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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Efficient and high quality  public service delivery is a persistent challenge of 

any we lfare 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 on the 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* _lb pcqnmlb rm agrgxclqā claims, be they nurses who care for the 

sick, teachers who educate our children, or social workers who secure a mini-

mum standard of living. Hence, according to the literature on street-level bu-

pc_sap_rq* glbgtgbs_j ns`jga qcptgac npmtgbcpq _pc Ārfc pc_j nmjgaw k_icpqā 

(Lipsky, 1980). Understanding 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 self-interested 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-

fectiveness of 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 opportun irgcq dmp kmp_j f_x_pb _lb apmubgle msr md cknjmwccqā glrpglqga 

work motiva tion 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 provid-

ing employees. As a reaction to New Public Management, PSM research 

stresses that public sector organizations may possess a comparative 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 self-interested 

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 guided 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 & Sel-

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 

lmrcb rf_r ĀYc[_af eclcp_rgml md umpkers brings to its jobs, in addition to interest 

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 jgtcq ugjj e_gl kc_lgle rfpmsef fcjngle mrfcpqā, Ns`jga qcptgac npmtgd-

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 _qqcprgml gq Āsqs_jjw 

slcv_kglcb _lb lmr qs`hcar rm d_jqgdga_rgmlā &/76.8 5/', Rfgq bgqqcpr_rgml r_icq 

up the quest 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 

ilmujcbec md glbgtgbs_j ns`jga qcptgac npmtgbcpqā NQK _lb its dynamic proper-

ties with respect to attracting , socializing and keeping individuals in different 

public service jobs.  

In the remainder of this introduction, I first provide an overview of debates 

about employee motivation in public administration as we ll as in relation to the 

broader field of social sciences and explain where this dissertation is posi-

tioned. This narrows down the research field that I am interested in and leads 
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rm _ bgqasqqgml md amlrcknmp_pw NQK pcqc_paf _lb rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq kmpc qne-

cific claims and contributions. Finally, the content and structure of the disserta-

tion þ consisting of this monograph and nine articles þ is 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 manage-

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-

mingqrp_rgml aj_qqgaq qsaf _q Bmulqā Inside Bureaucracy &/745'* Lgqi_lclāq Bu-

reaucracy and Representative Government  &/75/'* _lb Bsljc_twāq Democra-

cy, Bureaucracy, and Public Choice (1991). Here, civil servants are portrayed 

as rational and self-interested individuals whose actions are guided by pe r-

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). 

Ufcl rfcqc _qqsknrgmlq _pc glrcep_rcb ugrf _eclaw rfcmpwāq npglagn_j-

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 

Ākmp_j f_x_pbā &Kmc* /7628 533', Rmecrfcp ugrf rfc npm`jck md Ā_btcpqe selec-

rgmlā &g,c, rfc npglagn_j lmr ilmugle ufm umsjb `c rfc `crrcp _eclr rm fgpc'* rfgq 

k_icq k_l_eckclr md _lw mpe_lgx_rgmlāq amlrp_argle _lb fgcp_pafga_j pcja-

tionships þ and in particular the governance of pu blic organizations with their 

multiple princ ipals, oftentimes conflicting goals, lack of measurable outputs, 

and employment of professionals with their own policy preferences þ a persis-

rclr af_jjclec &g`gb,', ?eclaw rfcmpgcqā _lqucpq rm rfcqc npm`jckq f_tc `ccl 

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-glrcpcqrcb glaclrgtcq* jgic Bmulqā lo-

rgml md ns`jga glrcpcqr kmrgt_rcb Āqr_rcqkclā _lb glrpglqga_jjw kmrgt_rcb Āxc_jmrqā 

(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 contributions differ 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 (DiIulio, 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 be-

a_sqc rfcw f_tc _ bcqgpc rm bm rfc hm` ufgaf Āk_w qnpgle clrgpcjw msr md _ 

qclqc md bsrw &ĉ' ctcl ufcl rfcpc gq lm gkkcbg_rc dgl_lag_j _bt_lr_ec gl bo-

gle qmā &n, /34'* _lb rf_r rfgq kmrgt_rgml a_l `c qccl _q Ā_ rfcmpcrga_j qmjsrgml 

rm rfc npm`jck md qfgpigleā &g`gb,', ?jmle rfc q_kc jglcq* @pcfk $ E_rcq &/7758 

/74' m`qcptc rf_r Ādmprsl_rcjw dmp rfc ns`jga* rfc `spc_sap_rq uc f_tc qccl gl 

our analysis prefer working and sertgle rfc ns`jgaā, Fclac* rfcpc qcckq rm `c 

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 

rfcmpgcq cknf_qgxgle cknjmwccqā npm-social motives in the provision of public 

services may offer interesting and important insights in the challenges faced.  

Characteristic for these scholars is, however, that they do not reject that in-

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 I focus on PSM defined as the part of employee work 

kmrgt_rgml ufgaf amlacplq rfc glbgtgbs_jāq bcqgpc _lb ugjjglelcqq rm bm qmke-

thing good for others and society through public service delivery. This means 

that I 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 service 

motivation 

Not only within the public administration and public management literature 

have debates about employee motivation been of interest. PSM research is 
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highly interdisciplinary and it has close ties to much broader literatures on con-

cepts such as altruism, other-regarding 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 su rvival 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 kmrgt_rgml_j dmslb_rgmlq dmp ns`jga qcptgac npmtgbcpqā 

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 

lmrgmlq md Āgknspcā tq, Ānspcā _jrpsgqk &?lbpcmlg* /77.9 Imjk $ Wrfgcp* 0..4' _lb 

among organizational behavior researchers who study intra -organizational 

Āagtgxclqfgn `cf_tgmpā &@pgcd $ Kmrmugbjm* /7649 Mpgan et al., 2006).
1
 Compared 

with these other social science 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 la tter being a crucial definin g characteristic 

of PSM. Furthermore, PSM has broader external focus than the organizational 

`cf_tgmpgqrqā cknf_qgq ml fmu glbgtgbs_jq a_l _ar _jrpsgqrga glqgbc mpe_lgxa-

tions. Finally, PSM-related topics and concepts have been considered within 

the field of economics þ 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 like 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 PSM-related 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 importantly, these 

other research traditions have yet to explain why individuals show varying lev-

                                                
1 The concepts and PSM-related 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 broa der 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 decades þ a trend sparked by 

Ncppw $ Ugqc &/77.' gl ĀRfc Kmrgt_rgml_j @_qcq md Ns`jga Qcptgacā ufcpc rfcw 

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 l 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 

emplo yees possess high levels 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 þ or at least a more favorable 

environment than private sector organizations þ 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 Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). But since Perry & Wise (1990) also emphasized 

NQK Ā_q _ bwl_kga _rrpg`src rf_r af_lecq mtcp rgkc _lb* rfcpcdmpc* k_w 

af_lec _l glbgtgbs_jāq ugjjglelcqq rm hmgl _lb qr_w ugrf _ ns`jga mpe_lgx_rgmlā 

(p. 370), others have suggested that sector differences in PSM may also (or ra-

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 two-way 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 nei-
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ther a fixed attribute which people are born with nor does its d evelopment 

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 

glbgtgbs_jqā glajgl_rgml rm qr_w gl _ hm` mp qcci lcu cknjmwkclr, @sr qglac kmqr 

previous studies within the PSM literature have relied on cross-sectional 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 scholars have therefore called for longitudinal 

analyses aimed at examining how PSM emerges and evolves in different insti-

tutional contexts, for example by measuring PSM among the same individuals 

in both pre- and post-entry employment settings (e.g., Bright, 2005; Leisink & 

Steijn, 2008; Moynihan, 2010; Perry & Hondeghem, 2008; Wright, 2008; Wright 

& Grant, 2010). If the proposed higher level of PSM among public service pro-

viders is supposed to be a comparative advantage in the delivery of high qua l-

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 umpi &ĀG u_lr rm fcjn mrfcpq _lb qmagcrwā' p_rfcp rf_l rfc mnnmr-

rslgrw rm bm rfgq gl rfc ns`jga qcarmp &ĀG u_lr rm umpi gl rfc ns`jga qcarmpā', Pcaclr 

research by Christensen & Wright (2011) has shown that the environment of 

the work task can be more important for PSM-based 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 pre-

dicrmp md t_pg_rgmlq gl mpe_lgx_rgml_j amkkgrkclr rf_l cknjmwccqā nsb-

lic/privat e sector affiliation, and Andersen & Pedersen (2012) have shown sub-

stantial differences in PSM between employees who belong to different pro-

fessions with different service delivery jobs (e.g., nurses and teachers com-

pared with administrative personnel). These studies thus all point to the possi-

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 pu blicly 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 should here be understood as services or-

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 em-

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, I claim that the attraction-selection and socialization dynamics of 

inditgbs_jqā NQK ugjj _jqm bgddcp qwqrck_rga_jjw _aampbgle rm bgqrglargml `cruccl 

individuals 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 character 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 

qual ity 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 se r-

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. non-public services, this choice of more specific public service work task 

may therefore be a more important distinction for establishing a match b e-

ruccl glbgtgbs_jqā PSM and the work environment than the public/private se c-

tor distinction. 

Many previous studies have used samples with public sector employees to 

test the proposition of a PSM-based 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_rgmlāq qcarmp cltgpmlkclr' &Iristof-Brown et 

al., 2005: 323). Taking the character of the service delivery work task in differ-

ent sectors into account is therefore the second major research gap concern-

ing dynamics of PSM addressed in this dissertation.  

In sum, these shortcomings of contemporary PSM research make me speci-

dw rfc mtcp_jj pcqc_paf oscqrgml* ĀFmu bm rfc bwl_kgaq md NQK sldmjb gl rfc 

npmtgqgml md ns`jga qcptgacq=ā &cf. Section 1.1), to include an examination 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 in-

tention? 

 

In the relationship between these three more specific research questions, the 

answers I 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 Person-Environment Fit The-

ory (Kristof-Brown, 1996) into the expectations of PSM-based attraction -

selection, socialization and attrition mechanisms þ both with respect to the 

domains of public service work tasks and sectors, and analyzing this with quali-

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 pub-

lic services. Besides the monograph, the dissertation consists of four single-

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

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

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

pirical results in the dissertation. Listed accordgle rm rfcgp k_gl amlrpg`srgmlqā 

relations to the three research questions (see Table 1.1 below), the articles in 

the dissertation are: 
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A. Andersen, L. B., T. B. Jørgensen, A. M. Kjeldsen, L. H. Pedersen and K. Vrangbæk 

&dmprfamkgle _', ĀNublic Value Dimensions: Developing and Testing a Multidi-

kclqgml_j Aj_qqgdga_rgmlā, International Journal of Public Administration. 

 

B. Andersen, L. B., T. B. Jørgensen, A. M. Kjeldsen, L. H. Pedersen and K. Vrangbæk 

(forthcoming b). ĀNs`jga T_jscq _lb Ns`jga Service Motivation: Conceptual and 

Ckngpga_j Pcj_rgmlqfgnqā, American Review of Public Administration. 

 

C. Kjeldsen, A. M. (forthcoming', ĀTma_rgml_j Qrsbw _lb Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgml8 

Bgqclr_lejgle rfc Qmag_jgxgle Cddcarq md Fgefcp Cbsa_rgmlā, International Public 

Management Journal. 

 

D. Kjeldsen, A. M. (2012a', ĀQcarmp _lb Maasn_rgml_j Bgddcpclacq gl Ns`jga Qcptgac 

Kmrgt_rgml8 ? Os_jgr_rgtc Qrsbwā, International Journal of Public Administration, 

35(1): 58-69. 

 

E. Kjeldsen, A. M. (2012b', ĀNs`jga qcptgac kmrgt_rgon og jobvalg: Service-

npmbsirgml cjjcp qcptgacpcesjcpgle=ā, Politica, 44(1): 66-86. 

 

F. Kjeldsen, A. M. (2012c', ĀBwl_kgaq md Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgml8 ? N_lcj Qrsbw 

of Attraction-Selection and Socialization Effects in the Production and Regula-

tion of Danisf Qmag_j Qcptgacqā, Under review. 

 

G. Ihcjbqcl* ?, K, $ A, @, H_am`qcl &dmprfamkgle', ĀNs`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgml _lb 

Cknjmwkclr Qcarmp8 ?rrp_argml mp Qmag_jgx_rgml=ā, Journal of Public Administra-

tion Research and Theory. 

 

H. Andersen, L. B. & A. M. Kjeldsen (forthcoming). ĀNs`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgml* Sqcp 

Mpgclr_rgml _lb Hm` Q_rgqd_argml8 ? Oscqrgml md Cknjmwkclr Qcarmp=ā, Interna-

tional Public Management Journal . 

 

I. Kjeldsen, A. M. & L. B. Andersen (forthcoming). ĀFmu Npm-social Motivation Af-

fects Job Satisfaction: An International Analysis of Countries with Different Wel-

fare-qr_rc Pcegkcqā, Scandinavian Political Studies. 

 

The structure of the monograph is as follows: Chapter 2 presents the theoreti-

cal framework of the dissertation including a more thorough theoreti cal discus-

sion of the foundations for PSM, how I define a public service job choice, and 

how PSM and different public service jobs can be combined into three overall 

propositions regarding the expected attraction -selection, socialization and at-

trition dynamics of PSM. Chapter 3 presents the methodological considerations 
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involved in examining the dissertargmlāq pcqc_paf oscqrgmlq, Af_nrcp 2 npcqclrq 

rfc k_gl pcqsjrq dpmk rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq _prgajcq qsnnjckclrcb `w _bbgrgml_j 

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 

pcqc_paf oscqrgmlq _lb ufcpc rfc _prgajcqā pcqsjrq _pc npcqclrcb gl Af_nrcp 2, 

Finally, Chapter 5 concludes and discusses the overall research quesrgml8 ĀFmu 

bm rfc bwl_kgaq md NQK sldmjb gl rfc npmtgqgml md ns`jga qcptgacq=ā* _lb bp_uq 

_ jglc `_ai rm rfgq glrpmbsargmlāq nj_ackclr md rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq amlrpg`srgml 

within the broader field of public administration and related fields within s ocial 

sciences. 
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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 i n-

troduction, PSM builds on theory from sociology, psychology, economy and 

public administration, and in this chapter I discuss and use different insights 

from these social science disciplines to outline a coherent framework centered 

on Person-Environment Fit Theory for studying dynamics of PSM. The chapter 

thus contributes across the individual articles in the dissertation 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 _lb Ugqc &/77.' bcdglcb rfc amlacnr _q8 Ā?l glbgtgbs_jāq npcbgqnmqgrgml 

to respond to motives grounded primarily or uniquely in public institutions and 

mpe_lgx_rgmlqā (p. 368). Quoting 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 affilia-

tion of being a public sector employee (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 5-6). Fur-

thermore, this interpretation of PSM can be traced back to a study by Hal 

Rainey (1982)* ufm dmslb rf_r ns`jga k_l_ecpq t_jsc ĀCle_egle gl kc_lglg-

dsj ns`jga qcptgacā _lb ĀBmgle umpi rf_r gq fcjndsj rm mrfcp ncmnjcā qgelgdgcantly 

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 non-profit en-

terprises as well (Steen, 2008). Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) have therefore 

amkc sn ugrf _ ksaf kmpc ejm`_j bcdglgrgml md NQK8 Ā? eclcp_j _jrpsgqrga kmri-

vation to serve the interests of a community of people, a state, a nation or hu-

k_lgrwā (p. 23) þ _ bcdglgrgml rf_r gq _igl rm @pcucp _lb Qcjbclāq bcdglgrgml md 
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NQK _q ĀRfc kmrgt_rgml_j dmpac rf_r glbsacq glbividuals to perform meaningful 

ĉ ns`jga* amkkslgrw* _lb qmag_j qcptgacā (1998: 417). As a consequence, Perry 

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 _q Ā?l glbgtgbs_jāq mpgclr_rgml rm bcjgtcpgle qcptgacq rm ncmnjc 

ugrf _ nspnmqc rm bm emmb dmp mrfcpq _lb qmagcrwā (2008: vii) they not only 

depart from the narrow public sector foundation of the concept, they also 

include the possibility of public service motives being tied to specific 

pcagcngclrq md rfc qcptgacq &Āmrfcpqā' _q ucjj _q rm qmagcrw gl eclcp_j. Finally, 

Vandena beele (2007) in a similar vein defines PSM outside public sector or-

ganizations, but differs by including the conacnr md t_jscq gl rfc bcdglgrgml8 ĀRfc 

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 

glbgtgbs_jq rm _ar _aampbglejw ufclctcp _nnpmnpg_rcā (p. 549). This listing of 

various definitions of PSM and the cumulative development in their contents 

show that PSM continuously has a common focus 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 clarifi-

cation þ not only in the context of this dissertation but also within the PSM litera-

ture in general. First, this concerns the understanding of the motivation con-

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 distinguished 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, I discuss whether PSM should by definition be connected to 

public sector employment or not. Fourth, I consider the scope and boundaries 

of the pro-social content in PSM: Who are the recipients of this motivation? (as 

reflected by Perry _lb Fmlbcefckāq cknf_qgq ml Ābmgle emmb dmp othersā gl 

amlrp_qr ugrf dmp cv_knjc P_glcw _lb Qrcgl`_scpāq cknf_qgq ml _ Āamkkunity 

md ncmnjc* _ qr_rc* _ l_rgml mp fsk_lgrwā=', Dgl_jjw* G bgqasqq rfc bgddcpclr u_wq 

individuals can theoretically be expected to express PSM in a work context þ 

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 disser-

tation.  
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2.1.1 PSM as a distinct type of pro-social 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 pcdcpq rm nqwafmjmega_j npmacqqcq rf_r Āclcpegxc* bgpcar* _lb qsqr_glā glbi-

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, 2004). Thus, 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 soci erw rfpmsef mlcāq hm`,  

The first fundamental question to be discussed is what creates 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_qspcb gr _q cknjmwccqā t_js_rgml md glrpglqga pcuards (Crewson, 1997; 

Houston, 2000; Wittmer, 1991; Rainey, 1982). However, this characterization of 

PSM seems much too simple. Following the outlined definitions of extrinsic and 

intrinsic motivation in points 1 and 2, respectively, PSM cannot be regarded as 

Ānspcā glrpglqga kmrgt_rgml qglac gr f_q _ npm-social purpose (because effort is 

based on a desire to benefit others), whereas intrinsic motivation is by defini-

tion self-centered. In this sense, PSM is more outcome oriented whereas intrin-

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 gq qrgjj d_p dpmk Ānspcā cvrpglqgc motivation as the character of the reward o b-

tained by helping other people is typically more intrinsic (e.g., a feeling of ac-

complishment by having done something good).  

Hence, I follow some of the more recent contributions in the PSM literature 

and argue that PSM is neither purely intrinsic nor purely extrinsic (Koehler & 

Rainey, 2008; Vandenabeele, 2007). Drawing on the Self-Determination 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 
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on a continuum,
2
 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 inte rplay 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 sub-rfcmpwāq amlrcvr Yugrfgl Qcjd-Determination Theory, ed.], the term 

extrinsic does not mean that the motivation originates exclusively from the 

glbgtgbs_jāq cvrcpl_j cltgpmlkclr, Cvrpglqga kmrgt_rgml a_l mpgegl_rc dpmk ugrfgl 

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 certain 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 as force or incentiv-

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

use of Self-Determination Theory to explain how PSM fits with classic work mo-

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_rgmlāq pcqc_paf oscqrgml, Dsprfcpkmpc* rfc osmrc dpmk Imcfjcp _lb P_glcw 

egtcq _ dgpqr r_ic ml fmu mpe_lgx_rgmlq kgefr gldjsclac rfc cknjmwccqā kmrgta-

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, I 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 

þ for 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.
3
 The latter case is essential for distinguishing PSM from other 

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

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

sic motivation. 

3 Rfgq lmrgml n_p_jjcjq nqwafmjmegqrq @_rqml _lb Qf_uāq nmglr md _jrpsgqk `cgle _ Āko-

tivational state witf rfc sjrgk_rc em_j md glapc_qgle _lmrfcpāq ucjd_pcā &/77/8 /.6'* 
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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 collective 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 onese lf 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) þ mp gl camlmkgqr Hsjg_l Jc Ep_lbāq (2003) 

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-

cpqā sldmprsl_rc qgrs_rgml &c,e,* ngrw mp dccjgle md glhsqrgac', Gl rfgq qclqc* gr gq gppcl-

evant who performs the helping act as long as the person in distress is helped. 

Act-pcjct_lr ilgefrq Ā_pc kmrgt_rcb `w _ars_jjw npmtgbgle rfc lccessary help 

rfckqcjtcqā &g`gb,8 14', Rfgq j_rrcp rwnc md mrfcp-regarding motivation has also 

`ccl bclmrcb Āu_pk ejmuā _q mlc gq jgicjw rm ncpqml_jjw slbcpr_ic rfc helping 

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 spin-off. In contrast, I 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, I stick to an overall distinction between 

self-interested motivation
4
 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, Kmqr m`tgmsqjw qfmul gl T_lbcl_`ccjcāq &0..5' NQK bcdglgrgml* rfc 

essentially defining characteristic of PSM is thus that it concerns the willingness 

to ene_ec gl `cf_tgmpq rf_r Āem `cwmlb qcjd-glrcpcqrā, Tcpw ksaf pcj_rcb rm rfgq 

                                                                                                                                                   
_lb qmagmjmegqrq Ngjg_tgl _lb Af_pleāq nmglr md _jrpsgqk `cgle _l _ar rf_r Āgq mp _p-

nc_pq rm `c kmrgt_rcb k_gljw msr md _ amlqgbcp_rgml md _lmrfcpāq lccbq p_rfcp rf_l 

mlcāq mulā &/77.8 1.' &my accentuations). 

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 Grand, 2003). 
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objecti ve, I 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 

?q kclrgmlcb* Ncppw _lb Ugqcāq &/77.' glrpmbsargml rm NQK bp_uq ml Cjkcp 

Qr__rqā m`qcpt_rgml rf_r ns`jga cknjmwccq qcck rm `c bpgtcl `w _ acpr_gl Ānsb-

jga crfmqā* g,c, _ qcr md t_jscq fcjb `w ns`jga qcarmp cknjmwccq ufgaf qf_ncq 

and is shaped by the procedures, processes and goals in the organization 

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

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, re-

gardless of sector, whereas public service ethos prescribes 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 þ for lack of anything better þ is 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 between public values and PSM is much 

needed (and called for þ see Perry & Hondeghem, 2008: 305) in order to con-

ceptualize PSM.  

Values in eclcp_j a_l `c bcdglcb _q Ā_ amlacnrgml* cvnjgagr mp gknjgagr* bgs-

tinctive of an individual or characteristic of a group, of the desirable which i n-

djsclacq rfc qcjcargml dpmk _t_gj_`jc kmbcq* kc_lq* _lb clbq md _argmlā 

(Kluckhohn, 1962: 395) or as in a more widely  cited definition by Milton Rokeach, 

Ā_l clbspgle `cjgcd rf_r _ qncagdga kmbc md amlbsar mp clb-state of existence is 

personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct 

or end-qr_rc md cvgqrclacā (1973: 5). The two definitions point to values as 

something that is morally or socially desirable rather than just something an in-

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 considered 

public  values? 

Gl ĀNs`jga T_jscq _lb Ns`jga Glrcpcqr8 Amslrcp`_j_lagle Camlmkga Glbgtgbu-

_jgqkā dpmk 0..5* @_ppw @mxck_l bcdglcq ns`jga t_jscq _q8 

¶ the rights, benefits, and prerogatives to which citizens should (and should 

not) be entitled; 
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¶ the obligations of citizens to society, the state and one another; and 

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

Compared with the general definitions of values, we see that public  values de-

qapg`c Ārfc bcqgp_`jcā gl _ ns`jga amlrcvr9 uf_r qfmsjb `c rfc esgbgle npglagnjcq 

and provide direction when public policies are designed, implemented and 

administered? In contrast, PSM is about the driving force of actions related to 

public service delivery or as Rainey et al. (2008: 10) nsr gr* ĀRm f_tc _ t_jsc gq 

lmr rfc q_kc _q cvcprgle cddmpr rm dsjdgjj grā, Gl rfgq qclqc* _ bgddcpclac `cruccl 

public values and PSM is that PSM is essentially an individual level phenome-

non þ the 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 sense, it 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 focus) (Andersen et 

al., forthcoming a; Beck Jørgensen & Vrangbæk, 2011; Steen & Rutgers, 2011). 

In contrast, PSM is about what motivates an individual.  

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 motiva-

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 façade values and core 

t_jscq' _lb rfc j_rrcp Āclr_gj bccn-seated commitment and powerfully dete r-

kglcb kmrgt_rgmlā (Hodgkinson, 1996: 131). As such, public values can guide 

glbgtgbs_j _arq gd rfcw _pc glrcpl_jgxcb gl _ ncpqmlāq t_jsc qwstem (for example, 

through organizational socialization).  

There are thus good arguments for assuming that PSM and public values 

are closely linked both theoretically and empirically, but for the purpose of this 

dissertation I 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 accom-

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 oppo r-
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tunity to translate 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 in-

ajsbc _l cvnjgagr jgli rm rfc ns`jga qcarmp `w bcdglgle gr _q Ākmrgtcq epmslbcb 

npgk_pgjw mp slgoscjw gl ns`jga glqrgrsrgmlq _lb mpe_lgx_rgmlqā* rfc kmqr bgqnsrcb 

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, I emphasize that PSM is theoretically 

a more universal concept; it is its empirical prevalence that can differ between 

sectors (Brewer & Selden, 1998; Perry & Hondeghem, 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 its 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 per-

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 sector motivation. PSM, how-

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 refers to the act of doing something worthwhile for s o-

ciety by deli vering 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 stubclrqā ilmujcbec _lb skills, it is also 

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-

ing the servgacq gl rfcgp hm`q, Pcj_rcb rm rfc npctgmsq qcargmlāq bgqasqqgml md NQK 

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 primarily defined and understood in relation to the public -sector 

labor force þ _q gknjgcb `w Ncppw _lb Ugqcāq bcdglgrgml &/77.' þ the implication 

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 

Qcjbclāq qmjsrgml rm rfgq nsxxjc (1998: 417), I therefore emphasize that 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 PSM-based 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 

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

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

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

njc mp ctcl Āfsk_lgrwā, Gl amntrast, Perry and Hondeghem (2008) suggest that 

besides being directed towards society, PSM can also be directed towards 

Āmrfcpqā &c,e,* dcjjmu agrgxclq gl eclcp_j mp qncagdga glbgtgbs_l/groups of recip i-

clrq', Dgl_jjw* T_lbcl_`ccjc &0..5' gl _bbgrgml rm bgpcargle NQK rmu_pbq Ā_ 

j_pecp nmjgrga_j clrgrwā _jqm qncagdgcq rf_r NQK gq kmrgt_rgml Ā`cwmlb mpe_lgxa-

rgml_j glrcpcqrā, Rfgq oscqrgml md ufmk mlc gq bmgle emmb dmp gl rcpkq md NQK 
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needs clarification in order to distinguish PSM as a specific type of pro-social 

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 þ the 

objective has to be someone or something outside the private sphere.  

In the context of this dissertation 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 þ the 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 

commi ttees 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 

qsaf _q q_dces_pbgle rfc pcnsr_rgml md mlcāq mpe_lgx_rgml gq lmr glajsbcb &amn-

trary to the conceptualization of pro -social behavior developed by Brief and 

Motowidlo).
5
 

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 as serving 

organizational interests has a higher order societal purpose, i.e. a wish to serve organ-

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), I 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). I now turn to the dif-

ferent ways in which individuals are theoretically expected to express their 

PSM. 

2.1.5 Different ways of theoretically expressing public service 

motivation 

?l glbgtgbs_jāq NQK a_l `c dmslbcb gl bgddcpclr rwncq md kmrgtcq pcdjcargle bgf-

ferent ways of expressing this pro-social motivation. Based on sociologists 

Knoke and Wright-Gq_iāq (1982) theoretical framework for explaining individual 

decisions to contribute personal resources to the collectivity, Perry and Wise 

(1990) originally conce prs_jgxcb _l glbgtgbs_jāq NQK _q mpgegl_rgle dpmk rfpcc 

types of basic human motives: norm-based, affective and rat ional 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 it is 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 & 

Ugqc* /77.8 147', B_rgle `_ai rm ?b_k Qkgrf Āckn_rfw dpmk gk_eglgle mle-

qcjd gl rfc nj_ac md rfc mrfcp ncpqmlā is considered a very likely motive for altru-

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_ji _`msr _ qncag_j Ān_rpgmtgqk md `clctmjclacā 

among public service providers. With respect to affective expressions of PSM it 

gq* fmuctcp* gknmpr_lr rm lmrc rf_r gr gq lmr _l glbgtgbs_jāq ability  to show empa-

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 þ according to Perry and Wise 

(1990) þ founded in rational, individual utility maximization. In this sense, indi-

viduals are expected to participate in public service delivery out of need for 

nmucp _lb pcgldmpackclr md mlcāq gk_ec md qcjd-importance (Perry & Wise, 

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 ad-

vocate special interests. This type of motive associated with public service is 

the most controversial as it contradicts the pro-social content of PSM by refer-

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 gains/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 case if an inbgtgbs_jāq 

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 

`_qgq dmp NQK _q Āglqrpskclr_jjw dmslbcb kmrgtcqā* g,c, glbgtgbs_jq _pc pationally 

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 partgagn_rgml gq _gkcb _r glapc_qgle mlcāq 

mul ucjd_pc mp mrfcpqā, Amlrp_pw rm Ncppw _lb Ugqc &/77.' `sr gl jglc ugrf Ugqc 

(2000), I therefore stress that the former cannot be regarded as PSM (by defini-

tion) regardless of the pro-social outcome it produces. 

This debate about the rational foundations for PSM reflects an ongoing re-

quest for refinement of the foundations of PSM þ a debate which has deve l-

oped rapidly in the years I have worked with this dissertation and to which I 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 1-3 represent each of the three categories of mo-

tives discussed above (in listed order), whereas the fourth dimension 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., DeHart-Davis et al., 2006; 

Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Perry, 1997; Vandenabeele, 2008b), they should 

lmr mljw `c qrsbgcb dmp rfc nspnmqc md kc_qspgle _l glbgtgbs_jāq NQK &ufgaf G 

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_sqc md rfcqc bgkclqgmlqā pmmrgle gl bgqrglar nqwafmjmega_j npmacqqcq* 

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. I thus 

dmjjmu Ncppw _lb Ugqcāq &/77.' mpgegl_j rfcmpcrga_j dp_kcumpi dmp NQK gl tgcw-

gle _l glbgtgbs_jāq rmr_j kmrgt_rgml _q _ kgv md bgdferent types of motivations, 

and by assessing different types of PSM it is possible to obtain a more compre-

hensive picture of the dynamics of PSM. As a consequence of this conceptual-

ization, the debates of how individuals express PSM have centered not only on 

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 di-

mensions (e.g., Coursey & Pandey, 2007; DeHart-Davis, 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 considered an important part of the definition of general a l-

truism that the actor performs the helping act without expecting material or 

social rewards þ in fact, the notion of pure altruism typically implies that the act 

gq ncpdmpkcb rm rfc bcrpgkclr md mlcāq qcjf-interest (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986: 

711; Piliavin & Charng, 1990: 29; Monroe, 1996: 6). This dissertation argues that 

PSM does not necessarily and by definition involve self-sacrifice in all intended 

acts of public service delivery. As mentioned in Section 2.1.1, I 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, I 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 self-sacrifice 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. Second, a definition including self-sacrifice overlooks 
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that some benefits for helping others may increase proportionally with the 

amqrq, Dmp cv_knjc* gd wms Ā`jmu rfc ufgqrjcā wms k_w `c dgpcb* `sr wmsp dmpkcp 

colleagues may give you a special status, since yms bgb rfc Āpgefr rfgleā rf_r ugjj 

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, I do not see self-sacrifice 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. I will return to this issue in Section 3.2.1 where I 

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 concerns expressions of PSM labeled 

ĀBckmap_rga Emtcpl_lacā &Igk $ T_lbcl_`ccjc* 0./.9 Igk cr _j,* dmprfamkgle9 

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 equality, 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, 

I agree that PSM cannot be completely isolated from public values. However, 

for the reasons listed in this previous section, and especially cross-country vari-

ations in public values and the likelihood of conflicting values, I question the 

theoretical nece ssity and fruitfulness of including specific public values in the 

PSM conceptualization. For the moment, I 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 ĀAsqrmkcp Mpgclr_rgmlā &T_lbcl_`ccjc, 2008a; Paarlberg, 

0..5' mp ĀSqcp Mpiclr_rgmlā &?lbcpqcl cr _j,* 0.//' qcckq kmpc glrcpcqrgle ugrf 

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 dimension
6
 can be conceptualized 

                                                
6 In line with Andersen et al. (2011)* G npcdcp rfc rcpk ĀSqcp Mpgclr_rgmlā qglac Āasqrmm-

cpqā gq lcgrfcp _ kc_lgledsj lmp _ npcagqc rcpk gl ns`jga qcptgacq &c,e,* gl b_wa_pc glqri-

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 bgqr_lr, Qglac Ncppwāq &/774) classic PSM conceptualization is more di-

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 al., 2011). Or as Le Grand 

&0..1' upgrcq8 ĀRm `c _ ilgefr bmcq lmr lcacqq_pgjw gknjw `cgle _ amjjcargtgqrā &n, 

29). On the other hand, it can be argued that this aspect of PSM is to some ex-

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 I keep it as _l mncl gqqsc fmu gr qfmsjb `c pcj_rcb rm Ncppwāq 

&/774' aj_qqga amlacnrs_jgx_rgml md NQK, Dmjjmugle rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq ckngpical 

analyses, I will follow up on this and get closer to a clarification in the conclud-

ing Chapter 5.  

Despite these debates and nmqqg`jc _bbgrgmlq rm Ncppwāq umpi &/774'* fgq 

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 Perry (1996) 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, I consider PSM a specific type of pro-social 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 self-

`clcdgrq qsaf _q _ dccjgle md Āu_pk ejmuā `w ncpdmpkgle rfc ns`jga qcptgac ko-

tivated act þ as long as the expectation of such rewards is not 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 

npmtgbc bgpcargml gl rcpkq md bcdglgle uf_r Āqmkcrfgle emmbā &g,c, rfc bcqgp_`jc' 

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 def inition 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: An inbgtgbs_jāq bcqgpc 

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) wil lingness 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, I conceptualize PSM as being the desire and 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 unfold as 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 co nsists of both an organization 

(the workplace) and a work task, and with respect to a public service job and 

dynamics of PSM I 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 distinc-

tions form a combined typology for the different public service jobs on w hich 

the PSM-based attraction -selection, socialization and attrition mechanisms are 

centered in Section 2.3. 



39 

2.2.1 Public and private sector organizations 

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, public service is not per 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 institutional 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_rgmlāq bcepcc md ns`jgalcqq* gq amlqgdered the most valid and widely used 

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 differences of 

public and private sector organizations that the PSM literature has traditionally 

expected individuals with higher levels of PSM to be attracted to public organ i-

zations due to the perception of thesc mpe_lgx_rgmlqā d_tmp_`jc cltgpmlkclr dmp 

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 funding usually, but not always, follows from the ownership status 

of the organization (Wamsley & Zald, 1973). Hence, these two criteria are 

qmkcrgkcq sqcb glrcpaf_lec_`jw _lb gl eclcp_j k_lw dmpkq md Āfw`pgb mpe_li-

x_rgmlqā ugrf bgddcpclr amk`gl_rgmlq `crucen all three analytical criteria can 

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 I argue that the most 

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 qcptgac npmtgbgle hm` `_qcb ml mlcāq NQK' gq rfc mulcpqfgn qr_rsq md rfc 

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 concentrated with a small number of stakeholders and depending 

ml rfc q_rgqd_argml md rfcgp glrcpcqrq gl npmdgr _lb rfc amlqskcpqā glrcpcqrq gl fgef 

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 publicly and 

privately owned organizations þ and most notably their different residual 

aj_gk_lrq _r Ārfc clb md rfc b_wā* ufgaf _aampbgle rm ?jafg_l _lb Bckqcrx 

(1972), Boyne (2002: 98), and Perry and Rainey (1988: 184) is considered the 

most fundamental cri terion for distinction between the public and private se c-

tors þ individuals 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 I go into more detail with the expected re lationships between or-

ganizational ownership and employee PSM in terms of possible attraction-

selection, socialization and attrition effects, I 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 þ although 

this is exactly what many studies of sector differences in PSM have been criti-

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 

qsnnmprcb Ncppw _lb Ugqcāq &/77.' fwnmrfcqgq rf_r NQK gq jgicjw rm jc_b rm nsb-

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 al-

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 service/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 2.1, the dynamics of PSM 

studied in this dissertation firstly unfolds in relation to public service delivery 

work, i.e., individuals occupied with services that are ordered and/or (partly) 

financed by government. This means that, for example, self-employed 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 þ 

either by controlling for work task by holding it constant (e.g., Andersen et al., 

2011; Crewson, 1997; Wright & Christensen, 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 of in-

vestigating the role of the public service work task by not only looking at public 

service vs. non-public 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, I 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 a job 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 students). 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 

qmagmjmegqr Wcfcqicj F_qcldcjbāq &/750* /761' bgqrglargml `cruccl Āncmnjc-

af_legleā _lb Āncmnjc-npmacqqgleā fsk_l qcptgacq* rfc _gk md ns`jga qcptgac 

npmbsargml r_qiq gq rm kclr_jjw mp nfwqga_jjw Āaf_lecā pcagngclrq md rfc ns`jga 

service by, for example, teaching them something new or treating their illnes s-

es, while the aim of service regsj_rgml r_qiq gq rm Ānpmacqqā pcagngclrq md ns`jga 
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services and confer a special status to them by making decisions such as enti-

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 in-

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 indi-

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-

msq qrsbgcqā mtcpqr_rckclr _lb-mp kgsspecification of public sector cknjmwccqā 

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 reg-

ulation is a distinction that holds across industries and like the analytical ap-

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 composition of the two tasks across sectors is likely to dif-

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).  

Ncmnjcāq umpi r_qiq _pc* fmuctcp* rm _ ugbc cvrclr _jqm bcrcpkglcb `w mc-

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 þ although one of the tasks will often be more dominant than the 

other (e.g., a physician diagnoses the 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 ori-

ented towards either of these services. Still, I do not 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 lmr pc_bgjw clamkn_qqcb `w rfc bgqrglargml, Gl rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq _r-

ticles, I 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 pro-

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, I have discussed and conceptualized the second central varia-

ble of the dissertation, public service job choice. I 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 rela-

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 monograph and in moqr md rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq _prgajcq, Rfc bmrrcb jglcq qsr-

rounding non-public service jobs (which are non-government ordered or f i-

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.  
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Second, the assessment 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, I by no means argue that these two aspects of 

a public service job choice capture all considerations involved in an individ-

s_jāq qncagdga hm` afmgac* lmp bm G nmqgr rf_r Dgespc 0,/ qfmuld be interpreted 

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 claim that glbgtgbs_jqā NQK amlqrgrsrcq _l gm-

portant factor for assessing attraction-selection, socialization and attrition 

mechanisms related to different public service jobs. Based on Person-

Environment Fit Theory, people 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 this section. First, I discuss attraction-selection ef-

fects into different public service jobs based on inditgbs_jqā NQK, Inherent in 

this causal relation is the assumption that a particular job is more or less de-

liberately chosen, and hence this section also discusses the central premise 

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

that it is actually a choice. Second, I 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 amlqcosclacq md _ k_raf &mp kgqk_raf' `cruccl glbgtgbs_jqā NQK npo-

files and their public service jobs for job satisfaction and possible turnover in-

tention. Finally, the entire causal model for the expected dynamics of PSM is 

illustrated. Along the way, I put forward three general propositions about the 

investigated attraction -selection, socialization and attrition effects that cut 

across the more specified hypotheses in the dissertargmlāq _prgajcq _lb ufgaf 

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_lgx_rgml_j qsptgt_j _lb qr_`gjgrw gq rm _rrp_ar _lb pcr_gl rfc Āpgefrā cm-

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).
7
 As mentioned in the introduction, this 

is also the departure point in the present context.  

The concept of person-cltgpmlkclr dgr a_l `c bcdglcb _q ĀRfc amkn_ri-

bility between an individual and work environment that occurs when their 

characteristics are ucjj k_rafcbā (Kristof-Brown 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-

vipmlkclr_j lccbq &Ābck_lb-_`gjgrgcq dgrā' mp ufcl glbividual needs are met 

by environment_j qsnnjgcq &Ālccbq-qsnnjgcq dgrā', Gl rfgq qclqc* _l glbgtgbs_j gq 

attracted to and chooses a specific job because he/she meets the required 

skills and thinks that the job fulfills certain personal preferences þ whether 

these are extrinsic, intrinsic or, as 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 

own characteri stics _lb cltgpmlkclr gl mpbcp rm dglb rfc Āncpdcarā hm` (Kristof-

Brown, 1996; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005): 

 

1. Person-organization fit: compatibility between individual characteristics 

and organization.  

2. Person-job fit: compatibility between individual characteris tics and work 

task. 

3. Person-vocation fit: compatibility between individual interests and voc a-

tional environment. 

                                                
7 Other approaches and partly related theories for explaining job choice include 

Qaflcgbcpāq &/765' _rrp_argml-selection-attrition model and the psychological co n-

tract theory advanced by par ticularly Rousseau (1995) and Sekiguchi (2007). 
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4. Person-group fit: interpersonal compatibility between individuals and their 

work group. 

5. Person-supervisor 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 Leisink & 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; Christensen & Wright, 2011). Thus, 

choosing an organization of employment is a matter of assessing whether 

mlcāq mul t_jscq _lb rfc mpe_lgx_rgmlāq t_jscq _pc qgkgj_p* ufcpc_q afmms-

ing a specific job within an organization is a matter of assessing whether 

mlcāq lceds and 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 

_lb _l glbgtgbs_jāq NQK npmdgjc, Taylor (2008: 72) bcqapg`cq rfgq _q ĀRfc amm-

patibility between the needs of individuals to serve the public interest and 

the environmental conditions in their organization which affect the fulfillment 

md rfcqc _jrpsgqrga kmrgtcqā &qcc _jqm Qrcghl* 0..6', A central point in this disser-

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 pro-

file. Amlqgbcpgle kw cknf_qgq ml Jc Ep_lbāq (2003) notion of public service 

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, I thus expect the attraction-selection effect between PSM and 

ns`jga qcptgac hm` afmgac rm bcnclb ml glbgtgbs_jqā expected fit  with the or-

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

contribute to society. (As I present later, once a person is employed in a par-

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 out-

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 envi ronment 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 þ from a view of potential job 

applicants þ `c cvncarcb rm amppcqnmlb jcqq ugrf glbgtgbs_jqā kmrgt_rgml rm 

serve broader societal interests. Potential service providers in private sector 

organizations would know that when they exert extra effort in their jobs the 

benef it 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, indi-

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, Massey & Brown, 1998; Lewis & 

Frank, 2002; Rainey, 1982). Despite varying research designs, samples and 

methods, all these studies are generally supportive of significant differences 

in PSM among public and private sector employees. For example, using 

cross-sectional 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 Ā`cgle sqcdsj rm qmagcrw _lb fcjngle mrfcpqā _q kmpc gknmpr_lr _rrpg`srcq 

in their jobs than individuals who prefer private sector employment. Likewise, 

examining Dutch public and private sector employees, Steijn (2008) 

amldgpkcb _ nmqgrgtc _qqmag_rgml `cruccl npcdcpclac dmp Ābmgle umpi rf_r gq 

sqcdsj rm qmagcrwā _lb ns`jga qcarmp cknjmwkclr, Kmpcmtcp* npgt_rc sector 
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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 

Person-Environment Fit Theory: Individuals seek employment in an 

environment that matches thei r 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 þ 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 cross-sectional, longitudinal data (Wright & Christen -

sen, 2010). Vandenabeele (2008b) found that Flemish master students with 

higher levels of PSM (public interest, compassion, 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 

_ nmqgrgtc _qqmag_rgml `cruccl Āglrcpcqr gl qmag_j qcptgac-fcjngle mrfcpqā _lb 

attraction to public sector employment; however, only for subsequent job 

afmgacq _lb lmr j_uwcpqā dgpqr jce_j hm`, ?jrfmsef Upgefr _lb Afpgqrclqclāq 

(2010) use of cross-sectional, longitudinal data significantly advances the 

research of sector different PSM dynamics, 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 improvement. 

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).
8
 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 investigat-

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 post-tests 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 

PSM-based public service job choices. One could, for example, expect that if 

we take indgtgbs_jqā umpi r_qiq _lb bgddcpclr NQK npmdgjcq glrm _aamslr* qcpv-

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 in PSM-based attraction -selection ef-

fects are not as big as anticipated þ or that different PSM-profiles 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 pi c-

ture of not only comparisons of attraction-selection effects between sectors,
9
 

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 þ either by controlling for work task by holding it constant 

(Andersen et al., 2011; Crewson, 1997; Wright & Christensen, 2010) or 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 do-

mains of person-organization and person-job fit into the same study, Chris-

tensen and Wright (2011) show that American law students with high  de-

epccq md NQK _pc kmpc jgicjw rm _aacnr hm`q rf_r _pc qccl _q `cgle kmpc Āqcr-

tgac mpgclrcbā &pce_pbjcqq md qcarmp _ddgjg_rgml', Rfgq pcqsjr qsnnmprq rfc npo-

posed causal argument that individuals seek jobs where the work allows 

help to others and societal contributions. It is, however, a bit puzzling what 

Āqcptgac mpgclr_rgmlā md rfc hm` amtcpq qglac gr gq kc_qspcb bgddcrently across 

sectors as pro bono work (private sector), client interaction (public sector), 

and client representation (non -profit sector). Therefore, the service orienta-

tion of a job does not necessarily describe a specific characteristic of the 

work which þ like service production and service regulation þ can be used 

                                                
9 This is, for example, the case with Jurkiewicz, Massey and 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 unidimensional concept, which limits our knowledge of 

rfgq hm` afmgac `_qcb ml glbgtgbs_jqā bgddcpclr NQK npmdgjcq, ?jrfmsef rfcw 

make a significant  contribution to the PSM literature, 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 pro-

ductgml mp qcptgac pcesj_rgml umpi r_qiq _pc pcj_rcb rm glbgtgbs_jqā bgddcpclr 

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. Com-

passion rests on human relatedness and from this perspective 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 regu-

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 of PSM 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 contrib-

ute on a larger scale and with (often) long -term implications, then a likely 

choice would be to look for a j ob 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 especially 

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 PSM-based 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_j npmnmqgrgml dmp rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq cv_kglation of PSM-

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_jqā bgddcpclr NQK npmdgjcq gq _ k_rrcp md _afgeving a fit with the sector status of the 

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.  

 

?jrfmsef G cvncar NQK rm nj_w _l gknmpr_lr pmjc gl glbgtgbs_jqā ns`jga qcptice 

job choices, PSM is by no means the only factor affecting attraction-selection 

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, for ex-

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), Qcamlb* _l glbgtgbs_jāq cbsa_rgml_j 

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 ser-

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 

cknjmwcpqā qgbc,  

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

ufcl cv_kglgle glbgtgbs_jqā hm` afmgacq, R_jigle _`msr hm` afmgac _q _ pcqsjr 

md af_lac ctclrq* rfgq eclcp_jjw pcj_rcq rm Āslnj_llcb* _aagbclr_j* mp mrfcr-
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wise situational, unpredictable, or unintentional events or encounters that 

have an impact on  a_pccp bctcjmnkclr _lb `cf_tgmpā (Rojewski, 1999: 

269).
10

 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 influ-

clac glbgtgbs_jqā a_pccp `cf_tgmpq rm _ amlqgbcp_`jc cvrclr &Betsworth & 

Hanson, 1996; Bright et al., 2005; Scott & Hatalla, 1990). 

Within the PSM literature, Gabris and Simo (1995) have therefore reject-

ed that it makes sense to study a specific job choice as this is a much too 

volatile dec ision/state; one should rather study broader and more long-term 

career goals. Nevertheless, several studies have shown systematic diffe r-

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_jq a_l `c pcj_rgtcjw bgddsqc _lb Āafc_nā* hm` afmgac bcaisions are binding 

(at least for a while), and it is the actual job choices that along the way make 

sn ncmnjcāq a_pccpq, Gd uc u_lr rm ilmu kmpc _`msr rfc bwl_kgaq md NQK gl 

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

here.
11

 

2.3.2 Socialization effects 

Previously reported differences in PSM between public and private sector 

emplo yees and between employees from different industries/occupations 

can, however, also be due to PSM-based 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-

                                                
10 Rfgq `sgjbq ml @_lbsp_āq &/782) psychological discussion 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 in the fields of organizational behavior and personnel psychology 

typia_jjw bcdglc qmag_jgx_rgml _q Ārfc npmacqq `w ufgaf _l glbgtgbs_j _aosgpcq 

the values, knowledge, and expected behaviors needed to participate as an 

mpe_lgx_rgml_j kck`cpā (Cable & Parsons, 2001: 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 within an institutional framework and outline how social institutions 

qsaf _q ns`jga mpe_lgx_rgmlq a_l rp_lqkgr eclcp_j ns`jga t_jscq &Ā_ ns`jga gn-

qrgrsrgml_j jmegaā' rm grq kck`cpq `w kc_lq md qmag_jgx_rgml* qmag_j gbclrgdgaa-

tion, culture, and social learning.
12

 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 the glqrgrsrgmlāq t_jscq _lb lmpkq 

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)
13

. When we focus on PSM, indi-

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_jqā npcdcpclac dmp fcjngle mrfcpq _lb amlrpg`srgle rm qmagcrw ml 

normative, affective and/or r ational grounds. 

@pcucp &0..6' qskk_pgxcq rfgq kcaf_lgqk8 ĀGl _jj jgicjgfmmb* mpe_lgxa-

rgml_j qmag_jgx_rgml gq _l gknmpr_lr kcaf_lgqk dmp rp_lqkgrrgle _ ăns`jga glqri-

                                                
12 These mechanisms are derived from classic theories within political science and 

nqwafmjmew qsaf _q Kglrx`cpeāq &/761' umpi ml mpe_lgx_rgmlq ugrf qrpmle amkkml 

slbcpqr_lbgleq md kgqqgml _lb t_jscq* Ugjb_tqiwāq &/765' rfmsefrq ml mpe_lgxa-

rgml_j asjrspc _lb npcdcpclac dmpk_rgml* Mqrpmkāq &/776' umpi ml lmpkq* _lb @_n-

bsp_āq &/755' work on social learning. 

13 Here, the Self-Determination Theory points to a fit with the needs for compe-

tence, autonomy and relatedness. Within classic motivation theories, other scholars 

have pointed to fulfillment of needs for existence, relatedness, and growth (Alde r-

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 jmegaĄ _lb qccbgle ns`jga qcptgac kmrgt_rgml gl rfc glbgtgbs_j, Mr-

ganizational socializatiol k_w osgaicl _l glbgtgbs_jāq qclqc md ns`jga qcr-

vice and inculcate public se rvice-pcj_rcb tgprscq _lb lmpkqā &n, /27', Ufcl 

this is specifically linked to the environmental context of public sector organi-

zations, I expect that those who become public service providers in a public-

ly owned organization experience a general increase in PSM regardless of 

qncagdga umpi r_qi, Gl jglc ugrf K_paf _lb Mjqmlāq &/773' umpi ml glqrgrsrgmlq 

_lb rfc Ājmega md _nnpmnpg_rclcqqā* lcuamkcpq gl ns`jga qcarmp mpe_lgx_rgmlq 

are expected to show loyalty and duty to the public as this is a means to 

k_glr_gl rfc mpe_lgx_rgmlāq jcegrgk_aw _lb qsptgt_j, Rfcpcdmpc* ns`jga mpe_li-

zations will try to sow public values in the identity of public employees and 

through the proposed internal ization mechanism this can cause them to de-

velop PSM (March & Olsen, 1995: 58; Moynihan & Pandey, 2007: 41; Perry & 

Vandena beele, 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 socializa-

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-

es to fit the organization (e.g., Cable  & Parsons, 2001; 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 mor e of the variance in em-

ployee-organization value co ngruence 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 

newcomepqā dgr ugrf mpe_lgx_rgml_j t_jscq, @cqgbcq amnfirming that a fit be-

tween employee and organizational characteristics can be the result of an 

_rrp_argml kcaf_lgqk* rfcqc qrsbgcq rfsq glbga_rc rf_r glbgtgbs_jqā `eliefs and 

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 socialization in 

a public sector setting. In panel studies of American police officers and we l-

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 sparse þ and certainly 

with respect to longitudina l research setups such as in these examples. Still, a 

few empirical studies within the PSM literature have touched upon the issue. 

First, the previously mentioned study by Wright and Christensen (2010), who 

measure the PSM of US lawyers in 1984 and 1990, shows that while PSM 

&qspnpgqglejw' bmcq lmr npcbgar rfc cknjmwkclr qcarmp md _l glbgtgbs_jāq dgpqr 

hm` gl rfc ns`jga qcarmp* gr glapc_qcq rfc jgicjgfmmb rf_r glbgtgbs_jqā qs`qe-

quent jobs are in the public sector. This suggests that public sector organiza-

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 _qqmag_rgml `cruccl B_lgqf slgtcpqgrw rc_afcpqā NQK 

and their grading behavior, and they show  that this relationship is moderated 

by informal peer institutions; discussion of grading behavior with peers con-

qrp_glq rfc gkn_ar md rc_afcpqā NQK ml qrsbclrqā ep_bc nmglr _tcp_ec, J_qr 

but not least, Moynihan and Pandey (2007) have examined a range of p os-

sible organizational antecedents of PSM such as organizational culture, red 

tape, hierarchical authority, and organizational tenure among managers in 

US state-level primary health and human service agencies. They find that 

while perceived reform orientat ion of an organization is, for example, posi-

tively associated with higher PSM, public sector organizational tenure and 

red tape are negatively associated with these mana gcpqā NQK, 

Besides indicating likely organizational PSM socialization processes, 

Moynih_l _lb N_lbcwāq qrsbw _jqm nmglrq rm _ nmqqg`jc bmulqgbc md clrcpgle 

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 drop (Buchanan, 1975; Moynihan & 

Pandey, 2007: 47). Furthermore, this possible frustration 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 likel i-

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 detri-

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_pc _eclaw cvncpgclacb _ Āpc_jgrw 

qfmaiā ufcl rfcw qr_prcb umpigle ugrf rfc ajgclrq, Rfcgp Āqrpmlejw nmqgrgtc* gd 

somewhat sentikclr_j _lb gbc_jgqrgaā _rrgrsbcq ucpc nsr rm _ qctcpc rcqr `w 

the clients which resulted in disillusion and lack of interest in helping the cli-

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 be-

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 PSM-based 

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 

`_qgq gl _ qcptgac npmbsargml hm` umsjb nmqgrgtcjw _ddcar lcuamkcpqā amm-

passion PSM (regardless 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_aik_l _lb Mjbf_kāq &/754' hm` af_p_cteristics model of work motivation 

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 cknjmwccqā pro-social motivation 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 

question of whether it is possible to nurture PSM through organizational so-

cialization in the context of diffe rclr qcarmpq _lb r_qiq mp ufcrfcp Ākccrgle 

with realityā p_rfcp apc_rcq rfc mnnmqgrc cddcarq ksqr `c qs`hcarcb rm kmpc 

and direct empirical tests before we can get closer to an answer. To exam-

ine possible PSM socialization effects, the empirical analysis in the disserta-

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_glq md rfc cknjmwccqā umpi cltgpmlkclrq rf_l rfc qcarmp _lb 

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 þ and 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 pro-

fessionals to a higher extent than other occupational groups are expected to 

f_tc _ ns`jga qcptgac gbclrgrw* ufgaf gq Ānpmbsacb _lb pcnpmbsacb rfpmsef 

occupational and p rofessional socialization by means of shared and com-

mon educational backgrounds, professional training, vocational experiences 

ĉā &Ctcrrq* 0..18 2.1', Rfsq* dmp cknjmwccq `cjmlegle rm fgefjw npmdcqqgml_l-

ized occupational groups, the public sector organizat ional socialization into 

higher levels of PSM may be reinforced 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 per-

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 attri-

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 satis-

faction, organizational commitment and higher performance, whereas fai l-

ure may result in negative outcomes such as turnover intent, anxiety, and ac-

tual turnover. As Wright and Pandey (2008) qr_rc* Āhsqr `ca_sqc ns`jga cm-

ployment can provide opportunities for an individual to satisfy their public 

service motives does not mean that the employing organizations will actua l-

ly provide opportunities that individuals feel satisfy their public service mo-

rgtcā (p. 506). 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 dissertation I focus on 

the consequences of PSM-organization fit and PSM-work task fit for employ-

ee job satisfaction and turnover intention. 

Cknjmwcc hm` q_rgqd_argml a_l `c bcdglcb _q Ā_ njc_qsp_`jc mp nmqgrgtc 

emotional state resulting from the appraisal od mlcāq hm` mp hm` cvncpgclacqā 

(Locke 1976 cited in Vandenabeele, 2009: 14). Related to PSM and motiva-

tion linked to achievement of pro -qmag_j m`hcargtcq* rfgq Ānjc_qsp_`jc cko-

rgml_j qr_rcā gq jgicjw rm ckcpec gd &_lb mljw gd' cknjmwccq dccj rf_r rfcw a_l 

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 I claim is not yet entirely 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 partly replicated in a recent 

study by Wright and Pandey (2010), who confirm a positive relationship b e-

tween PSM and job satisfaction mediated by public emplo yccqā ncpacgtcb 

mission valence with the organization. As mentioned in Section 2.3.1, Taylor 

(2008) specifically introduces a PSM-organization fit variable into the associ-

ations between PSM and job satisfaction and shows that PSM positively af-

fects job satisfaction if the PSM fit is high, i.e. employees perceive that they 

are able to act on their PSM in the 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 

_l mpe_lgx_rgmlāq qcarmp _ddgjg_rgml _lb rfc umpi r_qi, Lmp bm uc ilmu 

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 con-

sider these causes of job satisfaction. 

Following my argumentation in Section 2.3.1 about PSM-based attrac-

tion-selection effects, I 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 with, 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 

_l _ars_j dgr `cruccl cknjmwccqā NQK npmdgjcq _lb rfc cltgpmlkclr jc_bgle 

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-

njmwccāq ugjjglelcqq rm qr_w ugrf rfc mpe_lgx_rgml, Ncppw _lb Ugqc &/77.8 370) 

rfsq qr_rc8 ĀGd glbgtgbs_jq _pc bp_ul rm ns`jga mpe_lgx_rgmlq `ca_sqc md rfc 

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 or seek mek`cpqfgn gl mpe_lgx_rgmlq amkn_rg`jc ugrf rfcgp glrcpcqrā, 

Cable and Parsons (2001: 3) qr_rc gl kmpc eclcp_j rcpkq8 ĀRm rfc cvrclr rf_r 

newcomers learn during the socialization process that their values do not 

k_raf rfcgp mpe_lgx_rgmlqā t_jscq* rfcw cvncpgence dissonance because the 

lmpkq dmp qsaacqq _pc amslrcp rm ncpqml_j _qqsknrgmlq, ?kmle lcuamkcpqā 

dissonance-reducing options are changing their self -perceptions (e.g., their 

ncpqml_j t_jscq' mp jc_tgle rfc mpe_lgx_rgmlā, Gl jglc ugrf rfcqc npcbgargmlq* 

several studies have shown that job satisfaction is negatively related to turn-

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 to want to change her job 

(both directly and indirectly through job satisfaction).  



 

61 

From the previous section on PSM-based socialization effects, we know 

that PSM has been shown to be negatively related to public sector tenure 

and that pu blic 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? Steijlāq 

(2008) cross-sectional study shows that private sector employees with higher 

PSM levels are more likely to look for jobs in the public sector. Using longitu-

dinal data, Wright and Christensen (2010) furthermore show that while PSM 

does not predict an inbgtgbs_jāq dgpqr hm` afmgac gr gncreases the likelihood that 

glbgtgbs_jqā qs`qcosclr hm`q _pc gl rfc ns`jga qcarmp, N_lcj qrsbgcq dpmk rfc 

economic literature are more inconclusive. Georgellis et al. (2008) confirm 

that PSM increases the likelihood of private employees switching to the pu b-

lic sector, while Gregg et al. (2008) fail to predict such sector switches. Ac-

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 primarily 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-

npcqq amlacplq rf_r ĀNQK k_w mljw npmtgbc _ qfmpt-term benefit to public o r-

e_lgx_rgmlq _r `cqrā,  

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 may also be 

due an unobserved interplay between these environments. For instance, 

cleaning staff and administrators working in publicly owned organizations 

might experience a PSM-task misfit but still feel that their motivation to help 

others and contribute rm qmagcrw gq dsjdgjjcb rfpmsef rfc mpe_lgx_rgmlāq clti-

ronment. Empirical examination of whether this is the case has been called 

for within the PSM literature (Leisink & Steijn, 2008:126) and the broader per-

son-environment fit literature (Kristof-Brown, 2005: 323). In sum, the following 

npmnmqgrgml ugjj rfsq esgbc rfgq bgqqcpr_rgmlāq _l_jwqgq md NQK-based attrition 

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 `cruccl glbgtgbs_jqā NQK npmdgjcq 

_lb rfc mpe_lgx_rgmlāq qcarmp cltgpmlkclr _lb rfc af_p_arcp md rfc ns`jga qcptgac 

work task being performed. 

2.3.4 Summary: Outline of theoretical model 

This chapter has outlined and discussed the theoretical framework for exam-

glgle rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq pcqc_paf oscqrgml8 Fmu bm rfc bwl_kgaq md NQK sn-

fold in the provision of public service? Starting from Person-Environment Fit 

Theory I have argued that PSM-based attraction -selection, socialization and 

attrition in public service jobs is a matter of establishing a match between 

glbgtgbs_jqā NQK npmdgjcq _lb rfc mre_lgx_rgmlāq qcarmp cltgpmlkclr _lb rfc 

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 þ otherwise 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 mlcāq dgpqr ns`jga qcptgac hm` _lb mlu_pbq rm nmrclrg_j rsplmtcp amn-

siderations (individual level control variables such as gender and age and 

other work preferences are not illustrated). As discussed in Section 2.3.1 and 

0,1,0 rfc glbgtgbs_jqā npmdcqqgml- mccupational group is included to take into 

account that prior to entering a public se rvice job, a process of vocational 

choice took place (which may affect PSM t0), 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 val-

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 congru-

ence indicating actual perceived PSM-mpe_lgx_rgml dgr gl mlcāq hm`', Rfsq* 

public values are associated with the foundati on of initial PSM, the socializa-

tion processes within professions/occupational groups, and with the individ-

s_jāq NQKt2 through organizational socialization processes.
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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 dissertargmlāq _prgajcq* G f_tc sqcb _ 

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-clrpw qr_ecq md glbgtgbs_jqā ns`jga qcptgac hm` afmgac npmacqqcq, Rfgq gq 

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-

_jqā NQK* cknjmwkclr qcarmpq _lb ns`jga qcptgac umpi r_qiq* ncpqml-

environment fit, job satisfaction and turnover intention variables.  

3.1 Research design, data and methods 

As mentioned in Chapte r 1, most previous studies of PSM-based attraction 

effects have relied on cross-sectional survey data of individuals who have 

already  entered the labor market (e.g., Lewis & Frank, 2002; Steijn, 2008; 

Tschirhart et al., 2008). Thus, the norm- and value -shaping socialization 

which is expected to take place in the work environment may have blurred 

the picture, and the results from most previous PSM studies therefore suffer 

from endogeneity problems.  

Following the theoretical model in Figure 2.2, Section 2.3.4, this disserta-

tion makes use of a longitudinal panel design. Examining the dynamics of 

PSM associated with different public service job choices requires a research 

bcqgel rf_r _jjmuq glbgtgbs_jqā NQK rm t_pw mtcp rgkc, Dmp rfgq nspnmqc* _ n_n-

el study is considered 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 cross-sectional 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 I fol-

low their PSM developments in their first jobs via a second round of data col-
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lection after labor market entrance.
14

 @w kc_qspgle rfc q_kc glbgtgbs_jqā 

PSM both prior to and after labor market entry, the dissertation thus pays spe-

cial attent ion to the internal validity of the proposed causal relationships in 

ensuring that the independent variable, PSM t1, could not have been affec t-

ed by the dependent variable, public service job choice t 2. Hence, the disser-

tation makes the first attempt within the PSM literature to overcome previous 

qrsbgcqā clbmeclcgrw npm`jckq gl qcn_p_rgle rfc kcaf_lgqkq md _rrp_argml-

selection and socialization within the same study.
15

 

In the different panels it has been possible to collect and get access to 

suitable data w ith a time span of 1-2 years between the pre- and post-entry 

kc_qspckclrq md glbgtgbs_jqā NQK, Rfgq dgrq ugrf rfc cvncar_rgml dpmk qctcp_j 

npgt_rc qcarmp qrsbgcq rf_r lcuamkcpqā dgpqr wc_p md cknjmwkclr gq amlqgbcpcb 

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. I have sought to investigate whether and to which extent this is the case 

gl ĀTma_rgml_j Qrsbw _lb Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgmlā &Ihcjbqcl* forthcoming ) 

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 umpi amlrcvrq dpmk wcr _lmrfcp _lejc rf_l npctgmsq qrsbgcqā cx-

clusive use of survey data (Wright, 2008). Besides survey panel data, the dis-

sertation relies on qualitative interview data collected cross-sectionally and 

as a parallel qualitative panel. Following classic advantages of integrating 

quantitative 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 have served to enlighten the theoretical understan d-

ing and empirical operationalization of the central concepts þ 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, I have a panel with physio-

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 

ml cknjmwcb SQ j_uwcpqā NQK* ufgaf cl_`jcq rfck rm bgqrglesgqf _rrp_argml-

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 in-

terviews were conducted prior to the collection of the quantitative survey da-

ta, they played  an important  role with respect to providing  relevant knowledge 

for raising the measurement validity of the survey questions. How this is the 

case is further discussed in Section 3.2 on measurement. Second, the inter-

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 of PSM studies conducted in the private sec-

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 PSM-based 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 

assessment of the empirga_j t_jgbgrw md rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq npmnmqgrgmlq, 

?q msrjglcb gl R_`jc /,/* Af_nrcp /* rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq aclrp_j n_lcj qrsbgcq 

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 ĀNs`jga Qcptgac Kmrit_rgml _lb Cknjmwkclr qcarmpā &Ihcjbqcl $ H_am`qcl* 

dmprfamkgle'* ĀNs`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgml _lb Hm` Afmgacā &Ihcjbqcl* 0./0`), 

_lb ĀBwl_kgaq of Public Service Motit_rgmlā &Ihcjbqcl* 0./0a). Across these 

articles, the general point of restricting the panel studies to single-profession 

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 invest igate different public 

service job choices (e.g., professional socialization, specific labor market 

properties/options, and content of work tasks across sectors). Like almost 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 provides 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 ser-

vice jobs displayed in Figure 2.1, Section 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 hand, 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 task differences 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 cross-sectional 

studies, which are outlined in Table 3.1. These studies include a range of dif-

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 sec-

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 di stributed via email (except the ISSP survey 2005 and the public 

mana gcpqā qsrvey 2010/2011 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 relevant populations (the 

public ma n_ecpqā qsptcw 0./.-0.//* rfc tma_rgml_j qrsbclrqā qsptcw 0./.* 

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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3.2 Measurement of central variables 

This section discusses general measurement concerns with respect to the most 

cenrp_j t_pg_`jcq gl rfc rfcmpcrga_j kmbcj md rfc bgqqcpr_rgml8 glbgtgbs_jqā PSM, 

glbgtgbs_jqā cknjmwkclr qcarmpq _lb ns`jga qcptgac umpi r_qiq* ncpqml-

environment fit, and job satisfaction and turnover intention variables. Following 

the mixed methods design, I 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 in the disserr_rgmlāq _prgajcq, 

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 empir-

ga_j bgkclqgmlq md NQK* Ā?rrp_argml rm Nmjiaw K_igleā* ĀAmkkgrkclr rm rfc Ns`jga 

Glrcpcqrā* ĀQmag_j Hsqrgacā* ĀAgtga Bsrwā* ĀAmkn_qqgmlā* _lb ĀQcjd-Q_apgdgacā* kc_s-

ured by 40 Likert-type items, Perry conducted a series of confirmatory factor 

analyses and arrived at a PSM measurement instrument consisting of the four 

bgkclqgmlq* ĀNs`jga Glrcpcqrā* ĀNs`jga Nmjgaw K_igleā* Qcjd-Q_apgdgacā _lb ĀAmm-

n_qqgmlā kc_qspcb `w 04 items. Following Wright (2008), Kim & Vandenabeele 

(2010) and Kim (2011) this measure should be viewed as a first-order reflective 

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

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

bgkclqgml egtcq _ slgosc amlrpg`srgml rm _l glbgtgbs_jāq _eepce_rcb NQK, Dml-

lowing the theore tical conceptualization of PSM as a mix between pro-social 

motives rooted in distinct psychological processes, this also implies that it is 

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

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

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 d imensions 

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 operation-

_jgxgle _lb kc_qspgle glbgtgbs_jqā NQK, Bspgle rfc n_qr rum bca_bcs the Perry 

(1996) scale has provided an excellent starting point for cumulating results 

within the literature þ a trend the dissertation very much continues. With its ex-

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 differ-

ent national settings as Korea (Kim, 2009), Switzerland (Anderfuhren-Biget et 

al., 2010), Australia (Taylor, 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 

qsptcw grckq jgic ĀFmu ncpqml_jjw gknmpr_lt do you find the following: To have 

_ hm` rf_r gq sqcdsj rm qmagcrwā rm kc_qspc rfc kmpc amjjcargtcjw mpgclrcb (clas-

sic) NQK amlacnrs_jgx_rgml _lb ĀRm f_tc _ hm` rf_r _jjmuq fcjn qmkcmlc rm 

help othcp ncmnjcā rm kc_qspc npm-social motivation possibly directed towards 

individual reagngclrq &_jqm a_jjcb sqcp mpgclr_rgml' gl rfc _prgajc ĀGlrcpl_rgml_j 

Differences in Pro-social Motivation and Job Satisfacrgmlā &Ihcjbqcl $ ?lbcpqcl* 

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_qspcq sqcb gl rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq _prgajcq* ufcpc_q rfc qncagdga qsptcw oscs-

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 I have worked with this dis-

sertation more and more debates about the scale have started to emerge (Kim 

& Vandenabeele, 2010; Kim et al., forthcoming). I 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. 

Dgpqr* Ncppwāq &/774' Jgicpr-type questions have been criticized 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 cost-effective solution). Such dilemmas are poorly 

handled using the Perry measurement scale. I have tried to address this by ask-

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 al-
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so important to note that this critique is considered more relevant when it 

comes to examining, for example, PSM-induced behavior and actual dec isions 

taken by frontline employees rather than þ as in the present case þemergence 

and developments in the motivation itself.  

Second and related to this, the Perry items have been criticized for mixing 

conacnrq md bgddcpclr mlrmjmega_j qr_rsq, Dmp cv_knjc* ĀG slqcjdgqfjw amlrpg`src rm 

my comkslgrwā &NQK01' pcdcpq rm `cf_tgmp ufcpc_q ĀG `cjgctc gl nsrrgle bsrw 

`cdmpc qcjdā &NQK3' pcdcpq rm ncpqml_j `cjgcdq mp t_jscq, Gl rfgq qclqc* Ncppw amn-

tributes to the conceptual confusion surrounding PSM, which was discussed in 

Section 2.1, instead of clarifying it. In the items used in this dissertation, I 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 intentions of ac-

tions rather than actual  behavior and subscription to specific values. As an ex-

_knjc* NQK01 f_q `ccl af_lecb rm ĀG ecr clcpew dpmk amlrpg`srgle rm rfc 

amkkml emmbā &gl B_lgqf8 ĀBcr egtcp kge clcpeg _r `gbp_ec rgj bcr d×jjcq `cd-

qrcā' gl rfc qmag_j umpicp n_lcj qsptcw, Lctcprfcjcqq* G pcamelgxc rf_r rfgq gq _ 

critique where  much more can be done, which has recently been co m-

menced by the international community of PSM scholars (Kim et al., forthcom-

ing). 

Third, following the theoretical discussion in Section 2.1.5 of the public poli-

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 þ a revision it has 

only been possible to implement fully in the social worker pane l study and in 

rfc os_jgr_rgtc glrcptgcuq, ?l cv_knjc gq rfc bcjcrgml md rfc Ncppw &/774' grck ĀG 

bmlār a_pc ksaf dmp nmjgrgag_lqā &NQK1/'* ufgaf kc_qspcq _rrgrsbcq rmu_pbq 

polgrgag_lq* _lb pcnj_agle gr ugrf ĀGr kmrgt_rcq kc rm fcjn gknpmtc ns`jga qcr-

vicesā &gl B_lgqf8 ĀBcr kmrgtcpcp kge _r fh×jnc kcb _r dmp`cbpc bc mddclrjgec 

wbcjqcpā'* ufgaf gq rfmsefr rm pcdjcar rfc glqrpskclr_j dmslb_rgml md rfgq bgkcn-

sion more closely (Kim et al., forthcoming). 

Fourth, the Perry (1996) scale is þ like many other measures of motivation, 

job satisfaction, commitment etc. þ 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 Āhsqrā egtc _ qmag_jjw bcqgp_`jc _lqucp, Gl rfc qsptcwq* 

strategies to limit the social desirability response bias are to (1) use reversed 

items, (2) ensupc rfc pcqnmlbclrqā _lmlwkgrw* _lb (3) personalize the items by 

qr_prgle ugrf ĀGĉā qm gr `camkcq kmpc bgddgasjr rm _lqucp gl rfc _`qrp_ar &Ncppw* 

1996: 9). Furthermore, a recent study shows that the Perry measurement scale 
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is (fortunately) less prone to socially 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; DeHart-Davis, Marlowe & Pandey, 2006). As 

discussed in Section 2.1.5, I do not consider personal sacrifice to be a prerequi-

site for expressing PSM in all situations of public service delivery. Besides, Perry 

(1996) items for measuring self-q_apgdgac jgic ĀK_igle _ bgdderence in society 

kc_lq kmpc rm kc rf_l ncpqml_j _afgctckclrqā &NQK/' kgefr _q ucjj `c _ 

sign of public interest motivation. Still, I do not question that self-sacrifice can 

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

3.2, self-sacrifice has therefore been included whenever accessible and when 

_ dgr ugrf b_r_ amsjb `c _afgctcb, Rfc q_kc gq rfc a_qc ugrf ĀSqcp Mpgclr_rgmlā 

reflecting the theoretical debate of whether to include this as a theoretical d i-

mension of PSM or as a separate aspect of pro-social motivation directed t o-

wards helping others (individual recipients of the services). I will return to these 

issues in Chapter 5. 

Table 3.2 provides an overview of the different survey operationalizations 

and measures of PSM uscb gl rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq _prgajcq, Cv_knjcq md rfc NQK 

questions 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 i n 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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3.2.2 Employment sector and work tasks 

Rm kc_qspc glbgtgbs_jqā npcdcpclacq dmp employment in a publicly or privately 

owned organization and/or their actual employment in either type of organ i-

zation, the analyses rely on measures of self-reported sector affiliation in the 

questionnaires (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 cross-profession study) and knowledge of the different cases 

(e.g., from the interviews and relevant documents and laws concerning the or-

ganization of specif ic public services), individuals with an imprecise sector affil-

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.
16

 

Pce_pbgle kc_qspckclr md glbgtgbs_jqā npcdcpclacq dmp npmbsagle mp pceu-

lating public services, I 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; Fag̀j_bcr ĀQocialråd -

egtcpclā* Öpe_le 0./.-2011, discussions with colleagues, and cross-validation 

among two social worker students and employed social workers (see also 

Kjeldsen 2012b and 2012c ). The more general measure asked about the so-

cial worker studentqā npcdcpclacq dmp rfc rum umpi r_qiq gl rfcgp &nmrcntial) first 

jobs by asking a number of Likert-qa_jc qr_rckclrq qsaf _q ĀG umsjb jgic rm `c 

msr ăgl rfc dgcjbĄ _kmle rfc ajgclrq-agrgxclqā _lb ĀG umsjblār kglb boing most of 

kw umpi qgrrgle `cfglb _ bcqiā. The more specific measure asked the students 

to choose between four pairs of jobs where jobs with mainly service produc-

                                                
16 ?l cvacnrgml gq gl ĀBwl_kgaq md Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgmlā &Ihcjbqcl* 0./0a', @e-

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 ĀCknjmwcc _r _l _argt_rgml npmhcar gl rfc dgcjbā &gl B_lgqf8 Kcb_r-

`chbcp nÖ cr _irgtcpgleqnpmhcir' _lb rfc amppcqnmlbgle afmgac @ gq ĀA_qcumpk-

cp gl _l slcknjmwkclr _eclawā &gl B_lgqf8 Q_eq`cf_lbjcp nÖ cr hm`aclrcp', 

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.
17

 

In the second round of data gathering for the social worker panel, the s o-

ag_j umpicpqā _ars_j cknjmwkclr gl hm`q ugrf k_gljw qcptgac npmbsargml mp qcr-

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 ĀNs`jga T_jscq Bgkclqgmlqā &?lbcpqcl cr _j,* dmprhamkgle _' _lb ĀNs`jga 

Values alb Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgmlā &?lbcpqcl cr _j,* dmprfamkgle `' rm amn-

struct a control variable for service production or regulation/administration. 

However, since the unit of analysis in these articles is public managers, this var-

iable was coded on the bas is of their organizations. Managers for service 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 reflec-

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 0=students who four times picked the service production job 

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

The measurement of person-cltgpmlkclr dgr `cruccl glbgtgbs_jqā kmrgt_rgml 

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' _lb R_wjmp &0..6'* rfc GQQN qsptcw sqcb gl ĀGlrcpl_rgml_j Bgddcr-

ences in Pro-social Motivation and Job Satisfacrgmlā &Ihcjbqcl $ ?lbcpqcl, 

forthcoming ) offered two Likert-qa_jc oscqrgmlq ĀKw hm` gq sqcdsj rm qmagcrwā _lb 

ĀGl kw hm` G a_l fcjn mrfcp ncmnjcā dmp kc_qspgle a PSM-related person-job fit. 

By creating cross-product interaction terms between glbgtgbs_jqā NQK _lb the-

se questions of ncpacgtcb mnnmprslgrw rm fcjn mrfcpq gl mlcāq asppclr hm`-rfc 

hm`āq ncpacgted usefulness to society, I measure a subjective PSM-based 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; Kristof-Brown, 1996; Kristof-Brown et al.; 

2005; Verquer et al., 2003), this is evaluated as a very valid measure for as-

sessing the moderating effect of experienced fit on the relationships between 

PSM and job satisfaction/turnover intention. 

However, this measure only relates to the environment of the job and as it 

is an important purpose of the dissertation to assess possible interplays be-

tween PSM and the work environments of both task and organization, other 

and more general measures have also been used. Drawing on the general 

Person-Environment Fit Theory literature (Judge & Cable, 1997; Kristof-Brown 

et al., 2005; Saks & Ashforth, 1997a), the social worker panel survey (second 

round) thus includes multi-item 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 person-mpe_lgx_rgml dgr8 ĀKw t_jscq _pc tcpw qgmilar to the values of my 

umpinj_acā* ĀG _k lmr tcpw amkdmpr_`jc ugrfgl rfc asjrspc md kw umpinj_acā &pe-

tcpqcb'* ĀUf_r rfgq umpinj_ac qr_lbq dmp gq gknmpr_lr rm kcā* _lb ĀG dccj _ qrpmle 

qclqc md `cjmlegle rm kw umpinj_acā &@pgefr* 0..69 MāPcgjjw $ Af_rk_l, 

1986).
18

 These items measure person-hm` dgr8 ĀKw hm` gq _ emmb k_raf dmp kcā* 

ĀKw ilmujcbec _lb qigjjq k_raf rfc pcosgpckclrq md kw hm`ā* ĀKw hm` bmcq lmr 

cl_`jc kc rm bm rfc iglb md umpi* G u_lr rmā &pctcpqcb'* _lb ĀKw hm` dsjdgjjq kw 



 

78 

demands for what a emmb hm` qfmsjb `cā &Q_iq $ ?qfdmprf* /775_', Like the fit 

measures above, these person-organization and person-job fit measures are 

not only subjective but also direct measures of perceived fit (Kristof-Brown, 

1996: 11).
19

 

By creating cross-product interac tion terms with the PSM measures to ex-

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 provides solid descriptions of which domains in the workplace 

_pc amlqgbcpcb gknmpr_lr rm dgr ugrf rfc glbgtgbs_jāq NQK, 

3.2.4 Job satisfaction and turnover intention 

As finaj msramkc t_pg_`jcq gl rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq rfcmpcrga_j kmbcj* glbgtgbs_jqā 

job satisfaction and turnover intention indicate the potential attrition cons e-

osclacq md _afgctgle mp lmr _afgctgle _ dgr `cruccl mlcāq NQK _lb rfc umpi 

environment. In Section 2.3.3* hm` q_rgqd_argml u_q bcdglcb _q Ā_ njc_qsp_`jc mp 

nmqgrgtc ckmrgml_j qr_rc pcqsjrgle dpmk rfc _nnp_gq_j md mlcāq hm` mp hm` cvncpi-

clacqā &Jmaic* /754 agrcb gl T_lbcl_`ccjc 0..78 /2', Gl rfc qsptcwq sqcb gl 

ĀCknjmwkclr Qcarmp _lb Hm` Q_rgsd_argmlā &?lbcpqen & Kjeldsen, forthcoming) 

_lb ĀGlrcpl_rgml_j Bgddcpclacq gl Npm-social Motivation and Job Satisfacrgmlā 

(Kjeldsen & Andersen, forthcoming), this is measured by asking the employees 

to indicate their general satisfaction with their current jobs on a scale from 

Āamknjcrcjw-tcpw bgqq_rgqdgcbā rm Āamknjcrcjw-tcpw q_rgsdgcbā, Rfgq qglejc oscqrgml 

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 cu r-

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

here I also asked them to explain why they picked a certain number on the 

satisfaction/dissatisfaction scale. This provided valuable insights into whether 

                                                                                                                                                   
18 Gl rfc B_lgqf oscqrgmll_gpc* Ākw umpinj_acā &kgl _p`chbqnj_bq' u_q sqcb _q _ 

qwlmlwk dmp Ākw mpe_lgx_rgmlā* ufgaf gq lmr _ tcpw amkkml B_lgqf rcpk ufcl pcdcr-

pgle rm mlcāq asppclr mpe_lgx_rgml md cknjmwkclr þ especially not in the public sector. 

19 The items for measuring person-organization fit and person-job fit form two reflec-

rgtc glbcvcq ugrf Apml`_afās alphas of 0.798 and 0.757, respectively (indexes re-

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 

PSM-based attrition. 

Rfc kc_qspc md glbgtgbs_jqā rspnover intention has also been operationa l-

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 ĀG ugjj bcdglgrcjw lmr mnr dmp _ hm` af_lecā rm ĀG ugll definitely opt for a 

hm` af_lecā', Rfgq qglejc grck oscqrgml dmp kc_qspgle glbgtgbs_jqā nmqqg`jc rspn-

over intentions has previously been used within the PSM literature (e.g., Bright, 

2008), and as for job satisfaction, the semi-structured interviews were used to 

_qi mncljw _`msr rfc pc_qmlq dmp glrcptgcuccqā nmqqg`jc glrclrgmlq rm af_lec 

jobs. Moreover, having panel data for employed physiotherapists has made it 

nmqqg`jc rm _l_jwxc cknjmwccqā actual  turnover (i.e. sector switch) between the 

two rounds of data collection based on their initial PSM profiles. Unfortunately, 

rfc nfwqgmrfcp_ngqrqā qsptcwq bm lmr glajsbc ncpqml-organization fit and pe r-

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 anal-

wqcq md rsplmtcp glrclrgmlq _q rfgq kc_qspc pgqiq `cgle _`qrp_ar Āafc_n r_jiā 

without any real consequences (Moynihan & Pandey, 2008).
20

 

                                                
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 

Rfgq af_nrcp npcqclrq rfc pcqsjrq dpmk rfc _l_jwqcq md rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq pcqc_paf 

questions. First, the results concerning conceptualization of PSM and its identi-

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 post-entry 

changes in glbgtgbs_jqā NQK _pc npcqclrcb9 rf_r gq* nmqqg`jc qmag_jgx_rgml cddcarq, 

Dgl_jjw* G npcqclr rfc pcqsjrq ugrf pcqncar rm _rrpgrgml cddcarq8 glbgtgbs_jqā hm` q_rgs-

faction and turnover intentions dependent on perceived compatibility b e-

tween their PSM profiles and 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 disser-

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

qualitative studies), which are considered useful in providing cross-study ex-

planations that add to a more comprehensive understanding of the dissert a-

rgmlāq pcqc_paf oscqrgmlq _lb rgc rmecrfcp rfc _prgajcqā pcqsjrq. 

4.1 Conceptions and correlates of public service 

motivation 

Before I outline the main results regarding dynamics of PSM in relation to dif-

ferent public service jobs, I will spend a little time presenting and discussing re-

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 

Qcargml 0,/* qctcp_j md rfc bgqqcpr_rgmlāq _prgajcq _ld studies have provided in-

teresting insights with respect to this.  

Firstly, this concerns the relationship between Public Values and PSM ana-

jwxcb _kmle B_lgqf ns`jga qcarmp k_l_ecpq gl rfc _prgajc ĀNs`jga T_jscq _lb 

Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgmlā &?lbcpqcl cr al., forthcoming b). Building on the 

conceptualization and measurement instrument for Public Values developed 

gl rfc _prgajc ĀNs`jga T_jscq Bikclqgmlqā &?lbcpqcl cr _j,* dmprfamkgle _'* rfgq 

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, Compassion, 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 User focused values) 

controlled for gender, age, and service producing/service regulatory tasks of 

rfc k_l_ecpqā mpe_lgx_rgmls. More specifically, partial correlations between 

the investigated public values and PSM dimensions show that public interest 

NQK gq nmqgrgtcjw amppcj_rcb ugrf Ārfc ns`jga _r j_pecā t_jscq &_aamslr_`gjgrw* 

transparency and public insight), rule abidance, professionalism, and efficient 

supply values. Compassion PSM is positively associated with balancing differ-

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 kmqr Ānspcjwā jglicb rm _ eclcp_j _jrpsgqrga kmrgt_rgml 

without providing any direction of what is the desirable in delivering public 

qcptgacq, Rfgq amsjb qsnnmpr Igk _lb T_lbcl_`ccjcāq &0./.' lmrgml rf_r qcjf-

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 val-

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 dimensions of public values. Since values 

such as rule abidance and efficient supply clearly provide some direction to 

this PSM dimension, the finding of these associations can be interpreted as a 

qncagdga_rgml md uf_r qcptgac gl rfc Āns`jga glrcpcqrā amsjb `e. This supports Kim 

_lb T_lbcl_`ccjcāq &0./.' pc-specification of the public interest PSM dimen-

qgml rm ĀAmkkgrkclr rm Ns`jga T_jscqā, 

Fmuctcp* rfc pcqsjrq dpmk `mrf rfc ĀNs`jga T_jscq Bgkclqgmlqā _prgajc &?n-

bcpqcl cr _j,* dmprfamkgle _' _lb rfc ĀNs`jga T_lues and Public Service Motiva-

rgmlā _prgajc &?lbcpqcl cr _j,* dmprfamkgle `' _jqm qfmucb rf_r qmkc ns`jga t_l-

ues are internally uncorrelated or even negatively correlated. This indicates 

that some conceptions of what is desirable in terms of providing mean ingful 

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 I 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 (di f-
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ferent public values) and whether one is willing to act on this. Moreover, alt-

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 in-

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 se r-

vice motivated acts? And how is value dilemmas solved in different work set-

rgleq= Rfc os_jgr_rgtc amlrclr _l_jwqcq gl rfc _prgajc ĀQcarmp _lb Maasn_rgml_j 

Differences in Public Service Motivargmlā &Ihcjbqcl* 0./0_) showed that public 

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 -economical ly 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 private 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 cross-sector comparison between nurses and nursing assistants indi-

cates that PSM can be targeted at different types and levels of service recipi-

clrq dpmk Ā_ kmpc eclcp_jgxcb* qmagcr_j pcagngclrā _lb rm qncagdga sqcpq, Rfc ss-

er-satisfying objective of the services can to some extent be linked to the nurs-

gle _qqgqr_lrqā amkn_qqgml NQK8 Rfcw dccj ckn_rfw ugrf rfc ncmnjc gl lccb* 

which they say can make them co mpromise with rule abidance values and 

hospital-specific service standards. For the privately employed health person-

nel, this also has to do with the profit-creating environment of their organiz a-

tions, which I will get back to in Section 4.3 on socialization. In sum, the anal-

wqcq gl ĀQcarmp _lb Maasn_rgml_j Bgddcpclacq gl Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgmlā 

(Kjeldsen, 2012a) thus indicate that not only is there a public/private sector di f-

ference in the PSM of this health personnel, there is also þ or even more pro-

nounced and interestingly with respect to the foundations and conceptualiz a-

tion of PSM þ a 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 þ in line with their higher degrees of professionalism þ tend to have a p a-
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ternalistic approach to the users of the services. This can be seen in the follow-

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 I need to be satisfied rmm &ĉ' Dmp cv_knjc* ufcl wms _pc fgef ml k_pghs_l_* 

wms bmlār ilmu what  is best for 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 _lb _epcc rm @ _q ucjj &ĉ' @sr rfgq gq _jqm rfc dsl n_pr9 gr gq _ `gr md _ af_jjclec 

(public nurse 1, hospital care) (see also Kjeldsen, 2012a: 65). 

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

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 pur-

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

rgmlq md uf_r Āemmb dmp mrfcpq _lb qmagcrwā rfpmsef rfc hm` kc_lq, Gl rfc glrcr-

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

t_jsc bgjckk_q ufcpc rfc qmag_j umpicpqā ncpqml_j _lb npmdcqqgml_j t_jscq 

amldjgar ugrf uf_r gq nmjgrga_jjw* camlmkga_jjw* dpmk rfc sqcpqā tgcunmglrq* mp 

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

interplay between values, motivation and professional knowledge. Add itional 

within-a_qc _l_jwqcq glbga_rc rf_r qmag_j umpicpqā ugrf _ NQK npmdgjc ugrf j_pecp 

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 be-

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

gl ĀNs`jga T_jscq _lb Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgmlā &?lbcpqcl cr _j,* dmprfamkgle 

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

transj_rcb rfpmsef rfc glbgtgbs_jqā npmdcqqgml_j ilmujcbec _lb `_akgrounds.  

Rfc _prgajc ĀTmcational Study and Public Servicc Kmrgt_rgmlā &Ihcjbqcl* 

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

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

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

tion programs and at different stages (years) of these programs, the article 
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shows that students enrolled in programs aiming at core public service deliver-

ing jobs (such as nurses, social workers, physiotherapists, physicians, and 

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 first-year and final -year students (see Figure 1 in Kjeldsen, forthcoming). 

This suggests that the association between higher education and PSM is not as 

uniform as previous studies (e.g., Bright, 2005; Camilleri, 2007; Moynihan & 

Pandey, 2007; Perry, 1997) have assumed: For students in non-core public ser-

vice studies, membership of higher educational institutions seems to foster 

higher levels of PSM, but students enrolled in core public service studies al-

ready tend to have high PSM levels when they self-select into these educa-

tional programs. This does not mean, however, that the PSM of students in core 

public service studies remains unchanged. Rather, the different 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 ser-

vice as well as non-core public service educational programs using the same 

b_r_ _lb kc_qspcq _q ĀTma_rgml_j Qrsbw _lb Ns`jga Qcptgac Kmrgt_rgmlā &Ihcjd-

sen, forthcoming).
21

 Focusing on the lower part of the table, which shows inter-

_argml rcpkq `cruccl rfc bgddcpclr tma_rgml_j qrsbgcq _lb rfc qrsbclrqā wc_pq 

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 policy making PSM 

the further they get in their educational program. Still, the law students (to-

gether with the business students) have considerably higher levels of this moti-

vation than the nurses.  

 

                                                
21 The analyses are based on a subsample of students 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 Kjeld-

sen, forthcoming). 
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