Dynamics of Public Service Motivation



Anne Mette Kjeldsen

PhD Dissertation

Dynamics of Public Service Motivation

Department of Political Science and Government
Business and Social Sciences
Aarhus University



© Forlaget Politica and the author 2012

ISBN: 97887-7335-166-6

Cover: Svend Siune
Print:Sun Tryk Aarhus Universitet
Layout: Annette B. Andersen

Submitted August 17, 2012
The public defense takes place November 2, 2012
Published November 2012

Forlaget Politica

c/o Department of Political Science and Government
Aarhus University

Bartholins Allé 7

DK-8000 Aarhus C

Denmark



Table of Contents

ACKNOWIEAGMENTS ...ceviiiiiiiii i ccceceeeee et ee e e e eenmmmae e e e e s eeeeseneeen e s ennnmmmmnnnnneees donnnnnnnns

Chapter 1 Introduction.. PSS N
1.1 Public admlnlstratlon debates about employee motivation ..............cccvvn 3
1.2 Interdisciplinary relations of public service motivation .. e+« 11+ L
1.3 Contemporary public service motivation research and the contrlbutlons
of this dissertation.. @& e 4444444511 1 & s £ 5555551 51 1 s LO
1.4 Content and structure of the drssertatron R 1o B

Chapter 2 Theoretical frameWorK..........c.oooi it 23
2.1 Conceptualization of Public Service Motivation....................o e oo ool 3i0
2.1.1 PSM as a distinct type of presocial work motivation ...................... commmmnnn .28

2.1.2 Public values and public service motivation...................... e e e eeeeevenn w8
2.1.3 Public sector founded motivation?............... R | U
2.1.4Who are the recipients of public service motrvatron” SRR X |
2.1.5 Different ways of theoretically expressing public service motivation......... 33
2.1.6 Summary.... ettt 4425521111 1 o £ 555511111 1 ]

2.2 Conceptualrzatron of publlc service jOb chorce ettt —— 11—
2.2.1 Public and private sector organizations... e ——— 11 i D
2.2.2 Public service work tasks: production and regulatlon " |0
2.2.3 Summary: A typology for public service job choice... U 1 )

2.3 The dynamics of public service motivation and different publlc service

job choices .. e e—— 51115111 1 i £ 55555511 ¢ s £ 5555500 P D 1
23.1 Attractlon selectron effects U PUOTTRRRUPPY - (o }
2.3.2 Socialization effects... et e——— 4111 1 T— £ D01+
2.3.3 Attrition: Job satlsfactron and turnover INtention..................o.. comnn e eeeee 281
2.3.4 Summary: Outline of theoretical model 62

Chapter 3 Methodological considerations...................eeeemmmmemceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennn 890
3.1 Research design,data and methods .................i e e e e e s a0 0000 D DL
3.2 Measurement of central variables................... ..o veeeeeeee s o e e e e e eeevnneml Qe

3.2.1 Public service motivation... et e e s — 1111 s 22555 22+« sy O
3.2.2 Employment sector and work tasks e 1 ¢ s 0 D
3.2.3 Personenvironment fit measures77
3.2.4 Job satsfaction and turnover INtENLION ................oeeevt v e e e e s e L 3

Chapter 4 Main results... PSRRI - 3 B
4.1 Conceptions and correlates of publlc service motivation ...................... o 81
4.2 Attraction-selection effects.. et £ 4 4 ¢ ¢ et 4 £ £+ 4+ 555+ et + A0
4.3 Labor market entry and socrallzatlon effects S © 1.
4.4 Attrition effects: Job satisfaction and turnover |ntent|on.............................................99..



Chapter 5 Concluding diSCUSSION...............oiiiemmeemmmceeeeeeeiieeeeeeeeeenneseeeesmmmnneee 09
5.1 Dynamics of public service motivation . - evene s o« 2+ L0 9
5.2 Theoretical implications for public service motivation research ..................... 112...
5.3 Evaluation of the analytical framework and generalizability of results ........... 116
5.4 Advantages and pitfalls of having public service -motivated employees ....... 119

[ (U (=TT OO URPRRRRN B2Es

Appendix A Example of interview guide | Employed social workers (2
(0 11 1 Lo ) N R 408

Appendix B Example of coding scheme from content coding of semi -
STrUCTUIrEed INTEIVIEWS ... ..ciiiiiiiiiieeereecccmee e e e e e eeseseeene s enenmmmmssssneeeessnnnnnnennne kbl

ENglish sUMMaAry........ooooiiiiii e ee s eeereecmme e eneeeeeeee s LD

DaANSK FESUMIB .. et e emeemeemanmee e e e e s amanmenmanmansennsnemenmenmennennseneeedBillonne.,

List of tables
Table 1.1: Contributions of the articles in the dissertation............ccoeuen v e e 22
Table 3.1: Overview of the data and methods used in the dissertation...................... 69.....

Table 3.2: Overview of public service motivation survey measures used in the

bgagqgcpr _r g.ml.a.g. ..ol .8 .. Colmm e s s e, &
Table4.1:OLSpcepcqqgqgmlg md qrsbclrga ns jga gcpt .
vocational study (unstandardized COEffICIENTS) ............uuiiiiiiis o e s+« SO

R_"jc 2,08 Qskk_pw md ogmaatgaboutattractpnte p gr sbcl r
service production or service regulation work tasks, 201Q..................... ... 8800
R_"jc 2,18 Qskk_pw md gmag_j wumpicp qgqrsbeclr
public or private sector employment, 2010 ............ccouueeet o s s

Table 4.4: Overview of socialization activities in their public and private sector
organizations reported by the interviewed social workers, 2011 ...................vvv a7

R _"jc 2,38 Mtcptgcu md rfc glrcptgcuchbh gmag
preferred job in 2010 and current job in 2011, their job satisfaction and
subjective fit eXPeriENCES (NTL6) ......ccvuiiirieeeees oo e e e e e e s s s 1121200 s LA 2

R "jc 2,48 Pcepcgggml I jwgcg md gmag_j u m
INEENTIONS, 2001 . ceeiiieiiien et s e e e e+ s 05255 2+« 5 2 ssmssssmses £ 52«5 55+« 5 sssssmssssen £ 5+« L O

Table 4.7: Logistic regression analysis of sector switches amagp employed
physiotherapists (2009-2011) ........ccoeueeuuueren e eeeeeeee s s 555« s 0 L. o



List offigures
Figure 2.1: Typology for public service job ChOiCe.................ooeii v B

Figure 2.2: Causal panel model of the theoretical framework of the
ISSEITALION ... i e e eeeee e 444+ttt s 44444+ 55+ 4 & s £+ 4555555 5 5 & e £« 5 55555511 e OaD 141+

Figure 4.1: Overview of mean importance of different factors for the social
umpi ¢ pchoceSh201L (N=79).....ccooiiiiiiiiieees s e o 555551111 s D2



Acknowledgments

When | started the journey of thisPhD projectby applying for a scholarship in
the spring 2009, there was a lot of public debate about health personnel

switching from public to private hospitals. The newspapers wrote about de-
mographic changes and upcoming shortness of qualified labor in the public

sector, but at the same time stories about public service providers who did
not do their jobs properly kept hitting the news. Today with the financial cri-
sis, the public debate has changed to a focus on cutbacks and increased
competition for public sector jobs. This recurrent focus on public service po-
tgbcpga kmrgt _rgml _ I b hm af mgace
serve and develop public welfare is what motivated me to write this disserta-
tion. Although there have been ups and downs in the process from initial pro-
ject description to final product, my interest in the topic and willingness to
turn it into a disseration has never faded pthis is not solely due to my own
efforts, but also to the many people who have helped me stay on track.

First, 1 would like to thank Lotte Bggh Andersen and Vibeke Lehmann
Nielsen for supervising the dissertation. Lotte, | only have praise and adma-
tion for your effort. As my main supervisor you have done more than one
could ever have asked for, and | have learned so much from you. Thank you
for your positive attitude and for your encouragement and support pnot only
on a daily basis, but also whentravelling around the world to conferences
and when things did not turn out as planned. As researcher and PhD superi
sor you are an example to follow. Vibeke, looking back at the past three
years | could not have asked for a better co-supervisor. All alongyou have
shown great interest in my project and your slightly different take on my re-
search questions has certainly improved the quality of my dissertation and
helped me develop as a researcher. Thank you for always taking the time to
discuss urgent issue and for sharing your insights and practical experiences
with data collection among the social workers.

Throughout the project | have been part of a very supportive and stimu-
lating research environment at the Department of Political Science and
Government, Aarhus University. My appreciations go to Thomas Pallesen and
Peter Munk Christiansen for playing important roles in creating this enviram-
ment and for personal trust and financial support. | would also like to thank
my colleagues from Public Administration and the PhD group. The quality of
my project has benefitted greatly from your comments, and personally |
have enjoyed being part of such a supportive research section and such a
social PhD crowd. Special thanks to my good colleague and friend Christian



Batcher Jacobsen for close research partnership, for discussions and cm-
ments on everything from commas to research questions, for great company
at many conferences, and for excellent co-authorship. | hope we can keep
working together for many years to come. Also special thanks to Camilla
Bjarnge Jensen and to my two office mates, Rasmus Sommer Hansen and
Lasse Laustsen, for good canpany and caring support during the past three
years. You have made my work days a whole lot more fun, and thank you for
putting up with all my talking! Particularly, | would also like to thank Johan-
nes, Henrik J., Line G., Henrik S., Merete, Henrik J., Lasse N., Poul, Martin, and
Maria for your friendship and company during many coffee breaks.

| have also had the pleasure of participating in a Danish research project
on public service motivation led by Lene Holm Pedersen. Lene, thank you for
letting me take part in the project and for benefitting fromtheprohcar aq epc _
network of national and international scholars. Thank you for your support
and for showing great interest in my project from day one. | would also like to
thank project colleagues Torben Beck Jgrgensen and Karsten Vrangbaek for
interesting discussions and insights into the field of public vdues research,
co-authorship on two of the articles in my dissertation, and great company at
many conferences. In the international community of public service motiv a-
tion research, | would like to direct special thanks and gratitude to Peter
Leisink and Wouter Vandenabeele for great support and encouragement
during my PhD project and for excellent hosting of my research stay at
Utrecht School of Governance in The Netherlands in the spring 2011. During
my visit in Utrecht | was also fortunate to get to know Nina van Loon, Eva
Knies, Sandra Jacobs, Bettina Leufgen, Bake Dijk, Stephan Gmmelikhuijsen,
Adriejan Van Veen and Gijs Jan Brandsma. | really appreciate your effort to
make me feel welcome pyou guys made my research stay so much fun!

Last but not least a number of people have helped me with my data co |-
lection and with practical issues of all sorts. | am deeply grateful to all the -
cial worker schools for giving me access to survey your students and to all
the interviewees for your time and willingness to share personal thoughts
and experiences with me. Without your cooperation | could not have made
it. Thank you to Gitte Sommer Harrits, Sgren Gytz Olesen, and Carsten
Grgnholdt for letting me borrow some of your data, to my student assistants
Anne Brink Pedersen and Kristina Kgtensen for very competent help with
conducting some of the interviews and doing most of the transcriptions, and
to Matilde Hgybye-Mortensen for excellent comments and reliability tests on
my coding of the interviews with the social workers. Also a specialthanks to
the administrative personnel at the Department of Political Science and
Government and especially Birgit Kanstrup, Inge Rasmussen, Anndsrethe



Gammelgaard, Helle Bundgaard, and Annette Andersen. You have showed
personal interest, helped me out and been flexible in so many situations that
| cannot even count. Annette, your positive attitude and very competent and
dedicated editing of my articles and this monograph has set a standard b e-
yond comparison, and | hope we can continue working together.

However, my deepest expression of gratitude goes to my friends and
family, my family-in-law and Morten. Thank you for your understanding,
when | have sometimes been a bit absent, and for your loving support and
help pespecially while | was in Utrecht and w e had just bought an old house
that needed renovation. Morten, | could not have done this without you;
thank you for being there for me when | needed it the most.

Anne Mette Kjeldsen
Aarhus, October 2012






Chapter 1
Introduction

Efficient and high quality public service delivery is a persistent challenge of
any welfare state. Scarce finances and increasing demands from the public
always direct attention toward how we can get more and better service wit h-
out increasing the costs. This dissertation focuses othe motivation of individ u-
al public service providers in responding to these challenges. All relationships
between citizens and the welfare state pass through the personnel who regis-
rcp* pcesj _rc* | daimp, bethesnhubseswho carggr thex c | g a
sick, teachers who educate our children, or social workers who secure a min-
mum standard of living. Hence, according to the literature on street-level bu-
pc_sap_rq* gl bgt gbs | ns jga gcptgac np
(Lipsky, 1980). Undestanding their motivation and what attracts, socializes and
keeps them delivering public service is therefore of crucial importance to how
we structure and manage public service provision.

Under the headline of New Public Management part of the answer to the
challenges of public service provision has been to import management devi c-
es such as economic pay incentives and performance contracts from the pri-
vate sector (Hood 1991; Dunleavy & Hood 1994; Moynihan 2006; OECD 1993,
2005; Pollitt & Bouckaert 2011).Based on an assumption of public service pro-
viders as being selfinterested and primarily motivated by tangible rewards,
this management reform has been e xpected to make employees work harder
and more efficiently in tune with political goals and agendas fo r the services.
Moreover, breaking public sector monopoly on public service provision by pri-
vatization and contracting out have also been seen as a powerful strategy for
attracting high -performing personnel and improving the quality and cost e f-
fectivenessof public service provision.

Despite many positive consequences, the wave of New Public Manage-
ment reforms has also had downsides such as incomplete contracts creating
new opportunir gcq dmp kmp _ ] f _x_pb _I b apmubgl
work motivation with potential negative impacts on performance (Jacobsen,
2012; Moynihan, 2010; Weibel et al., 2010). This dissertation therefore confronts
the challenges from another angle and takes its departure point in a growing
public administration literature w hich focuses on the concept of Public Service
Motivation (PSM) to explain the motives and behaviors of public service provd-
ing employees. As a reaction to New Public Management, PSM research
stresses that public sector organizations may possess a comparave ad-
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vantage which may not be used optimally in present political a ttempts to deal
with the challenges of public service provision. Private sector organizations
have traditionally been able to offer its employees incentives such as higher
salaries and better opportunities for promotion. This speaks to seHinterested
and extrinsically motivated individuals. In contrast, public sector organizations
are expected to have employees who are more public service motivated; that
is, their work effort is largely guded by values oriented towards serving the in-
terests of other citizens and society (Lewis & Frank, 2002; Perry & Wise, 1990;
Perry & Hondeghem, 2008; Rainey, 1982). Since employee PSM has been
shown to have a positive impact on individual and organization al perfor-
mance (Bright, 2007; Kim, 2005; Naff & Crum, 1999; Vandenabeele, 2009),
ethical and pro-social behavior (Andersen & Serritzlew, 2012; Brewer & Sé
den, 1998; Vandenabeele & Kjeldsen, 2011), organizational commitment
(Crewson, 1997; Camilleri, 2006), retention (Bright, 2008; Wright & Christensen,
2010), and job satisfaction (Taylor, 2008; Wright & Pandey, 2008) increased
awareness of this difference may constitute a hidden potential in recruiting ,
keeping and managing employees with the aim of a high -performing and sus-
tainable public se rvice provision.
But which individual -level processes initiate and nurture such differences in
motivation between sectors? Can privately employed public service providers
be equally public service motivated? Who choose s to be employed where
and why? And which job characteristics are considered attractive and su p-
portive in different branches of public service provision? Lipsky (1980: 72) has
| mrcb rf r AYc][ _ &drs brngsltocitpjobs, inmdditiomt inteestp
in material benefits, dedication to helping people. Those who recruit the m-
selves for public service work are attracted to some degree by the prospect
rf _r rfcgp jgtcqg ugj ] e gl kc | gl ed-rf pms
ers are thus expected to subscribe to a certain service ideal, but as Lipsky also
noted this may be a myth of service altruism™ ca _sqc rfc _qgqcprgnmn
slcv _kglcb _I'b I mr qgqs hcar rm d_jggdga _r
up the gquest and examines the following research question: How do the dy-
namics of Public Service Motivation unfold in the provision of public services?
In answering this, the main contribution of the dissertation is to provide more
il mujcbec md gl bgtgbs | n s itsjdgnamicopopet-gac n
ties with respect to attracting, socializing and keeping individuals in different
public service jobs.
In the remainder of this introduction, | first provide an overview of debates
about employee motivation in public administration as we Il as in relation to the
broader field of social sciences and explain where this dissertation is pos-
tioned. This narrows down the research field that | am interested in and leads

12



rm _ bggasqgqgml md amlrcknmp_pw NQ&
cific claims and contributions. Finally, the content and structure of the dissera-
tion pconsisting of this monograph and nine articles pis outlined.

1.1 Public administration debates about employee
motivation

The enduring and much debated issue in social sciences of which basic as-
sumptions we make about the motivation of employees in general and public
service providers in particular is at the core of this dissertation. Early manag-
ment theories assumed that employees basically dislike work and avoid re-
sponsibility; they just work for the security of a stable income. Managers must
therefore use close monitoring and sanctioning to make them work (for an
overview of this theoretical standpoint see McGregor (1960) and his Theory X).
Similar assumptions about employee motivation can be found in public a d-

mingqr p_r g ml aj _ qompideqBurgascaaty& | @ 4 Bmb | 48y-qi _ | ¢
reaucracy and Representative Government &1 7511 ' * | bDeBaxra-j ¢ _t we

cy, Bureaucracy, and Public Choice (1991). Here, civil servantsare portrayed
as rational and self-interested individuals whose actions are guided by per-
sonal utility gains such as a high salary and large budgets for their agencies,
comfortable working hours, interesting tasks and/or job security rather than at-
tempts to pursue the public will (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 7).

uf cl rfcqc _ggsknrgmlg _pc glrcep
agent models (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miller, 1992, 2005: Moe; 1984), public service

providers can be expected to exploit their informati on advantages to shirk or in
other ways bypass the intentions from the principal(s) whenever these are per-
ceived to be incompatible with their (selfish) interests. This is the problem of

pcqgc.

rchb

Akmp j f _x_pba &Kmc* /7628 533' gseRamecr f ¢

rgmla &g, c, rfc npglagn_| |l mr 11 mugle uf
k _icqg k_I _eckclr md _|Iw mpe_| gx_rgmlaq a
tionships p and in particular the governance of pu blic organizations with their
multiple principals, oftentimes conflicting goals, lack of measurable outputs,
and employment of professionals with their own policy preferences pa persis-
rclr af _jjclec &g gb, ', ?eclaw rfcmpgcgqga

increased monitoring and designing of effective incentive structures in the pro-
vision of public services; that is, answers that are partly identical to the research
and reform agenda that New Public Management (with its focus on, for exa m-
ple, performance contracts) departed from (Dixit, 2002; Greve, 2009).
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Although these theories and approaches acknowledge that employee
motivation can go beyond extrinsic, self-g|l r cpcqgr cb gl aclorgtcqg*
r g ml md ns jga glrcpcgr kmrgt _rcb Agr _r c
(1967 88), there is still quite a jump to another large group of public admin-
istration researchers who also emphasize broader motives of public service
providers (Brehm & Gates, 1997; Etzioni, 1988; Perry & Wise 1990; Wilson,
1989). Most importantly, these contributionsdiffer by viewing the values and
motivation of individual public service providers as a means to limit agency
problems rather than treat them as a source of these (Dilulio, 1994; Gailmard,
2010; Moynihan, 2010). Wondering why bureaucrats bother working at all ra-
ther than shirk at every opportunity, Wilson (1989) thus suggests that it is &

a_sgc rfcw f _tc _ bcggpc rm bm rfc hm
gclgc md bsrw &c¢° ctcl uf cl rfcpc agq | m
gle gma &nyrf/ 34'r%¥ gql kmrgt r gml a_ | c gc
rrm rfc npm jck md qgfgpiglea &g gb, ', ?)m
| 74" m- gcptc rf _r Admprsl _rcjw dmp rfc n
our analysis prefer workingandset gl e rfc ns j gaa, Fcl ac*

more to the story than what is captured by public choice and rational choice
scholars. This dissertation therefore argues that what we gain from looking at
rfcmpgcqg cknf g g x-goci@d matidesin thenpcoeisipa of puplic
services may offer interesting and important insights in the challenges faced.

Characteristic for these scholars is, however, that they do not reject that m-
dividual public service providers are also self-interested. Employee motivation
leading to a certain action is almost always a mix of motives (Scheuer, 2000),
but in this dissertation | focus on PSM defined as the part of employee work
kmr gt r gml ufgaf amlacplqg rfc gl bgagbs |
thing good for others and society through public service delivery. This means
that | only to a limited extent test the relative relevance of the different theore t-
ical standpoints about employee motivation presented here. My aim is first and
foremost to provide more knowledge o f the prevalence and dynamics of PSM
in relation to different public services and public service job choices before its
(perhaps hidden) potential can be assessed. This discussion will be continued
in Chapter 5.

1.2 Interdisciplinary relations of public sevice
motivation

Not only within the public administration and public management literature
have debates about employee motivation been of interest. PSM research is

14



highly interdisciplinary and it has close ties to much broader literatures on con-
cepts such as altruism, otherregarding orientations, pro-social motivation and
behavior within the fields of psychology, organizational behavior, sociology
and economics (Koehler & Rainey, 2008). Sociobiologists and evolutionary
psychologists have, for example, focused on how reciprocal altruism and
community concerns have been vital in the human survival process. Because
humans have the capacity to remember and feel moral obl igations, there is a
benefit of helping other community members in need if this act might b e re-
turned when the situation is reversed (De Waal, 1996; Wilson, 2000). Moreover,
groups with more altruistic members have been found more likely to survive
than single (selfish) individuals and less altruistic groups (Sober & Wilson,
1998). According to Koehler and Rainey (2008: 35), these processes can be
considered low-mpbcp kmr gt rgml | dmsl| b _r gml g
pro-social actions.

Similar emphasis on pro-social actions that more or less intentionally bene-
fit oneself is also found among sociologists and social psychologists who study
| mrgml g md Agknspca tqg, Anspca _jrpsggk
among organizational behavior researchers who study intra-organizational
Amggcl gfgn "~ cf tgmpa & @Qauetal, 2606)K@ompated) b j m*
with these other social sdence disciplines, an important thing to note about the
altruistic foundation of PSM is whether achievements of benefits for oneself is
the main intention or not with the latter being a crucial definin g characteristic
of PSM. Furthermore, PSM has broaderxéernal focus than the organizational

"cf _tgmpggrga cknf _qgq ml fmu gl bgt gbs |

tions. Finally, PSMrelated topics and concepts have been considered within
the field of economics p although mostly as a point of frustration since some
scholars view pro-social motivation and behavior as irrational and have a hard
time explaining these concepts in economic terms (Koehler & Rainey, 2008:
43-44). Exceptions are economists lke Frey (1997), Le Grand (2003) and Fran-
cois (2000), who all consider the impact of intrinsic and/or broader pro -social
motives in relation to organizational incentive systems and public service pro-
vision.

There is thus much PSMelated research in other social science disciplines
that offers various and important insights to the dynamics of PSM. But despite
these contributions, none of it satisfactorily encompasses the complexity of
public service motivation (Koehler & Rainey, 2008: 34). Most importantlythese
other research traditions have yet to explain why individuals show varying lev-

1 The concepts and PSMrelated social science research mentioned in this section
will be further discussed in Chapter 2.
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els of this pro-social motivation to do good for others and society, and how it
can be expressed in different public service providing work settings. With po-
tentially broader contributions to these other fields of social sciences, while still
drawing heavily on their insights for developing theory on the dynamics of
PSM, this is where the present dissertation steps in.

1.3 Contemporary public service motivation
research and the contributions of this dissertation

PSM research has flourished over the past two decadesp a trend sparked by
Ncppw $ Ugqc &/ 77." gl ARfc Kmrgt rgml _j
laid out the theoretical foundations of the concept and proposed a research

agenda for its positive prevalence and outcomes in the public sector. Since

then, many scholars have concentrated on establishing an empirical measure

for employee PSM (e.g., Perry, 1996; Vandenabeele, 2008a; Kim, 2011) and
documenting higher | evels of this motivation among public sector employees

than among their private sector counterparts (e.g., Crewson, 1997; Houston,

2000; Lewis and Frank, 2002).

The most commonly presented argument in the literature is that public

employees possess high leels of PSM because of an attraction mechanism:
Individuals with altruistic values and a high sense of public interest are likely to
opt for public sector employment because public sector organizations are e x-
pected to constitute a favorable environment por at least a more favorable
environment than private sector organizations p for outliving such desires
(Leisink & Steijn, 2008; Perry & Wise, 1990; Wright & Christensen, 2010). In a
more generalized version, this assertion can be linked to the theoretical
framework of person-environment fit research (for an overview of this literature
see KristofBrown et al., 2005). But since Perry & Wise (1990) also emphasized
NQK A _g _ bwl _kga _rrpg src rf _r af | ec
af |l ec _| gljg optl ed sc gjgéd gr mu gh mg | _I'b gr _w ucg
(p. 370), others have suggested that sector differences in PSM may also (o
ther) be a function of organizational socialization processes after a person has
joined a public sector workplace (Brewer, 2008; Perry & Vandenabeele, 2008;
Wright & Grant, 2010). Hence, there is a tweway causal association between
PSM and employment sector. Before we can begin speculating about possible
positive consequences of employee PSM, we need to get better hold of how
this dynamic relationship unfolds.

The starting point for the more specific contributions of this dissertation is
thus the perception of PSM as a dynamic attribute. Employee motivation is ne-
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ther a fixed attribute which people are born with nor does its development
stop at commencement of employment in a particular job; it is continually a f-
fected by the work context and other life experiences and therefore changes
gl bgtgbs _jga gl ajgl _rgml rrm gqr _w gl hm
previous sudies within the PSM literature have relied on crosssectional designs
and data with current employees for examining PSM-based sector prefer-
ences, job choices, and retention, they only contribute modestly to our under-
standing of this issue. Several scholas have therefore called for longitudinal
analyses aimed at examining how PSM emerges and evolves in different inst-
tutional contexts, for example by measuring PSM among the same individuals
in both pre- and post-entry employment settings (e.g., Bright, 20®; Leisink &
Steijn, 2008; Moynihan, 2010; Perry & Hondeghem, 2008; Wright, 2008; Wright
& Grant, 2010). If the proposed higher level of PSM among public service po-
viders is supposed to be a comparative advantage in the delivery of high qua I-
ity public services, it is necessary to gain knowledge of when and how it is de-
veloped alongside knowledge of the extent to which this motivation is stable
across time and situations. This is the first major research gap addressed by this
dissertation.
Related to this, scholars have started questioning whether PSM is in fact
founded in public/private sector distinctions or whether it is rather a matter of
the service being delivered (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008); that is, the opportuni-
rw rm bm ns jga ufmppqg &AIGb ugmagaomwd'cj m_ rmr c
rslgrw rm bm rfgqgqg gl rfc ns > jga gcar mp &/
research by Christensen & Wright (2011) has shown that the environment of
the work task can be more important for PSMbased attraction effects to public
or private sector employment than the sector environment of the organization
as such. Steinhaus and Perry (1996) have shown that industry is a better @
dicr mp md t _pg_rgmlqg gl mpe | gx _rgml | a
lic/privat e sector affiliation, and Andersen & Pedersen (2012) have shown sib-
stantial differences in PSM between employees who belong to different pro-
fessions with different service delivery jobs (e.g., nurses and teachers cm-
pared with administrative personnel). These studies thus all point to the poss
ble influence of the service and work task environment over sector, which
means that employee PSM might also constitute an advantage of private sec-
tor organizations to the extent that they deliver similar services.
This dissertation argues that most previous studies of sector differences in
PSM have neglected the character of the services being delivered in the public
and private sectors. When individuals choose whether they want to be em-
ployed in a publicly or privately owned organization, they often also choose a
certain service and work task. Here, two central distinctions can be made. First,
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I claim that this concerns a distinction between working with public services vs.
non-public services. Public services shouldhere be understood as services a-
dered and/or (partly) financed by government. This implies that public service
delivery can also encompass some services delivered by employees in pri-
vately owned organizations; that is, when private organizations are hired
and/or financially subsidized by government to provide services of public i n-
terest (e.g., by contracting out public transportation and social care or by sub-
sidizing private schools). When we use the theoretical framework of person-
environment fit research, PSM is expected to be most relevant for such m-
ployment decisions related to public service delivery where performance of
the task is in the broader public interest and where it is more likely that individ-
uals can actually do something good for other peo ple and society through
their jobs.

Second, | claim that the attraction-selection and socialization dynamics of

indt gbs _jga NQK wugjj _jgm bgddcp gwgrck _ rg

individ uals who mainly work with production of public service s and those who
mainly work with regulation of access to public services. Regulation of public
services implies application of rules and legal framework of the service on
specific cases, whereas production of services implies physical production of a
service to an identified group of recipients/citizens. This means that in service
regulation the aim is to process service recipients from one (legal) status to an-
other through decision making and successful implementation of rules, where-
as service production aims at changing service recipients (e.g., teaching them
something new or treating their illnesses) through successful and often more
long-term social interactions. These essential differences in the chaacter of the
two types of work imply different concep tions of how to do good for others and
society through public service delivery. Hence, they are likely to attract and re-
tain individuals with different PSM profiles. The delivery of adequate and high
quality public services requires that both types of work are taken care of and
production of many different public services is carried out in both publicly and
privately owned organizations. On the other hand, the regulation of public ser-
vices (at least in many Western welfare state regimes) more often takes place
in the public sector only. In addition to the distinction between public services
vs. nonpublic services, this choice of more specific public service work task
may therefore be a more important distinction for establishing a match b e-
ruccl g | BPgM andbtbe wrl énvironment than the public/private se c-
tor distinction.

Many previous studies have used samples with public sector employees to
test the proposition of a PSMbased attraction mechanism. Furthermore, the
person-environment fit framework ha s mainly been used with the private sec-
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tor as example (Steijn, 2008: 17) and with a profound lack of studies that con-
sider several domains of fit at the same time (for example, the service/work
task environment and the organix _r gml aq q c ar nrstolF8rovingtp ml k c |
al., 2005: 323). Taking the character of the service delivery work task in diffe-
ent sectors into account is therefore the second major research gap concem-
ing dynamics of PSM addressed in this dissertation.
In sum, these shortcomings of ontemporary PSM research make me spea-
dw rfc mtcp_jj pcgc_paf oscqgrgml* AFmu b
npmtgqgml md wrfsSeqgtian 4.1),gacincludg ancegamidatidfa of the
following three sub-questions:

1. How can PSM be defined and conceptualized?

2. How do PSM attraction-selection and socialization effects differ between
public and private employment sectors and between different public service
tasks?

3. How does PSM relate to individual job satisfaction and possible turnover mn-
tention?

In the relationship between these three more specific research questions, the
answers | arrive at with respect to the first question are seen as a prerequisite
and background for examining and interpreting the answers and results of
question 2 and 3. The main contribution of the dissertation thus concerns dif-
ferent dynamics of individual PSM with respect to different public service job
choices. This involves an explicit integration of the PersorEnvironment Fit Tle-
ory (KristofBrown, 1996) into the expectations of PSMbased attraction-
selection, socialization and attrition mechanisms p both with respect to the
domains of public service work tasks and sectors, and analyzing this with qual-
tative as well as quantitative (panel) data.

1.4 Content and structure of the dissertation

This monograph, Dynamics of Public Service Motivation is a summary of the

entire dissertation, which investigates how PSM unfolds in the provision of pb-

lic services. Besides the monograph, the dissertation consists of four singte

authored and five co -authored articles. However, the monograph should not

only be read as a summary of these individual contributions; it provides an n-

dependent overview and discussion of central theoretical arguments and e m-

pirical results in the dissertdion. Listed accodg!l e r m rfcgp k _gl a
relations to the three research questions (see Table 1.1 below), the articles in

the dissertation are:
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Andersen, L. B., T. B. Jgrgensen, A. M. Kjeldsen, L. H. Pedersen and K. Vrangbaek
&d mpr f a mkublit alue DimensiAr: Developing and Testing a Multid-
kcl gqgml _j A | Inteenatigrd/yairnal af Rublie Administration.

Andersen, L. B., T. B. Jgrgensen, A. M. Kjeldsen, L. H. Pedersen and K. Vrangbaek
(forthcoming b). ANs ~ j ga T _ | sSergice MotiatioNt €ongegtaal and
Ckngpga_ | P AmericaryRewery bf @wbky Agministration.

Kjeldsen, A. M. forthcoming' , ATma _r gml _j Qrsbw _ I b Ns
Bggclr |l ejgle rfc Qmag_ | gx diewatiodadd Bubler q md
Management Journal.

Kjeldsen, A. M. (20124 , AQcarmp _ I b Maasn_rgml _j Bgd
Kmr gt rgml 8 ? QOm®ernatignal Joumal of PuDhkc Adbnmnatiation,
35(1): 58-69.

Kjeldsen, A. M. (2012b , ANs  jga gt pg plvalg: Jemicegt r g
npmbsirgml Cj ] cp Paiwapa@acé-pces) cpgl e=a,

Kjeldsen, A. M. (2012¢ ABwl kgag md Ns jga Qcptgac
of Attraction-Selection and Socialization Effects in the Production and Regua-
tion of Danisf Qma g | Underpeviegva c q a ,

l hcj bgcl * 2, K, $ A, @, H_ am qgcl &dmpr f al
Cknj mwkclr Qcar mp8 ?r r JourzatofRoblic AdminisGana g | g X
tion Research and Theory.

Andersen, L. B. & A. M. Kjeldsen (fdrcoming). ANs " j ga Qcptgac Kmrg
Mpgcl rr _r gml _I'b Hm Q_rgqgd_ar gmlinrnd2 Oscaqr
tional Public Management Journal.

Kjeldsen, A. M. & L. B. Andersen (forthcoming A F mu -sd¢ipl ivlotivation Af-
fects Job Satisfaction:An International Analysis of Countries with Different We-
fare-qr _r ¢ P ScampikavianaPolitical Studies.

The structure of the monograph is as follows: Chapter 2 presents the theoret
cal framework of the dissertation including a more thorough theoreti cal discus-
sion of the foundations for PSM, how | define a public service job choice, and
how PSM and diferent public service jobs can be combined into three overall

propositions regarding the expected attraction -selection, socialization and at-
trition dynamics of PSM. Chater 3 presents the methodological considerations
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involved in examining the dissertar gml ag pcqc_paf oscqgr gml g
rfc k_gl pcgsjrgqg dpmk rfc bggqgcpr _rgml a:
analyses which add to a thorough examination of the research questions. Ta-

ble 1.1 provides an overview of how the articles contribute to answering the
pcqgc_paf oscgrgmlg _I b ufcpc rfc _prgajc
Finally, Chapter 5 concludes and discusses the overall resarch quesr g ml 8 AF mu
bm rfc bwl _kgaqgq md NQK sl dmjb gl rfc npm
_ jglc ~ _ai rrm rfgq glrpmbsargml aqg nj _ac
within the broader field of public administration and related fields within s ocial

sciences.
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Table 1.1: Contributions of the articles in the dissertation

Contribution

related to Results
research presented in
Article  Short title® Main contribution question section
A Public Value Dimensions Conceptualizes and tests a multidimensional 1 4.1
classification of public values in the Danish public
sector
B Public Values and Public  Discusses and explores the conceptual and 1 4.1
Service Motivation empirical relationships between Danish public
managers’ public values and public service
motivation
C Vocational Study and Investigates the effects of pre-entry socialization 1-2 4.1
Public Service processes on public service motivation in public
Motivation service vs. non-public service educations
D Sector and Identifies differences in public service motivation 1-3 4.1-4.4
Occupational between public and private sector employees
Differences belonging to occupational groups with different
degrees of professionalism
E Public Service Investigates attraction effects to work with service 2 4.2
Motivation and Job production or service regulation based on pre-entry
Choice® levels of public service motivation
F Dynamics of Public Investigates public service motivation attraction- 2 4.2-4.3
Service Motivation selection and socialization effects related to service
production or service regulation work tasks (panel
study)
G Public Service Investigates public service motivation attraction- 2 4.2-4.3
Motivation and selection and socialization effects related to public
Employment Sector or private sector employment (panel study)
H Employment Sector and ~ Shows differences in the relationships between 3 4.4
Job Satisfaction public service motivation, user orientation and job
satisfaction between employees from different
employment sectors and occupational groups
I International Differences  Shows the differences in the pro-social 3 4.4

in Prosocial Motivation
and Job Satisfaction

motivation/job satisfaction relationships between
employees from different employment sectors in
different welfare state regimes

a. These are the short forms of the articles’ titles used throughout the dissertation.

b. The title has been translated into English.
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Chapter 2
Theoretical framework

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the central concepts of public service
motivation and public service job choice which in combination form the d y-
namic effects of public service motivation. As already touched upon in the in-
troduction, PSM builds on theory from sociology, psychology, economy and
public administration, and in this chapter | discuss and use different insights
from these social science disciplines to outline a coherent framework centered
on PersonEnvironment Fit Theory for stuging dynamics of PSM. The chapter
thus contributes across the individual articles in the dissertatbn by providing a
thorough literature review and further insights into the theoretical work that lies
behind the more narrow points of these contributions. The chapter can there-
fore be read independently of the articles, and it is structured according to the
three research questions of the dissertation.

2.1 Conceptualization of Public Service Motivation

The literature on public service motivation (PSM) suggests many definitions and
understandings of the concept. Initiating research in PSM two decades ago,
Pcppw _I'b Ugqc &/ 77." bcdglcb rfc amlacn
to respond to motives grounded primarily or uniquely in public institutions and
mp e | g x(p. B&G8)mQuagtiang Elmer B. Staats(1988), a former Comptroller
General of the United States, who through his career observed that a certain
public ethos seemed to distinguish public sector employees from their private
sector counterparts, Perry and Wise thus linked PSM with the institutional affdr
tion of being a public sector employee (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 56). Fu-
thermore, this interpretation of PSM can be traced back to a study by Hal
Rainey (1982)* wuf m dmsl b rf r ns jga k_| gecpqg t
ds | ns jga qgqcptgaca _ | b ABmgl e wucaply rf _r
higher than private managers.
The institutional foundation of PSM as tied to public sector employment
has, however, been downplayed by later contributions since scholars have in-
creasingly recognized that PSM is likely to flourish in private and nonprofit en-
terprises as well (Steen, 2008). Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) have therefore

amkc sn wugrf = ksaf kmpc ejm | bcdgl grg
vation to serve the interests of a community of people, a state, a nation or hu-
k | gpo@3p_ bcdgl gr gml rf _r gq _igl rm @pc
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NQK g ARfc kmrgt _r g mlvidupls td pegoarcmeaningfll gl b's
€ ns jga* amkks| gr (#998: 417)bAs @ noasgqugncegPerpyt ga c a
and Hondeghem (in the most recent international scholarly attempt to define
PSM) put emphasis on the concept as a matter of service rather than sector. By
bcdglgle NQK g A?I gl bgtgbs _jaq mpgclr _
ugr f _nspnmgc rm bm e m@dD3: dirtipey mordnlg pq |
depart from the narrow public sector foundation of the concept, they also
include the possibility of public service motives being tied to specific
pcagcngclrg md rfc qcptgacqg &AmiFihalyp gqa'
Vandenabeele (2007) in a similar vein defines PSM outside public sector o
ganizations, but differs by includingtheconacnr md t _j scq gl rfc
belief, values, and attitudes that go beyond self-interest and organizational in-
terest, that concern the interest of a larger political entity and that motivates
gl bgtgbs _jg rm _ar _ aamp ljpg 54@).) This listihgcdf c t c p
various definitions of PSM and the cumulative development in their contents
show that PSM continuously has a common focts on individual motives and
actions in the public sphere that are intended to enhance the well -being of
others and society (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 3)

Nevertheless, striking differences seem inevitable and call for further clarif-
cation pnot only in the context of this dissertation but also within the PSM litea-
ture in general. First, this concerns the understanding of the motivation cm-
cept. How does PSM theory relate to other theories of work motivation, and
how should the altruistic content of the concept be understood? Second, it
concerns how PSM can be disthguished from related concepts such as public
values. Can public values be conceived as a part of PSM (or the other way
around) or should the two concepts be kept separate conceptually as well as
empirically? Third, | discuss whether PSM should by definition be connected to
public sector employment or not. Fourth, | consider the scope and boundaries
of the pro-social content in PSM: Who are the recipients of this motivation? (as
reflected by Perry | b Fml bcefckaqg cknf _qaotherssaml g lAb mg
amlrp_gr wugrf dmp cv_knjc P_glcwuntyb Qrc
md ncmnjc* _ qgr _rc* | _rgml mp fsk_| grw
individuals can theoretically be expected to express PSM in a work contextp
also known as the various dimensions or types of PSM. The section ends with a
summary of the definition and understanding of PSM as it is used in this disge
tation.
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2.1.1 PSM as a distinct type of presocial work motivation

A starting point for understanding PSM is to take a closer look at the motivation
concept in itself. A common feature across various definitions of motivation is
rf r gr pcdcpg rm ngwaf mj mega | npmacqgqec
vidual behavior. Moreover, it is often mentioned that this process is based on
freedom of choice (Atkinson, 1964; Lawler, 1973; Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 2;
Perry & Porter, 1982: 89; Steers & Shapiro, 2004Thus, motivation concerns the
energy that an individual is voluntarily willing to put into achieving a given o b-
ject. Talking about PSM in a work context, this object has to do with ensuring
the well-being of other people and socier w r f pmsef ml caqg hm
The first fundamental question to be discussed is what credes the willing-
ness to perform a public service work task that benefits others and society. We
can identify a fundamental difference between 1) doing something because
we are forced/per suaded to or because we want to avoid punishment/obtain
a reward and 2) doing something because we enjoy the activity and simply
feel like doing it. This means that individual motivation is typically viewed as
linked to either extrinsic or intrinsic motivators according to the character of the
objective that one seeks to obtain (Herzberg, 1966; Porter & Lawler, 1968)
Many scholars within the PSM literature (but typically the early contributors)
have theoretically viewed PSM as a kind of intrinsic motivation and empirically
kc _gqspchb gr g c knj mwc c g ards {(Crewson, rlePwm | md
Houston, 2000; Wittmer, 1991; Rainey, 1982) However, this chaacterization of
PSM seems much too simple. Following the outlined definitions of &trinsic and
intrinsic motivation in points 1 and 2, respectively, PSM cannot be regaded as
Anspca glrpgl gga k mr-spdial pupase (beqagse affort ig r f g
based on a desire to benefit others), whereas intrinsic motivation is by defin-
tion self-centered. In this sense, PSM is more outcome oriented whereas intri
sic motivation is more process and task oriented, i.e. an intrinsically motivated
individual would perform an act simply because it is inherently enjoyable r e-
gardless of the outcome it produces (Grant, 2008a: 49). On the other hand,
NQK gqgqg qgr gj | d c motivdtipmals thedchasapter af the rewam @ b- g ¢
tained by helping other people is typically more intrinsic (e.g., a feeling of ac-
complishment by having done something good).
Hence, | follow some of the more recent contributions in the PSM literature
and argue that PSM is neither purely intrinsic nor purely extrinsi¢Koehler &
Rainey, 2008; Vandenabeele, 2007). Drawing on the SelfDetermination Theo-
ry developed by psychologists Ryan and Deci (2000) (see also Deci, 1971;
Gagné & Deci, 2005), who view extrinsic and intrinsic motivations as two poles

25



on a continuum,? service-oriented motivation may possess both intrinsic and
extrinsic qualities; as stated in the introduction to this dissertation, a single act is
typically the result of a complex interplay betwee n different types of motives
and viewing individual work motivation as a question of either intrinsic or e x-
trinsic is therefore a crude simplification. Combining PSM into the framework of
Self-Determination Theory, Koehler and Rainey (2008: 40) thus state:

In the subr f c mpwaq a ml r -ODetarminationg Thdoxy,| ed.]Qthg trm

extrinsic does not mean that the motivation originates exclusively from the

gl bgtgbs_jaq cvrcpl _] cltgpml kcl r, Cvrpgl g
the actor (be more self-determined) as the actor understands and integrates the

regulation of his actions. This result may be a benefit to individuals, groups, or

society, but may not create a direct benefit for the actor.

In this perspective, PSM can be characterized as a ertain type of extrinsic mo-

tivation that has been internalized since the objective of the motivation is a re-

sult outside the individual: the benefit of others and society, but the motivation

to act pro-socially is not a result of external influences such & force or incentiv-

ized regulation; it originates from within the individual as a personal desire. The

use of SelfDetermination Theory to explain how PSM fits with classic work no-

tivation distinctions such as intrinsic and extrinsic motivation thus implies a

much more dynamic perspective on motivation which fits well with this disse r-
r-rgmlaq pcqc_paf oscqgr gml , Dsprfcpkmpc*
egtcqg _ dgpgr r _ic ml fmu mpe | gx _agml g |
tion through internalization processes, which is discussed further in Section

2.3.2.

Returning to the question of why individuals engage in public service work
to benefit others, | therefore also argue that PSM does not necessarily exclude
the fact that by being motivated to enga ge in actions intended to promote the
welfare of others, individuals oftentimes get reciprocal benefits for themselves
pfor example salary, a higher social status/good reputation, or a positive inter-
nal feeling of enjoyment when they experience that benef iciaries of the ser-
vices become better off. The important thing to note is whether achievement
of material, social or psychological benefits for oneself is the main intention of
the action or not.® The latter case is essatial for distinguishing PSM from ther

2 To be more specific, the continuum ranges from amotivation over four modes of e x-

trinsic motivation, which are more or less internalized (selfdetermined), and to intrin-

sic motivation.

3Rf gg | mr g ml n_p_jjcjqg ngwafmjmegqrq &_r qml
tivational state witf rfc sjrgk_rc em_|j md gl apc_qgl e
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types of work motivation and other types of motivation to benefit others, for
example, the selfish and more socio-biologically founded expectation of ha v-
ing the act returned at the one-on-one individual level (ho wever, this does not
rule out that by exercising PSM, you may get a return at the colletive level cf.
Koehler & Rainey).

The distinction between pro-social motives for actions that are whole-
heartedly intended to benefit others as opposed to those that more or less in-
tentionally benefit oneself is, as mentioned in Chapter 1, also reflected in the
general notion of pure vs. impure altruism (Francois & Vlassopoulos, 2008;
Andreoni, 1990; Kolm & Ythier, 2006)bmp gl caml mkgqgr (2003 g |
more catchy metaphors of act -irrelevant vs. act-relevant knights. Act-irrelevant
knights are motivated to help others solely because of their perception of oth-

cpga sldmprsl _rc qggrs _rgml &c, e, * Mhgrw m
evant who performs the helping act as long as the person in distress is helped.
Act-pcjct I r ilgefrqg A_pc kmrgtecessarphelpw _ar

rfckgcjtcga &g gb, 8 1-fegardingRrotvationjhasralsacc p r wn
“ccl bcl mrcb Au_pk ejmua _gqg mlc hgpngj gi cj
act to experience a feeling of positive satisfaction (Andreoni, 1990).
PSM as motivation to do good for others and society through the delivery of
public services can embrace both types of knightly motivation as long as the
main goal of the act i s to benefit others and the potential feeling of warm glow
is just a pleasant spiroff. In contrast, | find the concept of act-irrelevant knights
hard to handle empirically, because we always live with the knowledge of
whether people in need do or do not r eceive help, and this is what we would
potentially act according to. In pra ctice, it is therefore very hard to distinguish
between these different types of pro-social motivation, and a person can both
theoretically and empirically possess both types of motivation at the same time
when performing a single act. Thus, | stick to an overall distinction between
self-interested motivation* and pro-social motivation, where PSM with its focus
on pro-social motives in public service work is regarded as a distinct type of

rfc j _rrcp, Kmgr m tgmsqgjw qgf mul gl T | b
essentially defining characteristic of PSM is thus that it concerns the willingness
toene _ec gl “cf _tgmpgqg -grifr_crp cAgerna ,” cTvenplwb  koscajfd

I b gmagmj meggrqgq Ngjg_tgl _I'b Af _pl e®dpq nmgl
nc_pq rm ¢ kmrgt_rcb k_gljw msr md _ amlqg
ml caq mul a mgaccéntuatbns)l . ' &

4 Self-interested motivation denotes the willingness to undertake an act solely be-
cause it benefits oneself in terms of, for example, material wealth, autonomy, joy,
power, avoidance of certain work tasks etc. (Batson & Shaw, 1991; Le Gand, 2003).
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objective, | now turn to the discussion of whether and how PSM is conceptually
linked to public values.

2.1.2 Public values and public service motivation

?7q kclrgmlcb* Ncppw _I b Ugqcaq &/ 77.
Qr _ _rga m qcpt _rmwmt¢cgfgecchksrimgac clkppgt cl
jga c¢crfmga* g, c, . gecr md t _jscqg fcjb
and is shaped by the procedures, processes and goals in the organization

(Rayner et al., 2010) Recent research has begun to address thedifferences

between this public service ethos and PSM and so far the main point is that

PSM is a more universal concept related to the delivery of public services, -

gardless of sector, whereas public service ethos pescribes how public services

ought to be delivered within the context of a public sector organization

(Horton, 2008; Rayner et al., 2010; Vandenabeele et al., 2006)

From this point of departure, the road to the broader research in public val-
ues is not long.Although public values, public ethos and PSM are all concepts
centered on phenoma that go beyond self -interest, they have lived rather
separate lives. However, as PSM for lack of anything better pis oftentimes
measured indirectly through beliefs and values (Maesschalck et al., 2008: 159)
and as some definitions of PSM (e.g., Vandenabeele, 2007) explicitly include
values, a discussion of the relationship ketween public values and PSM is much
needed (and called for psee Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 305) in order to can-
ceptualize PSM.

Valuesinecl cp _j a_ | c bcdglcb g A_s-amlac
tinctive of an individual or characteristic of a group, of the desirable which in-
djsclacgq r fc gcj car g ml dpmk _t _gj _ " jc k
(Kluckhohn,1962: 395) orasin a more widely cited definition by Milton Rokeach,

A | cl bspgle " cjgcd rf r  -stgteaf exigtehgeas k mb ¢
personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct
orend-gr _r ¢ md (XO%3g%5).rThel tacc cefintions point to values as
something that is morally or socially desirable rather than just something an n-

dividual can wish for (e.g., a cold drink on a hot summer day, Andersen et al.,
forthcoming a). Hence, values can also be difficult to change as they are not

just some chance habit or the result of a dictate. But what is then consdered

public values?

GI ANs'jga T _jscg _Ib Ns jga Glrapcqr 8
~jggka dpmk 0. .5* @ ppw @mxck | bcdgl cqg

gl

1 the rights, benefits, ard prerogatives to which citizens should (and should
not) be entitled;
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1 the obligations of citizens to society, the state and one another; and

1 the principles on which governments and policies should be based.

Compared with the general definitions of values, we see that public values de-
gapg ¢ Arfc bcggp_"jca gl _ ns>jga amlrc:
and provide direction when public policies are designed, implemented and
administered? In contrast, PSM is about thedriving force of actions related to
public service delivery or as Rainey et al.(2008: 10)nsr gr * ARm f _tc
|l mr rfc g _kc g cvcprgle cddmpr rm dsjdg
public values and PSM is that PSM is essentially an individual level phenorme-
non pthe definition and measurement of the concept is tied to the individual.
Public values, on the other hand, are a phenomenon that can also be studied
at the societal level. Across countries, different societies and public sectors can
have different public v alues (Hofstede, 2001: Horton, 2008; Van der Waal et al.,
2008). Furthermore, public values can manifest themselves in many different
ways, for example in mission statements, laws, speeches, actions, organiza
tional structures, buildings etc. In this sensgit is possible to have many different
values at the same time, and values may even be mutually inconsistent thus
providing co nflicting directions (e.g., rule abidance vs. user focusAndersen et
al., forthcoming a; Beck Jgrgensen & Vrangbaek, 2011; Steen& Rutgers, 2011)
In contrast, PSM is about what motivates anndjividual.

Still, the concepts of public values and PSM have a lot in common. PSM also
has some direction built into it in the sense that it is not just any kind of motia-
tion; it is public service motivation, implying that it is directed at increasing the
well-being of others and society through the delivery of public services and it
can be expressed in different ways. Therefore, it may very well target public
values, and it is indeed difficult to imagine a person expressing PSM without
having any public values whatsoe ver. Likewise, the literature on public values
differentiates between weak and strong values (or facade values and core
t _jscqg’ I b r f c -seated commitmehcand pogsgrfullypdete m
kgl cb k mr(Hotgkimsgnnll9d: 131). As such, public values can guide
gl bgt gbs | ~arq gd rfcw _ pcteng(foregample,j gx cb
through organizational socialization).

There are thus good arguments for assumingthat PSM and public values
are closely linked both theoretically and empirically, but for the purpose of this
dissertation | follow Rainey (2008) and keep the concepts separate to be able
to examine the empirical relations between them as a means to gain more
knowledge of the nature of PSM. Most likely, not all public values are accon-
panied by motivation to fulfill these, and further it is not every time a person is
motivated to do something good for others and society that she has the oppor-
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tunity to trandlate it into actual behavior (for example due to practical r e-

strictions). In Andersen et al. (forthcoming b), possible relationships between
PSM and public values are studied empirically and the results are presented in
Section 4.1.

2.1.3 Public sector founded motivation?

Recalling the definition of PSM proposed by Perry and Wise (1990), who m-
ajsbc _|I cvnjgagr jgli rm rfc ns jga gca
npgk_pgjw mp slgoscjw gl ns jga glqgrgrsr.
issue within the PSM literature is probably whether and to what extent PSM is
by definition a matter of public sector employment. Initial research on PSM
originated from the belief that public sector employees are in some way di f-
ferent from their private sector counterparts. But in line with opinions of more
and more scholars over the past decade, | emphasize that PSM is theoretically
a more universal concept; it is its empirical prevalence that can differ between
sectors (Brewer & Selden, 1998; Perry & Hondediem, 2008; Rainey &
Steinbauer, 1999; Steen, 2008) Brewer and Selden (1998) thus argue that the
discussion of whether PSM is conceptually founded in the public sector relates
to the theoretical distinction between public service motivation vs. public sec-
tor motivation, which again dates back to the semantic puzzle hidden in the
term public service (1998: 416-17). Lack of clarification of these concepts is the
main source of the recurring conceptual as well as empirical confusion about
the PSM concept and is use (for example, the fact that Rainey (1982) and
Lewis & Frank(2002) find support for the existence of PSM in the public sector
while Gabris and Simo (1995), who use a definition of PSM that could be pe-
ceived as public sector motivation, reject it).

The public sector often offers its employees extrinsic motivators such as job
security, favorable pension systems, and good opportunities for professional
develop ment (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 3) These can be seen as reasons for
working in a public sector organization, i.e. public secftormotivation. PSM, hav-
ever, refers to broader pro-social motives for helping other people and society.
This implies that PSM may also be found outside a public sector institutional
set-up whenever we deal with individ uals working with similar public services
across sectors. The crucial step is therefore to consider what is meant by the
composite term public service?

In some contexts, public service may refer to the public-sector labor force,
and in other contexts it refersto the act of doing something worthwhile for s o-
ciety by delivering services that are of interest to the public (Brewer & Selden,
1998: 417; Horton, 2008) It is characteristic of work tasks, defined as public
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service work tasks that the performance of the tasks represents a larger value

to the public than what a single individual receives. For example, health care is

not only treatment of sick people, it is also reproduction of the labor force, and
teaching is not only improvement of stub c | r ga i | muskills,btéesalso_ | b
socialization to life as a citizen and member of a society. Given these positive
externalities of the services, government will often assume responsibility in
terms of ordering and/or paying for the services in order to ensure a social op-
timality (Rainey, 2009: 67) In the context of this dissertation, public services are

thus defined as services that are ordered and/or (partly) financed by gover n-

ment and provided to the public , and the unit of analysis is individuals deliver-
ingtheservgacqg gl rfcgp hm q, Pcj _rcb rm rfc
and public values, this emphasis on government ordered and/or financed se r-

vices also means that public values are expected to matter in the delivery of

these services.

If PSM was primaily defined and understood in relation to the public -sector
laborforcep_ q gknjgcb ~w Ncppw _ Ipbheimgicatoa g b c d
would be that all public sector employees have PSM. Conversely, defining PSM
as the motivation to provide public services implies that it is also possible to
serve the public interest in other sectors. These two interpretations are mutually
exclusive which has caused the conceptual confusion. In line with Brewer and
Qcj bcl ag qgmj sr {@998: 417)m thedfogecemphasizexthat PSM is
first and foremost the energy that induces individuals to deliver services of pub-
lic interest, and empirically it is expected to be more prevalent among public
sector employees. How the public vs. private sector is defined and why PSM is
expected to be more prevalent among employees in public sector organiz a-
tions is discussed in connection with the expected PSMbased attraction-
selection and socializations effects.

2.1.4 Who are the recipients of public service motivation?

Following the discussion of PSM as related to public service delivery is the

guestion of what the scope and boundaries of this pro-social motivation are.

Who are the recipients of PSM? Rainey & Steinbauer (1999) and Brewer & Sk

den (1998) emphasize that PSM is siented towards a larger collective of pe o-

njc mp c¢ctecl Antrastk PelrygandwHandegi@in (2608) suggest that

besides being directed towards society, PSM can also be directed towards
Amrfcpga &c,e,* dcjj mu agr dgaupsefregipi- ecl cp
clrq', Dgl jjw* T I bcl _"ccjc &O0..5" gl
] __pecp nmjgrga_| clrgrwa _jgm gncagdgcaq
rgml _ | gl rcpcaqgr a, Rfgg oscqr gml md uf mk
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needs clarification in order to distinguish PSM as a specific type of presocial
motivation from altruism and pro -social motivation in general.

Economists Benabou and Tirole (2006) list a number of activities in which
people can engage with the aim of benefitti ng others: help a stranger, vote,
donate blood, join rescue squads, gifts to charitable organizations etc. Organi-
zational behavior scholars Brief and Motowidlo (1986) writing about pro -social
organizational behavior specify the targets of pro-social acts as being either
co-workers, supervisor or clients/customers etc. and/or the organization in
general (via voluntary work in co mmittees, expressing loyalty, making an extra
effort to reach organizational goals etc.). Regardless of theoretical point of ref-
erence, most scholars thus agree that motivation to perform altruistic or pro
social acts does not include, for example, parents helping their children p the
objective has to be someone or something outside the private sphere.

In the context of this dissertaton and the discussion in Section 2.1.3, PSM is
limited to encompass pro-social motivation presumably expressed through the
delivery of public services in a work context. This puts some analytical limits on
the recipients covered by the concept. They have to be human members of
the same society as the one delivering the public services pthe conceptualiz a-
tion of PSM does not make sense with regard to starving children in Africa or
endangered animal species. This does not imply that by delivering public ser-
vices, employees cannot be motivated to do good for society at large in terms
of (as mentioned) educating children to become active citizens or thinking of
future generations of public service recipients by, for example, undertaking
preventive health care. These larger societal interests are also included. But
what is not included is pro-social motivations leading to various kinds of citi-
zenship behavior, for example, voting or volunteering in local community
committees as this has nothing to do with public service delivery in the sense
defined in Section 2.1.3. Likewise, motivation to serve organizational interests
gsaf _q q_dces _pbgle rfc pcnsr _rgmh- md
trary to the conceptualization of pro-social behavior developed by Brief and
Motowidlo).>

Returning to the issue of whether PSM includes both society at large and
individual humans as recipients, the answer is therefore confirmative. Like Perry

5 One exception could be if a school teacher in a school with many socially disa d-
vantaged children talks about safeguarding the reputation of the school in order to
give these children a chance in life. Then it is clearly an expression of PSM s serving
organizational interests has a higher order societal purpose, i.e. a wish to serve orga-
izational interests is only PSM if it is expressed in connection with a greater purpose
outside the organization itself.
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and Hondeghem (2008), | thus include the possibility that PSM induced actions
can be directed towards both generalized other recipients (i.e. society) and

specific other recipients (individual users of the services). | now turn to the dt

ferent ways in which individuals are theoretically expected to express their

PSM.

2.1.5 Differen ways of theoretically expressing public service
motivation

? | gl bgtgbs_ jag NQK a _| "c dmsl bcbfgl bg
ferent ways of expressing this presocial motivation. Based on sociologists
Knoke and Wright-G q _ (1982 theoretical framework for explaining individual
decisions to contribute personal resources to the collectivity, Perry and Wise
(1990) originally concepr s _j gxcb | gl bgtgbs jaq NQK
types of basic human motives: norm-based, affective and rational motives.

Norm-based motives are founded in socially internalized norms of loyalty
and duty to serve the interests of government and society (Perry & Wise, 1990:
369; Perry, 1996: 6) When someone is occupied with the provision of public
services itis normatively appropriate to do what is considered best for society
as a whole. Therefore, this type of PSM is the one most clearly connected to
commitment to public values.

Affective motives rest on emotional bonding and general human interd e-
pendence. In this sense, individuals express a desire to do good for others and
society because of emotional influence of the situation in question (Perry &
ugqcec* [ 77.8 147", B rgle °~ _ai rm b _ k Qk
gcj d gl rfc nj _ a s comsuderedfaweryrikely mqtive focaing m| a
ism and altruistic giving (Kolm, 2006: 9). Thus, the desire and willingness to help
can arise from personal identification with other people/groups of citizens, but
also from genuine conviction about the importan ce of a certain social pro-
gram for helping people in need (Perry & Wise, 1990: 369). In this respect
Frederickson and Hart (1985) r _ j i _"msr _tgqkcag j cActmpg
among public service providers. With respect to affective expressions of PSMt
gg* fmuctcp* gknmpr _| r r mabilitgtoshowdémpa- gr g
thy that is interesting but rather the extent to which feelings of empathy serve
to motivate the individual to deliver public services.

Finally, the rational motives for PSM are p according to Perry and Wise
(1990) pfounded in rational, individual utility maximization. In this sense, ind-
viduals are expected to participate in public service delivery out of need for
nmucp _|I b pcgl dmpackc!l fimpadncen{Pecra& Wisek e c
1990: 368). For example, by participating in the process of policy formulation
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concerning a specific public service, one can use this as an instrument to a-
vocate special interests. This type of motive associated with public service is
the most controversial as it contradicts the prosocial content of PSM by refe-
ring to motives for realizing private rather than public interests.
However, rational motives essentially only mean that an individual make
decisions based on assessment of the gairs/losses in welfare by choosing
among various alternative actions (Knoke & Wright-Isak, 1982: 215; Le Grand,
2003: 28). Therefore, an individual can utility maximize even though the val-
ued outcome is not a personal gain. This is precisely the caseifanib gt gbs | agq
most valued preference is to benefit others. For such individuals, it is rational to
act public service motivated. Hence, participation in the policy process can still
be considered a rational motive for serving others and society if this act is
viewed as the best (and perhaps only) way to do good for as many people as
possible at the same time. This has led some scholars to redefine the rational
" ggq dmp NQK _q Aglgrpskclr jjationdlyns!| bcb
public service motivated when they base their act on an understanding of how
means and measures can be combined in order to contribute to the delivery of
public services (Kim & Vandenabeele, 2010; Ritz, 2011) The important point of
awareness is only whether the policy partg agn _r g ml gg _gkcb _r
mu | ucjd_pc mp mrfcpga, Amlrp_pw rm Ncpp'
(2000), I therefore stress that the former cannot be regarded as PSM (by defin
tion) regardless of the pro-social outcome it produces.
This debate about the rational foundations for PSM reflects an ongoing re-
guest for refinement of the foundations of PSMp a debate which has deve I-
oped rapidly in the years | have worked with this dissertation and to which | al-
so contribute. Following the theoretical outline from Perry & Wise (1990), Perry
(1996) used the three categories of motives, norm-based, affective and ratio n-
al/instrumental, to identify a multidimensional conceptualization and mea s-
urement instrument for PSM consisting of four dimensions(1) commitment to
the public interest, (2) compassion, (3) attraction to public policy making, and
(4) self-sacrifice. Dimensions 13 represent each of the three categories of mo-
tives discussed above (in listed order), whereas the fourth dmension reflects
the willingness to substitute service to others for tangible personal rewards
(Perry, 1996: 7). Since a number of studies have shown that these dimensions
of PSM can have different antecedents and consequences when put into play
in an organizational and work-related context (e.g., DeHartDavis et al., 2006;
Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Perry, 1997; Vandenabeele, 2008b), they should
Il mr mljw ~¢c qrsbgcb dmp rfc nspnmgc md Kk
will return to in Chapter 3) but also as concepts of theoretical and empirical
relevance in their own right when we examine dynamics of PSM.
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@ca_sqgc md rfcqc bgkclggmlga pmmrgle g
one can therefore speak of individuals having different PSM profiles according
to their amounts of PSM and its relation to each of the different dimensions. For
example, an individual with high levels of normatively founded PSM and low
levels of rationally founded PSM can be just as public service motivated as an-
other individual with high level s of affectively founded PSM and low levels of
normatively founded PSM; they just have different motivational profiles. | thus
dmj j mu Ncppw _|I b Ugqgcaq &/ 77." mpove gl |
gl e | gl bgtgbs j aq r mrerept typemof ghotivatiogan | . q
and by assessing different types of PSM it is possible to obtain a more compa-
hensive picture of the dynamics of PSM. As a consequence of this conceptud
ization, the debates of how individuals express PSM have centered not onlyon
the content of each dimension (as for example reflected in the debate about
rational/instrumental PSM) but also on how the dimensions should be related
and whether they provide an exhaustive overview of how individuals can e x-
press PSM.

With respect to how the dimensions should be related, Kim and Vandena-
beele (2010) have recently suggested that self-sacrifice should theoretically
be seen as the footing on which the normative public interest dimension, af-
fective compassion dimension, and rational/instrum ental policy making d i-
mension rest. However, since previous research (including Perry, 1996) has
found that this dimension is very highly correlated with the public interest di-
mension, some studies omit it from the PSM concept or collapse the two @
mensions (e.g., Coursey & Pandey, 2007; DeHarDavis, Marlowe & Pandey,
2006). It therefore requires a bit of discussion whether willingness to sacrifice
some private interests should be considered a prerequisite for expressing PSM
or not. Usually, it is considezd an important part of the definition of general a |-
truism that the actor performs the helping act without expecting material or
social rewards pin fact, the notion of pure altruism typically implies that the act
gg ncpdmpkcb rm r f cf-interest ([Brgek& Motowidtod 19861 ¢ a q  «
711; Piliavin & Charng, 1990: 29; Monroe, 1996: 6). This dissertation argues that
PSM does not necessarily and by definition involve selsacrifice in all intended
acts of public service delivery. As mentioned in Section 2.1.1, | argue that PSM
can even involve self-benefit as long as this is not a primary goal with the act.
In favor of this standpoint, | follow psychologists Batson and Shaw (1991) and
point to two main problems with incorporating personal sacrifice in t he defini-
tion of altruistic motivation and more specifically PSM.

First, by including selfsacrifice as a prerequisite for expressing PSM, focus
of attention is shifted from motivation and intention with the act to a question
of the costs of the act. Secand, a definition including self-sacrifice overlooks
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that some benefits for helping others may increase proportionally with the
amgr g, Dmp c¢cv_knjc* gd wms A jmu rfc ufg
colleagues may give you a special status, sinceyns bgb rfc Apgefr r
likely benefit others in the long run. In a work context, you always get a reward,
namely salary, and it always has a certain cost, namely time and effort. There-
fore, | do not see selfsacrifice as a fundamental necessity for expressing PSM
in all intended acts of public service delivery, although self-sacrifice is by no
means a disincentive to PSM. | will return to this issue in Section 3.2.1 where |
present how PSM has been operationalized and measured in the individual ar-
ticles of the dissertation.

Further, with respect to the number of dimensions and hence different
ways of expressing PSM, the ongoing request for refinement of the Perry (1996)
dimensions has made especially European scholars launch the possibility of
other/additional dimensions of PSM. Sparked by the contributions of
Vandenabeele et al. (2006) and Vandenabeele (2008a), two of these add i-
tionally proposed dimensions seem to have gained momentum and be more
widely discussed than others. First, this concers expressions of PSM labeled
ABckmap rga Emtcpl laca &lgk $ T I bcl " coc
Vandenabeele, 2008a). The inclusion of this dimension has been argued to re-
flect that PSM is likely to be tied to specific public values such as equaly, ac-
countability and the rule of law (besides the general value of serving the pu b-
lic interest linked to the Public Interest dimension). As discussed in Section 2.1.2,
| agree that PSM cannot be completely isolated from public values. However,
for the reasons listed in this previous section, and especially crossountry vari-
ations in public values and the likelihood of conflicting values, | question the
theoretical nece ssity and fruitfulness of including specific public values in the
PSM conceptualization. For the moment, | will therefore not pay further atten-
tion to Democratic Governance as a theoretically distinct dimension of PSM.

On the other hand, a theoretically proposed, second additional dimension
md NQK j _“cjcb AAsgr mkcp ,N@O§ag Paarlbergg ml a &
0. .5" mpic IArS qrcgpmIMep & ? 1 bcpgecl cr _j,* 0.11"
respect to my conceptualization of PSM as being possibly linked to doing good
for other human members of a defined community as well for a larger societal
entity (Section 2.1.4). This user orientation dimensiohcan be conceptualized

6 In line with Andersenetal. (2011 G npcdcp rfc rcpk AmMqcp Mp
cpga gq |l cgrfcp _ kc_I gl eds]j Il mp _ npcéagqc r
tutions, the users, for whom the employees are expected to be motivated to do good,

are the users, but the parents(or even society) are the customers, Andersen et al.,

2011: 13).
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as describing motivation to serve the interests of individual users in the delivery
of public services with the aim of satisfying their (often immediate) needs. In a
daily work context, delivery of public services most often takes place in terms
of one-on-one interactions with individual recipients of the services whereas
the larger societal purpose of pro-socially motivated work behavior can seem
kmpc bgqgr I r, Q)gclassic PSNIccpnpeptaatizatidn/is/niode -
rected towards the collective aspect of PSM, this could justify the inclusion of
user orientation as a way of capturing the more narrowly defined pro -social
targets of individual expressions of PSM (Andersen et a).2011). Or as Le Grand
&0. . 1" upgrcg8 ARmMm "¢ _ ilgefr bmcg
29). On the other hand, it can be argued that this aspect of PSM is to some k-
tent already captured by the affective compassion dimension of PSM or that it
should be treated as a separate aspect of pro-social motivation because of its
possible different dynamics in different public service jobs (and our lack of
knowledge hereof) (Andersen & Kjeldsen, forthcoming). The dissertation rec-
ognizes, along with Brewer et al. (2000), who outline how conceptions of PSM
can differ according to the specificity of their targets, the possibility that PSM
(and pro-social motivation in general) can be directed towards individual users

of the services, but | keepitas_ | mn c | gggsc fmu gr qgfmsjb

&1 774" aj __ggga amlacnrs _jgx_rgml roal
analyses, | will follow up on this and get closer to a clarification in the conclud-
ing Chapter 5.

NQK,

Despite these debates andn mgqgqg Jj ¢ _bbgrgmlg rm Ncp;j

contribution still stands as the most widely used starting point for conceptualiz-
ing the different ways of expressing PSM (for an overview, see Wright 2008).
Nevertheless, as shown in this section, the Perryl@96) conceptualization is still
far from uncontested with respect to its theoretical foundations and this also
goes for its empirical applicability and operationalization. How the dissertation
contributes with respect to this latter mentioned aspect will be outlined in Sec-
tion 3.2.1 on measurement of PSM.

2.1.6 Summary

This discussion of the conceptualization of PSM has reached several points.

First, | consider PSM a specific type of prsocial motivation, which is distin-
guished from altruism and pro-social motivation in general by being expressed
through the delivery of public services. However, it does not rule out seH
"clcdgrgqg gsaf _q _ dccjgle md Au_pdk
tivated act pas long as the expectation of such rewards isnot the main inten-
tion; this should be an internalized desire to benefit others and society. Second,
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it is not possible to be motivated to do something good for others and society

through public service delivery without adhering to some public values that

npmt gbc bgpcar gml gl rcpkg md bcdgl gl e uf
can be. On the other hand, values and motivation are not the same since hold-

ing a value does not necessarily result in motivation to act on it. Combining

these two points, a public service motivated individual should therefore both

desire and be willing to do something good for others and society. Third, PSM is

not by definition related to publicly or privately owned organizations but rather

to the delivery of public services to human members of the same commun i-

ty/society as the public service provider. Finally, PSM can be directed towards

both individual recipients as well as a collective entity (i.e. society). Together

these considerations make me define PSM as follows:Aninb gt gbs _j aqg bc
and willingness to do something good for others and society through public

service delivery.

Based on norms, affective commitment and instrumental reasons for per-
forming pro-social acts, motivation to do something good for others and socie-
ty through public service delivery can theoretically be expressed as (at least)
(1) loyalty and duty towards the public interest, (2) compassion for people and
societal groups in need of help, (3) attraction to participate in policy processes,
and (4) willingness to sacrifice personal needs. Together these dimensions can
make up different public service m otivational profiles among individuals.

2.2 Conceptualization of public service job choice

As previously discussed, | conceptualize PSM as being the desrand willin g-
ness to do something good for others and society through public service deliv-
ery, i.e. delivery of services that are ordered and/or (partly) financed by gov-
ernment and provided to the public. Therefore, the investigated dynamics of
PSM unfoldas an interplay between this motivation and choosing/holding di f-
ferent public service jobs. This section outlines what is meant by this second
central variable in the dissertation, public service job choice. The starting point
for this conceptualization is that a certain job consists of both an organization
(the workplace) and a work task, and with respect to a public service job and
dynamics of PSM | argue that the most relevant organizational distinction is
employment in a publicly or privately owned orga nization whereas the most
relevant task distinction is employment with public services, and more specifi-
cally service production or service regulation, or not. Together, these distic-
tions form a combined typology for the different public service jobs on w hich
the PSMbased attraction -selection, socialization and attrition mechanisms are
centered in Section 2.3.
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2.2.1 Public and private sector organizations

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, public service is ngber se a public sector con-
cept; employees can in many cases (at least in Western welfare state regimes)
deliver public services in both a public and a private sector job. But how should
we define the pu blic and the private sector? What characterizes public and
private sector organizations, i.e. the ingtutional environments that individuals
to varying degrees are expected to find attractive (or perhaps the opposite)
based on their PSM?
In a literature review of different ways of distinguishing between public and
private organizations, Rainey et al. (1976) identified four methods of distinction:
(1) common sense approaches, (2) practical definitions, (3) denotative ap-
proaches, and (4) analytic approaches. Among these, the analytic approach,
which differentiates between public and private sector organizati ons in terms
of differences in ownership status of the organization, source of funding, and
degree of political control with organizational activities adding up to an orga n-
gx _rgmlaq bcepcc oaled thes mostgaid and widely gsgd a ml g g
method. This is because it uses explicitly defined classification criteria that are
largely comparable across industries, countries and over time providing a more
solid base for generalizability (Boyne, 2002; Bozeman, 1987; Perry & Rainey,
1988; Rainey, Backoff & Levine, 1976). It is with respect to such diffeences of
public and private sector organizations that the PSM literature has traditinally
expected individuals with higher levels of PSM to be attracted to public organi-
zations due to the perception ofthesc mpe | gx _rgmlga d_t mp _ |
satisfying public service motives (Perry & Wise, 1990). Unfortunately, it is rarely
explained how and why exactly such organizational characteristics should be
expected to be related to individual PSM.
Source of unding usually, but not always, follows from the ownership status
of the organization (Wamsley & Zald, 1973). Hence, these two criteria are
gmkcrgkcg sqcb glrcpaf |l ec_ "~ jw _1Ibigl ecl
X _rgmlqga wugrf b g d d c pncall threecaameltyficgl Icriteriagcart g =~ cr
be formed (for an overview, see Perry & Rainey, 1988: 196). However, in the
context of this dissertation it is a point that they should be treated separately
since this this allows for disentanglement of the theoretical and empirical co n-
fusion between potential public sector and (public) service differences in PSM.
Even for identical jobs and services, there are reasons to expect public/private
differences in dynamics of PSM, and in this dissertation | argue that the mas
important and essentially necessary criterion for distinguishing between public
and private organizations (and thus the choice of a public or private sector
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ns jga gcptgac npmtgbgle hm ~ qgcb ml ml
organization.

An organization is defined as publicly owned if it is collectively owned by
voters and citizens of the relevant society, whereas a privately owned organi-
zation is owned by private investors. This implies that in private organizations
risk is very cancentrated with a small number of stakeholders and depending
m| rfc g_rggd_ar gml md rfcgp glrcpcqrq gl
quality products at the lowest cost possible, these organizations can go bank-
rupt; the owner is then the residual claimant. In a public organization the entire
public benefits from organizational success and is left with the costs of possible
failure and inefficiency. This makes public organizations less vulnerable to
bankruptcy than private sector organizations. In turn, public organizations are
more dependent on legitimacy from politicians and voters in order to survive,
I.e. satisfy the public interest (Boyne, 2002; Perry & Rainey, 1988; Wright, 2001
566-67). Because of these essentially different characteristics of pulicly and
privately owned organizations p and most notably their different residual
aj gk _Irg _r Arfc c¢clb md rfc b_wa* ufgaf
(1972), Boyne (2002: 98), and Perry and Rainey (1988: 184) is considered the
most fundamental criterion for distinction between the public and private se c-
tors pindividuals are likely to be able to donate their effort more directly to the
public in publicly owned organizations (Francois & Vlassopoulos, 2008). This is
expected to attract and nurture in dividuals with motivation to do something
good for others and society to a larger extent than the institutional environment
offered by privately owned organiz ations and hence give different dynamics
of PSM.

Before | go into more detail with the expected re lationships between or-
ganizational ownership and employee PSM in terms of possible attraction
selection, cialization and attrition effects, | will consider the other important
distinction involved in a public service job: The choice of a specific public ser-
vice work task. Neither publicly nor privately owned organizations are con-
cepts of unity, and to only consider public service job choice a matter of
choosing a sector would therefore constitute a crude simplification palthough
this is exactly what many studies of sector differences in PSM have been crit
cized for doing (Bright, 2008: 151; Vandenabeele, 2008b:1092).

2.2.2 Public service work tasks: production and regulation

A point made by Leisink and Steijn (2008) is that although several studies have
gsnnmprcb Ncppw _|I b Ugqcaq &/ 77.' HB-wnmrf
lic sector employment, people can also find a job outside publicly owned o r-
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ganizations that matches their PSM. Some public service delivery jobs are &
most identical within the public and private sectors (e.g., teaching and nurs-
ing), while others are only found in one of the two sectors (e.g., police officers).
When assessing the dynamics of PSM, one should therefore be cautious not to
compare apples and oranges. Focusing on serice/work task and organiza-
tion, this dissertation thus adds a new aspect to the PSM literature, which has
mostly looked at dynamics of PSM in terms of employment in public or private
sector organizations.
Following the conceptualization of PSM in Section 21, the dynamics of PSM
studied in this dissertation firstly unfolds in relation to public service delivery
work, i.e., indviduals occupied with services that are ordered and/or (partly)
financed by government. This means that, for example, selfemployed hair-
dressers or salesmen in telephone companies or other people working with
discretionary personal consumption are not considered relevant job choices in
the present context (or at least they would be expected to have very low levels
of PSM). A few studies within the PSM literature have taken the public service
content of the job into account in the study of PSM and sector employment p
either by controlling for work task by holding it constant (e.g., Andersen et al.,
2011; Crewson, 1997; Wright & Christengn, 2010), by comparing employees
on the basis of industry(e.g., Steinhaus & Perry, 1996; Vandenabeele, 2008b)
or by operationalizing the degree of service delivery (e.g., client representa-
tion/interaction) in a job (Christensen & Wright, 2011; Grant, 2008b).
However, the dissertation takes these studies one step further in terms ohk
vestigating the role of the public service work task by not only looking at public
service vs. norpublic service but also differentiating between service produ c-
tion and service regulation tasks. When an individual has chosen to be occu-
pied with public service delivery, | argue that a central distinction with respect
to dynamics of PSM is whether this is realized in a job with service production
as the main work task or in ajob that focuses on service regulation. Service
production means that the individual partic ipates physically in the production
of a specific service directed towards an identified group of recipients/citizens
(e.g., a teacher who teaches a classroom of stulents). Service regulation
means that the employee makes decisions regarding eligibility to specific pu b-
lic services using the relevant legal framework (e.g., an engineer who grants a
construction permission) (Kjeldsen, 2012b, 2012c; Nielsen, 2011) In line with
gmagmj megqr Wcfcqi cj F_qgcldcjbaq &/ 750*
af | egl ea -npomakncgngnjeca f s k | gcptgacqg* rf
npmbsar gml r—qgiqg gq rm kclr _jjw mp nfwqgog
service by, for example, teaching them something new or treating their illnes s-
es, while the aim of serviceregs j _ r g ml r qiq gq rm Anpmac
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services and confer a special status to them by making decisions such as enit

tled/not -entitled to unemployment ben efits. This essential difference in the aim
and content of these two public service tasks means that successful social n-

teraction between service provider and recipient becomes the center of grav i-

ty in service production while successful implementation of rules becomes the

center of gravity in service regulation. Together this is likely to imply that ind-

viduals with different PSM profiles and different conceptions of how one can

do good for others and society through public service delivery will be differ ent-

ly attracted and/or socialized to carry out these two tasks, i.e. different dynam-

ics of PSM are expected. Which PSM profiles are expected to be linked to
which public service tasks is explained in further detail in Section 2.3.

The importance of the service production/regulation distinction for dyna m-
ics of PSM is furthermore underpinned by the fact that in most countries, public
service production takes place within the institutional boundaries of both the
public/non -profit and private sectors, while public service regulation in many
Western welfare state regimes mostly takes place within the public sector only.
Failure to take this distinction into account may therefore have caused previ-
msqgq gr sbgcqga mt c psspecificatorkof public sedtobc kmpj kvwgc ¢ g a
PSM compared with private employees. This dissertation, however, investigates
the role of job content in different public service jobs instead of just keeping it
constant (or not taking it into account at all). Service production vs. service re-
ulation is a distinction that holds across industries and like the analytical a-
proach used to differentiate between public and private sector o rganizations
in terms of ownership, it has the advantage of being valid across time and
space. Although the comp osition of the two tasks across sectors is likely to ¢
fer between countries/welfare state regimes, no matter what type of public
service we are talking about, some people have to regulate access to the ser-
vice and some people have to produce the service (furthermore they will often
be related in the sense that eligibility for a service has to be decided upon be-
fore the production of the service to the recipient can begin).

Ncmnjcaqgqg umpi rqiq _pc* fmuctcp®t rm
cupational choice (specific education/profession), but within many occup a-
tional groups and branches of public service provision both types of work tasks
are possible p although one of the tasks will often be more dominant than the
other (e.g., a physician diagnosesthe patients but also treats their illnesses). In
practice, the distinction between service production/regulation therefore often
takes the form of continuous dimensions where a job can be more or less of-
ented towards either of these services. Still, | daot claim that the service pro-
duction/regulation distinction is completely e xhaustive of the types of public
service jobs available. One could, for example, think of public service providers
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primarily occupied with coordination or basic administration (e. g., a reception-

gqr ' ufm _pc Imr pc_bgjw clamkn_qgqge¢b ~w
ticles, | investigate the dynamics of PSM among a number of different occupa-

tions in the public and private sectors within which public service providers can

have service production jobs, service regulation jobs, both or none. This -

vides a comprehensive test of the two elements in a public service job, the

sector affiliation of the organization and work task. How this is done is ex-

plained in further detail in Chapter 3 on data and methods.

2.2.3 Summary: A typology for public service job choice

In this section, | have discussed and conceptualized the second central vara-
ble of the dissertation, public service job choice. | have argued that this job
choice is both a matter of choosing an organization of employment and a
specific work task within this organization. In an examination of dynamics of
PSM in public service delivery, two important distinctions are considered to be
the choices between a publicly or priv ately owned organization and a service
production or service regulation work task. The combinations of these public
service job choices are illustrated in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1 presents a typology for the public service jobs considered in reh-
tion to different dynamics of PSM in the following Section 2.3. Three points are
important to note. First, the distinctions between publicly or privately owned
organizations and service producers or service regulators are the primary focus
in this monographandinmogr md rfc bggqgcpr _rgmilr-aq _pr
rounding non-public service jobs (which are non-government ordered or fi-
nanced services that can only be performed in privately owned organizations)
indicate that these services are only used occasionally as a basis for compari-
son depending on the empirical case. The same goes for other possible public
service work such as general administration and coordination of the services,
which does not directly involve regulation or production.

43



144

Figure 2.1: Typology for public service job choice
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Second, the assesment of whether a specific work task can be described as
service production or service regulation is in practice likely to be evaluated
from continuous distinctions according to which of the two tasks a person is
mainly occupied with. Finally, | by no means argue that these two aspects of
a public service job choice capture a// considerations involved in an individ-
s jaq qgqncagdga hm af mgac *uldlbenipterppeted G n mq
as a causal model where choice of organization comes before choice of
work task. Other possible determinants of the job choice process are dis-
cussed in the following section and in the individual articles in connection
with control variables. Likewise, identifying how the actual job choice pro-
cess takes place will be an important part of the empirical analyses.

2.3 The dynamics of public service motivation and
different public service job choices

This dissertation rests on the clam thatg | bgt gbs _j ga N@K aml g
portant factor for assessing attraction-selection, socialization and attrition
mechanisms related to different public service jobs. Based on Person
Environment Fit Theory, pe@ple will search for an organization and a work

task that match their PSM. But they may also adapt to circumstances once

they are employed with possible consequences for their job satisfaction and

ultimate turnover intention. How these PSM dynamics are expected to unfold

is outlined and discussed in ths section.First, | discuss attractiorselection ef-

fects into different public service jobs based on indit g b s _|j mieereM QK ,

this causal relation is the assumption that a particular job is more or less d-
liberately chosen, and hence this section also discusses thecentral premise

for investigating the dynamics between PSM and public service job choice p

that it is actually a choice. Second, | discuss how membership of publicly or
privately owned organizations and performing certain public service tas ks

within these organizations may also affect individual PSM through organiza-

tional socialization processes. Third, the dynamics are extended to evaluate

rfc amlgcosclacg md _ Kk _raf &mp koggk r a
files and their public service jobs for job satisfaction and possible turnover n-

tention. Finally, the entire causal model for the expected dynamics of PSM is
illustrated. Along the way, | put forward three general propositions about the
investigated attraction -selection, socialization and attrition effects that cut

across the more specified hypotheses in the disserar gml aq _pr gaj cq
structure the empirical results presented in Chapter 4.
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2.3.1 Attraction-selection effects

Within the literature on organizational behavior, dynamic s of different job
choices have received considerable attention (e.g., Cable & Judge, 1996;
Chapman et al., 2005; Rynes, 1991; Schwab et al., 1987) An important part

md mpe_| gx _rgml _j gsptgt _j b gmm-"

ployees and therefore insight in the individual job choice process is crucial.
Over the years, the dominant framework for studying attraction-selection-
attrition effects and individual job choice has become Person -Environment
Fit Theory(Leisink & Steijn, 2008: 119." As mentioned in the introduction, this
is also the departure point in the present context.

The concept of person-c | t gpml kcl r dgr a |
bility between an individual and work environment that occurs when their
characteristics are u c j | k (KasfofBmwan et al., 2005: 281) This
matching of characteristics can happen in two ways; either by the enviro n-
ment and the individual co mplementing each other or by the environment
and the individual supplementing each other (ibid.: 288). The supplementary
fit thus occurs when the individual and the environment are very similar,
whereas the complementary fit occurs when individual skills are met by en-
vioml kclr _j | cecbqgj&Abgcckq | digdual heedmare nuef
by environment | gsnnj gogsgn n& Aglccac bdgg r a ' Gl
attracted to and chooses a specific job because he/she meets the required
skills and thinks that the job fulfills certain personal preferencesp whether
these are extrinsic, intrinsic oras expected in this case, based on a prefer-
ence for doing good for others and society.

In addition to these two types of fit, the theory operates with several do-
mains of fit within which an individual assesses the compatibility between

o

gj grw

bcdgl

c | gl b

rfgg

C

own characteristics _ | b cl tgpml kcl r gl mp b(@&nstofr m d gl k

Brown, 1996; KristofBrown et al., 2005).

1. Personorganization fit: compatibility between individual characteristics
and organization.

2. Personjob fit: compatibility between individual characteris tics and work
task.

3. Personvocation fit: compatibility between individual interests and voc a-
tional environment.

7 Other approaches and partly related theories for explaining job choice include
Qafl cgbcpag &{selebtibn-attrition mpdel and ghe psychological co n-
tract theory advanced by par ticularly Rousseau (1995) and Sekiguchi (2007).
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4. Persongroup fit: interpersonal compatibility between individuals and their
work group.

5. Personsupervisor fit: Interpersonal compatibility between individuals and
their supervisor.

The dissertation concentrates on the domains of person-organization fit and
person-job fit as they are considered most relevant with respect to dynamics
of PSM and different public service job choices (see also Leisik & Steijn,
2008: 120). The two types of fit correspond to the conceptualization of public
service job choice as a matter of choosing a publicly or privately owned o r-
ganization and a service production or service regulation work task. The per-
son-organization fit is typically studied with focus on the supplementary fit
and more specifically value congruence between individual and organiz a-
tion, whereas the person-job fit is typically studied with focus on the com-
plementary fit (Leisink & Steijn, 2008; Christasen & Wright, 2011). Thus,
choosing an organization of employment is a matter of assessing whether

ml caq mul t _jscqg _Ib rfc mpe_ | gx _s-gmlagq

ing a specific job within an organization is a matter of assessing whether
ml| c a eds dnd abilities are matched by the supplies and demands that
come with the job.

Integrating the person-environment framework with the PSM literature,
we are especially interested in the match between the work environment

I b 1 gl bgt gb Faylpr&2q08: NXIKc aqpap g g¢ @ , r rh-g g

patibility between the needs of individuals to serve the public interest and
the environmental conditions in their organization which affect the fulfillment

md rfcqgc _jrpsgqr ga k mAxcgntra gpiatin&hisdisse- j g m

tation is thus that the crucial factor for being attracted to and subsequently
wanting to stay and feel satisfied in a public service job is that that the work
task and the organizational ownership status match the individual PSM po-

fleeAml ggbcpgl e kw c¢ knf(20@B8gngtiomof pulllicserdge | b a q

motivated individuals as also including act -relevant knights, this means that
the job should allow the individual to actually act on his/her motivation to do
good for others and society on normative, affective and/or rational grounds.

Theoretically, | thus expect the attraction-selection effect between PSM and

nNs jga qcptgac hm af mg awectedt witrctnewt- b

ganization and task with respect to being able to help other people and

contribute to society. (As | present later, once a person is employed in a pa-
ticular work setting, actually experienced fit is likewise expected to moderate
the association between PSM and job satisfaction/turnover intention, see
Figure 2.1, Section 2.3.4). How this is the case is now further elaborated.
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With respect to the environment of the organization, a work environment
fulfilling public service motives is more likely to be found in public sector or-
ganizations than in private sector organizations (Perry & Wise, 1990). As ot
lined in Section 2.2.1, the public ownership of a public sector organization
implies that the organization survives and justifies itself by serving the public
interest defined by voters and politicians. Hence, public sector organizations
have missions with a broader societal scope (e.g., balancing of interests and
equality in welfare) and a more profound impact than typically found in the
private sector (Baldwin, 1984; Boyne, 2002; Rainey, 2009; Perry &Porter,
1982). Based on expectations of a supplementary fit, public service motivat-
ed individuals are therefore likely to expect more values congruence b e-
tween their desire to do something good for other people and soc iety and
the organizational work environment by entering a publicly owned organ i-
zation compared with a privately owned organization. In contrast, the private
residual claimant of privately owned organizations implies an entirely diffe r-
ent focus on profit-maximization which would pfrom a view of potential job
applicants p- ¢ cvncarcb rm amppcgnmlb jcgqgqg ugr
serve broader societal interests. Potential service providers in private sector
organizations would know that when they exert extra effort in their jobs the
benefit of this goes straight into the pocket of the owner, whereas public sec-
tor employment offers better opportunities for donating effort to the public
(Francois & Vlassopoulos, 2008). Even for similar service delivery jobs, imnd
viduals with higher levels of PSM are therefore expected to be attracted to
public rather than private sector employment.
A limited number of studies have explicitly dealt with this proposition in a
person-environment fit framework (Steijn, 2008; Taylor, 2008; Vandenabeele,
2008b; Wright & Christensen, 2010; Christensen & Wright, 2011)while many
others have examined general differences in pro-social orientations and
work motivation of public sector employees compared with private sector
employees (e.g., Crewson, 1997; Jurkiewicz, Masey & Brown, 1998; Lewis &
Frank, 2002; Rainey, 1982) Despite varying research designs, samples and
methods, all these studies are generdly supportive of significant differences
in PSM among public and private sector employees. For example, using
crosssectional data from the US General Social Surveys in 1989 and 1998,
Lewis and Frank (2002) found that individuals who prefer a public sector job
p_rc A cgle sqcdsj rm gmagcrw _ I b fcjngl
in their jobs than individuals who prefer private sector employment. Likewise,
examining Dutch public and private sector employees, Steijn (2008)
aml dgpkcb _ nmggrgtc _ggmag_r gml “cruccl
sqcds| rm gmagcrwa _I b ns jga oectar mp ck
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employees with this preference were found to be more likely to look for work
in the public sector. These results coincide with the expectation formed from
PersonEnvironment Fit Theory: Individuals seek employment in an
environment that matches their preferences in terms of wanting to help
others and contribute to society. However, since these studies are cross
sectional there is a risk that organizational socialization has blurred the
picture. Thus, the fit between individual and environment may be due to
individual motivational adaptations to the environment and postdecision
processes rather than a matter of attraction, selection, and attrition.

To overcome this endogeneity problem in the causal relationship
between PSM and job choice, scholars have recently started to pursue new
avenues p a trend to which this dissertation contributes. Some argue that a
more valid test of the proposed attraction effect can be conducted by
comparing PSM among students about to enter either of the two sectors
(Vandenabeele, 2008b; Christensen & Wright, 2011), while others have
introduced the use of crosssectional, longitudinal data (Wright & Christen -
sen, 2010). Vandenabeele (2008b) found that Flemish master students with
higher levels of PSM (public interest, compas®n, and policy making) are
more attracted to employment in public sector organizations characterized
by a high degree of publicness, and Wright and Christensen (2010) confirm

nmggrgtc _qqgmag_r gml "cruccl Aglrcpcaqgt
attraction to public sector employment; however, only for subsequent job
afmgacg _I'b I mr jJ uwcpga dgpqr jce_ | h n

(2010) use of crosssectional, longitudinal data significantly advances the
research of sector different PSMdynamics, they are still unable to rule out
sector differences due to organizational socialization (ibid.: 171). Further
more, they are unable to distinguish between different PSM profiles, they only
consider the sector context, and they examine American lawyers who have
a structural difficulty in finding a job in the public sector (if that is their wish).
Hence, there seems to be room for mprovement.

Wright and Christensen (2010) encourage further research to not only
test the attraction-selection hypothesis on a broader range of professions
and use more diverse PSM conceptualizations, but also include other factors
influencing job choice such as type of work (ibid.: 170).2 Given that PSM is

8 It is important to note that Vandenabeele (2008b), Taylor (2008), Lewis and Frank
(2002) and Wright and Christensen (2010) are some of the only studies investiga-
ing the attraction -selection hypothesis with samples containing individuals who a c-
tually have the possibility of choosing both public and private sector employment;
the others conduct their studies as posttests among public sector employees.
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linked to the delivery of public services and thus can prove relevant in pri-
vately owned organizations to the extent that private sector employees also
deliver public services, the task is very relevant for studying the dynamics of
PSMbased public service job choices. One could, for example, expect that if
we takeindgt gbs _j ga umpi r-qgiq _I b bgdwvcpclr
ing individual users and benefitting fellow citizens in a more narrow sense
would also be possible in a privately owned service delivery organization.
This can mean that sector differences n PSMbased attraction -selection ef-
fects are not as big as anticipated por that different PSMprofiles are related
to different sector dynamics. Within sectors, Leisink and Steijn (2008) have
likewise proposed that job applicants who value PSM will be more strongly
attracted to a job in the public sector if their need for acting public service
motivated is matched by both the job and the organization, and that this a t-
traction is lower if only one of the two domains fits the need (p. 126). Failure
to take the work task into consideration may therefore have blurred the pic-
ture of not only comparisons of attraction-selection effects between sectors’
but also between employees performing different tasks within sectors. As
mentioned a few studies within the PSM literature have therefore taken the
public service content of the job into account in the study of PSM and sector
employment p either by controlling for work task by holding it constant
(Andersen et al., 2011; Crewson, 1997; Wright & Christensen, 2010pr by
comparing employees on the basis of industry (Buelens & Van den Broeck,
2007; Steinhaus & Perry, 1996; Vandenabeele, 2008b)

In the only study so far in the PSM literature that has integrated the d-
mains of person-organization and person-job fit into the same study, Chrs-
tensen and Wright (2011) show that American law students with high de-
epccg md NQK _pc kmpc jgicjw rm _a@acnr h
tgac mpgclrcba &pce_ _pbjcgg md gcer mp _dc
posed causal argument that individuals seek jobs where the work allows
help to others and societal contributions. It is, however, a bit puzzling what
Agcptgac mpgclr _rgmla md r f c rerdtlyrdcrosa mt ¢ p q
sectors as pro bono work (private sedor), client interaction (public sector),
and client representation (non-profit sector). Therefore, the service oriena-
tion of a job does not necessarily describe a specific characteristic of the
work which p like service production and service regulation p can be used

9 This is, for example, the case with Jurkiewicz, Masseynd Brown (1998), who
compare (among others) police officers with employees from the financial industry
without a task control and conclude that public sector employees have higher le v-
els of PSM than private sector employees.
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across different professions and sectors. Christensen and Wright (2011) also

measure PSM as a unidimesional concept, which limits our knowledge of

rfggq hm af mgac ~ _qcb ml gl bgtgbs _jga |
make a significant contribution to the PSM lierature, Christensen & Wright

(2011) thus again leave room for improvement.

This dissertation takes the research of the possible impact of work task on
dynamics of PSM one step further by examining how choices of service po-
ductg ml mp gcptgac pcesj _r gml umpi r_qiq
PSM profiles. Based on the essentially different content and success criteria
for the performance of these two tasks outlined in Section 2.2.2, one could
imagine that individuals wi th higher levels of the affectively founded co m-
passion PSM would be more inclined to look for and accept a job with ser-
vice production work tasks rather than service regulation work tasks. Caon-
passion rests on human relatedness and from this pespective individuals will
be motivated to contribute to society and help others because they feel
emotionally moved and identify with people in need/under privileged socie-
tal groups with whom they are confronted (Perry & Wise, 1990: 368). Hence,
public service job app licants with this PSM profile would be likely to expect a
service production job, which often implies daily and positive face -to-face
contact with the recipients of the services, to fulfill this need for relatedness to
a larger extent than other work tasks. In comparison, a job with service requ-
lation implies that one can expect contact with clients/recipients to often be
more negative and short-termed (if there is physical contact at all). This is
because public service regulators will sometimes have to reject eligibility for
a service and/or sanction non-compliance with service terms. This does not
exactly evoke expectations of being able to realize motivation related to
empathy, and individuals with higher levels of compassion PSM will therefore
probably be more likely to look for and accept jobs with service production
as the main work task (maybe regardless of sector preference).

On the other hand, policy making PSM seems to be more likely to lead to
a job with service regulation work tasks. This type ofPSM implies that the in-
dividual is instrumentally motivated to contribute to society by participating
in the (political) decision processes regarding the service in question since
this can be seen as a means to affect public service delivery with positive
consequences for as many people as possible (Kim & Vandenabeele, 2010:
703; Perry & Wise, 1990: 368). If one wants to help other people and contrb-
ute on a larger scale and with (often) long -term implications, then a likely
choice would be to look for a job in which it is possible to make decisions
about access to public services. This is exactly the core content of service
regulation. Knowing that there are (at least in most Western welfare state re-
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gimes) more service regulation jobs in the public sector, it is thus esgcially
important that this attraction-selection effect is seen in relation to public/pri -
vate sector preferences as well.

In sum, this discussion has outlined different ways of how PSNbased at-
traction-selection effects are likely to be a result of individuals trying to find a
match between the sector environment of the organization, the public se r-
vice work tasks in the job and their individual PSM profiles. This is expressed

gl rfc dmjjmugle eclcp_ | n p mmatomgod PSltm |

based attraction -selection effects (as mentioned, more specific hypotheses
are outlined in the articles):

Proposition 1: Attraction-selection into different public service jobs based on individ-
S _jga bgddcpclr NQK avngnafigyith the sgator statukof ther| ¢ p
organization and with the public service work task being performed in terms of b e-
ing able to help other people and contribute to society.

d mp

?jrfmsef G cvncar NQK rm nj_w _ | iogknmpr _

job choices, PSM is by no means the only factor affecting attractionselection
into different jobs. Firstly, individuals can hold many other work preferences
besides the wish to be able to act on their PSM. Previous studies have, fone
ample, emphasized expectations of job security, higher pay, career opportu-
nities, and work/life ba lance (for overviews see for example Kilpatrick et al.,

1964; Pinder, 2008; Rainey, 1982) Qcaml b* | gl bgtgbs |

background limits the range of potential jobs a vailable as the performance
of most jobs requires specific skills(Wanous, 1992: 90-91). Therefore, the
public service job choice may be made already when people enter a voc a-
tion in the field of public services rather than when they have to choose a
specific job. Third, the institutional settings in a country regarding public se-
vice provision, i.e. whether the different tasks are typically carried out in the
public or private sectors, also influence the range of jobs available with the
preferred combinatio n of sector and work task. Fourth, employers also make
choices. The focus of the dissertation implies that the dynamics of PSM and
different public service job choice are primarily seen from an individual pe r-
spective rather than from an organizational perspective: It is investigated
how motivation and labor market behavior of the individual can help esta b-
lish a fit with the environment rather than how this process looks from the
cknjy mwcpga qgbec,

Finally, some scholars point to the role of coincidence/chanc e events

ufcl cv_kglgle glbgtgbs_jga hm af mgacgq,
_rcqg

md af | ac ctclrq* rfgq eclcp_jjw mpcCj
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wise situational, unpredictable, or unintentional events or encounters that
have an impact on a_pccp bctcj mnkcl(Rojewskibl999:cf t g
269).° Examples include unexpected personal events (e.g., being at the
right place at the right time), macroeconomic situations and fluctuations,
personal or professional contacts, marriage and family influences etc. (ibid.).
Studies investigating the role of such events have reported that they infu-
clac glbgtgbs_jga a_pccp =~ cfBetswoip& r m
Hanson, 1996; Bright et al., 2005; Scott & Hatalla, 1990).

Within the PSM literature, Gbris and Simo (1995) have therefore reject-
ed that it makes sense to study a specific job choice as this is a much too
volatile decision/state; one should rather study broader and more long-term
career goals. Nevertheless, several studies have shown systemtic differ-
ences in employee PSM between different sectors, tasks, and employers
(Andersen et al., 2011; Houston, 2000; Lewis & Frank, 2002; Rainey, 1982;
Vandenabeele, 2008b) , and these differences must have a reason. A likely
explanation is that despite some chance events and/or barriers there is still
an element of systematic attraction-selection into certain environments ra-
ther than others involved in a public service job choice. Whereas career

em_j g a_l c pcj _rgtcjw bgiidns gebindiigb Aaf
(at least for a while), and it is the actual job choices that along the way make
sn ncmnjcaq a_pccpq, Gd wuc wu_Ilr rm il mu

job choice processes, it therefore seems reasonable that we need to start
here.

2.3.2 Socialization effects

Previously reported differences in PSM between public and private sector
employees and between employees from different industries/occupations

can, however, also be due to PSMbased organizational socialization taking

place after a person enters a job (Brewer, 2008). Originally, Perry and Wise
(1990) defined PSM as a dynamic concept implying that PSM can be some-
thing that individuals bring to the work place and that influences attraction -
selection effects but it can also evolve and change as a result of the organi-

I10Rf gg ~sgj bg md2) pechbligegd distupsiok of The influence of

chance on life paths.

11 Furthermore, Lau and Pang (1995) stress that the most valid case for studying
the dynamics of job choice is among graduates choosing their first job as the

meaning of career and job a re indistinguishable to employees during the first years

of employment. This is exactly what this dissertation does in Kjeldsen (2012b,
2012c) and Kjeldsen & Jacobsen (forthcoming).
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zational environment the employee is situated in. So far, this latter mentioned
socialization perspective remains rather unexplored within the PSM literature
(Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 297; Wright & Grant, 2010)

Studies inthe fields of organizational behavior and personnel psychology
typia _jjw bcdglc gmag_jgx_rgml g Arfc npmas
the values, knowledge, and expected behaviors needed to participate as an
mpe | gx _r g ml(Cable & Ratsong R0A1: 2; Chatman, 1991: 462;
Feldman, 1976; Van Maanen & Schien, 1979) Theoretically, this process has
been incorporated into the PSM literature by Perry (2000), Vandenabeele
(2007), and Perry and Vandenabeele (2008). They place the development
of PSM wthin an institutional framework and outline how social institutions
gsaf _q ns jga mpe_|l gx_rgmlg a_I| wnp_| gkg
grgrsrgml _j ] megaa' rrm grqg kck cpag ~w kc
tion, culture, and social learning.”> Regardless of specific mechanisms, the
point is that individuals by being part of a social institution resting on public
values, and by observing, interacting, and identifying with significant others
in this institution can eventually internalize theg | gr gr srgml ag t _j s c
into their own identities. In this way, they get the public service identity nec-
essary to be motivated by and act on the basis of the public institutional logic
(Perry & Vandenabeele, 2008: 60-62). According to the Self-Determination
Theory (see Section 2.1.1), this process of internalization only comes about if
the individual feels that his basic psychological needs are fulfilled through
the work environment (Deci & Ryan, 2002)%. When we focus on PSM, iné
viduals with this motivation will therefore experience that it is nurtured and
cultivated when they enter a public service job if the job environment fulfills
rfc glbgtgbs jga npcdcpclac dmp fcjngle
normative, affective and/or r ational grounds.

@pcucp &O0. .6 gskk _pgxcqg rfgq kaaf | gq

rgml _ | gmag_j gx _r gml ggqg _ | gknmpr i-l r Kkcaf
12 These mechanisms are derived from classic theories within political science and

ngwaf mj mew gsaf _q Kglrx cpeagqgqg &/ 761" umop i r
sl bcpgr | bgleg md kgqgggml I'b t_jsca* Ugjb_
rgml _j asjrspc _I'b npcdcpclac dmpk_rmgml* Mqr

bsp _ aq wa&koi $6&dl learning.

13 Here, the SeltDetermination Theory points to a fit with the needs for compe-
tence, autonomy and relatedness. Within classic motivation theories, other scholars
have pointed to fulfilment of needs for existence, relatedness, and growth (Alder-
fer, 1972; Wanous, 1992), needs for achievement, power, and affiliation (McClel-
land, 1951), and within the Attraction-Selection-Attrition model Schneider (1987)
has pointed to fit between personal and organizational goals, i.e. goal congruenc e.
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rsrgml _j j megaA _|I b qccbgle ns jgra qgcpt
ganizational socializatiol k _w osgaicl | gl bgtmgbs | a
vice and inculcate public service-pcj _rcb tgprscg _I b | mpk
this is specifically linked to the environmental context of public sector organi-
zations, | expect that those who become public service providers in a public-
ly owned organization experience a general increase in PSM regardless of
gncagdga umpi r_qi, Gl jglc ugrf K _paf
I'b rfc Ajmega md _nnpmnpg_rclcqgqga* | cu:
are expected to show loyalty and duty to the public as this is a means to
k _glr gl rfc mpe_ |l gx_rgmlaq jcegrgk_ aw
zations will try to sow public values in the identity of public employees and
through the proposed internalization mechanism this can cause them to de-
velop PSM(March & Olsen, 1995: 58; Moynihan & Pandey, 2007: 41; Perry &
Vandenabeele, 2008). In contrast, the survival of privately owned organiza-
tions depends on their ability to make a profit, which does not necessarily
correspond with services in the interest of the general public but rather with
the interests of the private residual claimant(s). The organizational socialia-
tion taking place in private sector organizations is therefore likely to concen-
trate on matching employee work motives and preferences with market -
related goals and values.

Within the social psychological literature and mostly in private sector set-
tings, several studies support the existence of individual adaptation process-
esto fit the organization (e.g.,Cable & Parsons2001; Chatman, 1991; Cooper-
Thomas,van Vianen & Anderson, 2004; Saks& Ashforth,1997a, 1997b). These
studies demonstrate that although employee perception of value congr u-
ence prior to joining an organization explains more of the variance in em-
ployee -organization value congruence after organizational entry, involve-
ment in organizational socialization a ctivities and social interaction with ex-
isting organization members play a positive, significant role in predicting
newcomepga dgr ugrf mp e | g xfirmingrthlat_ajfit be- | s c q,
tween employee and organizational characteristics can be the result of an
_rrp_ar gml kcaf | ggk* rfcgc qgrdidisgaedqg r f s C
perceptions can also change as a result of organizational membership. Simi-
lar results are found in one of the only studies within the public administration
literature that explicitly addresses processes of organizational socidization in
a public sector setting. In panel studies of American police officers and we |-
fare caseworkers, Oberfield (2010, 2011) found that organizational influence
was associated with the rule -following identities that these workers devel-
oped, but that they also remained tethered to their entering, default rule -
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following expectations (for example, with respect to attitudes about u sing
force).

However, our knowledge of the possible role of organizational socializa-
tion in fostering pro-social motivations such as PSM is sparsp and certainly
with respect to longitudina | research setups such as in these examples. Still, a
few empirical studies within the PSM literature have touched upon the issue.
First, the previously mationed study by Wright and Christensen (2010), who
measure the PSM of US lawyers in 1984 and 1990, lows that while PSM
&gqgspnpgqgl ej w' bmcg | mr npcbgar rfc

cknj

hm- gl rfc ns jga qcarmp* gr gl a@c _gcq

guent jobs are in the public sector. This suggests that public sector organia-
tional socialization may play a role in shaping the positive association be-
tween PSM and public employment (pp. 170-171). Second, Andersen et al.

&0 ./ . cv_kglc rfc _qggmag_r gml “cruccl

and their grading behavior, and they show that this relationship is moderated
by informal peer institutions; discussion of grading behavior with peers can-
grp_glg rfc gkn_ar md rc_afcpga NQK
but not least, Moynihan and Pandey (2007) have examined a range of p 0s-
sible organizational antecedents of PSM such as organizational culture, red
tape, hierarchical authority, and organizational tenure among managers in
US statelevel primary health and human service agencies. They find that
while perceived reform orientat ion of an organization is, for example, pos-
tively associated with higher PSM, public sector organizational tenure and
red tape are negatively associated with these managc pga NQK,

Besides indicating likely organizational PSM socialization processes,
Moynih_ I I b N_I bcwag qrsbw _jgm nmglrgqg
a public service job in the public sector. More red tape in the public sector
compared with the pr ivate sector may prevent socialization processes into
higher PSM as employees may become frustrated in achieving their objec-
tive of helping others and contribute to society if they experience burde n-
some rules. This may cause their PSM to drofBuchanan, 1975; Moynihan &
Pandey, 2007: 47). Furthermore, this possible frusation may only increase
with the length of public sector organizational membership. This is in line
with results from a study by Buurman et al.(2009), who found that the likeli-
hood of public sector employees performing altruistic acts (e.g., charitable
donations) is negatively associated with tenure, whereas there is no tenure
effect on pro-social motivation for private sector employees. These deti-
mental effects may, however, also be linked to the performance of public
service work in general and not so much the employment in a publicly
owned organization.
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In an older study, Blau(1960) thus found that newly hired social service

a_qcumpicpq gl _ J _pec ?kcpga_l ucjd_p
gf mai a uf cl rfcw qgqr _prcb umpigle ugrf r
somewhat sentik c | r _j I'b gbc_jggrgaa _rrgrshbcaq

the clients which resulted in disillusion and lack of interest in helping the ci-
ents (p. 347). Similar effects have been detected for American police recruits
(Van Maanen, 1975) and Flemish teachers (De Cooman et al., 2009), which
indicates that the story of rising PSM upon entry in a service delivery job may
be more complicated. However, since these studies do not distinguish ke-
tween influence from the environment of the public se ctor organization and
the character of the work being performed and do not measure PSM, there
are more questions asked than answered concerning possible PSMbased
socialization effects.

With respect to the distinction between service production/regulation, it
is for instance likely that being confronted with service recipients on a daily
. g9q gl _gcptgac npmbsar gml hmm- umsj b
passion PSM (ggardless of sector of employment). By engaging in one-on-
one and often long -term interactions with the recipients, service producers
may have an easier job identifying with people in need and making a pos i-
tive difference in their lives. This is further theoretically underpinned by
F_ai k_1I _1 b Mjbf _ k acterisct madslel 6f wonkmmotivadidn _ p _
where experienced task identity and task significance are important for cr e-
ating a feeling of meaningfulness of the work leading to higher work motiv a-
tion. Empirically, this is supported by Adam Grant (2007, 2008b), who shows
rf _r c k ngrossac@lc moévation increases when they are able to
(physically) see the positive consequences of their work. Oppositely, being a
newcomer in a service regulation job in which the employee can exper i-
ence that she plays an important role in implementing p ublic policies of a
given service may mean that policy making PSM is enhanced. In sum, the
qguestion of whether it is possible to nurture PSM through organizational g-
cialization in the context of differc | r qcar mpqg _I b r _qiq mp
with realitya p _rfcp apc_rcqg rfc mnnmggrc cddc
and direct empirical tests before we can get closer to an answer. To exam-
ine possible PSM socialization effects, the empirical analysis in the disseat
tion is guided by the following general p roposition:

Proposition 2: When individuals get employed in a public service job, the sector e n-
vironment of the organization and the character of the public service work task b e-
ing performed affect their PSM profiles.
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However, it is important to bear in mind that parallel socialization processes
gl mrfcp bmk _glg md rfc cknjmwccaqga
work task may take place at the same time and perhaps interfere with this
socialization effect. Most notable is probably the effect of socialization and
identification between colleagues sharing the same professional bac k-
ground pand more specifically, sharing a background in a highly profession-
alized occupational group (Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Perry, 1997) Many
public services are delivered by professionals, i.e. members of occupational
groups with specialized, theoretical knowledge and intra -occupational
norms/ethical codes of conduct implying commitment to an altr uistic service
ideal that promotes the public interest rather than personal economic gain
(Andersen, 2005: 23-25; Freidson, 2001; Mosher, 1968)This means that po-
fessionals to a higher extent than other occupational groups are expected to
f tc _ ns jga qgqcptgac gbclrgrw* uf
occupational and p rofessional socialization by means of shared and com-
mon educational backgrounds, professional training, vocational experiences
ca &Ctcrrqg* 0..18 2.1°', Rf sg* dmpl-
ized occupational groups, the public sector organizational socialization into
higher levels of PSM may be renforced by professional socialization. On the
other hand, it may also be overruled if the domain of the profession is more
important for needs fulfillment than sector/task. This implies that the socializ-
ing effects from the different sector and task environments on PSM are pe-
haps less pronounced within highly professionalized occupational groups
than among other public service providers.

2.3.3 Attrition: Job satisfaction and turnover intention

Finally, examining the dynamics of PSM also includes considerations of attr
tion effects: Why are people satisfied and want to stay in public service jobs
based on their PSM profiles? Or oppositely, why do they want to change
jobs? These questions are very closely intertwined with attraction -selection
and socialization considerations as obtained person-environment fits
through these mechanisms may result in positive outcomes such as job sas-
faction, organizational commitment and higher performance, whereas fai |-
ure may result in negative outcomes such as turnover intent, anxiety, and &c-
tual turnover. As Wright and Pandey (2008) gr _rc* Ahsqgr m-
ployment can provide opportunities for an individual to satisfy their public
service motives does not mean that the employing organizations will actua I-
ly provide opportunities that individuals feel satisfy their public service mo-
r g f(pc 206). This final stage may therefore be crucial for determining the
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role of PSM in provision of public services and in this disertation | focus on
the consequences of PSMorganization fit and PSMwork task fit for employ-
ee job satisfaction and turnover intention.

Cknj mwcc hm g _rgqgqd_ar gml a_ | "c bcdg
emotional state resulting from the appraisalod ml caqg hm’ mp hm’
(Locke 1976 cited in Vandenabeele, 2009: 14). Related to PSM and motia-
tion linked to achievement of pro-g ma g _ | m hcargtcqgbd rfggqg
rgml _ | gr _rca gq jgicjw rm ckcpec gd &
actually help others and contribute to society in the environments of their
publicly/privately owned organizations and production/regulation work
tasks. Linking back to Le Grand and his notion of different public service
providing knights, individuals can derive satisfaction from activities motivat-
ed by a pro-social purpose although it does not necessarily affect their own
material welfare (2003: 27-28). When this happens in the job, it is a potential
source of job satisfaction, which | claim is not yet ertirely recognized, be-
cause we still do not fully understand the relationships (Andersen & Kjeldsen,
forthcoming).

Some scholars have identified a direct positive relationship between PSM
and employee job satisfaction (Brewer & Selden, 1998; Kim, 2005; Naff&

Crum, 1999), while others have taken the same avenue as this dissertation
and pointed to the crucial role of a fit between person and workplace for this
positive association to come about. Measuring perceived person-organiza-
tion fit among 205 US public sector employees, Bright(2008) thus found that
PSM is positively associated with perceived values congruence between the
employees and their public sector organizations, which in turn is associated
with higher levels of job satisfaction. This result is grtly replicated in a recent
study by Wright and Pandey (2010), who confirm a positive relationship be-
tween PSM and job satisfaction mediated by public employc cga ncpacgt
mission valence with the organization. As mentioned in Section 2.3.1, Taylor
(2008) specifically introduces a PSMorganization fit variable into the associ-
ations between PSM and job satisfaction and shows that PSM positively &
fects job satisfaction if the PSM fit is high, i.e. employees peeive that they
are able to act on their PSM inthe current work environments of their organi-
zations.

However, since these studies mostly deal with the environments of the
organizations and test expectations of a positive relationship between PSM
and job satisfaction in a public sector context only, we do not know how this
relationship unfolds when we simultaneously consider the environments of
| mpe _ | gx _rgml agq gcarmp _ddgjg_r gml I
whether/under what circumstances the relationship perhaps also exists in
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the private sector. Since previous studies have shown that job satisfaction is
positively related to individual performance in the provision of public services
(Judge et al., 2001; Kim, 2005; Petty et al., 1984)it is highly relevant to can-
sider these causes of job satisdction.
Following my argumentation in Section 2.3.1 about PSMbased attrac-
tion-selection effects, | expect employees to express high job satisfaction if
their expectations of fit with the sector and task environments translate into
actual fits. Specifically, this is more likely to happen for persons with high PSM
employed in a publicly owned organization since the work environment of
these organizations (ceteris paribus) allows them to donate work effort more
directly to the public. Likewise are persons wih, for example, high compas-
sion more likely to be satisfied in a service production public service job
where the long -standing and close contact with service recipients can make
affective motivation thrive. But given that many public service delivering job s
can also be found in the private sector, the work environments for delivering
public services may in reality be experienced as not that different. Perhaps
I _ars _j dgr ~cruccl cknjmwccga NQK npm
to high job satisfaction can be obtained in both sectors?
On the other hand, if this match is not possible, either through attraction
selection or socialization, this may have negative consequences for an em-
nj mwccaqg ugjjglelcgqqg rm qgr _w ugr370)rfc mpe
rfsg gr _rc8 AGd glbgtgbs _jg _pc bp_ul rr
expectations they have about the rewards of public service but those expe c-
tations go unfulfilled, they are likely either to revise their preferences and ob-
jectives orseek mek “ cpqf gn gl mpe | gx _rgmlg amkn _r
Cable and Parsons (2001: 3)gr _r c gl kmpc ecl cp_ | rcpkaq
newcomers learn during the socialization process that their values do not
k raf rfcgp mpe _ | gx _ rempendisgodaance bgcaisedqhet r f c w

| mpkg dmp gsaacqgqg _pc amslrcp rm ncpqgml _
dissonance-reducing options are changing their self-perceptions (e.g., their
ncpgml _j t _jscq’ mp jc _tgle rfc mpe_| gx_

several studies have shown that job satisfaction is negatively related to tum-
over intention. Moreover, values and goal congruence have the same posi-
tive impact on lower turnover intent (and lower absenteeism) as they have
on job satisfaction (see Cable & Judge, 1997; Chatman, 1991; Verquer et al.,
2003; Wright & Pandey, 2008). In other words, just as a discrepancy between
what an individual wants in the job and what she actually gets can lead her
to be less satisfied with the job, it can also lead her towant to change her job
(both directly and indirectly through job satisfaction).
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From the previous section on PSiWbased socialization effects, we know
that PSM has been shown to be negatively related to public sector tenure
and that public sector bureaucracy and red tape may create (unexpectedly)
unfavorable environments for actualizing employee PSM. The question is
whether this also results in employees actually switching to other sectors as
predicted by Perry and Wise (1990) and the other way around? Steijl a
(2008) crosssectional study shows that private sector employees with higher
PSM levels are more likely to look for jobs in the public sector. Using longik
dinal data, Wright and Christensen (2010) furthermore show that while PSM
does not predictaninb gt gbs j aq d ggpegses the fikelihoad tmag
gl bgtgbs _jga qs qgcosclr hm g _pc gl
economic literature are more inconclusive. Georgellis et al. (2008) confirm
that PSM increases the likelihood of priate employees switching to the pu b-
lic sector, while Gregg et al. (2008) fail to predict such sector switches. A-
cording to Wright and Christensen (2010), one explanation for these mixed
findings could be that complexity is added when we consider decisions to
actually change jobs and sectors instead of merely speaking about attra c-
tion. Maybe this is not pmarily a result of unfulfilled expectations regarding
the opportunity to help others and contribute to society, but also of misfits
with supervisor and coworkers, lacking career opportunities, a bad physical
environment etc. If this is the case and PSM proves to be an important factor
for attraction and not retention, then Wright and Christensen (2010: 159) ex-

q

ac gr
rfec

npcgg amlacpl g rf _r AN®&mM kenefit torplbjlicvor-n p mt g

e lgx _rgmlg _r ~cqr a,

Another explanation could be that since no previous studies (to my
knowledge) have jointly considered the influence of the sector and work
task environments for these attrition effects, the mixed results mg also be
due an unobserved interplay between these environments. For instance,
cleaning staff and administrators working in publicly owned organizations
might experience a PSMtask misfit but still feel that their motivation to help
others and contribute r m gmagcrw gq dsjdgjjcbi-
ronment. Empirical examination of whether this is the case has been called
for within the PSM literature (Leisink & Steijn, 2008:126) and the broader pe
son-environment fit literature (KristofBrown, 2005: 323). In sum, the following

rf pms

npmnmqggr g ml ugij j rfsq esghbc-based gtuitiorb ggqqgc p

effects:
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Proposition 3: Job satisfaction and possible turnover intention in different public ser-
vice jobs depends on an actually experienced dgr ~cr uccl gl bgtilgbs | g
I'b rfc mpe_Il gx_rgmlag qcarmp cltgpmlkclr I
work task being performed.

2.3.4 Summary: Outline of theoretical model

This chapter has outlined and discussed the theoretical framework for exam-
gl gle rfc bgqgqqcpr _rgmlaqg pcgc_pafnoscqrg
fold in the provision of public service? Starting from PersorEnvironment Fit
Theory | have argued that PSMbased attraction -selection, socialization and
attrition in public service jobs is a matter of establishing a match between
gl bgtgbs_ jga NQKe nlpgmd grjgecngl a g bg crafrcmpm c | t g |
work task. With respect to both, the crucial point is whether individuals feel
that they in their potential/current organiz ations and work tasks can help
others and contribute to society in accordance with their values and motiv a-
tion potherwise they will be likely to leave the job.
This causal argument is illustrated in Figure 2.2, which shows the main
variables and associations forming the longitudinal panel design from the
afmgac md mlcaq dgpgr ns jga gcptogac hm
siderations (individual level control variables such as gender and age and
other work preferences are not illustrated). As digussed in Section 2.3.1 and
0,1,0 rfc gl bgt gdumtiopabgéoupnspnulddedyta tgkeninte m
account that prior to entering a public service job, a process of vocational
choice took place (which may affect PSM), and this choice will stay with the
individual in the workplace and thus create a third domain of potential s o-
cialization processes. Finally, following the discussion of PSM and public via
ues in Section 2.1.2, public values are also included in the model since they
tell us something about what the desirable objectives are when people want
to help others and contribute to society (i.e., the basis for the values congu-
ence indicating actual perceived PSM-mpe | gx _r g ml dgr gl mi
public values are associated with the foundati on of initial PSM, the socialia-
tion processes within professions/occupational groups, and with the individ-
S ] a g thrblu@tKorganizational socialization processes.
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Figure 2.2: Causal panel model of the theoretical framework of the dissertation
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Chapter 3
Methodological considerations

This chapter discusses the central methodological considerations involved in

choosing research design and methods, collecting data, and operationali z-

ing the central variables. Across the disserta gmIl aq _prgaj cqg?® G
range of different cases and methods (an overview is provided in Table 3.1

below). But in line with the theoretical model illustrated in Figure 2.2, Section

2.3.4, the overall research design is a mixed methods longitudinal panel de-

sign involving collection of qual itative and quantitative data in both pre - and

post-cl rpw gr ecq md gl bgtgbs _jga ns jga ¢
the focus of Section 3.1. Section 3.2 discusses the measurement of the most

important variables with respect to the proposed dynamics of PSM: individu-

_j ga NQK?* cknj mwkclr gcar mpq _ I b- ns j
environment fit, job satisfaction and turnover intention variables.

3.1 Research design, data and methods

As mentioned in Chapter 1, most previous studies of PSNbased attraction
effects have relied on crosssectional survey data of individuals who have
already entered the labor market (e.g., Lewis & Frank, 2002; Steijn, 2008;
Tschirhart et al., 2008). Thus, the normand value-shaping socialization
which is expected to take place in the work environment may have blurred
the picture, and the results from most pevious PSM studies therefore suffer
from endogeneity problems.

Following the theoretical model in Figure 2.2, Section 2.34, this dissera-
tion makes use of a longitudinal panel design. Examining the dynamics of
PSM asso@ted with different public service job choices requires a research
bcqggel rf _r _jJj]Jjmuqgq gl bgtgbs_jga NEK rm t
el study isconsidered most suitable (Gujarati, 2003: 636-638). The basic idea
of a panel study is to question the same sample of individuals at different
points in time in order to reveal shifting attitudes and patterns of behavior
that cannot be detected by a one -shot case study or a crosssectional study.
In the present case, at least two rounds of PSM measurement were required:
one before and one after public service job choice. More specifically, the first
round of data collection measures PSM among final-year students. Then | fd-
low their PSM developments in their first jobs via a second round of data cd-
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lection after labor market entrance.™ @w kc _gspgle rfc q_kec
PSM both prior to and after labor market entry, the dissertation thus pays sg-
cial attention to the internal validity of the proposed causal relationships in
ensuring that the independent variable, PSM t, could not have been affec t-
ed by the dependent variable, public service job choice t ,. Hence, the disse-
tation makes the first attempt within the PSM literature to overcome previous
gr sbgcga cl bmeclcgrw npm jckq gl gecn_p_r
selection and socialization within the same study.*
In the different panels it has been possible to collect and get access to
suitable data with a time span of 1-2 years between the pre- and post-entry
kc _gspckclrg md gl bgtgbs_jga NQK, Rfgqg d
npgt _rc gcarmp qrsbgcq rf _r | cuamkcpga dc
the most important in organizational socialization processes (Bauer et al.,
1998; Cooper-Thomas et al., 2004: 53; Wanous, 1992: 189). However, this
design also implies that public service job attractions are presupposed to
take place immediately prior to labor market entry. Hence, there is still a risk
that self-selection at an earlier stage affects the investigated dynamics of
PSM. | have sought to investigate whether and to which extent this is the case
gl ATma _rgml _j Qr sbw | b Ns fprihcaminQ pt gac
and by conducti ng qualitative interviews that illuminate and validate how
public service job choice processes take place.
A mixed methods approach has thus been embedded into the panel d e-
sign to approach the endogeneity problem of the relationship between PSM
and variouq u mp i amlrcvrgqg dpmk wcr _ I mrfcp _ |
clusive use of survey data (Wright, 2008). Besides survey panel data, the &-
sertation relies on qualitative interview data collected cross-sectionally and
as a parallel qualitative panel. Following classic advantages of integrating
guantitative and qualitative research (see King, Keohane and Verba, 1994;
Dunning, 2010; Lieberman; 2005; Emmenegger & Klemmensen, 2010), this
mixed methods design has had two primary goals.
First, the interviews tave served to enlighten the theoretical understan d-
ing and empirical operationalization of the central concepts | most notably

14 Cf. Table 3.1 two almost identical panel designs were applied among physi o-

therapist students and social work students. In addition, | have a panel with physo-

therapists who were employed at the time of both the first and second rounds of

panel data co llection.

15 As described, Wright and Christensen (2010) have used longitudinal panel data

mi cknjmwcb SQ j_uwcpga NQK* ufgaf -cl _"jcq
selection and attrition effects but not socialization effects.
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PSM and the proposed typology for a public service job choice. Since the n-
terviews were conducted prior to the collection of the quantitative survey da-
ta, they played an important role with respectto providing relevant knowledge
for raising the measurement validity of the survey questions. How this is the
case is further discussed in Setion 3.2 on measurement. Second, the inte-
views have as mentioned validated the theoretical mechanisms of the pr o-
posed attraction-selection, socialization and attrition effects and provided
post-hoc explanations for unexpected findings from the quantitative anal y-
sis. Since there is a general lack oPSM studies conducted in the private se-
tor, we only know little about how private public service providers (pe rhaps)
express PSM and what the private ownership work context means to their
motivation (Moynihan, 2010; Steen, 2008). Moreover, we lack knowledge of
how PSMbased socialization processes may unfold in the different sectors.
With respect to this research gap, the collection of qualitative panel data
alongside the quantitative survey data has proved vital for a comprehensive
assessmentoftheempiga j t _jgbgrw md rfc bgggcpr _
?g msrjglchb gl R “jc¢ [ ,1* Af _nrcp [ * r
were conducted among certified Danish social workers and physiotherapists.
The choice of each case and their advantages/disadvan tages in terms of
investigating the proposed dynamics of PSM has been thoroughly discussed
gl ANs " j gat Qcgmlgacl Km@Bknj mwkclr gcar mpa
dmprfamkgle'* ANs  jbbh Bmpt dédomg&may®l hgim
| b ABwof Phblic&Service Motit _r gml a &1 h)cAclosg theése 0. / C
articles, the general point of restricting the panel studies to singleprofession
studies among certified Danish social workers and physiotherapists is that this
makes it possible to hold a number of third variables constant, which would
otherwise be hard to control properly when we investigate different public
service job choices (e.g., professional socialization, specific labor market
properties/options, and content of work tasks across sector9. Like dmost all
other Danish welfare services, physiotherapy and legally granted social as-
sistance are to a very wide extent ordered and financially subsidized by
government whether they are delivered in publicly or privately owned o r-
ganizations. This govides very conservative tests of the propositions about
PSM dynamics.
Moreover, the two cases are chosen because they supplement each
other in terms of ensuring variation with respect to all four types of public sa-
vice jobs displayed in Figure 2.1, Sedion 2.2.3. Danish physiotherapists are
almost equally distributed across the public and private sectors, but they
mainly work as public service producers. This case therefore provides a
strong test of sector differences in dynamics of PSM. On the other had, certi-
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fied Danish social workers are more often employed in publicly owned o r-
ganizations rather than in private, but they have good possibilities of working
with both public service production and service reg ulation. This provides a
strong test of taskdifferences in dynamics of PSM while at the same time
controlling for employment sector. The two cases therefore make it possible
to isolate the impact of public service job factors and examine the interplay
between them to a much larger extent than previo us studies while at the
same time controlling for other independent variables/keeping them co n-
stant.

The downside of using single-profession cases to test the core causal
claims of the theoretical model is the potential lack of empirical generaliz a-
tion of the findings; rather internal validity and theoretical generalization are
prioritized. To accommodate this concern (which will also be discussed in the
final chapter) and provide broader tests of the propositions in other settings,
the dissertation therefore also relies on a number of large-N crosssectional
studies, which are outlined in Table 3.1. These studies include a range of d
ferent professions with different opportunities for public service jobs. As the
profession/occupational group and/or se rvice/work task is controlled for in
all analyses using these datasets, this can support findings of systematic se
tor differences in the dynamics of PSM in other public services than social
work and physiotherapy.

An overview of the specific research designs, cases and methods of col-
lecting the different data in the dissertation are displayed in Table 3.1 and
further details can be found in the articles. In general all surveys are web
based and distributed via email (except the ISSP survey 2005 and the public
managc p graey 20%0/2011 where di fferent methods such as written ques-
tionnaires and telephone interviews were also used) and whenever possible
the surveys were distributed to all individuals in the rdevant populations (the
public man_ecpgada qgqsptcw O0./.-0.//* 7rfc
the social worker panel 2010-2011, and the physiotherapist panels 2009-
2011). All interviews were conducted as semi-structured interviews of ap-
proximately one hour, and all were electronically recorded, fully transcribed,
and systematically coded using the qualitative software program NV ivo. Ex-
amples of interview guides and coding li sts from the qualitative analyses are
displayed in the appendix.
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Table 3.1: Overview of the data and methods used in the dissertation

Data

Type N°

Units of analysis

Methods

Collected by

Analyzed in

Public managers’
survey 2010/2011

Vocational students’
survey 2010

Nurses/nursing
assistant study 2009

Social worker panels

2010-2011

Physiotherapist panels
2009-2011

Zapera survey 2009

ISSP survey 2005

Cross-sectional survey 501
data

Cross-sectional survey 3,521
data

Cross-sectional 32
interview data

Interview panel 16 (21)
Survey panel 79 (189)
Survey panel (1) 210 (671)
Survey panel (2) 1,848
(3,763)

Cross-sectional survey 2,811
data

Cross-sectional survey 10,661

data

Public managers

Students in different
vocational education
programs

Nurses and nursing

assistants working at public
or private hospitals/in public

or private home care

Social worker students and
employed social workers

Physiotherapist students
Employed physiotherapists

Public and private sector

employees

Public and private sector
employees in 14 Western

countries

Confirmatory factor
analysis
Partial correlations

OLS regressions

Qualitative content
analyses

Qudlitative content
analyses

OLS regressions
Panel regressions

Logistic regression
Panel regressions

Tobit regressions

Multilevel tobit
regressions

Lotte Bagh Andersen

Torben Beck Jergensen

Gitte Sommer Harrits
Sgren Gytz Olesen

Anne Mette Kjeldsen
Carsten Granholdt

Anne Mette Kjeldsen

Lotte Bagh Andersen
Christian Betcher
Jacobsen

Zapera (ordered by Lotte
Begh Andersen and Lene

Holm Pedersen)

ISSP (International Social

Survey Programme)

Public Value Dimensions
Public Values and Public Service
Motivation

Vocational Study and Public
Service Motivation
Additional analyses in this
monograph

Sector and Occupational
Differences in Public Service
Motivation

Public Service Motivation and Job
Choice

Dynamics of Public Service
Motivation

Additional analyses in this
monograph

Public Service Motivation and
Employment Sector
Additional analyses in this
monograph

Employment Sector and Job
Satisfaction

International Differences in Pro-
social Motivation and Job
Satisfaction

a. Numbers in parentheses refer to the valid number of respondents/interviewees in the first round of panel data collection.



3.2 Measurement of central variables

This section discusses general measurement concerns with respect to the most

cenr p _j t _pg_ jcg gl rfc rfcmpcr gaPSM, kmbc |
gl bgtgbs | ga cknj mwkclr gcar mpq kDb ns -
environment fit, and job satisfaction and turnover intention variables. Following

the mixed methods design, | direct special attention to how the qualitative i n-

terview questions have been designed to provide background information

and validate the quantitative survey data operationalizations. Relevant control

variables are discussed thoroughly inthedisser _r gml aq _prgaj cq,

3.2.1 Public service motivation

As mentioned in Section 2.1.5 on theoretical conceptualizations of how ind i-

viduals can be expected to express their PSM, i.e. the different dimensions of

the concept founded in distinct normative, affective and/or ratio n-
al/instrumental motives, the most widely used operationalizatio n of this con-
ceptualization rests on the work by Perry (1996). Originally proposing six empi-

ga_j bgkclggml g mdiaWwQK*i dPeadp AAmkknk gr knc INr
Gl rcpcqgra* AQmag_j Hsqgrgaca‘Q Apgtgsac®Bsr w
ured by 40 Likert-type items, Perry conducted a series of confirmatory factor

analyses and arrived at a PSM measurement instrument casisting of the four
bgkclggmlg* ANs ' jga GlrcpQguatddaendaj gab N
n_gggml a k cbitgrs.g-aldving Wrigltt (2008), Kim & Vandenabeele

(2010) and Kim (2011) this measure should be viewed as a firstorder reflective

and second-order formative construct meaning that the Likert-type items re-

flecting each dimension may be interchangeable wi thin dimensions, but each

bgkcl qggml egtcqg _ slgosc amlrpg sr gml rm
lowing the theore tical conceptualization of PSM as a mix between pro-social

motives rooted in distinct psychological processes, this also implies that itis

possible to have large amounts of for example public interest motivation and

not compassion motivation, although high levels of PSM on all the latent d-

mensions imply a higher total level of PSM. Hence, previous studies using the

Perry (1996) measurement scale have implemented it both as a multidime n-

sional scale and as a unidimensional scale (either by adding the dimensions

together or by picking out items from each dimension and adding them into

an aggregated measure). For parsimony, scholars have, however, often used
abbreviated versions rather than the full 24 items (for an example, see Coursey

& Pandey, 2007).
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This dissertation also draws heavily on the Perry (1996) scale for operatio-
_jgxgle _I'b kc_gspgle gl bgtgbs sihgRerryNQK,
(1996) scale has provided an excellent starting point for cumulating results
within the literature pa trend the dissertation very much continues. With its -
plicit multidimensional, theoretical foundation, this scale is a rather unique ex-
ample within the broader public a dministration literature of a widely validated
measure which has proved its usefulness in different services and such diffe-
ent national settings as Korea (Kim, 2009), Switzdand (Anderfuhren-Biget et
al., 2010), Australia (Tayor, 2007), The Netherlands (Vandenabeele, 2008a),
and Denmark (Andersen et al., forthcoming b). In line with, for example, Rainey
(1982), Lewis & Frank (2002) and Steijn (2008), this dissertation also uses single
gsptcw grckg jgic Atdmyou find thegfalidwing: Tovhavg k n mp r
~_hm rf _r gq sqcds] rm gmagcr wa(clasm kc _q
S NQK aml acnrs_jgx_rgml I'b ARM f _tc _ h
helpothc p ncmnj c a r-socid motivat®rp possiblypdirected towards
individualreagngcl rqgqg & _jgm a_jjcb sgcp mpgclrr _
Differences in Prasocial Motivation and Job Satisfacr g ml a &1 hcj bgcl  $
forthcoming). A forthcoming article by Wright, Christensen and Pandey shows
that such global measures can perform as well as measures drawing on the
Perry (1996) scale. Table 3.2 below provides an overview of the PSM survey
kc _gspcg sgcb gl rfc bggqgcpr _rgmlasgg _prg
tions and interview questions can be seen in the articles and in the appendix,
respectively.

Despite its more widespread use for measuring PSM, the Perry (1996) scale
is far from uncontested. Especially during the years | have worked with this ds-
sertation more and more debates about the scale have started to emerge (Kim
& Vandenabeele, 2010; Kim et al., forthcoming). | will now discuss some of the
more important critiques of the Perry (1996) scale and explain how the disser-
tation has sought to address these.

Dgpgr * Nc p p-Aypequestibng Made beed giiicizeal for lacking an
explicit work relation, which can make the scale difficult to administer in sp e-
cific study designs measuring employee PSM (Wright, 2008: 84). In practical
situations, dilemmas may arise and employees have to prioritize between
competing values and m otives (e.g., doing what is best for an individual client
versus choosing the most costeffective solution). Such dilemmas are poorly
handled using the Perry measurement scale. | have tried to address this by ak-
ing the respondents to think about their daily work when they answer the sur-
vey questions, and furthermore the qualitative interviews have been most
helpful in determining whether and how the employees pe rceive any conflicts
between different ways of doing good for others and society. However, it is d-
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so important to note that this critique is considered more relevant when it
comes to examining, for example, PSMinduced behavior and actual dec isions
taken by frontline employees rather than pas in the presern case pemergence
and developments in the motivation itself.

Second and related to this, the Perry items have been criticized for mixing
conacnrgq md bgddcpclr mlrmj mega_ | gr _r sq,
mycomk sl grwa &NQKOl'tgmepdapagpecmqg AG " cjgct
"cdmpc gcjda &NQK3' pcdcpg rm ncpagml _j X
tributes to the conceptual confusion surrounding PSM, which was discussed in
Section 2.1, instead of clarifying it. In the items usedn this dissertation, | have
therefore (to the widest extent possible) tried to delete or slightly alter the
wording of these items to refer more closely to motivation and /ntentions of ac-
tions rather than actual behavior and subscription to specific values. As an &-
_knjc* NQKO1 f _ g "~ ccl af lecb rm AG ecr
a mk k ml emmba &gl B I ggf8 ABcr egtecdp kge
grca' gl rfc gmag_|j umpicp n_1| cj gsptcw,
critique where much more can be done, which has recently been co m-
menced by the international community of PSM scholars (Kim et al., forthcan-
ing).

Third, following the theoretical discussion in Section 2.1.5 of the public poi-
cy making dimension as rather reflecting an instrumental motivation to con-
tribute to society and help others through participation in policy processes, this
has also required a revision of the Perry operationalization p a revision it has
only been possible to implement fully in the social worker panel study and in
rfc os_jgr _rgtc glrcptgcugqg, ?I cv_knjc gt
bml ar a_pc ksaf dmp nmjgrgag_|l ga &NQK1/"'
pogrgag | g* _ I b pcnj _agle gr wugrf AGr km
vicesa &gl B Il ggf8 ABcr kmrgtcpcp kge _r f
wbcjqgqcpa'* ufgaf gqgq rfmsefr rm pcdn-car r
sion more closely (Kim et al., forthcoming).

Fourth, the Perry (1996) scale ig like many other measures of motivation,
job satisfaction, commitment etc. p prone to social desirability response bias
(Paulhus, 1991; Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987). In the interviews, this has been dealt
with by asking the interviewees to describe specific situations from their daily
work to support their statements of motivation. Such detailed descriptions
k _ic gr kmpc bgddgasjr rm Ahsqgra egtec
strategies to limit the social desirability response bias are to (1) use reversed
items,(2)ensupc r fc pcgnml bcl (3gparsonalizenthenitergsroyw* | b
qr _prgle ugrf AGéa gm gr “camkcq kmpc b
1996: 9). Furthermore, a recent study shows that the Perry mesurement scale
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is (fortunately) less prone to sa@ially desirable answers in individualistic cultures
like the Danish rather than in collectivist cultures like, for example, the Korean
(Kim & Kim, 2012).

Finally, Perry can be criticized for complicating the measurement of PSM
unnecessarily by suggesting a four-dimension model instead of a three-
dimension model corresponding more closely to the theoretical motivational
framework proposed by Perry and Wise (1990) (Coursey & Pandey, 2007;
DeHart-Davis, Marlowe & Pandey, 2006; Vandenabeele, 2008a; Wright, 2008).

This is especially the case since Perry found that the public interest dimension

is very highly correlated with the self-sacrifice dimension (r=0.89) suggesting
considerable redundancy. Therefore, some scholars have proposed that the
self-sacrifice dimension is underlying the other three dimensions (Kim &
Vandenabeele, 2010), while others simply consider a three-dimension solution

equally appropriate and therefore completely omit the self -sacrifice dimension

(e.g., Coursey & Pandey, 2007; DeHarDavis, Marlowe & Pandey, 2006). As
discussed in Section 2.1.5, | do not consider personal sacrifice to be a prerequ

site for expressing PSM in all situations of public service delivery. Besides, Perry
(1996) items for measuring seltq _apgdgac | gierenceArKsodietyl e
kc Ig kmpc rm kc rf | ncpgml _ | _afgctckec
sign of public interest motivation. Still, | do not question that selsacrifice can

be an element in wil lingness to undertake pro-social actions. As seen in Table

3.2, seltsacrifice has therefore been included whenever accessible and when

dgr wugrf b_r_amsjb “~c¢ _afgctch, Rf ¢ ¢
reflecting the theoretical debate of whether to include this as a theoretical d i-
mension of PSM or as aseparate aspect of pro-social motivation directed t o-
wards helping others (individual recipients of the services). | will return to these
issuesin Chapter 5.

Table 3.2 provides an overview of the different survey operationalizations
and measures of PSMus b g | rfc bgggcpr _rgmlaq _prg
guestions from the qualitative studies can be seen in the appendix. In the qual-
itative analyses, the content coding of the PSM statements have been validat-
ed and reliability tested by colleagues, and in all the articles using quantitative
survey data, the PSM measures have been validated using confirmatory factor
analyses supplemented with appropriate reliability measures.
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V.

Table 3.2: Overview of public service motivation survey measures used in the dissertation’s articles

Paper

Public service motivation survey measures

Analyzed as

Public Values and Public Service Motivation

Vocational Study and Public Service
Motivation

Public Service Motivation and Job Choice
Dynamics of Public Service Motivation

Public Service Motivation and Employment
Sector

Employment Sector and Job Satisfaction

International Differences in Pro-social
Motivation and Job Satisfaction

16 Likerttype items from Perry (1996) and the abbreviated version of the scale by Coursey and Pandey
{2007) measuring ‘Public Interest’, ‘Compassion’, ‘Public Policy Making’ and ‘Self-Sacrifice’.

15 Likerttype items from Perry (1996) and the abbreviated version of the scale by Coursey and Pandey
{2007) measuring Public Interest’, ‘Compassion’, ‘Public Policy Making” and ‘Self-Sacrifice’.

11 Likerttype items from Perry (1996) and the abbreviated version of the scale by Coursey and Pandey
{2007). Measuring Public Interest’, ‘Compassion’, and ‘Public Policy Making’. Changes to the items
made according to Gianque et al. (2009), Kim (2009), Kim et al. {forthcoming) and own adjustments.

4 Likerttype items from Perry (1996) measuring ‘Public Interest’ and ‘Compassion’.

11 LikertHype items from Perry (1996) and the abbreviated version of the scale by Coursey and Pandey
{2007) measuring ‘Public Interest’, ‘Compassion’, and ‘Public Policy Making'.
‘User orientation’ measure from Andersen et al. {2011).

2 likerttype items from Kilpatrick et al., 1964; Rainey, 1982; Steijn (2008) and others: one question

measures PSM and the other question measures ‘User Orientation’.

Multidimensional construct

Unidimensional construct

Multidimensional construct

Unidimensional construct

Separate unidimensional
constructs

Separate global constructs




3.2.2 Employment secta and work tasks

Rm kc _gspc gl bgt g beamplpyméntim @ mubliclypoc grivvatelgy d mp
owned organization and/or their actual employment in either type of organ i-
zation, the analyses rely on measures of seHreported sector affiliation in the
qguestionnaires (based on organizational ownership) or subscriptions of sector
affiliation via case selection (e.g., nurses and nursing assistants from different
publicly and privately owned hosp itals). Generally, the sector variables have
been treated as dummy v ariables, where employment in a publicly owned o r-
ganization includes employment (or preference for employment) at the state,
regional and municipal levels of the public sector, and employment in a pr i-
vately owned organization includes both private companie s and self
employment. Depending on the aim of the individual articles (e.g., within -
profession or crossprofession study) and knowledge of the different cases
(e.g., from the interviews and relevant documents and laws concerning the or-
ganization of specific public services), individuals with an imprecise sector affi-
iation have either been coded by hand using answers to open -ended que s-
tions about their current occupation and workplace or left out of the analyses
to improve the reliability of the self-reported measures. Likewise, respondents
with preference for and/or actually hol ding a job in the non-profit sector have
also been left out of the analyses?®

Pce pbgle kc _gspckclr md gl bgtgbs-_jga n
lating public services, | have used a more general measure as well as a specif-
ic measure suited especially for the work context of the social workers. The
measures were developed by use of the interview data, relevant literature
about Danish social workers (e.g., Fisker et al., 2008; Fagj _ b oadialrdd-Q
egtcpcl a* Q@ discessiods with colleagues, and crossvalidation
among two social worker students and employed social workers (see also
Kjeldsen 2012b and 2012c). The more general measure asked about the -
cial worker studentqa npcdcpcl acqg dmp r f c ntialufinst umpi
jobs by asking a number of Likertqa _j ¢ gr _rckclrg qgsaf _q
msr agl rfc dgcjbA _kmle rfc aipggmostofqg- agr
Kw umpi ggr r gl.&he moré gpeciic measurecagkedathe stidents
to choose between four pairs of jobs where jobs with mainly service produc-

16 ? | cvacnrgml aggmg!| NABwyak@cpt gac Kme-gt rgnm
cause employment sector only serves as a control variable in this article, the concern

of keeping as many respondents in the balanced panel meant that one respondent

working in a non-profit organization was included in the category with the public

employees.
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tion were option A and service regulation jobs were option B. An example of a
afmgac ? gq ACknjmwcc _r jba &glgtBrrlgmgf &
“chbcp nO c¢cr _irgtcpglegnpmhcir' kb rfec
cp gl | sl cknjmwkclr _eclawa &gl B |l gqgf
For each of the four questions, the target group (unemployed, socially disad-
vantaged children/families, mentally/physically challenged citizens, and
drug/alcohol abusers) was held constant and references to public or private
organizations were avoided. The general measure relying on Likert scale ques-
tions and the more specific measure using dichotomous questions were both
turned into unidimensional measures for public service work preference with
the highest value indicating a pure service regulation preference and the lo w-
est value indicating a pure service production preference.*’
In the second round of data gathering for the social worker panel, the so-
ag_j umpi cpga _ar s _|j cknjmwkclr glr-hm (g
vice regulation was coded by hand (cross-validated by a colleague). This was
done using two open -ended questions from the survey, which asked the social
workers to (1) list their current employer and (2) briefly describe their main
work tasks Again, detailed work descriptions from the interviews (conducted
just prior to the survey) were used to code the specific jobs.The two jobs relat-
ed to unemployment services mentioned above are examples of jobs coded
as mainly service production or regulation. A similar coding was used in the ar-
rgajcq ANs jga T _ jscqg Bghaankgdml ga &?2Albbch
Valuesal b Ns jga Qcptgac Kmrgt _ _rgmla m?l|l bcp:
struct a control variable for service production or regulation/administration.
However, since the unit of analysis in these articles is public managers, this va
iable was coded on the bas is of their organizations. Managers forservice pro-
ducing organizations at the state, regional or municipal level were coded as
service production and managers for public authorities at all three levels were
coded as regulation/administration (e.g., justice and tax collecting organiz a-
tions). As mentioned, all articles in the dissertation control for work task (mostly
using various occupation classifications when more specific work task varia-
bles were unavailable) to avoid confounding with respect to sector dynamics
of PSM. Details of these control variables can be seen in the different articles.

17 By use of factor analysis, the more general measure was constructed as a refle-

tive index ranging from 0-100. The more specific measure was constructed as a
formative index ranging from 0 -4, where 4=students who four times picked the ser-
vice regulation job and O=students who four times picked the service production job

(rescaled to range from 1-5).
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3.2.3 Personenvironment fit measures

The measurement of person-c | t gp ml kcl r dgr “cruccl gl b
and the characteristics of their organizations and work tasks relies heavily on
validated measures from previous studies in the PSM literature. In line with

Qrcghl &0. . 6" ~I'hb R_wjmp &O0..6"* rmf ¢ GQ(
ences in Prosocial Motivation and Job Satisfacr g ml & &1 hcj bqgcl $
forthcoming) offered two Likert-qa _j ¢ oscqgrgml g AKw hm' gg
AGlI kw hm> G a_I| fcjn aPSMeElptedrpersomipbcfit.  d mp

By creating crossproduct interaction terms between gl bgt gbs jted NQK
se questionsofncpacgtcb mnnmprslgrw rm fcjn mrf
hm aqg edagefalresstto society | measure a subjective PSivbased per-
son-job fit as opposed to a more objective fit involving assessment of motiva-
tion and work environment characteristics from two different sources (Kristof
Brown et al., 2005). Since research has shown that subjective fit measures are
stronger and better predictors of employee attitudinal outcomes than obje c-
tive, indirect fit measures (Bright, 2008; KristeBrown, 1996; Krstof-Brown et al.;
2005; Verquer et al., 2003), this is evaluated as a very valid measure for a-
sessing the moderating effect of experienced fit on the relationships between
PSM and job satisfaction/turnover intention.

However, this measure only relates tothe environment of the job and as it
IS an important purpose of the dissertation to assess possible interplays &-
tween PSM and the work environments of both task and organization, other
and more general measures have also been used. Drawing on the general
PersonEnvironment Fit Theory literature (Judge & Cable, 1997; KristofBrown
et al., 2005; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a), the social worker panel survey (second
round) thus includes multiitem Likert-scale measures of perceived person-
organization fit and person-job fit, reflecting their theoretical contents of sup-
plementary values congruence and co mplementary needs -abilities/ supplies-
demands fit more closely, respectively. Consequently, the following items
measure personr-mp e | gx _r g ml d gr Smilakts the vialuep sfyy __ p ¢

umpinj aca* AG _k I mr tcpw amkdmpre'jc u
tcpqcb'* AUf r rfgq umpinj _ac gr | bg dmp
gcl qc md “cjmlegle rrm kw wumpinj _aca &@
1986).'° These items measure persorh m> dgr 8 AKw hm' gq _ e
AKw il mujcbec _Ib qgqigjjg k_raf rfc pcosg
cl _~jc kc rm bm rfc iglb md umpi* G u_ITr
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demands forwhata e mmb hm™ qf msj b "~ ca &@ethedit $ ?2qf
measures above, these personorganization and person-job fit measures are
not only subjective but also direct measures of perceived fit (KristofBrown,
1996: 11).1°

By creating crossproduct interaction terms with the PSM measures to &-
amine the moderating effect of the experienced fits on the relationships b e-
tween PSM and job satisfaction/turnover intention, these more general person-
organization and pe rson-job fit measures are used for additional analyses in
this monograph only (presented in Chapter 4, Section 4.4). The analyses will be
supplemented by qualitative analyses of interview questions asking social
workers to describe work situations where they feel satisfied with their work
tasks and organizations and why (the interview questions are displayed in the
appendix) . This providessolid descriptions of which domains in the workplace
_pc amlggbcpcb gknmpr I'r rm dgr ugrf rfec

3.2.4 Job satisfaction and turnover intention

As fingj msramkc t_pg_"jcq gl rfc bgqgqqcpr _rg
job satisfaction and turnover intention indicate the potential attrition cons e-

osclacq md _afgctgle mp |Imr _afgctgle

environment. In Section2.3.3 hm~ g _rgqgd _ar g ml u_q bcdgl
nmggrgtc ckmrgml _| gr _rc pcqgsjrglei-dpmk
clacga &Jmaic* [/ 754 agrchb gl T I bcl "~ ccj

ACknj mwkclr Qcasimmr gimb arHgKrld€®rg forghcoming)
_I'b AGIrcpl _r gml _-gociaBMotivdtiorp andl dob Gatiséptr g Mp @
(Kjeldsen & Andersen, forthcoming), this is measured by asking the employees

to indicate their general satisfaction with their current jobs on a scale from
Aamknjcrcjw-tcpw bgqgqq _rgsdgglo®a Rimgdamglie
operationalization of job satisfaction is a common measure used by many
studies of the PSM/job satisfaction relationship (Bright, 2008; Taylor, 2008).
Likewise, the qualitative interviews asked the interviewees to indicate their cur-

rent job satisfaction on a 0-10 scale (see interview guide in appendix A), but

here | also asked them to explain why they picked a certain number on the
satisfaction/dissatisfaction scale. This provided valuable insights into whether

18 G| rfc B_1lggqf oscqgrgmll gpc* Akw umpinj _act
gwl ml wk dmp_Agmwl ampeuf gaf gq I mr _ tcpmw amkkr
pgle rm mlcaq asppcl r [eppecialygaotinthegpoblic sectr. ¢ k nj mw
19 The items for measuring persorrorganization fit and person-job fit form two refle c-

rgtc gl bcvcqg sualplmas of B P& &nd 0.857, &espectively (indexes e-

scaled from 0-100).
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they described this as a result of fit/misfit with their work environments (and in
which domains) or not. This validates the proposed theoretical mechanisms of
PSMbased attrition.

Rf ¢ kc_gspc mdnowrirntegtiorghasalsp loeén opertonal-
ized in a very straightforward manner by asking the respondents how likely
they are to voluntarily change jobs within the next two years (0-10 scale rang-
gle dpmk AG ugjj bcdgl gr cjllwefinitetyropt fona

d mp

hm af | eca’', Rfgg qglejc grck oscmr gml

over intentions has previously been used within the PSM literature (e.g., Bright,
2008), and as for job satisfaction, the semistructured interviews were used to

_qi mncl jw _ "msr rfc pc_gmlg dmp glrcptg

jobs. Moreover, having panel data for employed physiotherapists has made it
nmgqgg j c rm _ | aguaxumoverKi.e. sector switchBbetween the
two rounds of data collection based on their initial PSM profiles. Unfortunately,
rfc nfwggmrfcp_nggrga gsomdnicawan fitkaml pérmr
son-job fit measures so it is only possible to investigate whether, for example,
having lower levels of initial PSM as a public sector employee implies a job
change to the private sector. Still, this is a very useful supplement to the ank
wgqgcq md rsplmtcp glrclrgmlg _qg rfggqg
without any real consequences (Moynihan & Pandey, 2008).%°

20 Other studies have shown that turnover intention is highly correlated with actual
turnover (Dalton et al., 1999; Steel & Ovalle, 1984).
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Chapter 4
Main results

Rfgqg af _nrcp npcqclrq rfc pcgsjrqgqg dpmk rf
guestions. First, the results concerning conceptualization of PSM and its ident

fied relationships with public values and the impact of diffe rent professional
educational backgrounds are outlined. Second, the results from the mixed

methods analyses of attraction-selection effects into the different public ser-

vice jobs are presented. Third, the results from the analyses of poséntry
changesing!l bgtgbs jga NQK _pc npcqclrcb9 rf
Dgl _jjw* G npcqclr rfc pcqgsjrg ugrs6 pcqgnc
faction and turnover intentions dependent on perceived compatibility b e-

tween their PSM profilesand the environment of their public service delivering

jobs. The purpose of the chapter is thus to cut across the individual articles and

provide an overview of the main results from the different studies in the disse-

tation. These results are supplementel by additional analyses (mainly from the

gualitative studies), which are considered useful in providing crossstudy ex-

planations that add to a more comprehensive understanding of the disserta-
rgmlaqg pcgc_paf oscqgqrgmlqg .l b rgc rmecrf

4.1 Conceptions and correlates of public service
motivation

Before | outline the main results regarding dynamics of PSM in relation to dr
ferent public service jobs, | will spend a little time presenting and discussing e-
sults concerning the conceptualization of PSM. What are the different concep-
tions of how to do good for others and society identified in the empirical cases,
and where do they originate from? In line with the theoretical discussion in
Qcar gml O,/ * qgctcp_|] mal studieshave grgvigledpnr _ r g ml
teresting insights with respect to this.

Firstly, this concerns the relationship between Public Values and PSM aam
jwxcb _kmle B_|1gqf ns jga gcarmp k_| _ecp
Ns jga Qcptgac Kmr glt fothgomihgab). 8dlding orp thec | cr
conceptualization and measurement instrument for Public Values developed
gl rfc _prgajkcANgmj|ga ®R?j]| dbcypqbl cr _j,?
article theoretically discusses and empirically explores the possible links be-
tween public values and PSM research. The main result of the article is that all
traditional PSM dimensions (Public interest, Cmpassion, and Policy making)
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except Self-sacrifice are some way empirically related to different dimensions
of public values (The public at large values, Rule abidance, Budget keeping,
Professionalism, Balancing interests, Efficient supply, and Useo€used values)
controlled for gender, age, and service producing/service regulatory tasks of
rfc k_| _ecpaqa. Mo epetifigaly, pagiah torrelations between
the investigated public values and PSM dimensions show that public interest
NQK ggq nmggrgtcjw amppcj _rcb wugrf Ar f c
transparency and public insight), rule abidance, professionalism, and efficient
supply values. Compassion PSM is positively associated with balancing diffe-
ent interests and user focus as objectives for service delivery, and those with
high levels of policy making PSM emphasize balancing different interests in
addition to budget keeping. These relationships suggest some overlap be-
tween the concepts of public values and PSM.

On the other hand, the self-sacrifice dimension is not significantly related to
any of the investigated public values dimensions. This may indicate that this
rwnc md NQK gq rfc mlc kmgr Anspcjwa jg
without providing any direction of what is the desirable in delivering public
gcptgacaq, Rfgg amsjb gsnnmpr l gk b T _ |
sacrifice should be viewed as the footing on which the other dimensions rest,
but it could also support my notion put forward in Section 2.1.5 that self
sacrifice is not necessarily a prerequisite for expressing PSM in all situations of
service delivery. The result that not all PSM dimensions can relate to public v&
ues thus suggests that separation of the concepts PSM and public values is
possible. However, the analysis also shows that public interest is the type of
PSM most clearly linked to several dinensions of public values. Since values
such as rule abdance and efficient supply clearly provide some direction to
this PSM dimension, the finding of these associations can be interpreted as a
gncagdga _r gml md uf r qcpt g dhissgpportsrtkimc An's
~_I'b T _ 1 bcl _ " c c-spedficatio’ & thé public ipterest PSM dimen-
g g ml rm AAmkkgrkclr rm Ns' jga T _ jscqga,

Fmuctcp* rfc pcqgsjrqg dpmk "~ mrf rf-c  ANs
bcpqgcl cr _j,* dmpr f alodsgnd Bublic Servicd Motiva- f ¢ AN
rgmla _prgajc &?1 bcpgcl cr _j,* dmprfamk
ues are internally uncorrelated or even negatively correlated. This indicates
that some conceptions of what is desirable in terms of providing meaningful
public service can be in conflict with others. Hence, it can pose problems when
we consider including a unified public values concept into PSM, and | therefore
suggest that the concepts of public values and PSM are kept analytically dis-
tinct (Andersen et al., forthcoming b). This means that we should continue to
distinguish between what is the desirable when delivering public services (dif-
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ferent public values) and whether one is willing to act on this. Moreover, al-
hough an employee has high PSM and wants to pursue certain public values in
her job, it is not always possible due to practical restrictions and the mutual n-
consistence between some values such as rule abidance and user focus (ibid.).
This is a general condition of much public service work and particularly the
work of street-level bureaucrats, which can make the realization of PSM diffi-
cult.

Following this, the qualitative analyses among nurses, nursing assistants
and social workers have also provided interesting insights into how PSM can
be linked to public values: what is the desirable when undertaking public ser-
vice motivated acts? And how is value dilemmas solved in different work set-
rgleg= Rfc os_jgr _rgtc amlrclr | _jwgcgq
Differences in Public Sevice Motivar g ml a & | h c)jshowged kthat public / 0 _
sector nurses talk much about preventive health initiatives and how their moti-
vation to help other people and contribute to s ociety centers on a coordinative
and holistic approach where socio-economically equal opportunities for
treatment are seen as important means and ends of the public service provi-
sion. On the other hand, nursing assistants and also some of the pvate sector
nurses talk more about the importance of keeping the users/patients satisfied
and showing respect for their own choice of lifestyle (also when they are
aware that it can be considered unhealthy).

This crosssector comparison between nurses and nursing assistants ing
cates that PSM can be targeted at different types and levels of service recipi-
clrg dpmk A_ kmpc eclcp_jgxcb* gmasgcr _j
er-satisfying objective of the services can to some extent be linked to the nurs-
gle _qgqgqr | rga amkn_qqgml NQK8 Rfcw dcc
which they say can make them compromise with rule abidance values and
hospital-specific service standards. For the privately employed health person-
nel, this also has to do with the profitcreating environment of their organiz a-
tions, which | will get back to in Section 4.3 on socialization. In sum, the and-
wqgcq gl AQcarmp _ | b Maasn_rgml _jr gBwldad c p
(Kjeldsen, 2012a) thus indicate that not only is there a public/private sector dif-
ference in the PSM of this health personnel, there islso p or even more pro-
nounced and interestingly with respect to the foundations and conceptualiz a-
tion of PSMpa difference in PSM between the two occupational groups, nurses
and nursing assistants, characterized by higher and lower degrees of profes-
sionalism, respectively.

Moving beyond the results presented in the articles, it is thus characteristic
of the nurses and the social workers (especially the publicly employed) that
they pin line with their higher degrees of professionalism ptend to have a pa-
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ternalistic approach to the users of the services. This can be seen in the folla-
ing two statements from the interviewed nurses and social workers:

Clients can be satisfied in many different ways, and it is nice if they are satisfied,
but | need to be satified r mm & ¢ Dmp c¢cv_knjc* wufcl wms
wms b ml @hat is bestfar your child, but I know (IP17).

When you have an unusual patient, you have to find out why and then try to e x-

plain to him that when he has agreed to A, then he must listen to professional ad-

tgac _I'b _epcc rm @ _q ucjj &cC' @sr rfgg o9
(public nurse 1, hosptal care) (see also Kjeldsen, 2012a 65).

As it is obvious from the statements, these public service providers define pe

sonally and via their professional knowledge what is considered the desirable

of the services. This may or may not coincide with the opinions of politicians

and voters/users, which can be one of the problems of having very public ser-

vice-motivated service providers; it is hard to control which purposes they pu-

sue in the performance of their jobs and they can hold many different conce p-

rgmlg md uf _r Aemmb dmp mrfcpg _I| br-gmagec

views with the employed social workers, | have asked directly about different

t _jJsc bgjckk_qg wufcpc rfc gmag_|j umpi cpgqé

aml dj gar ugr f uf _r gqg nmjgrga_jjw* caml:i

otherwise desirable (see Appendix). Hence, these interviews further darify the

interplay between values, motivation and professional knowledge. Add itional

within-a _qc _ | _jwqgcq gl bga_rc rf_r gmag_] umj

emphasis on compassion seem to have a harder time sticking to their profes-

sional knowledge (without compromising too much in order to satisfy the us-

ers). On the other hand, those with a motivational profile with more public in-

terest more often say that they feel they can combine their professional

knowledge with rule abidance, and those with more policy making PSM are

often focused on balancing different interests. Overall, the analyses of the

qualitative material thus support some of the same patterns of relationships ke-

tween different PSM profiles and subscription to cetain public values as seen

gl ANs ' jga T _ jscg _Ib Ns'jga Qcptgac Kmr

b). But it also illustrates that the linkage between values and motivation is

trang rcb rfpmsef rfc gl bgtgbs _jkgraunds.p mdc qq
Rf ¢ _ p roatdjalc Study Tand Public Servicc Kmrgt _rgmla &l

forthcoming) offers more general insights into the role of a professional edua-

tional background for understanding the emergence of individual PSM. Exam-

ining the levels of PSM among students enrolledin different vocational educ a-

tion programs and at different stages (years) of these programs, the article

84



shows that students enrolled in programs aiming at core public service deliver-
ing jobs (such as nurses, social workers, physiotherapists, physiciangnd
teachers) more or less have the same (high) levels of PSM across the different
stages of their educational programs. On the other hand, PSM levels among
students in non-core public service studies such as technical and business
related educational pro grams seem to have increased substantively compar-
ing firstyear and final-year students (see kgure 1 in Kjeldsen, forthcoming).
This suggests that the association between higher education and PSM is not as
uniform as previous studies (e.g., Bright, 2005Camilleri, 2007; Moynihan &
Pandey, 2007; Perry, 1997) have assumed: For students in neore public ser-
vice studies, membership of higher educational institutions seems to foster
higher levels of PSM, but students enrolled in core public service studies la
ready tend to have high PSM levels when they selfselect into these educa-
tional programs. This does not mean, however, that the PSM of students in core
public service studies remains unchanged. Rather, the diffeent educational
programs relate to different PSM profiles among the students.

Table 4.1 shows additional analyses of the relationships between years of
study and four PSM dimensions among students from different core public se-
vice as well as non-core public service educational programs using the same

b _ r_ I b kc _gspcg _g ATma_rgmbgtjr @mbbhwé&l
sen, forthcoming).?* Focusing on the lower part of the table, which shows inter-
_ar gml rcpkg “~cruccl rfc bgddcpclr tma_r

of study, we see that from very low levels of especially public interest PSM and
self-sacrifice (compared to the nurse students which is reference category), it is
a higher level of these two types of PSM that drives the overall increase in PSM
for the students enrolled in non-core public service studies, especially the law
students. However, they also seem to have lower levels of poicy making PSM
the further they get in their educational program. Still, the law students (b-
gether with the business students) have considerablyhigher levels of this mot-
vation than the nurses.

21 The analyses are based on a subsample of sudents from the sample used in

Kjeldsen (forthcoming). The subsample consists of students from the 11 vocational
study programs with more than 100 respondents in the sample (see Table 1 in Kjet-

sen, forthcoming).
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Table 4.1: OLS-regressions of students’ public service motivation according to vocational study (unstandardized coefficients)

Overall PSM Public interest Compassion Policy making Self-sacrifice
B Std. E. B Std. E. B Std. E. B Std. E. B Std. E.
Intercept 61.22" (1.070) 7919 (1.661) 64.16™ (1.529) 47.33" (1.814) 5074 (1.950)
Gender (female) 1.640™ (0.431) 0.957 (0.669) 7.005™ (0.61¢) 0.0711 {0.730) 0.156 (0.785)
Age 0016 (0.025) 0163 (0.039) 0.128™" (0.03¢) 0147 (0.043) 0.084 (0.046)
Parents in public sector 0.294 (0.394) 1.792" (0.612) 0.342 (0.564) 0.295 [0.669) -1.252 (0.719)
Years of study -0.309 (0.305) -0.614 (0.473) 0.203 {0.43¢) 0.790 (0.517) -1.340° (0.555)
Occupational/physical therapy 2772 (1.304) 3764 (2.025) 3.665 (1.864) 0.609 (2.212) 2.509 (2.377)
Medicine (physician) 1,637 (1.184) 1198 (1.838) 3716 (1.692) 2211 (2.008) 2.884 (2.158)
Pre-school education -0.820 (1.074) -1.855 (1.667) -0.0270 (1.535) -0.455 (1.821) -0.852 (1.957)
Education [primary school) 3.427" (1.098) 3.188 (1.706) 6077 (1.570) 0.766 (1.863) 3.012 (2.002)
Social work 0.478 (1.428) -1.435 (2.217) 0.212 (2.041) 2.179 (2.421) 1.804 (2.603)
Design and business -6.272" (2.158) -4.627 (3.352) -11.307 (3.085) 6.242 (3.660) -12.277 (3.935)
Nutrition management 4245 (2.044) 8123 (3.174) 4.588 (2.922) 3.189 (3.467) .5.598 (3.726)
Engineer/fechnician training -8.402° (2.131) -3.444 (3.309) 216317 (3.046) -3.226 (3.614) 9.335° (3.885)

Pre-



























































































































































































