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Abstract 

The concept sense of community responsibility (SOC-R) provides useful insights into public 

service motivation (PSM) research because SOC-R is act-relevant and connected to an 

identifiable community. A survey sent to 2,463 Danish councilors in multipurpose local 

governments illustrates how PSM and SOC-R as constructs are highly correlated, but not totally 

overlapping. SOC-R relates negatively to voluntary retirement but positively to visionary 

leadership and political influence, indicating that SOC-R is a supplementary motivation to take 

on responsibility and exercise leadership. The key contribution is thus a better understanding of 

motivation in public service provision.  
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1. Introduction 

Society needs people who are willing to take on responsibility because welfare provision is under 

pressure from increasing demands. This makes it highly relevant to investigate what motivates 

people to contribute to decision-making and the delivery of public services. Over the last 

decades, public service motivation (PSM) research has delivered many valuable insights about 

this question, but new conceptual inspiration is needed. PSM literature distinguishes theoretically 

between act-relevant and act-irrelevant other-regarding motivation (Le Grand, 2003), but 

empirical studies of PSM have not systematically applied this distinction. Fortunately, an 

emerging agenda in community psychology investigates act-relevant motivation to take 

responsibility for a community (SOC-R), and this is an opportunity to strengthen our 

understanding of the motivation to take personal action and responsibility. This article, therefore, 

aims to integrate the insights from the SOC-R literature in the PSM literature.  

At the same time, a research agenda on conceptual development is emerging within PSM 

research. Several scholars have called for a conceptual clean-up and for disentangling PSM from 

other other-regarding motivational forms (Bozeman & Su, 2014; Rainey, 1982), and recent 

studies have started addressing this (Schott, Neumann, Baertschi, & Ritz, 2019; Vandenabeele, 

Neumann, & Ritz, 2018). We argue that this conceptual work can benefit from insights from 

community psychology. This is particularly relevant for the SOC-R construct, which (similar to 

PSM) is an other-regarding motivational form. SOC-R has the potential to contribute to the PSM 

literature with insights on how community is important to public service provision and how the 

motivation to take responsibility is fostered. Our comparison of PSM and SOC-R focuses on 

how the two types of motivation are related to each other and to relevant types of behavior and 

behavioral consequences.  

In line with this, there are two overarching research questions. First, we ask whether PSM and 

SOC-R are independent, complementary or overlapping constructs. Second, we investigate how 

PSM and SOC-R are associated with each other and with voluntary retirement, political 

influence, and visionary leadership behavior. In the following, these concepts and associations 

are discussed in more detail. 
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Sense of community responsibility (SOC-R) is defined as feelings of duty and obligation to take 

action to advance the well-being of a specific group and its members that are not directly rooted 

in an expectation of personal gain (Nowell, Izod, Ngaruiya, & Boyd, 2016, p. 665). SOC-R 

differs from the sense of community (SOC) by being an other-regarding rather than a need-based 

motivational form (Nowell & Boyd, 2010). In community psychology, several studies compare 

SOC and SOC-R. SOC more strongly predicts well-being compared to SOC-R, which is a 

stronger driver of leadership, engagement, and behavioral action taken on behalf of an 

organization (Boyd & Nowell, 2017; Boyd, Nowell, Yang, & Hano, 2018; Nowell & Boyd, 

2010, 2014; Nowell et al., 2016).  

SOC-R has been applied primarily in US-based organizations (Boyd & Nowell, 2017; Boyd et 

al., 2018; Nowell et al., 2016), while PSM has been studied globally (Kim et al., 2013). Existing 

studies that compare SOC-R and PSM argue that they are independent constructs and that SOC-

R mediates the association between PSM and leadership behavior (Boyd et al., 2018; Nowell et 

al., 2016). Still, many conceptual and empirical questions about the relationship between the two 

concepts are unanswered. It is therefore relevant to discuss how well the SOC-R concept 

translates and travels and whether PSM and SOC-R are similarly related in countries other than 

the USA. The theoretical mechanisms, which explain how communities matter to motivation, are 

likely to be generalizable, but we cannot be sure that specific survey items applied in SOC-R 

travel well, because the organization of communities varies across countries. 

 

To analyze how PSM and SOC-R are associated with each other and relevant behaviors in 

settings outside the US, we use a survey of PSM, SOC-R, visionary leadership, voluntary 

retirement, and political influence in the context of local councilors in a Scandinavian welfare 

state (Denmark) collected in 2019. This is fruitful for several reasons. First, the voluntary sector 

in the US carries out much of the welfare provision, which is produced in the public sector in 

Scandinavia. PSM is a specific type of prosocial motivation linked to the delivery of public 

service, and it is increasingly seen as a matter of service rather than sector (Andersen & 

Pedersen, 2013). This makes PSM globally relevant in a context in which services are provided 

in different sectors across countries. Second, PSM is especially high in voluntary organizations 

(Brewer & Selden, 2000) that are often single-service units providing education, social work, or 

health. It is plausible that insights generated in the study of voluntary organizations in the US are 
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relevant to the study of welfare provision, but the relevance of SOC-R in multipurpose 

organizations such as the Nordic welfare municipalities remains to be investigated. Third, the 

context of local councilors allows us to analyze the relationship between PSM and SOC-R for an 

understudied group of individuals who take on responsibility for public service provision. 

 

For two reasons, Danish local councilors are especially relevant for the integration of insights 

about the associations between motivation and behavior linked to public service provision. First, 

the local councilors in the Nordic countries play a strong role in making decisions on how public 

service and administration should be carried out in their local communities, which are organized 

in municipalities of very different size. These municipalities are core units in the public service 

provision in the Nordic universal welfare state. Hence, they are not limited to providing single 

services as voluntary organizations in the US often are. Schools, day care, elderly care, primary 

health care, and environmental services are all under the jurisdiction of the local councils. Thus, 

the local councilors take responsibility for advancing the goals of the municipality as a larger 

collective and for defining what these goals should be. Second, the local councilors work 

voluntarily, and it is not a full-time job (except for the mayors). The remuneration that local 

councilors receive is regulated according to their tasks, but they are not paid as such 

(Vederlagskommissionen, 2016), although their work pressure is very high (Bhatti, Hjelmar, & 

Pedersen, 2016). Therefore, it is a very relevant context to illustrate combinations of insights 

from the voluntary sector (SOC-R) and insights from the PSM literature focused on motivation 

to contribute to others and society more generally.  

When we study SOC-R and PSM for local councilors with special attention to the willingness to 

take responsibility for public service provision, several variables are relevant. First, the 

willingness to remain a member of the council after the next election is a clear sign of 

willingness to take future responsibility. Council member can decide to retire voluntarily by not 

running for re-election, and this makes it interesting to see how voluntary retirement is 

associated with both SOC-R and PSM. Second, we study politicians, and this means that 

behavior aimed at getting political influence is important. Influence can be seen as an indicator 

of (self-perceived) performance, which is seen as highly relevant in the PSM literature (Perry & 

Wise, 1990; Vandenabeele, Brewer & Ritz, 2014). Analyzing the associations between political 

influence, PSM and SOC-R therefore sheds light on whether PSM and SOC-R are 
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complementary or competing concepts. Third, a similar logic applies to visionary leadership, 

because some researchers argue that it relevant for SOC-R research (Nowell et al., 2016) while 

others see it as linked to PSM (Moynihan, Wright, & Pandey, 2012). Analyzing the associations 

between visionary leadership, SOC-R and PSM in the context of local political leadership thus 

gives us valuable insights in the potential distinctiveness of the two motivational concepts. 

In the following, we will elaborate on the differences and similarities between PSM and SOC-R 

and discuss the expected relationships between these two motivational constructs on one hand 

and visionary leadership, voluntary retirement, and political influence on the other. This allows 

us to contribute to the understanding of what motivates individuals to “step up” and be members 

of the local councils, to take responsibility for making policy while they are there, and behave as 

visionary leaders while they are elected.  

The conceptual contribution is to draw attention to how the act-relevance and the specificity of 

the referent are important differences between two motivational concepts, which share several 

important characteristics. The empirical analysis shows some overlap between PSM and SOC-R, 

and while SOC-R is more strongly related to voluntary retirement and visionary leadership for 

Danish local councilors, the associations with political influence are similar. This opens a 

discussion on the potential of integrating insights from the two literatures. 

 

2. Concepts and theory 

Recent work, which attempts to improve the coherence and differentiation of PSM, prosocial 

motivation, and altruism, focuses on three criteria: 1) the reference category “beneficiaries” of 

PSM and prosocial motivation, 2) the reference category “temporal focus” of PSM and prosocial 

motivation, and 3) the stages of human action (motivation versus behavior) in general (Schott, 

Neumann, et al., 2019). After a short discussion of our focus on SOC-R rather than SOC, we 

compare the SOC-R and PSM concepts on these dimensions. The purpose of this comparison is 

to clarify the theoretical arguments for seeing PSM and SOC-R as conceptually similar or 

different. 

Focusing on SOC-R (rather than SOC) 
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Community psychology aims to advance the understanding of what the sense of community 

means to wellbeing and performance (Boyd & Nowell, 2014, 2017; Nowell & Boyd, 2014) . The 

relevant concepts are a sense of community responsibility (SOC-R) and a sense of community 

(SOC). SOC is defined as a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members 

matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that member’s needs will be met 

through their commitment to be together (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). For SOC to exist, people 

need to be part of a community and to be recognized as members of a community. This need has 

four dimensions. First, membership is the individual need to feel like a member of a community. 

Second, shared emotional connection is to feel connected to other members of that community. 

Third, needs fulfillment is the sensation that one can expect to have one’s needs fulfilled. Fourth, 

influence is the feeling that one can have a say in the community (Boyd & Nowell, 2014; Nowell 

& Boyd, 2010). SOC is based on the motivation to fulfill individual needs to be part of a 

collective community and thus sees community as a resource. However, community can also be 

seen as a responsibility, and SOC can be criticized for having a one-sided focus on how 

psychological and physical needs can be met (Mcmillan, 2011; Nowell & Boyd, 2010). Nowell 

and Boyd (2010), therefore, developed SOC-R as an alternative norm-based perspective working 

according to a logic of appropriateness (March & Olsen, 1989). They argue that SOC fails to 

account for situations in which people act to the benefit of their communities—often at 

substantial costs to themselves—in the pursuit of higher-order ideals, personal values, and a 

sense of responsibility (Nowell & Boyd, 2010). Given that SOC-R aims to isolate the altruistic 

component involved in doing good for a community from the motivation to fulfill individual 

needs for community, it is highly relevant to compare and contrast SOC-R to PSM. Self-sacrifice 

and orientation to do good for a community are important elements in both PSM and SOC-R, 

and this calls for an analysis of the extent to which they are overlapping or independent 

constructs. 

Identified versus abstract beneficiaries 

The reference category ‘beneficiaries’ is a core distinction between PSM and prosocial 

motivation. The central argument is that “individuals/groups in one’s direct contact” or the 

“employing organization” are the key beneficiaries of prosocial motivation rather than “society 

at large/larger collectives” (Schott, Neumann, et al., 2019). Grant describes how feedback, 
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feelings of appreciation, and emotional attachment to identified beneficiaries lead to more 

prosocial motivation in face-to-face relationships (Grant, 2007). In contrast, society at large as a 

beneficiary does not provide direct feedback or express feelings of appreciation regularly 

(Schott, Neumann, et al., 2019). Recent PSM research has a clear distinction between doing good 

for society as a collective and doing good for the individual user (Jensen & Andersen, 2015), and 

this makes it relevant to discuss whether this also is a distinction between PSM and SOC-R. 

PSM is often defined as “an individual’s orientation to delivering services to people with a 

purpose to do good for others and society” (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008, p. 7). In Perry’s 

conceptualization, PSM has four dimensions: attraction to public policy (ATP), commitment to 

the public interest (CPI), compassion (COM), and self-sacrifice (SS) (Perry, 1996). Among 

these, only COM comes close to being directed toward a specific referent. Still, it is based on 

identification not with individuals but with abstract social groups that are not delimited by 

organizational boundaries but exist almost globally, such as the homeless, the elderly, the poor, 

and so forth. In contrast, SOC-R has been defined as “a feeling of duty and obligation to take 

action to advance the well-being of a specific group and its members that is not directly rooted in 

an expectation of personal gain” (Nowell et al., 2016, p. 665). Thus, the recipient is not an 

identifiable individual as in prosocial motivation but an identifiable community. This definition 

also shows the overlap between SOC-R and the PSM subdimension self-sacrifice. However, it is 

important to note that some definitions of PSM include the motivation to do good for a 

community. One example is Rainey and Steinbauer, who define PSM as a general altruistic 

motivation to serve the interests of a community of people, a state, a nation, or humankind 

(Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999). Therefore, the distinction between SOC-R and PSM is not so much 

a matter of variation in the analytical level of the referent—if it is directed toward an individual 

or a collective—but a matter of whether the recipient is identifiable. SOC-R is directed to 

specific, identifiable communities, while PSM is more general. 

In line with this, there is a difference in the source of motivation. The energy in SOC-R arises in 

internal and external identification processes with the community (Mannarini, Rochira, & Talò, 

2012), while prosocial motivation grows in face-to-face interactions between individuals (Grant, 

2007). In the PSM literature, the dynamic between individuals and organizational context is 

understood as a matter of fit. Person-environment (P-E) fit is “the compatibility between an 
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individual and the work environment that occurs when their characteristics are well-matched” 

(Kristof-brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005, p. 281). In line with this, PSM fit is the 

compatibility between the need of individuals to serve the public interest and the environmental 

conditions in their organization affecting the fulfillment of their altruistic motives (Kim et al., 

2012). Thus, persons with high PSM are expected to select into organizational settings that are 

congruent with their PSM (Perry & Wise, 1990; Vandenabeele, 2008). In line with this, the 

organizational context can hinder the employees in outliving their motivation if value conflicts 

exist or if employees do not experience being able to do good for others and society (Schott & 

Ritz, 2017; Schott, Steen, & Van Kleef, 2019; Steen & Schott, 2018; van Loon, Vandenabeele, & 

Leisink, 2015). It is debatable to what extent PSM motivation is stable or developable (Bellé, 

2013; Vogel & Kroll, 2016), or if it is eroded or has negative consequences in a challenging 

organizational environment (Jensen, Andersen, & Holten, 2017; Kjeldsen & Kjeldsen, 2014). 

Still, the sources of motivation are more closely linked to the specific (community) context in 

SOC-R compared to PSM. This is both a strength and a challenge for the SOC-R concept. On the 

one hand, the relevant community is part of the conceptualization (and mentioned in the 

operationalization, see Table 2 and, for details, Table A3 in the Appendix). This makes the other-

regarding motivation closer and more specific. On the other hand, it may also decrease the ability 

of the SOC-R concept to travel across contexts. While the PSM concept (and operationalization) 

can be used globally, the SOC-R concept needs translation to the community in question.  

Temporal focus: Long term versus short term 

Schott et al. (2019) argue that the timeframe people operate with is a dimension which can 

differentiate prosocial motivation from PSM. More specifically, they argue that the timeframe 

PSM-motivated employees operate with is very long as they are working to build a better society 

in the long run. A teacher motivated by PSM is driven by fulfillment in the form of a better-

educated society or even better society through better-educated people. This is argued to differ 

from prosocial motivation, which operates in a comparatively shorter term (Schott, Neumann, et 

al., 2019). Now, the question is whether the temporal focus also constitutes a difference between 

PSM and SOC-R. The main conceptual difference between SOC-R and PSM is that SOC-R 

focuses on making a better community, while PSM focuses on making a better society. Working 
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along the line of thinking above, one may argue that the temporal focus is longer in PSM than in 

SOC-R as SOC-R is working to change a particular organization, partnership, or community. 

Stages of human action: Act-relevant versus act-irrelevant 

The distinction between motivation and behavior as two different stages of human action has 

been central to differentiate prosocial motivation from altruism. Altruism has behavioral 

consequences and can be understood as conferring a benefit b on the recipient at a cost c to the 

donor  (Schott, Neumann, et al., 2019). That is clearly behavior. In the following, we discuss 

whether the stage of human action also is a distinction between PSM and SOC-R. 

Both PSM and SOC-R conceptualize motivation and not behavior, and the willingness to 

sacrifice the needs of oneself in order to confer a benefit on a recipient is an integrated part of 

both SOC-R and PSM. Thus, in this regard, the concepts are similar. However, there is variation 

in the inclination to be the one who performs a behavior and the inclination to be satisfied with 

leaving the actions of doing good toward a specific referent to others. Motivation can be act-

relevant or act-irrelevant (Le Grand, 2003). If individuals feel that they should do good for 

others, they have act-relevant motivation, while individuals have act-irrelevant motivation if the 

welfare of others is important to them, but they do not necessarily want to contribute to do good 

in person. For instance, act-relevant individuals may organize aid collections, work in war zones, 

take challenging jobs, while act-irrelevant individuals may donate aid for developing countries or 

support other types of programs carried out by others. Drawing on this distinction, SOC-R is 

explicitly act-relevant as it signifies the obligation to take action to advance the well-being of a 

specific group. In this way, SOC-R captures the specific calling to take personal responsibility 

for carrying out actions. This motivational difference may have implications for leadership 

behavior as act-relevant leaders may exercise different behaviors than act-irrelevant leaders. In 

contrast, PSM encompasses act-relevant as well as act-irrelevant motivations (see Table 1).  

PSM and SOC-R compared 

The two motivational forms share many important features. Both constructs speak to feelings of 

duty, obligation, and commitment to others. Both are grounded in process theories that 

emphasize the role of institutional norms, values, and beliefs that shape the development of one’s 

social identity (Nowell and Boyd, 2010; Perry, 2000). Finally, both theories view social identity 
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as a core driver of behavior. The dimension CPI is rooted in norm-based rationality and thus a 

logic of appropriateness, and the same is the case for SOC-R. Furthermore, the two constructs 

are other-regarding, in contrast to other motivational constructs, such as Sense of Community 

and intrinsic motivation, which are rooted in the fulfillment of needs (Boyd & Nowell, 2017). 

Table 1 summarizes the differences identified in the discussion, and these differences are the 

basis of our first expectation: The constructs of PSM and SOC-R do not overlap. 

Table 1. Comparing SOC-R and PSM 

 SOC-R PSM 

Background Community psychology Public management 

Applications US applications, mainly to 

the voluntary sector 

Worldwide applications to public, private 

and voluntary organizations  

Reference category Specific and identifiable Abstract and global 

Temporal focus Shorter term Longer term 

Act-relevance Act-relevant Act-irrelevant and act-relevant 

 

Measures and indicators of taking responsibility 

There are several different indicators of how local councilors take on responsibility. Below, we 

describe each of the three variables that we use to illustrate similarities and differences between 

PSM and SOC-R when it comes to associations to other relevant concepts. All of them are 

conceptualized in relation to the municipality of the councilors. Otherwise, they are not relevant 

for SOC-R, but it can give this concept a “home team advantage” that we look at the future 

willingness to serve in the relevant community, promote a vision for this community and exert 

political influence in it. 

Voluntary retirement 

One way to look at the willingness to step up and take responsibility is by investigating the 

willingness to serve as a member of the local council. This can be measured both as the 

willingness to run for election and by asking about their intention to quit. In a democracy, the 

electorate on election day should select the council members among as many qualified 

candidates as possible, making it problematic if many councilors de-recruit voluntarily (Hjelmar, 
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Olsen, & Pedersen, 2010). We expect that both PSM and SOC-R are negatively associated with 

voluntary retirement because both types of motivation will urge the councilors to seek reelection 

to be able to continue their contributions. 

Visionary leadership behavior  

Membership in voluntary organizations, as well as local councils, is not an ordinary job and 

almost entirely voluntary. Taking on formal leadership positions in these organizations (such as 

chairing committees) is also voluntary and largely an extra-role behavior. Therefore, other-

regarding motivational forms can be expected to be particularly important to exercising 

leadership under these circumstances. (Nowell et al., 2016) investigate the extent to which PSM 

and SOC-R are associated with being a ‘thought’ leader and define this as someone who has a 

particularly strong influence in shaping the thinking of the group. This is overlapping with the 

concept of “visionary leadership.” As discussed in more detail in (Andersen, Pedersen, & 

Thomsen, 2019), visionary leadership behavior seeks to give direction by formulating a strong 

vision and make it clear to the members of the organization how they contribute to the vision. 

Therefore, PSM and SOC-R are expected to be positively associated with visionary leadership. 

 

Political influence 

There is reason to expect motivation to do good for others, communities, and society to be 

associated with political influence as these types of motivation are likely to energize and 

generate a higher work-effort directed toward gaining influence on the public service provision 

in the municipality. In line with this, PSM has previously been found to be associated with 

political influence (Pedersen, 2014). Therefore, PSM and SOC-R are expected to be positively 

associated with political influence.  

In sum, our expectations are as follows: 

H1: The constructs of PSM and SOC-R do not overlap  

H2a: SOC-R is negatively associated with voluntary retirement. 

H2b: PSM is negatively associated with voluntary retirement. 

H3a: SOC-R is positively associated with visionary leadership behavior. 

H3b: PSM is positively associated with visionary leadership behavior. 
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H4a: SOC-R is positively associated with political influence. 

H4b: PSM is positively associated with political influence. 

 

3. Data and methods 

The data was collected in 2019 as an email-based questionnaire sent to 2,463 local councilors in 

all 98 municipalities in Denmark. A total of 946 council members responded, that is a response 

rate of 38 percent, which is slightly higher than similar e-mail-based studies (Bækgaard, 2008; 

Bhatti, Houlberg, Thranholm, & Pedersen, 2017). A non-response analysis shows an 

overrepresentation of mayors and councilors who are not part of the governing coalition, while 

characteristics such as gender, party, region, and municipality are balanced. This is acceptable, 

and the overrepresentation of mayors is handled by controlling for institutional position. In the 

following, the details concerning the main variables are accounted for with a special focus on 

PSM and SOC-R. Definitions, means, standard deviations, and other summary statistics can be 

found in the Appendix, Table A1. 

Conceptually, PSM is a motivation to do good for others and society in the provision of public 

service. This is measured using a five-item global measure of PSM (see Table 2 and Table A3 in 

the Appendix for details). Thus PSM is modeled as a univariate construct based on an abridged 

version of the original PSM measure (Kim et al., 2013; Perry, 1996). It would have been 

preferable to include the full scale with all four dimensions of the PSM concept in order to be 

able to investigate how the dimensions (i.e., Attraction to public policy, Commitment to the 

public interest, Compassion, and Self-sacrifice) relate to SOC-R and leadership behavior. We 

had to limit the number of items in the survey, but future research should include a dimensional 

measure of PSM. A similar abbreviated scale has been used and validated in several studies 

(Christensen & Wright, 2011; Moynihan et al., 2012). The five survey items are Likert scaled 

items running from 1 “Totally disagree” to 5 “Totally agree.” The same Likert scale is used for 

SOC-R, visionary leadership, and political influence items. The PSM and SOC-R constructs are 

measured by creating variables based on factor scores from a confirmatory factor analysis. A 

reliability analysis showed a good scale consistency for PSM (alpha = 0.81). Variables 

measuring PSM, SOC-R, visionary leadership and political influence are all recoded to range 

from 0 to 1, where 0 is low and 1 is high PSM, SOC-R and so forth. 
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SOC-R measures the sense of responsibility for the well-being of a community of people, which 

is not based on an expectation of personal gain. This is measured using items tested in existing 

research (Boyd & Nowell, 2017; Nowell et al., 2016). However, several initial adaptions have 

been made. First, the SOC-R items were translated into Danish. Second, the organization of the 

public sector varies greatly between countries, and the items had to be adapted according to this. 

Previously, the items had been used in the voluntary sector such as health collaboratives (Boyd 

& Nowell, 2017; Nowell et al., 2016). In this context, the SOC-R items use the term 

“partnership.” This term does not translate to a Scandinavian welfare municipality, which is per 

definition a public organization and not a partnership. Table 2 shows the specific wording of the 

items, and the adaption to the Danish language can be found in Table A3 in the Appendix. A 

reliability analysis suggests that SOC-R 1 could be excluded from the scale to improve scale 

consistency. Furthermore, the wording of SOC-R 1 is substantially different from the rest of the 

items, and we exclude SOC-R 1 from the measure, as explained in more detail in the results 

section. Four survey items (SOC-R 2-5) are included, and the reliability analysis showed an 

acceptable scale consistency for SOC-R (alpha = 0.67), just below the normal threshold (0.7). 

The relatively lower scale consistency compared to former studies (Nowell et al., 2016) can be 

due to the adaptions made for the Danish context. The scale consistency does not improve 

substantially by leaving out any of the four remaining items (SOC-R 2-5). 

The willingness to continue contributing to public service provision as a councilor is measured 

by the intent to (not) retire voluntarily. It is a binary outcome variable indicating whether a 

council member intends to seek reelection at the elections in 2021. It is based on the councilors’ 

self-reports in January 2019 (2 years and 10 months before the next election). The reliability of 

this measure has previously been evaluated as being very high by comparing the self-assessment 

to the actual behavior of the councilors (Hjelmar et al., 2010).  

Visionary leadership is a self-reported measure of the extent to which the local councilors 

contribute to specify a vision and set direction. Three survey items (Vision 1-3, Table A3) were 

summarized into an overall scale score, and the reliability analysis showed an acceptable scale 

consistency just below the normal threshold (alpha = 0.69). The scale consistency does not 

improve by excluding any of the items.  
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Political influence is a measure of the councilors’ respective perceptions of their influence on 

different dimensions of their work as a local politician: agenda-setting, decision-making, and 

creating value for the citizens. This is based on six items concerning how the councilors evaluate 

their own influence in the council (Influence 1-6, Table A3). The items were summarized into an 

overall scale score, and the reliability analysis showed a good scale consistency (alpha = 0.81). 

Several background variables are included in the analysis to make sure that the associations are 

not due to spurious relationships with age, gender, educational level, seniority (number of 

periods served in the local council) or institutional position. They are not discussed in detail as 

the focus of the study is SOC-R and PSM, but the selection criterion is that they are expected to 

affect PSM and SOC-R as well as visionary leadership, political influence, or voluntary 

retirement. The results do not change either if the size of the community or the respondent’s 

membership in the governing coalition are part of the analysis (not shown). We do not claim to 

investigate causal relationships, but partial associations (controlled for mentioned background 

variables) still give a more valid picture of the relationships between PSM, SOC-R, influence, 

voluntary retirement and visionary leadership. An overview of alpha values, summary statistics, 

correlations, and the wording of the items can be found in Appendix A, Tables A1-A3.  

The most problematic aspect of our empirical approach is our use of cross-sectional survey data 

and, therefore, the risk of common-source bias and social desirability bias (Meier & O’Toole Jr, 

2013). As discussed by Georg and Pandey (2017), PSM and SOC-R are perceptual variables and 

thus concern inherently subjective factors. It is necessary to measure them by asking the same 

respondents, and limited access to elite persons such as councilors means that we cannot ask 

twice or use different data sources (such as qualitative interviews). Given that we are interested 

in associations (not causal effects), the problem is less severe, but some of the associations may 

be inflated by common source bias1. As we will discuss in the last section of the paper, future 

research should obtain better measures of the behaviors and behavioral consequences and study 

the association in other non-US contexts. Still, our data allows us to contribute with first test of 

                                                           
1 Common source bias can be tested by different approaches. Given that we do not have variables that can be assumed to be independent of 
both PSM and SOC-R, we have checked whether one factor explains too much variance. Harman’s single factor test suggests that common 
method variance is not a big problem (the first factor only explains 29.8 percent of the variance). The Harman test has been severely criticized 
and can give false confidence in the results, hence the result of this test should not be given too much weight and needs to be interpreted with 
caution. The scree plot in the EFA indicates more than one factor, and CFA and the reported chi-square tests also suggest that a one-factor 
model is a poor fit, even for the PSM and SOC-R items.  
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how PSM and SOC-R are associated with each other and to voluntary retirement, political 

influence, and visionary leadership behavior in a non-US context. 

 

4. Results  

SOC-R and PSM as distinct concepts 

The first stage in the analysis is to analyze the relationship between SOC-R and PSM. Are they 

distinct constructs, and how are they associated? We split the dataset into two random 

subsamples. Subsample 1 is used for an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Subsample 2 is used 

for a confirmatory factor analysis. The EFA gives us an exploratory picture of how distinct the 

SOC-R items are compared to the PSM items. The scree plot (Figure 1) and factor loadings 

(Figure 2) indicate that there are two distinct factors.  

Figure 1. Scree plot showing the number of obtained factors for PSM and SOC-R 
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Figure 2. Rotated factor loadings for PSM and SOC-R factors 

 

The selection of items are based on empirical as well as conceptual arguments. In the rotated 

factor solution, the factor loadings are low for the items SOC-R 1, PSM 1, and PSM2, and these 

items are not able to differentiate between factors 1 and 2 (see Figure 2 and Table 2). A close 

reading of the items shows that SOC-R 1 contains the term “volunteers,” and this is likely to be 

the reason why this item works less well in a public-sector setting, as the meaning of the term 

“volunteers” is unclear in this context. A large part (47 %) of the respondents choose the neutral 

category on this specific item. For the four remaining SOC-R items the share of neutral 

responses ranges from 8 % to 32 %. This indicates that SOC-R 1 works less well than the other 

items in this context. Therefore, the item SOC-R 1 is excluded (the wording is in Table 2, while 

Table A3 in the Appendix contains the Danish versions and references to other studies using the 

items). SOC-R 2 and 3 also have weaker loadings on factor 2 than the rest of the SOC-R items, 
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One the other hand, an analysis of PSM without self-sacrifice would not correspond to the 

understanding of the concept in the literature, and (unlike SOC-R 1) the wording is not 

problematic in the given context. For these conceptual reasons, we do not exclude any items 

from the PSM scale based on the EFA. The abbreviated scale has also been used and validated in 

several studies (Christensen & Wright, 2011; Moynihan et al., 2012), and our reliability analysis 

showed a good scale consistency (alpha = 0.81).  

The factor loadings of the SOC-R items are lower than in the US study, and the correlation 

analysis between the rotated factors from the EFA shows a correlation of 0.58. The partial 

correlation between SOC-R and PSM variables based on the CFA is 0.68 (controlled for 

institutional position, gender, age, education, and seniority). This is a relatively high correlation, 

although the concepts are not totally overlapping. If future researchers want to model SOC-R and 

PSM as distinct, non-overlapping constructs, our analysis suggest that modifications of the used 

items are needed. 

  

Table 2: Exploratory factor analysis: SOC-R and PSM 

 

Items  Factor 1 Factor 2 

SOC-R 1 
When volunteers are needed for a task, I feel like I should be 
the first one to step up. 0.1788 0.2280 

SOC-R 2 
One of the best things you can do to improve the citizen’s 
situation is to participate in local political work. -0.0576 0.5423 

SOC-R 3 
I am always ready to help out people in this municipality even 
if it creates hardship for me. 0.0877 0.3931 

SOC-R 4 
I feel a strong personal obligation to improve the condition in 
the municipality. -0.0659 0.7919 

SOC-R 5 
I feel that it is my duty to do something for my municipality, 
also without getting something back. 0.1359 0.6765 

PSM 1 
Making a difference to society means more to me than personal 
achievements.  0.2651 0.3297 

PSM 2 
People should give back more to society than they receive 
from it. 0.4615 0.1387 

PSM 3 I am willing to risk personal loss to help society. 0.7660 0.0340 
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PSM 4 I am prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society.  0.8137 0.0300 

PSM 5 I believe in putting civic duty before self. 0.7935 -0.0722 
Note: Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Principal-factor analysis. Oblique (Oblimin) rotation, which allows for correlation between factors. Post-
estimation correlation between rotated common factors: 0.58. n=468. See Table A3 in the Appendix for more details on items. 

 

 
 

 

Thus, there is reason to question the extent to which SOC and PSM are non-redundant (not 

overlapping) constructs—at least when applied outside a US context. Given that public service 

provision takes place in different sectors across countries, SOC-R needs to be measured in a way 

that is robust to sector variation. One way forward is to develop wording of items that does not 

contain the sector terms, that is, volunteering, and instead address the element in SOC-R that 

touches upon the motivation to take on a responsibility. An alternative wording of item SOC-R 1 

could be: “I feel that I should be one of the first to step up, when there is a need for someone to 

take responsibility for the community.” However, the respondents need to know what 

community and referent the item is referring to. 

The second step was to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to investigate the model fit 

when we theoretically assume that SOC-R and PSM are distinct dimensions, see Table 3. We use 

all five PSM items, while SOC-R 1 is left out of the CFA based due to the problematic use of the 

word “volunteers.” 

In model 1, a one-factor solution combining PSM and SOC-R into one single factor is computed. 

If the measures of fit were good, this would indicate that PSM and SOC-R are not distinct 

constructs. However, the test statistics indicate a poor model fit. In model 2, SOC-R and PSM 

are computed as two distinct constructs (as theoretically assumed). Here, the measures of fit 

show a stronger fit than in model 1. The chi-square is testing the null hypothesis that the model 

implied covariance matrix equals the true covariance matrix. This is rejected. The model is not 

the true model. The CFI (comparative fit index) again shows better results for model 2 than for 

model 1 (see table 3, below). Here, values close to 1 are interpreted as a good fit. RMSEA shows 

values of 0.093, which is decent, but not a strong result. The SRMR value is 0.074. A perfect fit 

corresponds to an SRMR of 0, and a good fit is a small SRMR value. This is often considered to 

be limited to 0.08. The overall interpretation of the test scores is that the measures of fit improve 

between the two models, but still model 2 is not a strong model. Overall, the results support that 

SOC-R and PSM should be treated as distinct dimensions rather than the same dimension (giving 
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support to H1). However, the constructs can still have overlap, and insights from one construct 

might be useful for the other. Conceptual reasoning to support the result from the factor analysis 

is, therefore, needed and found in the discussion of the concepts.  

 

Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis: SOC-R and PSM  

  Model 1 Model 2 

Measures of fit One-Factor Two-Factor 

Chi square (ms) 270.071 128.629 

Df 27 26 

p-value 0.000 0.000 

CFI 0.807 0.919 

TLI 0.743 0.887 

RMSEA 0.140 0.093 

90% CI, lower bound 0.125 0.077 

90% CI, upper bound 0.155 0.109 

AIC 8064.459 7925.017 

BIC 8176.061 8040.752 

SRMR 0.096   0.074 

CD 0.877 0.959 
Note: Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using SEM. n=461 
Model 1: PSM and SOC-R as 1 factor including items SOC-R 2-5 and PSM 1-5. 
Model 2: PSM and SOC-R as 2 factors including items SOC-R 2-5 in one factor, and PSM 1-5 in the other factor. 

 

The relationships between SOC-R, PSM, and voluntary retirement  

The association between the two motivational constructs and the three behavior variables is 

analyzed in three block regressions (OLS or logistic regression). SOC-R and PSM variables are 

based on factor scores. First, the regression models include only PSM and relevant background 

variables. Second, the regression models include only SOC-R and background variables. Third, 

PSM, SOC-R, and background variables are included at the same time.  

We do not test if the results found by Nowell et al. (2016) on the interaction term between PSM 

and SOC-R would be relevant outside the US. The analysis above shows that there is a high 
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correlation between PSM and SOC-R. The respondents who have high values on PSM also have 

high scores on SOC. Therefore, the interaction terms cannot be meaningfully interpreted.  

SOC-R, PSM, and voluntary retirement 

To estimate the association between SOC-R, PSM, and voluntary retirement, we use logistic 

regression. Since we are interested only in the level of significance and the direction of the 

associations—and do not intend to interpret on the size of coefficients—the results are reported 

in logits instead of odds ratios. The table below shows that there is no association between PSM 

and voluntary retirement, but a significant association between SOC-R and voluntary retirement. 

In model 2, we do not find a significant association (p = 0.101), but when we include both PSM 

and SOC-R in model 3, the association between SOC-R and voluntary retirement is significant (p 

= 0.018). The association is negative in both models—as expected in H2a. PSM is not 

statistically associated with voluntary retirement, and H2b is, therefore, rejected. 

Table 4. PSM, SOC-R, and Voluntary retirement 
  

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

PSM 0.047 (0.756)  1.567 (0.986) 

SOC-R  -1.524 (0.929) -2.896* (1.226) 

Gender (male=1) -0.551* (0.235) -0.555* (0.234) -0.603* (0.237) 

Age 0.05** (0.015) 0.049** (0.015) 0.051** (0.015) 

Seniority 0.141* (0.06) 0.141* (0.061) 0.137* (0.06) 

Education (no=0)    

    Short -0.211 (0.457) -0.3 (0.465) -0.352 (0.472) 

    Middle (bachelor) -0.382 (0.257) -0.363 (0.26) -0.368 (0.256) 

    Long (candidate, master, PhD) 0.037 (0.261) 0.04 (0.264) 0.031 (0.263) 

Formal position (member=0)    

    Chair -0.719** (0.269) -0.708** (0.271) -0.722** (0.27) 

    Mayor -2.064** (0.707) -1.971** (0.713) -2.003** (0.71) 

Constant -4.048** (1.165) -2.826* (1.199) -2.889* (1.233) 

N 652 652 652 

Pseudo R2 0.104 0.109 0.114 

Wald chi2 (df) 53.82 (9) 54.27 (9) 53.63 (10) 

Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000 
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Number of groups 10 10 10 

Hosmer-Lemeshow chi2 (df) 10.92 (8) 13.88 (8) 10.55 (8) 

Prob > chi2 0.206 0.085 0.229 

Note: Logistic regression. Coefficients reported in logits. Robust standard errors in parenthesis (municipalities). 
Multiple tests of model fit have been carried out. †: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01. 

 

The relationships between SOC-R, PSM, and visionary leadership behavior  

Leadership behavior for local councilors is much more complex than only visionary leadership, 

but this is discussed in more detail in (Andersen et al., 2019). The table below shows that PSM is 

not associated with visionary leadership behavior in model 1, but when SOC-R and PSM are 

included at the same time in model 3, the direction of the prefix changes and PSM becomes 

negatively associated with visionary leadership. H3b, which expects a positive association 

between PSM and visionary leadership, is rejected. SOC-R is positively associated with 

visionary leadership as expected by H3a. This result is in line with (Nowell et al., 2016), who 

find that those reported to exercise visionary leadership behavior also report higher SOC-R.  

Table 5. PSM, SOC-R & Visionary leadership behavior 
 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

PSM 0.056 (0.036)  -0.137** (0.038) 

SOC-R 
 

0.248** (0.056) 0.371** (0.065) 

Gender (male=1) -0.03** (0.011) -0.028** (0.01) -0.023* (0.01) 

Age -0.00005 (0.0005) -0.0001 (0.001) -0.0002 (0.001) 

Seniority -0.0004 (0.003) 0.0001 (0.003) 0.0005 (0.003) 

Education (no=0) 
   

    Short 0.004 (0.018) 0.013 (0.015) 0.016 (0.015) 

    Middle (bachelor) -0.001 (0.011) -0.003 (0.011) -0.002 (0.011) 

    Long (candidate, master, PhD) 0.006 (0.014) 0.007 (0.014)  0.01 (0.014)  

Formal position (member=0) 
   

    Chairman 0.071** (0.011) 0.07** (0.011) 0.072** (0.011) 

    Mayor 0.1** (0.018) 0.089** (0.018) 0.092** (0.018) 

Constant 0.723** (0.038) 0.569** (0.053) 0.569** (0.052) 

N 751 751 751 

R2 0.081 0.126 0.14 

Note: OLS-regression. Cluster robust standard errors in parenthesis (municipalities). PSM, SOC-R and visionary 
leadership go from 0 to 1. †: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01. 
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The relationships between SOC-R, PSM, and Political Influence  

The analysis of the associations between PSM, SOC-R, and political influence shows that both 

variables are associated with political influence when institutional position, gender, age, 

education, and seniority are included in the analysis. The associations are positive for both SOC-

R and PSM—as expected in H4a and H4b. When we include both SOC-R and PSM in model 3, 

the association between PSM and political influence is only borderline significant (p = 0.085). 
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Table 6. PSM, SOC-R & political influence 
  

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

PSM 0.208** (0.037)  0.069† (0.04) 

SOC-R 
 

0.329** (0.049) 0.267** (0.055) 

Gender (male=1) 0.004 (0.013) 0.012 (0.012) 0.009 (0.013) 

Age -0.001 (0.0006) -0.001† (0.0005) -0.001† (0.0006) 

Seniority 0.012** (0.003) 0.012** (0.003) 0.012** (0.003) 

Education (no=0) 
   

Short 0.011 (0.023) 0.021 (0.022) 0.02 (0.022) 

Middle (bachelor) 0.014 (0.011) 0.014 (0.011) 0.014 (0.011) 

Long (candidate, master, PhD) 0.027† (0.016) 0.031† (0.016)  0.03† (0.016) 

Formal position (member=0) 
   

Chair 0.105** (0.012) 0.106** (0.012) 0.106** (0.012) 

Mayor 0.211** (0.019) 0.207** (0.019) 0.205** (0.019) 

Constant 0.483** (0.041) 0.372** (0.049) 0.372** (0.049) 

N 739 739 739 

R2 0.283 0.304 0.307 

Note: OLS-regression. Cluster robust standard errors in parenthesis (municipalities). PSM, SOC-R and political 
influence go from 0 to 1. †: p<0.1; *: p<0.05; **: p<0.01. 

 

5. Discussion and conclusion 

Theoretically, insights on the motivation to serve a community (SOC-R) in the provision of 

service provide useful insights to PSM research. To better understand this potential, the article 

has analyzed the extent to which the concepts are different or overlapping. At the conceptual 

level, there are important similarities as both SOC-R and PSM contain norm-based motivation to 

do good for others, combined with a willingness to self-sacrifice to do so. However, there are 

also differences in relation to the reference category (how identifiable the beneficiary is), the 

temporal focus, and the act-relevance or the act-irrelevance of the motivation. In particular, the 

latter may be the grounding for different behaviors when it comes to taking responsibility, for 

instance, in the form of leadership.  

Empirically, the article has investigated how PSM and SOC-R are associated with each other and 

with voluntary retirement, political influence, and visionary leadership behavior. The first 



24 
 

expectation (H1) was that constructs of PSM and SOC-R do not overlap. This has previously 

been found in a US context (Nowell et al., 2016). However, it is relevant to know whether the 

same result is found outside the US, namely regarding local councilors in welfare municipalities 

in Denmark. The results from the confirmatory factor analysis indicate that the PSM and SOC-R 

constructs are distinct, but overlapping. Figure 2 shows in particular that the item PSM1 comes 

close to the items SOC-R 3 and SOC-R 5. These items share the other-regarding element and 

willingness to act to the benefit of society or community even if it comes at a personal cost. In 

line with this, the constructs are highly correlated. However, there are also differences. The PSM 

items measuring self-sacrifice (PSM 3, PSM 4, and PSM 5) are less correlated with the SOC-R 

items (such as SOC-R 4), which refer to a specific organizational setting (the municipality in this 

case). The municipality refers to a specific and identifiable referent. The PSM construct is global 

and void of a specific referent apart from the affectionate based element in the dimension 

compassion.  

The results from regressions show that SOC-R has a significant negative association with 

voluntary retirement, while PSM is not associated with the councilors’ intention to quit 

(confirming H2a and rejecting H2b). The results also confirm H3a, as SOC-R is positively 

associated with the councilors’ visionary leadership behavior, while PSM is not (rejecting H3b). 

H4a and H4b are confirmed as both PSM and SOC-R are positively associated with political 

influence. These results are consistent with Nowell et al. (2016), who find that SOC-R explains 

leadership behavior better than PSM. A central feature of SOC-R is the focus on the motivation 

to take responsibility. SOC-R is explicitly act-relevant and captures the calling to be the one who 

steps up and takes responsibility in a particular community context. In contrast, PSM 

encompasses act-relevant as well as act-irrelevant motivations. In line with this, the regression 

analysis shows that SOC-R rather than PSM is associated with voluntary retirement and 

visionary leadership behavior. This is an important result, because we now know more about the 

people who perform political leadership now and are willing to continue doing this. There is a 

strong need for people who are willing to take leadership positions. This has been a particular 

issue in voluntary organizations, where hierarchy is low and the challenges of leadership are 

high, but where the rewards linked to leadership nevertheless are low. However, this willingness 

to step up is not relevant just to the voluntary sector but equally much to the public sector, and 

indeed also for political leadership.  



25 
 

As mentioned, the analysis shows a high empirical correlation between PSM and SOC-R. The 

respondents who have high values on PSM also tend to have high scores on SOC-R. Nowell et 

al., (2016) argue that PSM and SOC-R are non-redundant, complementary constructs because 

correlations between the two constructs otherwise would be higher. However, the correlations 

found here are high, but the factor analyses give important indications of how the constructs are 

associated empirically, indicating that the existing items measure distinct variables. When PSM 

can travel so well and be applicable in different countries and contexts, it is in part because it is 

global and largely stripped of context. This is currently a challenge for the SOC-R construct as 

the identifiable referent is difficult to include in a construct, which has general applicability.  

In the analysis, SOC-R items were translated and adapted to a new language and setting. The 

application of the translated SOC-R items indicated that sector-specific terms such as references 

to the voluntary sector do not travel well (the use of the word “volunteer” in SOC-R1). The 

organization of services into sectors differs across countries. Many of the services, which are 

taken care of by the voluntary sector in the residual welfare state model, are delivered by public 

organizations in the universal welfare state model. Therefore, the term volunteers in the SOC-R 

items does not work well when applied in a Scandinavian context. One way to handle this is to 

leave out sector-specific wording from the construct while remaining aware of the valuable 

elements in SOC-R, that is the motivation to take responsibility and the motivation fostered by a 

particular referent. 

 

Needs for future research 

The methodological limitations to this study mean that we are far from finished with analyzing 

how PSM and SOC-R are associated with each other and with voluntary retirement, political 

influence, and visionary leadership behavior. Most importantly, the data is cross-sectional, and 

this can cause problems with common-source bias. Furthermore, PSM and SOC-R can be subject 

to social desirability bias. There is an important literature, which discusses how important these 

methodological problems are to the conclusions reached (George & Pandey, 2017; Jakobsen & 

Jensen, 2015; Podsakoff, Mackenzie, & Podsakoff, 2011; Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010), and 

future research with more causal ambitions than our paper needs to take these insights more into 

account. One way to do this is to include better measures of actual behavior, for example 
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studying whether councilors with high PSM actually seek reelection and whether public 

managers with high SOC-R exert more visionary leadership in the eyes of their employees. 

Finally, it would be highly useful to apply the PSM and SOC-R frameworks together in more 

non-US contexts, including public managers, employees, and politicians.  

The larger question now is how the important insights on the importance of act-relevant 

motivation to leadership behavior and the motivational energy stemming from the specific 

referent can be integrated into PSM research. This is even more important as it is a limitation of 

the empirical study that the outcomes applied do not allow the differences on temporal focus and 

act-relevance to stand out clearly. One way to go is to develop an extra dimension on act-

relevance, which can be included in the PSM construct if SOC-R is not part of the analysis. The 

PSM dimension self-sacrifice accelerates how much good an individual can do for others, as the 

individual can do more good if she self-sacrifices. In line with this, a dimension measuring the 

act-relevance of the individual and the disposition to take responsibility would also work as an 

accelerator of doing good, as it would capture the extent to which an individual would step up 

and take on leadership herself. Another way to go is to develop the sense of community 

responsibility as a scale, which is used in association with the PSM construct. Integrating 

insights on the motivational energy stemming from the specific identifiable referent is more 

complex. Including the specific referent or community in the wording of the items is likely to 

make the construct less applicable globally. However, SOC-R draws attention to the way a 

particular referent is likely to foster motivation and responsibility. If these insights are not 

integrated in the PSM measure, they may be treated more systematically as important research 

questions.  

 

APPENDIX A 

Table A1. Summary statistics 
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Table A2. Descriptives and correlations matrix  

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. SOC-R 0.77 0.13          
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2. PSM 0.68 0.17 0.68**         

3. Voluntary 
retirement  
0=no, 1=yes 

0.17 0.38 -0.08* -0.04        

4. Visionary 
leadership  

0.76 0.15 0.24** 0.09** -0.07       

5. Political 
influence  

0.67 0.17 0.26** 0.23** -0.2** 0.41**      

6. Leadership 
position 0=member, 
1=chair, 2=mayor 

0.41 0.62 0.1** 0.1** -0.14** 0.27** 0.47**     

7. Seniority  
(# cycles) 

2.92 2.18 -0.001 0.04 0.19** 0.04 0.19** 0.22**    

8. Age 
(# years) 

53.42 11.96 -0.03 -0.07* 0.21** -0.02 -0.003 0.02 0.47**   

9. Education  
0: low…1,2, 
3: high 

1.44 1.15 0.001 0.03 -0.02 0.04 0.09** 0.05 -0.07* -0.08*  

10. Gender 
female=0, male=1 

0.68 0.47 0.007 0.08* -0.05 -0.05 0.07* 0.05 0.15** 0.13** -0.18** 

Note: Variables 1-2 and 4-5 range from 0-1. *p<0.05; **p<0.01 

 

Table A3. Items 
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SOC-R 1  
(not included) 

When volunteers are needed by my organization, I feel like I should be one of the first to step up (Boyd 

& Nowell, 2017).  

Our measurement:  

When volunteers are needed for a task, I feel like I should be the first one to step up. 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree 

 (Danish: Når der er brug for, at nogen frivilligt melder sig til en opgave, føler jeg, at jeg bør være den 

første til at stille op) 

SOC-R 2 One of the best things I can do to improve my organization is to be of service to my co-workers (Boyd 

& Nowell, 2017). One of the best things my organization can do to improve community health is to be 

of service to this partnership (Nowell et al., 2016, p. 674). 

Our measurement:  

One of the best things, you can do to improve the citizen’s situation is to participate in the local political 

work.  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree 

 (Danish: Noget af det bedste man kan gøre for at forbedre borgernes forhold er at deltage i det lokale 

politiske arbejde) 

SOC-R 3 I am always ready to help out people in this partnership even if it creates hardship for me (Nowell et al., 

2016, p. 674). I am always ready to help people in my organization even if it creates hardship for me 

(Boyd & Nowell, 2017).  

Our measurement:  

I am always ready to help out people in this municipality even if it creates hardship for me 
Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree 

(Danish: Jeg er altid klar til at hjælpe borgerne her i kommunen, også hvis det skaber problemer for 

mig selv) 

SOC-R 4 I often feel an obligation to do things that benefit my organization even if it creates hardship for me 

(Boyd & Nowell, 2017). I feel a strong personal obligation to improve this partnership (Nowell et al., 

2016, p. 674). 

Our measurement:  

I feel a strong personal obligation to improve the condition in the municipality 
Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree 

(Danish: Jeg føler en stærk personlig forpligtigelse til at forbedre forholdene i kommunen) 
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SOC-R 5 I feel a strong obligation to do something for my community, also without getting something back.  

Our measurement:  

I feel that it is my duty to do something for my municipality, also without getting something back.  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree 

(Danish: Jeg føler, at det er min pligt at gøre noget for min kommune, også uden at jeg får noget igen) 

PSM 1 Making a difference to society means more to me than personal achievements (Kim et al., 2013, p. 89).  

Our measurement:  

It is more important for me to make a difference to society than achieve personal gain  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish. Det er vigtigere for mig at gøre en forskel i forhold til samfundet end at opnå personlig 

vinding) 

PSM 2 People should give back more to society than they receive from it (Kim et al., 2013, p. 89).  

Our measurement: 

I think that you should contribute more to society than you receive. 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg mener, at man skal bidrage med mere til samfundet, end man modtager) 

PSM 3 I am willing to risk personal loss to help society (Kim et al., 2013, p. 89). 

Our measurement: 

I am willing to risk setting my own needs aside for the sake of society 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

 (Danish: Jeg er villig til at risikere at skulle tilsidesætte mine personlige behov for samfundets skyld) 

PSM 4 I am prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society (Kim et al., 2013, p. 89).  

Our measurement: 

I am prepared to make sacrifices for the sake of society 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

 (Danish: Jeg er klar til at lide afsavn for samfundets skyld) 
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PSM 5 I believe in putting civic duty before self (Kim et al., 2013, p. 89).  

Our measurement: 

I put societal obligations before the self 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg sætter samfundsmæssige forpligtelser over hensynet til mig selv) 

Vision 1  As a member of the local council, I contribute to specifying a clear vision for the future of the 

municipality.  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Som medlem af kommunalbestyrelsen bidrager jeg til at konkretisere en klar vision for 

kommunens fremtid) 

Vision 2 As a member of the local council, I set a clear direction in collaboration with the other local councilors  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Som medlem af kommunalbestyrelsen sætter jeg sammen med resten af kommunalbestyrelsen 

en tydelig retning) 

Vision 3 As a member of the local council, I contribute to specifying a clear vision for the future of the 

areas of the committees. 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Som medlem af kommunalbestyrelsen bidrager jeg til at konkretiserer jeg en klar vision for 

udvalgsområdernes fremtid) 

Influence 1 I have played a role in placing many new local themes on the agenda in council or committee meetings. 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg har i mange tilfælde været med til at sætte nye kommunalpolitiske emner på dagsordenen 

til kommunalbestyrelses- eller udvalgsmøderne) 

Influence 2 I have had an impact on the political issues raised in the local media. 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg har præget de politiske temaer, der er blevet rejst i lokale medier) 

Influence 3 I have been able to carry out a number of my key aims in local politics.  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg har fået gennemført en række af mine lokalpolitiske mærkesager) 
Influence 4 I left many important marks on the 2019 municipal budget.  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg satte mange markante fingeraftryk på kommunens budget for 2019) 

Influence 5 I have had a decisive impact on a number of important cases that have been voted on in the council. 

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg har haft afgørende indflydelse på udfaldet af flere betydelige sager, der har været til 

afstemning i kommunalbestyrelsen) 
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Influence 6 I find that my work in the local council creates value for the citizens.  

Likert scale: Totally disagree – Disagree – Neutral – Agree – Totally agree. 

(Danish: Jeg oplever, at mit arbejde i kommunalbestyrelsen skaber værdi for borgerne) 

Intention to run for 

reelection 

If you had to make up your mind now [January 2019] would you run for reelection at the next municipal 

election November 16, 2021?  

Scale: Yes, No, Don’t know [“Don’t know” is coded as missing value] 

(Danish: Hvis du skulle tage stilling lige nu, genopstiller du så ved kommunalvalget den 16. november 

2021? Ja/Nej/Ved ikke) 

Leadership position The combination of two questions: “Are you a mayor? (Yes/No) and “Are you chairman of one of the 

municipality’s standing committees? (Yes/No). All mayors are born chairmen of the economy 

committee, so the variable is clearly ordinal scale (with mayors having stronger positions than chairmen 

who again have stronger positions than ordinary members). 

(Danish: Er du borgmester? Ja/nej – Er du formand for et af kommunens stående udvalg? Ja/Nej) 

Seniority How many election cycles have you been a member of a local council? 

Scale: (1[…] 8, more than 8) 

(Danish: Hvor mange perioder har du været medlem af en kommunalbestyrelse? Dette er min første 

periode (ca. 1 år som kommunalpolitiker) […] Dette er min ottende periode…, Denne periode er mere 

end min ottende periode (mere end 30 år)) 

Education Originally, education is a categorical variable with 10 categories. It is grouped into the following four 

categories in the analysis: 

0: Basic school (primary and lower secondary school), upper secondary school, vocational upper 

secondary education, vocational qualification, vocational qualification plus upper secondary school. 

1: Short-cycle higher education 

2: Medium-cycle higher education and undergraduate/bachelor program 

3: Long cycle higher education and PhD. 
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