and in various other industries by M.-T. Wang 

and Fredricks (2014), Li et al. (2018), and 

Muterera et al. (2018). To date, there has been 

very little research on leadership in public 

organizations or on dyadic relationships 

between in-groups and out-groups. 

In an industry, a turbulent environment is 

one in which market and/or technological 

changes are unpredictable, creating risks and 

uncertainties in business ( Bodlaj, Coenders, 

and Zabkar 2012 ). In this case, the term 

turbulence is often combined with the concept 

of market or technology. For example, market 

turbulence refers to changes in customer 

composition and their preferences, while 

technological turbulence describes rapid 

technological changes ( Bodlaj, Coenders, and 

Zabkar 2012 ). In this study, the term 'economic 

turbulence' refers to rapid, sharp, and 

fundamental changes in economic conditions, 

affecting the economic and social activities of 

society. 

Several studies have been conducted on the 

various relationships between turbulence and 

leadership, including the influence of 

leadership on turbulent conditions (Salas- 

Vallina, Rofcanin, and Las Heras 2022), 

turbulence as a moderator in transformational 

leadership (Yasmeen et al. 2020), and 

turbulence as a moderator in sustainable 

leadership (Iqbal, Ahmad, and Li 2021). 

This study, on the other hand, focuses on the 

influence of turbulence on transformational 

and transactional leadership, with hypotheses 

H1-H2 as follows: 

H1: Turbulence affects transformational 

leadership in KPP. 

H2: Turbulence affects transactional 

leadership in KPP. 

The COVID-19 pandemic is the largest global 

turbulence involving profound changes in 

social, economic, and political relations (Salas- 

Vallina, Rofcanin, and Las Heras 2022), which 

in turn changes behavior to adapt to 

environmental needs and demands. Several 

previous studies have examined the impact of 

turbulence on performance (Pudjiarti and 

Priagung Hutomo 2020; Chatterjee and 

Chaudhuri 2021; Iqbal, Ahmad, and Li 2021), 

but are still limited to adaptive, responsive, and 

innovative behaviors. Therefore, this study 

suspects that turbulence affects individual 

behavior and organizational performance, with 

hypotheses H3-H6 as follows: 

H3: Turbulence affects adaptive behavior in 

KPP. 
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H4: Turbulence affects responsive behavior in 

KPP. 

H5: Turbulence affects innovative behavior in 

KPP. 

H6: Turbulence affects performance at KPP. 

Individuals who lead in work organizations are 

characterized by their professional functions, 

which  include  commanding, guiding, 

motivating, and inspiring other team members 

in carrying out operations carried out to 

achieve the expected or planned goals of the 

organizational unit (Delia Davila Quintana, 

Mora Ruiz,  and   E. Vila 2014). The 

competencies possessed by these individuals 

shape the leadership style applied to the 

organizational environment. Likewise, this 

study hypothesizes that the competencies 

possessed  by  leaders  influence  the 

transactional and transformational leadership 

styles applied in KPP organizations, with the 

following hypotheses H7-H8: 

H7: Competence influences transformational 

leadership in KPP. 

H8: Competence influences transactional 

leadership in KPP. 

Competent personnel are a component of any 

organization that maintains a performance- 

oriented culture (Shet,  Patil, and 

Chandawarkar 2019). For organizations, 

having a competent workforce is an important 

prerequisite for effective performance. Since 

behavior is a part of competence, this study 

hypothesizes that leader competence influences 

adaptive, responsive, and innovative behavior 

in KPP, with hypotheses H9-H11 as follows: 

H9: Competence influences adaptive behavior 

in KPP. 

H10: Competence influences responsive 

behavior in KPP. 

H11: Competence influences innovative 

behavior in KPP. 

Several studies have shown a significant 

positive relationship between competency and 

business performance (Shet, Patil, and 

Chandawarkar 2019) including, by Atan and 

Mahmood (2019) in the Malaysian food 

manufacturing industry, Caputo et al. (2019) in 

digital companies in Europe, Pham and Kim 

(2019) in the Vietnamese construction industry, 

and Shet, Patil, and Chandawarkar (2019) in 

various Indian organizations. Therefore, this 

study hypothesizes that leader competency has 

an impact on performance in KPP as follows: 

H12: Competence affects performance at KPP. 

Transformational leadership encourages 

followers to do more than expected by: (a) 

increasing followers' awareness of the 

importance and value of set and idealized 

goals; (b) making followers go beyond their 

own self-interest for the sake of the team or 

organization; and (c) mobilizing followers to 

meet higher-level needs (Bass and Avolio 

1990). Meanwhile, transactional leadership 

motivates followers according to the 

reciprocity given between the leader (L) and 

followers (F), thus triggering changes in 

follower behavior within the scope of LF 

interactions. 

Various previous studies have linked the 

influence of leadership style on follower 

behavior, namely leadership with follower 

creativity (Alzghoul et al. 2018), leadership 

with adaptive culture (Giang and Dung 2021; 

Madi Odeh et al. 2021), and leadership with 

innovative behavior (Costa, Pádua, and 

Moreira 2023; Odoardi et al. 2015). However, 

these studies focus more on the relationship 

between transformational leadership and 

innovative behavior. As stated by Aryee et al. 

(2012), there has been significant growth in 

research on transformative leadership, which 

encourages individuals to behave innovatively. 

In this study, it is hypothesized that 

transformative and transactional leadership 

influence the adaptive, responsive, and 

innovative behavior of followers in KPP 

organizations, with hypotheses H13-H18 as 

follows: 

H13: Transformational leadership influences 

adaptive behavior in KPP. 

H14: Transformational leadership influences 

responsive behavior in KPP. 

H15: Transformational leadership influences 

innovative behavior in KPP. 

H16: Transactional leadership influences 

adaptive behavior in KPP. 

H17: Transactional leadership influences 

responsive behavior in KPP. 

H18: Transactional leadership influences 

innovative behavior in KPP. 

Leaders must scan the internal and external 

environment, map strategic goals and tasks, 

and provide performance feedback (Antonakis 

and House 2014). Effective leadership is 

demonstrated through actions that build and 

enhance organizational and management 

system capabilities and is used by leaders to 

create and direct organizational capacity. 

Furthermore, leadership links organizational 
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goals to management systems, thereby 

strengthening relationships and improving 

performance. 

Evidence from various sources supports the 

premise that effective leadership is associated 

with superior performance. Researchers have 

investigated the relationship between 

leadership styles and performance, including 

studies on the effect of authentic leadership on 

employee performance ( Alzghoul et al. 2018 ), 

the relationship between transformational 

leadership and performance ( Mu et al. 2018 ; 

Yücel 2021 ; Khan et al. 2023 ), the effect of 

transactional leadership on performance ( 

Jiang, Zhao, and Zuo 2021 ), and the 

correlation between general leadership styles 

and performance ( Pawirosumarto, Sarjana, 

and Gunawan 2017 ; Ohemeng, Amoako- 

Asiedu, and Obuobisa Darko 2018 ). In this 

regard, this study speculates that 

transformational and transactional leadership 

styles affect performance in KPP 

organizations, with hypotheses H19-H20 as 

follows: 

H19: Transformational leadership affects 

performance in KPP. 

H20: Transactional leadership affects 

performance in KPP. 

Adaptive, responsive, and innovative behavior 

is the main focus of bureaucratic reform in KPP 

organizations. Adaptive behavior is needed to 

deal with changes in customer expectations in 

terms of taxation; strong adaptive behavior has 

a positive impact on employee work 

performance and supports organizational 

performance (Sabuhari et al. 2020). Likewise, 

responsive behavior focuses on short-term 

goals and can succeed in a relatively stable and 

predictable environment, while innovative 

behavior drives competitive advantage in a 

dynamic environment. Previous research by 

Chang (2016) revealed the relationship 

between adaptive and innovative behavior, 

while Do, Yeh, and Madsen (2016) examined 

the relationship between flexibility, innovation, 

and adaptability. However, empirical research 

on behavior is still very limited, especially 

regarding the relationship between adaptive, 

responsive, and innovative behavior. 

Therefore, this study suspects the influence of 

adaptive and responsive behavior on innovative 

behavior, as well as the influence of adaptive 

behavior on responsive behavior, with the 

following hypotheses H21-H23: 

H21: Adaptive behavior influences responsive 

behavior in KPP. 

H22: Adaptive behavior influences innovative 

behavior in KPP. 

H23: Responsive behavior influences 

innovative behavior in KPP. 

High turbulence conditions require individual 

behaviors that are most in line with essential 

skills, flexible attitudes, and learning efforts 

such as openness to change, knowledge 

sharing, creativity, and autonomy. 

Furthermore, to deal effectively with 

environmental turbulence, individuals need to 

drive dynamic change, learn to cope with 

complexity, and take risks to overcome 

uncertainty (Camps et al. 2016). Adaptive, 

responsive, and innovative behaviors are 

essential in turbulence conditions to maintain 

performance. In other words, adaptability, 

responsiveness, and innovation are among the 

drivers of organizational performance. 

In this study, the performance referred to is the 

performance of the KPP organization. Several 

studies have examined individual behaviors 

that enhance performance at both the 

individual and organizational levels, for 

example, market response to firm performance 

(Wei, Samiee, and Lee 2014), innovative 

behavior that shapes performance (Bag et al. 

2020), and the relationship between 

responsiveness and performance (Rahim 2014). 

Since there are limited studies that specifically 

address adaptive, responsive, and innovative 

behaviors within a single leadership model, this 

study hypothesizes that adaptive, responsive, 

and innovative behaviors affect KPP 

organizational performance (H24-H26). 

H24: Adaptive behavior affects performance in 

KPP. 

H25: Responsive behavior affects performance 

at KPP. 

H26: Innovative behavior affects performance 

in KPP. 

Based on the previous studies above, the 

conceptual framework in this study uses a 

system approach that converts input into output 

(Konopaske, Ivancevich, and Matteson 2018). 

In the system approach, the organization is 

viewed as one element of a number of elements 

that act interdependently, with input and output 

flows being the starting point for describing 

effective leadership. In this study, the input in 

question is an external factor in the form of an 

economic turbulence variable (TUB) and an 

internal  factor  in  the  form  of  a  leader 
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competency variable (KPT), both of which are 

assumed to influence the leadership process 

flow. Then, in the leadership process, 

transactional leadership styles (GTS) and 

transformational leadership (GTF) are used. 

The leadership style possessed by the Head of 

KPP will form organizational behavior in the 

form of adaptive behavior (ADF), responsive 

behavior (RPT), and innovative behavior 

(INF), all three of which are believed to be 

intermediaries   in   forming   effective 

behavior, responsive behavior, innovative 

behavior, and KPP performance. The research 

variables and operational definitions in this 

study are explained in detail in Table 1. 

Question items are designed based on 

operational definitions (see Appendix A.1.). 

 

Table 1. 

Research Variables and Operational 

Definitions 

performance. Meanwhile, the last flow is the 

output in the form of optimal KPP 

organizational performance (KNJ). The 

conceptual framework of this study is shown in 

Figure 1. 

Figure 1 

Conceptual Framework of Research 

 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODS 

 

This study uses an exploratory quantitative 

research design with a confirmatory analysis 

approach, which uses SEM to form effective 

leadership in KPP. Primary data were 

collected by surveying KPP Unit leaders (KP), 

employees (P), and taxpayers (WP) using the 

Leader-Follower (LF) dyadic relationship 

approach. 

Sampling used non-probability sampling 

technique with convenience sampling method. 

The survey was conducted online, with the 

questionnaire filled out directly by the 

respondents. A total of 774 respondents were 

willing to participate in this study voluntarily, 

consisting of 64 Heads of KPP as leaders (L) 

and 478 KPP employees and 232 Taxpayers in 

the KPP work area as followers (F), with a 

dyadic relationship system Leader-Follower 

(LF) referring to the Leader-Member Exchange 

(LMX) theory with in-group and out-group. 

This study uses eight variables, namely 

economic turbulence, leadership style 

consisting of transformational leadership and 

transactional leadership, competence, adaptive 

Latent 

Variables 

 

 

Economic 

Turbulence 

(EQT) 

 

 

 

Transformat 

ive 

Leadership 

(GTF) 

 

Transaction 

al 

leadership 

(GTS) 

 

 

Competence 

(KPT) 

 

 

 

Adaptive 

behavior 

(ADF) 

 

 

 

Responsive 

behavior 

(RPT) 

 

 

 

Innovative 

behavior 

(INV) 

 

 

 

 

Performanc 

e (KNJ) 

Operational 

Definition 

Rapid, sharp and 

fundamental changes 

in economic 

conditions that affect 

the economic and 

social activities of 

society. 

The creation of 

relationships that 

increase the level of 

motivation and 

morality of leaders 

and followers in KPP. 

KPP leadership 

focuses on the 

exchanges that occur 

between leaders and 

followers. 

Knowledge, skills, 

and behavior of 

individual leaders in 

carrying out their 

duties. 

 

Efforts to adjust or 

adapt to 

environmental 

changes in order to 

achieve optimal 

performance at KPP. 

The behavior of 

seeking, 

understanding, and 

satisfying customer 

needs in KPP 

organizations. 

Useful products or 

adoption of ideas and 

implementation of 

ideas, starting from 

problem recognition 

and creation of ideas 

or solutions at KPP. 

The results of the 

implementation of 

organizational and 

personnel duties and 

functions during a 

certain period in the 

KPP organization. 

Reference 

 

 

Adopted from 

Pudjiarti and 

Priagung Hutomo 

(2020) 

 

 

 

Adapted from Bass 

(1990); Northouse 

(2018) 

 

 

Adapted from Bass 

(1990); Northouse 

(2018) 

 

Adopted from the 

organization of 

Delia Davila 

Quintana, Mora 

Ruiz, and E. Vila 

(2014) 

 

Adopted from 

Sabuhari et al. 

(2020) 

 

 

 

Adopted from 

Bodlaj, Coenders, 

and Zabkar (2012) 

 

 

 

 

Adopted from Aryee 

et al. (2012) 

 

 

 

 

Adopted from 

Alzghoul et al. 

(2018) 



473  

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The following section reports the statistical 

findings of this study, consisting of the results 

of demographic profiles, validity tests and 

model tests. 

4.1. Respondent Demographics 

The characteristics of leaders and followers 

in this study are presented in Table 2. Based on 

gender, 86% of respondents were male, while 

the remaining 14% were female. This is in 

accordance with national data stating that out 

of a total of 352 Heads of KPP Units, only 54 

people (15.4%) were female, so that the 

majority of leaders in KPP were male. This is 

possible due to several things, namely: (i) the 

placement of the Head of KPP outside Java or 

outside the domicile area, so that serious 

attention needs to be paid to female employees 

who are married; and (ii) the existence of 

provisions for rotation or mutation of the Head 

of KPP periodically every 2-5 years, so that it 

is not heeded by female employees. 

 
Table 2. 

Descriptive Leader - Follower 

In addition to leaders, the 

characteristic analysis also discusses the 

characteristics of followers. In this study, there 

are two groups of followers, namely KPP 

employees and taxpayers. Table 2 shows that 

the majority of KPP employees are male, with 

a composition of 64% male and 36% female. 

This composition is greater than that of KPP 

leaders. In addition, this composition is also not 

much different from the percentage of DJP 

employees in 2022, with a ratio of 64.09% male 

employees (28,746 employees) and 35.91% 

female employees (16,110 employees) so that 

the total DJP employees are 44,856 people. 

Meanwhile, for taxpayer respondents, 

54.2% of respondents were male, while the 

remaining 45.8% were female, which means 

that most taxpayers are male. This is possible 

because married female taxpayers can combine 

their Taxpayer Identification Number (NPWP) 

with their husband's name. Furthermore, in 

terms of age, 21.7% of taxpayer respondents 

are in the age range <30 years, 33.7% are in 

the age range 31-40 years, 30.1% are between 

41-50 years, and 14.5% are between 51-60 

years. This shows that most taxpayers are of 

Notes  Leader 
Head of 
Integrated 
Licensing 

Service Office 

Follower 
Employee (P) 

Follower 
Taxpayer 

(WP) 

productive age, with the majority belonging to 

generation Y (millennials) or generation X and 

having a bachelor's degree. 

 (KP)  4.2. Validity and Reliability Assessment 
Sex Men: 86% 

Female: 14% 
Men: 64% 
Female: 36% 

Men: 54.2% 
Female: In this assessment, an indicator is declared 

 45.8%  valid if it has a loading factor above 0.5. The 
Age 46-50 years: 

34% 
51-55 years: 
58% 
>55 years: 
8% 

 
 

Education Bachelor: 2% 

Teacher : 
92% 
Doctoral 
Degree: 9% 

<30 years: 26% 
31-40 years: 24% 
41-50 years: 32% 
51-60 years: 18% 

 
 

 
High School- 
Assistant: 27.8% 
Bachelor: 38% 

Teacher: 34% 
Doctoral Degree: 
0.2% 

<30 years: 
21.7% 
31-40 years: 
33.7% 
41-50 years: 
30.1% 
51-60 years: 
14.5% 

High School- 
Assistant: 
27.7% 
Bachelor: 
54.2% 
Teachers: 
16.9% 
Doctoral 

CFA results on leaders (KP) show that most of 

the variables resulting from the partial 

measurement model analysis are valid, with LF 

between 0.4–1,000. All latent variables of the 

measurement model provide reliable results, as 

indicated by CR values ranging from 0.432– 

0.860 and AVE values ranging from 0.290– 

0.726. Likewise, the CFA results on followers 

(P) also reveal that most of the variables 

resulting from the partial measurement model 
analysis are valid, with LF between 0.671– 

 Degree: 1.7%  

Duration Length of 
service as 
Head of KPP 
1-3 years: 
19% 
4-6 years : 
26% 
7-9 years 

:12% 
10-13 years: 
27% 
>12 years: 
16% 

Length of work 
1-10 years : 30% 
10-20 years : 26% 
20-30 years: 39% 
51-60 years: 18% 

Length of time 
registered as 
a taxpayer 
1-2 years: 6% 

2-5 years: 
17.4% 
>5 years: 
76.6% 

0.972. All latent variables of the measurement 

model show reliable results, as indicated by CR 

values ranging from 0.790–0.967 and AVE 

values ranging from 0.590–0.936. In the CFA 

results for followers (WP), the LF values 

ranged from 0.682–0.976 and all latent 

variables of the measurement model had 

reliable results, as indicated by the CR values 

ranging from 0.699–0.974 and the AVE values 
Total 64 Head of 478 employees 232 taxpayers ranging from 0.545–0.895. The summary of the 

 KPP  
analysis is shown in Table 3. 
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 0.934  0.900 

GTF 0.864 0.800 0.934 years 0.907 (0.818) 

GTF.A 
GTF.B 

0.777 
years 

(0.667) years 
0.938 

(0.876) 0.902  

   0.947   0.943 
   years  0.926 (0.848) 

ADF  0.838 0.948 0.963 0.925  

ADF.A 0.737 (0.651) years (0.897) 0.912  

ADF.B 0.847  0.947    

ADF.C 0.839  years    

 

GTS  0.749  0.736 

GTS.A 0.684 (0.604) 0.609 (0.624) 
GTS.B 0.882  0.959  

GTF  0.921  0.895 

GTF.A 0.926 (0.853) 0.910 (0.811) 
GTF.B 0.921  0.890  

ADF 0.956 0.939 

 

Table 3. 

Leader-Follower Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis 

Table 4. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Within Group 

and Out Group 
 

 

Variables  Leader (KP) Followers (P) Followers (WP)  Variable in group outgroup 

LFa CRb LFa CRb LFa CRb s  (KP–P) (KP–WP)  
 

 

BATHTU 

B 

 

 

 
1,000 

( AVEc 

) 

0.783 
(0.676) 0.796 

( AVEc 

) 

0.799 
years 

 

 

 
0.716 

( AVEc 

) 

0.699 
years 

 

 

BATHT 

LFa CRb 

( AVEc ) 

0.800 

LFa CRb 

( AVEc ) 

0.727 

BATH.A 

BB 

CYLINDE 

R 

0.647 0.848 (0.683) 0.756 (0.545) UB 
BATH.A 

BB 

CYLIND 

0.796 
0.840 

(0.675) 0.750 
0.763 

(0.573) 

 ER  

KPT 

KPT.A 

KPT.B 

KPT.C 

 

0.914 

0.91 

0.852 

0.954 

(0.840) 0.931 

0.976 

years 

0.967 

years 

(0.880) 

 0.890  

 

 

RPT 

RPT.A 

RPT.B 

 

0.945 

years 

0.921 

0.945 

years 

(0.850) 

 

0.942 

0.915 

0.891 

0.940 

(0.838) 

 RPT.C 0.901  

0.940 

 

KNJ.A 

KNJ.B 

KNJ.C 

 

0.831 

0.945 

years 

 

(0.513) 

 

0.929 

0.777 

years 

 

0.926 

0.933 

INF 

INF.A 

INF.B 

0.959 

0.959 

0.958 

(0.959) 

 
0.788 

0.938 

0.945 

years 

(0.886) 

 

 
0.826 

aLF >0.5; bCR >0.7; cAVE >0.5 
 

 

Confirmatory  factor  analysis  was  also 

English 0.666 years 0.530 (0.560) 

conducted in-group (KP–P) and out-group 

(KP–WP), referring to (Northouse 2018). The 

in-group CFA results showed LF values 

between 0.666–0.964, with all latent variables 

of the measurement model providing highly 

reliable results as indicated by CR values of 

0.749–0.958 and AVE values of 0.588–0.919. 

Meanwhile, the out-group CFA results had LF 

values between 0.53–0.976, and all latent 

variables of the measurement model produced 

reliable results as indicated by CR values of 

0.727–0.967 and AVE values of 0.562–0.886, 

as seen in Table 4. 

 KNJ.C years  

 aLF >0.5; bCR >0.7; cAVE >0.5  

 

4.3. Conformity Assessment 

There are several measures of Goodness of 

Fit (GOF), namely absolute fit, incremental fit, 

and parsimonious fit (Hair et al. 2019; 

Puspitawati 2020). In this study, as shown in 

Table 5, both in-group and out-group met most 

of the GOF criteria. Of all the test 

measurements, eight of them had good fit, while 

the other three had marginal fit. Thus, the entire 

model was declared to meet the Goodness of Fit 

test and could be used in this study. 

KPT 
KPT.A 

 
0.812 

0.817 
(0.535) 

 
0.920 

0.961 
years 

 
0.930 

0.974 
years 

KPT.B 0.917  0.972 (0.862) 0.976 (0.974) 

KPT.C 0.815  years 
0.879 

 years 
0.930 

 

GTS 0.790 0.798 

GTS.A  0.432 0.733 (0.656) 0.682 years 

GTS.B 0.400 (0.290) 0.895  0.978 (0.689) 
 0.710    years  

 

ADF.A 0.925 (0.877) 0.900 (0.840) 

ADF.B 
ADF.C 

0.942 
0.942 

 0.929 
0.920 

 

 

KNJ.A 0.928 (0.588) 0.858 
KNJ.B 0.788  0.962 

 

 0.955  0.951 

RPT  0.860 0.956 (0.876) 0.950 (0.867) 

RPT.A 0.807 (0.685) 0.935  0.934  

RPT.B 0.863  0.917  years  

RPT.C 0.806    0.909  

 
INF 

 
0.841 

 
0.968 

0.967 
years 

 
0.942 

0.945 
years 

INF.A 0.851 (0.726) 0.966 (0.936) 0.950 (0.895) 

INF.B 0.853  years    

 0.541 0.788  0.790  0.880 

English years years 0.671 (0.590) 0.688 (0.707) 
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Table 5. 

Testing of in-group and out-group 

structures 

mediation from adaptive behavior affects 

performance. Meanwhile, in the out-group, 

responsive behavior is needed to improve 

performance. This may be because adaptive 

Test Criteria Value 

s in 

group 

Outgro 

up 

values 

Stand 

ard 

Notes 
behavior in in-group LF exchange affects 

career needs, positions, and placement 

locations,  while  out-group  LF  exchange 
 s  requires more responsive behavior in the form 
Absolut 

e match 

Chi 

square 

787,4 

37 

516,21 

8 
Small 

er 

Not 

suitabl of fast, precise, and efficient service. 
measure      e  

GFI 0.876 0.853 > 0.90 Margi 

 nal fit  

RMR 0.062 0.062 < 0.05 Margi 

Standar nal fit 

 d  

 

Table 6. 

Results of the In-Group and Out-Group Model 

Relationship Path Test 

RMSEA 0.084 

years 

0.086 

years 

< 0.08 Perfec 

t fit 
Dyadic relationships in groups 

LF (KP-P) 

Out-group dyadic relationships 

LF (KP-WP) 

Increme 

ntal 

match 

AGFI 0.823 0.791 > 0.9 Margi 

 nal fit  

Endogenous 

variables 

GTF 

Connection Load Endogenous 

factor variables 

KPT →GTF 0.87* GTF 

Connection  Load 

factor 

KPT →GTF 0.85* 

 

 
  

 

TUBE→ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 ion  
 

The R2 
 

INF 
 

-0.05 
 

The R2 
 

INF 
 

-0.03 

Econom 

ical fit 
PNFI 0.724 0.715 > 0.5 Perfec 
 t fit  

value is 

0.67 
TUBE→ 

GTF →INF 
 

0.39* 

value is 

0.75. 
TUBE→ 

GTF →INF 
 

0.19* 

size PGFI 0.614 0.598 > 0.5 Perfec  GTS →INF 0.036 
days  GTS →INF 0.05 

 t fit  English TUB →KNJ 0.19* English TUB →KNJ 0.28* 
 The R2 GTF →KNJ -0.14 The R2 GTF →KNJ 0.19 

Vertical dyadic linkage theory, also known value is 

0.35 
GTS →KNJ 0.30* 
ADF →KNJ 0.23* 

value is 

0.40. 
GTS →KNJ 0.12 
ADF →KNJ 0.08 

as LMX theory, divides two main types of 
leader-follower linkages: (1) in-group, in the 

form of extensible roles and responsibilities; 

and (2) out-group, where  roles and 

responsibilities are limited to formal contracts 

(Northouse 2018). In the context of this study, 

the in-group is the dyadic relationship between 

the Head of Tax Office and Tax Office 

employees,  while  the  out-group is  the 

relationship between the Head of Tax Office 

and taxpayers. LMX theory assumes that 

individuals will provide resources to those who 

have  provided resources (Law-Penrose, 

Wilson, and Taylor 2015). This assumption is 

important to understanding resources as an 

antecedent of LMX. When resources are 

exchanged between leaders and followers 

outside of their normal work roles, the recipient 

of the resources will feel indebted to the other 

party (Law-Penrose, Wilson, and Taylor 2015). 

The results of the comparative test of the 

relationship between in-group and out-group 

can be seen in Table 6. In the in-group, 

 
  

RPT →KNJ 0.16 RPT →KNJ 0.22* 
  

INF →KNJ -0.05 INF →KNJ -0.09 
 

 

*) significant at 5% alpha 

Table 6 shows that transactional leadership 

has a direct effect on in-group performance, but 

does not have a direct effect on out-group 

performance. In addition, the factor loading of 

in-group leadership is greater than that of out- 

group leadership. This finding is in line with 

LMX theory which states that in-group 

relationships are characterized by mutual trust, 

respect, liking, and influence (Northouse 2018), 

which is in contrast to out-group relationships 

which are characterized by formal 

communication in accordance with standard 

operating procedures (SOPs). In this case, 

LMX seeks to build high-quality LF 

relationships so that there can be an exchange 

of content and intellectual processes or visions 

that lead to transformational leadership rather 

than transactional leadership. 

size 
Non- 
Financia 

l Funds 

0.938 0.927 > 0.9 Perfec 
t fit 

The R2 

value is 
0.78. 

GTF 0.05 

TUBE→ 

The R2 

value is 
0.78. 

GTF 0.09* 

TUBE→ 

 (NFI)  

NNFI 0.935 0.933 > 0.9 Perfec 
 t fit  

GTS 

The R2 

value is 

0.42 

KPT →- 

GTS 

GTS 

TUBE→ 

0.55* 

 

0.19* 

GTS 

The R2 

value is 

0.24. 

KPT →- 

GTS 

GTS 

0.34* 

 

0.25* 

CFI 0.950 0.948 > 0.9 Perfec 
   years   t fit  

IFI 0.950 0.948 > 0.9 Perfec 
 years t fit  

ADF 

The R2 

value is 

0.77 

ADF KPT→ 

ADF 

TUBE→ 

ADF GTF→ 
ADF GTS→ 

0.46* 

-0.07 

 
0.39* 
0.11* 

ADF 

The R2 

value is 

0.78. 

ADF KPT→ 

ADF 

TUBE→ 

ADF GTF→ 
ADF GTS→ 

0.40* 

0.02 

 
0.45* 
0.10* 

Radio 0.920 0.905 > 0.9 Perfec RPT KPT →RPT 0.47* RPT KPT →RPT 0.53* 

frequenc 

y 

informat 

 years  t fit The R2 

value is 

0.65. 

INF 

RPT TUB→ 

GTF →RPT 

GTS →RPT 
KPT →INF 

-0.013 

0.27* 

0.14* 
0.45* 

The R2 

value is 

0.75. 

INF 

RPT TUB→ 

GTF →RPT 

GTS →RPT 
KPT →INF 

0.09* 

0.26* 

0.12* 
0.68* 

 



476  

5. CONCLUSION 

Comparison of effective leadership in in- 

group and out-group relationships has 

managerial implications for the government 

and KPP, namely: (i) from the follower's 

perspective, transactional leadership is more 

dominant, thus encouraging a policy of 

transparency in the process and use of tax funds 

by DJP officials; (ii) from the out-group 

perspective, responsive behavior is greatly 

needed, thus requiring an online and 

contactless system with DJP employees so that 

taxpayer needs can be handled more easily and 

quickly, and in more detail; and (iii) from the 

in-group perspective, adaptive behavior affects 

performance, thus requiring a policy related to 

limited authority in managing internal HR at 

the KPP level according to needs that have not 

been clearly regulated and have only been 

determined by DJP. 

Furthermore, the conclusions regarding 

leadership in in-group and out-group 

interactions are: (i) there are differences in the 

perceptions of leaders and followers regarding 

turbulence, adaptive behavior, responsive 

behavior, and transactional leadership in 

directly influencing performance; (ii) adaptive 

behavior mediates performance in in-group 

relationships, while responsive behavior 

mediates performance in out-group 

relationships; and (iii) in in-group 

relationships, transactional leadership has a 

direct influence on performance, while in out- 

group relationships, there is no direct influence 

on performance. 

From the results of the analysis and 

findings of this study, suggestions that can be 

given for further research are: The results of 

the study indicate that: (i) This study uses cross- 

sectional data, so that further research can use 

longitudinal data to determine the differences 

in time and turbulence conditions; (ii) Further 

research needs to be conducted that focuses 

more on efforts to transform transactional 

leadership into transformational leadership in 

KPP; (iii) Further research can discuss 

institutional efforts to produce effective 

leadership in KPP; and (iv) Further research 

on the remuneration system, career patterns, 

and mutations in KPP organizations is very 

necessary. 
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